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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 4, 2020

The House met at 1:35 p.m.

[Mr. Speaker in the chair.]

Routine Business

Prayers and reflections: T. Stone.

Introductions by Members

Hon. D. Eby: I’m pleased to introduce today some spe-
cial guests that we have up in the gallery. We’re joined
by Justina Loh, executive director of Disability Alliance
of B.C.; Tanya Fawkes-Kirby, managing director, Canadian
Association of Occupational Therapists, B.C. branch; Katie
Eichar, who is a student, also at the Canadian Association
of Occupational Therapists, B.C. branch; Sarah Charles, as
well, with the occupational therapists; Shawn Fehr, past
president at the Insurance Brokers Association of B.C.; Jes-
sica Asano of the IBABC board of directors; and David
Black, president of MoveUP. Would the House please join
me in making them feel very welcome.

E. Ross: Today we have in the House Caroline Moore.
Caroline has worked in the area of Indigenous relations,
consultation policy and negotiations for over 25 years. She
holds a master of arts in conflict analysis and management,
a Royal Roads University diploma in public sector man-
agement and a bachelor of social work, University of Vic-
toria. Would the House please make welcome Caroline
Moore.

N. Letnick: Today we have Dr. Larry Goldenberg, who
is in the gallery. I think everyone around here and in Brit-
ish Columbia knows this famous urologist, researcher and
educator, a pioneer in the treatment of prostate cancer
and supportive care. Would the House please make Dr.
Goldenberg feel very, very welcome.

Hon. C. James: In the gallery today, we have B.C. Build-
ing Trades president Phil Venoit, executive director
Andrew Mercier and a number of other leaders in the B.C.
Building Trades from across the province.

The Building Trades, as people may know, are in Victor-
ia to hold the annual conference over the next few days.
This afternoon they’ll be meeting with MLAs on both sides
of the House — for good discussions, I’m sure. I know that
everyone in this House will want to recognize the crucial
front-line roles that the various trades play, the expertise
that they apply in our building infrastructure, in our eco-
nomy and in building our communities.

Would the House please make them very welcome.

L. Reid: I’d ask the House to join me in welcoming Terra

Munro to the chamber today. Terra is with Home Health
Care. She’s a manager with responsibility for this part of
Vancouver Island. We met under the auspices of B.C. Care
Providers. I’m ever so grateful for her tutelage, and I’d ask
the House to please make her very, very welcome.

S. Thomson: Today I had a wonderful visit from two
friends and constituents from Kelowna-Mission. Alan El-
liot and Peggy Poole are here today visiting the Legislature.
Alan is up in the gallery. It’s Peggy’s birthday today as well.
I think she is out shopping for her birthday president. Alan
is taking in question period. I’d like the House to make
them both very welcome to visit here and to wish Peggy a
very happy birthday today.

Hon. L. Beare: Joining us today in the House are some
of the outstanding citizens who serve my community of
Pitt Meadows. Joining us today are Mayor Bill Dingwall
and Coun. Bob Meachen as well as city staff Mark Roberts,
Samantha Maki and Colin O’Byrne. The city of Pitt Mead-
ows is an amazing partner to work with, and I have the
absolute privilege and honour of serving the citizens of
Pitt Meadows alongside these wonderful people. Would
the House please make them feel very welcome.

Hon. M. Mungall: Hon. Speaker, I’d like to introduce
the House to a very remarkable woman. Her name is Jill
Tipping. She’s the president and CEO of the B.C. Tech
Association.

[1:40 p.m.]
One of the things that I really want to highlight about

Jill, along with her amazing work for the tech sector in her
role, is that she has been named as a finalist for the 2020
Connecting the Community Award at the YWCA Women
of Distinction Awards because of her work ensuring that
all youth, particularly young women, engage with techno-
logy and all the opportunities that that sector has to bring.

I also want to let the House know and say a special hello
to Wilma, her mom, who is watching at home.

Wilma, you have a lot to be proud of. You have a won-
derful daughter, who I look forward to working with into
the future.

May the House please make her very welcome.

I. Paton: I had the honour about an hour ago to speak
to a grade 10 class from South Delta Secondary. They’re in
the precinct today, and they’re with their teacher, who is
no stranger to our side of the House, a young Gatlin Saip.
I’d like you to make the class from South Delta Secondary
welcome here today.

R. Glumac: I would also like to take this opportunity
to introduce Dr. Larry Goldenberg, someone who has had
a very important impact on my life. In fact, he saved my
life. He’s a leading urological surgeon and an internation-
ally recognized clinical scientist, a member of the Order of
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Canada and named to the Order of British Columbia and
one of the founders of the Vancouver Prostate Centre.

I just want to say a few words about the Vancouver Pro-
state Centre. It’s a large patient clinic, a clinical trials facil-
ity, a patient supportive care and basic science research
program dedicated to answering challenging questions of
cancer biology and translating research discoveries into
treatments. It’s the largest program of its kind in Canada.

The impact of the Prostate Centre stretches far beyond
helping those battling only prostate cancer. Discoveries
there have made a difference in treating other cancers and
tumours, including ovarian, bladder and kidney cancers,
as well as Alzheimer’s and dementia. With more than 300
people working to improve lives for patients, the Prostate
Centre has become one of the largest health research
organizations in western Canada.

Dr. Larry Goldenberg was there right from the begin-
ning, and he’s still continuing to advocate for the great
work that they’re doing today. Would the House make him
feel welcome.

Hon. M. Farnworth: I’m going to break my own rule
about multiple introductions. Dr. Goldenberg, Larry, is a
very good friend of mine, and he does amazing work. I
would like to personally welcome him to the House today.
I think the words that have been said have been truly
inspirational, and I want everyone to really welcome him.

N. Simons: This is the first time that Bailey Lalonde is
being introduced, and I’m asking the House to please help
me in welcoming her. Bailey is an artist who grew up in
Cobble Hill. She is currently residing in Memphis, Ten-
nessee. She is an artist.

For those who recognize the name Lalonde, she is the
daughter of Donny Lalonde, WBC light-heavyweight
champion from the late ’80s — if you were following box-
ing, as some of us were, the Golden Boy, named after the
statue on the Winnipeg Legislature.

Through her, we can ask her to let her dad know that
we remember that fight against Sugar Ray Leonard, and
although he might not have been victorious in that partic-
ular fight, we did remember that he knocked him down.
Only the second time in Sugar Ray’s career, right?

Would the House please join me in welcoming Bailey
Lalonde.

M. Elmore: I’m very pleased to welcome here grade
11 students from Sir Charles Tupper High School.
They’re accompanied by Mr. Auton Lum, teachers Jas-
mine Nann and Taylor Micacchi, retired teachers Gina
Main and Sally Ringdahl and student teachers Aaron
Weber and Nathan Cox.

I want to mention that coming into this weekend, many
members will know, we’ve got the provincial champion-
ships, the boys basketball that’s going to be held in Langley.
Looking forward to that. The Tupper Tigers are ranked in

the top five of the boys’ rankings. I’ll be cheering for them.
I don’t know if any of the members want to take any bets
on that as well. I’m up for it.

[1:45 p.m.]
As well, the Tupper Tigers have their rugby team. The

boys rugby team was the provincial champion last year.
The season is kicking off again this year. Mr. Auton Lum is
the coach. And a great wrestling program that they’ve got.
They’re sending a wrestler who won silver in the provincial
championships to the national championships.

I ask everybody to please give a very warm welcome to
everyone from Sir Charles Tupper High School.

R. Leonard: Every day we come into this House and,
particularly in the caucus rooms, we have a face that greets
us. That’s what starts our day. We’ve had a lot of different
changes over time, but I’d like to welcome Cailin Tyrrell.
She’s our new face in the east annex, and I really appreciate
seeing her every morning and welcome her to the team.

If everybody could please welcome her to this beautiful
place.

A. Weaver: I have two very special guests here in the
gallery today. They are Adele and Lorne Frame, accom-
panied by Perry Fainstein. Lorne Frame was recently
inducted as a member of the Order of the Legion of Hon-
our, France’s highest decoration. I’ll expand upon that a
little more in member’s statements.

Would the House please make them feel very welcome
here today.

A. Wilkinson: Since the rule has already been broken,
I should introduce someone who is my constituent, who
taught me urology in 1985 at St. Paul’s Hospital and who
has never been anywhere near my prostate. That’s Dr.
Larry Goldenberg.

Tributes

BRITANNIA SECONDARY SENIOR GIRLS
BASKETBALL TEAM CHAMPIONSHIP WIN

Hon. M. Mark: Joining my colleague from Vancouver-
Kensington in her pride for her high school, I used to go to
Sir Charles Tupper. I know that it’s a great east side school.

Speaking of east side schools, I want to congratulate
the girls AA team at Britannia, the only secondary
school in my riding. They won the provincials on Sat-
urday in Langley. Those east side teams punch well
above their weight class.

Will everyone in the House please join me in congratu-
lating the senior girls.

Introductions by Members

G. Kyllo: I’d like to welcome all the B.C. building trades
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that are here today and thank them for their work in help-
ing to build the infrastructure in our province.

I’d also like to recognize a good friend of mine, Doug
Parton, with Ironworkers Local 97.

Would the House please make them all feel very wel-
come.

Introduction and
First Reading of Bills

BILL 11 — ATTORNEY GENERAL STATUTES
(VEHICLE INSURANCE)
AMENDMENT ACT, 2020

Hon. D. Eby presented a message from Her Honour the
Lieutenant-Governor: a bill intituled Attorney General
Statutes (Vehicle Insurance) Amendment Act, 2020.

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

I’m pleased to introduce the Attorney General Statutes
(Vehicle Insurance) Amendment Act, 2020. This bill
amends the Insurance (Vehicle) Act to introduce en-
hanced care coverage for bodily injury and a new type of
first-party insurance coverage for vehicle damage, effective
May 1, 2021. These changes will bring down the average
cost of auto insurance in British Columbia by approxim-
ately 20 percent, an average of $400 in savings per driver,
helping reduce costs for British Columbians.

Enhanced care coverage for bodily injuries significantly
increases the amount of care and recovery benefits and
provides additional benefits available to anyone injured in
an auto crash, providing enough care for a lifetime for
those who need it, without the need for costly, stressful,
uncertain and time-consuming litigation.

The Insurance (Vehicle) Act is also amended to provide
for pre-litigation payments with respect to accidents
occurring before May 1, 2021, to increase the portion of an
award that goes to an injured person rather than towards
legal costs.

This bill also amends the Insurance Corporation Act,
fulfilling this government’s commitment to ban the trans-
fer of ICBC profits to government by eliminating the
authority of government to direct the Insurance Corp. of
British Columbia to make payments to government from
profits from the corporation’s optional business.

This bill also makes consequential and related amend-
ments to the Civil Resolution Tribunal Act.

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

Motion approved.

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

Bill 11, Attorney General Statutes (Vehicle Insurance)
Amendment Act, 2020, 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.

[1:50 p.m.]

BILL 12 — SUPPLY ACT (No. 1), 2020

Hon. C. James presented a message from Her Honour
the Lieutenant-Governor: a bill intituled Supply Act
(No. 1), 2020.

Hon. C. James: I move that Bill 12, Supply Act (No. 1),
2020, be introduced and read a first time now.

Bill 12 provides interim supply for ministry operations
and other appropriations for approximately the first three
months of the 2020-21 fiscal year. Bill 12 also provides
interim supply for a portion of government’s financing
requirements for the ’20-21 fiscal year, including one-third
of the year’s capital expenditures, loans, investments and
other financing requirements and the full amount of the
year’s disbursements for revenues collected on behalf of
and transferred to specific programs and entities.

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

Motion approved.

Hon. C. James: I move that Bill 12 be placed on the
orders of the day for second reading at the next sitting of
the House after today.

Bill 12, Supply Act (No. 1), 2020, 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 — NAME AMENDMENT ACT, 2020

M. Polak presented a bill intituled Name Amendment
Act, 2020.

M. Polak: I move that the bill intituled Name Amend-
ment Act, 2020, 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. While this does affect men, the
impact is disproportionately felt by women, who must
either struggle through difficulties with their identity doc-
uments or face the time and expense of a formal name
change.

This amendment will mean that those who choose a
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hyphenated or combined surname will be treated in the
same manner as those who adopt the surname 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 M203, Name Amendment Act, 2020, 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)

CORONAVIRUS PREPAREDNESS

J. Rice: As B.C.’s Parliamentary Secretary for Emergency
Preparedness, I encourage individuals to learn about the
risks in your area, to make a plan and build or buy an
emergency kit, to always have a minimum of three days
— but preferably at least one week — of food and water
and other essentials such as prescription medications on
hand. This is good practice preparing for any type of haz-
ard, whether that’s a power outage, fire, flood, earthquake
or disease outbreak.

I find myself in a bit of a dilemma when I see British
Columbians rush out in a flurry of fear-driven stockpiling
because of anxiety around the coronavirus. It’s always wise
to be prepared, but the most important measure people
can take today to prevent the spread of coronavirus, or
COVID-19, is to proactively prevent the transmission of
respiratory illness, including COVID-19.

This includes washing your hands regularly. Avoid
touching your face, cough or sneeze into your elbow sleeve
and dispose of tissues appropriately. Besides health care
professionals, masks should be only used by the sick to
prevent transmission to other people. It may be less effect-
ive to wear a mask in the community when a person is not
sick themselves. Masks may give a person a false sense of
security and are likely to increase the number of times a
person will touch their own face — for example, to adjust
the mask.

It’s also very important to stay home and away from oth-
ers if you or your family are sick. Travellers should monit-
or the government of Canada travel site for the latest travel
advisories. While the risk of spread of COVID-19 with-
in British Columbia remains low at this time, we continue
widespread testing by screening British Columbians and
travellers with symptoms, along with their close contacts,
to identify cases.

In B.C., we continue to be in active containment mode

to detect cases and respond to prevent the virus from
spreading in the community. The Ministry of Health and
the B.C. Centre for Disease Control, working with many
partners, including EMBC, have plans in place and are
prepared to respond to new illnesses of public health
concern.

[1:55 p.m.]
I always encourage people to be prepared, but this

should be done in a measured approach and not be panic
driven.

S. Sullivan: I seek leave to make another introduction.

Leave granted.

Introductions by Members

S. Sullivan: I see Ruby Ng, the head of the Disability
Foundation, is here. She runs a network of quality-of-life
groups for people with significant disabilities, whether it
be kayaking in False Creek or going hiking in the forest
near UBC or music or assistive devices. She’s got it all. I’d
like to please welcome Ruby to this House.

Statements
(Standing Order 25B)

BOUNDARY MUSICAL AND THEATRE SOCIETY

L. Larson: The Boundary Musical and Theatre Society
in Grand Forks is a non-profit community theatre made
up of volunteers who, for the last 14 years, have been pro-
ducing top-notch musical theatre entertainment for the
people of Boundary. Previous productions have included
Fiddler on the Roof, Mary Poppins and Mamma Mia!, just
to name a few.

This year’s production is Joseph and the Amazing Tech-
nicolour Dreamcoat and is currently on stage at the Grand
Forks Secondary School. The production is directed by
Deborah Baker and stars Aaron Baker as Joseph, with over
80 cast and crew, including a live pit band under the direc-
tion of Lorriane Barg.

Community theatre involves local volunteers in many
capacities, from sewing costumes, painting backdrops,
building props and sound and lighting. The list is endless,
and community members with particular skills willingly
share their knowledge and craftsmanship with others.

Last year the society started a Broadway Junior Players
group for youth from six to 12 under the direction of
Shannon Wolf and Aaron Baker. The stage develops con-
fidence and responsibility within young performers.

In 2017, the Boundary Musical and Theatre Society was
presented with the community accessibility award for their
inclusion of special needs adults into their productions.

Whether you become involved as a director, a chorus
member or a stage hand, volunteering with a community
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organization like this musical theatre society results in
new friendships and a strong sense of community pride.
Congratulations to the Boundary Musical and Theatre
Society for their countless volunteer hours bringing great
musical theatre to Boundary.

GROUNDSWELL
ALTERNATIVE BUSINESS SCHOOL

J. Routledge: Climate change. Artificial intelligence.
Globalization. The gig economy. These are trends that are
transforming work as we know it. More and more people
are employed as temporary independent contractors
without prospect of benefits, job security or pensions.
What are we going to do?

Well, Groundswell may have part of the answer.
Groundswell is an innovative, alternative business school.
It specializes in serving diverse populations who are
squeezed out of the job market or working in marginal
jobs and who are looking for agency and support in cre-
ating their own self-employed livelihood and small busi-
nesses. At Groundswell, students learn how to tap into
their innate strengths, talents and passions and turn their
ideas into something at which they can make a living while
also addressing social problems.

I was introduced to Groundswell by one of my con-
stituents, Gilad Babchuk, the executive director and co-
founder of Groundswell. I met Irina, a graduate of
Groundswell. She created Fabcycle, a business that collects
textile waste before it goes into the landfill and sells it
to artists, crafters and designers. I met Conlan Mansfield,
who opened a gym. His clients knowingly pay a little extra
so they can sponsor the training of Indigenous sports
teams.

Groundswell was established in 2013. Since then, it has
graduated more than 200 students, created 140 jobs and
more than 100 small businesses with start-up capital of less
than $5,000. Groundswell isn’t likely to produce the next
Bill Gates, just ordinary people who want to make a living
and a difference in a shrinking job market. The next pro-
gram starts April 3.

[2:00 p.m.]

TRACTORGREASE CAFE IN CHILLIWACK

J. Martin: I would like to take a moment and talk about
a venue that is putting Chilliwack literally on the interna-
tional music map. I’m referring to the Tractorgrease Cafe,
a self-described folksy musical restaurant with a cool stu-
dio next door.

Located in the spectacular Chilliwack River Valley,
Tractorgrease was founded by Jeff Bonner as a musical col-
lective. It was Jeff ’s vision that Tractorgrease would be a
place where like-minded people could come together to
make and to share music.

Artists such as Ridley Bent, Bill Bourne, 54-40, Steve

Dawson and many others have all recorded in the Tract-
orgrease studios. In 2014, Tractorgrease expanded to a live
music venue and hosts amazing solo acts, duos and bands
from all over North America and beyond.

Depending on the weather and the time of year, per-
formances take place either inside the cozy café or on
an outdoor beautiful stage that rivals anything I’ve ever
seen in Austin, Texas. In fact, Tractorgrease has become
one of the most talked about live music destinations in
recent years.

A little while back, over lunch, I had an opportunity
to ask Jeff how he manages to book so many sought-after
acts. He explained that Tractorgrease has become such a
popular and a respected establishment that the artists lit-
erally call him seeking an opportunity to bring their show
to the Chilliwack River Valley.

In addition to rootsy-sounding blues, country,
bluegrass, jazz and folk acts, Tractorgrease hosts regular
open-mike sessions where musicians arrive from near and
afar for the opportunity to be on the Tractorgrease stage.
There’s local craft beer. There’s a spectacularly diverse
menu. There’s one other thing, but I’m a little blurry. Can
anyone help me out here?

Interjections.

J. Martin: That’s right. There’s even an authentic wood-
burning smoker for a real, real barbecue. I encourage any-
one with a passion for live music to put Tractorgrease on
their must-do list, support real people making real music.

Thank you, Jeff, for creating such a special, multigener-
ational, social and music community.

Never forget: #livemusicisbetter.

LORNE FRAME

A. Weaver: It’s a profound honour for me to rise in the
House today to pay tribute to Mr. Lorne Frame, a Cana-
dian hero who resides in the riding of Oak Bay–Gordon
Head and is seated in the gallery above there.

In 1942, at the age of 18, Mr. Frame joined the Royal
Canadian Air Force. After further training in Britain, he
became a pilot in the 419 Canadian bomber Squadron
where he flew Lancaster bombers.

At the age of 20 and on his 13th mission, his plane
was attacked by German night fighters. His plane was shot
down on the edge of the Fontainebleau forest, south of
Paris. As he fought to control the descending plane, he
ordered his crew to evacuate. He was the last person out of
the plane.

After walking all night, Mr. Frame found himself in
the village of Barbizon. There, he came into contact with
an American woman by the name of Drue Tartière. Mrs.
Tartière spent the war years assisting the French under-
ground. As she spoke English, Mr. Frame was able to con-
vince her that he was a member of the Allied Forces and
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not a German soldier. Mrs. Tartière hid Mr. Frame in the
back of her house where he was eventually joined by mem-
bers of his crew. They stayed hidden for seven weeks until
Barbizon was liberated in August 1944.

As befits a true hero, Mr. Frame minimizes his contri-
butions and sacrifices. To this day, he praises the women
and men of the French underground and, in particular,
Drue Tartière. He marvelled at their bravery. In assisting
Mr. Frame and his compatriots, they risked their lives and
the lives of their families and friends. Drue Tartière doc-
uments Mr. Frame’s story, among others, in her book, The
House Near Paris, that she published in 1946.

I just recently ordered that from AbeBooks. I’m look-
ing forward to its arrival so I can learn more about Mr.
Frame’s remarkable story and the remarkable work of
Drue Tartière.

In recognition of his sacrifice and his service in helping
liberate France from the Nazis, Mr. Frame has recently
been selected to be a Member of the Order of the Legion
of Honour. Originally established in 1802 by Napoleon
Bonaparte, the Legion of Honour remains France’s highest
decoration.

We are privileged, hon. Speaker, to have Mr. Frame with
us here in the gallery tonight.

[2:05 p.m.]
I would like this House to join me in congratulating him

on this latest distinction. [Applause.]

ADDICTION RECOVERY

J. Thornthwaite: Mental health and addictions are com-
plex issues that drastically affect the way people live their
lives, from work to one’s relationships to one’s overall qual-
ity of life. These effects extend far beyond the individual.
They affect our communities and society.

Helping people out of addiction has obvious social and
individual benefits, but less is known about the financial
benefits. Harm reduction keeps people alive, but alone, it
does not help them address the root cause of their addic-
tion or support them on the road to recovery. The recent
overdose rates, which have not decreased, prove we are not
getting to the root of the addiction, the why. Is it mental
health? Trauma? Adverse childhood experiences? Pain?

A repeated cycle of discharge and relapse is ultimately
a greater cost to society and the people and the families
affected. A more comprehensive approach to treating
addiction requires a continuum of care ranging from
prevention and treatment to recovery and reintegration
into society.

Together We Can: Addiction Recovery and Education
Society knows this better than anyone. I quote Tristan
Elliott: “For every chronic addict you help recover and
become a taxpayer again, there is a $500,000 to $720,000
savings if that individual remains sober for 20 years.”
Research suggests addiction costs Canadians between $20
billion and $40 billion a year in lost productivity, health

care and the legal system. A person struggling with addic-
tion costs between $11,000 and $22,000 per year. This can
easily be over $100,000 in some cases.

Therefore, the success of addiction treatment should be
measured not just on not being on welfare, not being in a
hospital, not being in jail. What’s the contribution to soci-
ety? The quality of life, reconnecting with family, building
social responsibility and optimizing wellness. When we
support people through a continuum of care, we save. B.C.
needs to rise up and help people trying to overcome addic-
tion and give them every opportunity to work through a
full pathway to recovery.

Oral Questions

CORONAVIRUS
PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE

A. Wilkinson: We’ve seen the rapid progression of the
case count of the novel coronavirus that’s been now
labelled as COVID-19. The obvious question that arises is
the preparation level in our society and our government
for a potential rapid expansion in that case count.

We’ve seen the reports out most recently from Washing-
ton state where the death count, unfortunately, amongst
our friends and neighbours to the south is now up to ten.
They’ve recorded a total of 28 confirmed cases, but it’s
widely known in the United States that the testing pro-
gram was far too slow to get going. The actual case count
in Washington state could be much higher. That will
become clear in the weeks to come.

The question for the Minister of Health is: can he tell us
what the plan is in British Columbia in the event that our
case count rapidly goes into the thousands?

Hon. A. Dix: First of all, I want to acknowledge the role
played by all members of the House in supporting pub-
lic health during this time. I particularly want to acknow-
ledge the role the member for Kelowna–Lake Country, the
Green Party Health critic and House Leader for their role,
the Leader of the Opposition and many others who have
spoken out publicly against fear and in favour of science
and public health responses. I think that’s important. We
are stronger together, and I wanted to express that appre-
ciation right off the top.

The Leader of the Opposition will know that because
of preparations and our excellent record in dealing with
issues such as SARS in the past, the B.C. Centre for Disease
Control, our provincial health officer, Dr. Bonnie Henry,
and my deputy minister, Stephen Brown, have acted, from
the beginning, ahead of many other jurisdictions.

[2:10 p.m.]
For example, we have been taking action — from the

beginning, before there was even a case identified in Brit-
ish Columbia — to test people. We’ve tested now — or we
had tested as of the last time we announced the numbers,
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which was Friday — 1,425 samples and 1,012 people. This
was significantly more testing — more than twice as much
than had taken place in the entire United States of Amer-
ica. This is our plan, which is to contain — and if not to
contain, to slow down — the growth of the virus here in
British Columbia. We are continuing to energetically pur-
sue that plan.

Clearly, we will need to prepare for other plans. We
do have, in British Columbia, a pandemic response plan,
which has been updated, which we’ll be briefing all parties
in the Legislature on before we go home for the spring
break, and which is going to help respond to further devel-
opments of COVID-19 in British Columbia. I think it’s
important that we continue to support our institutions and
support one another in these times.

If I may be allowed one last thing to say, everyone needs
to wash their hands regularly. This is important, and again,
it’s something that all members of the House have been
communicating. I’m very, very appreciative of that. Not
touching your face. And when you’re sick, stay home from
school, from work and especially from visiting friends and
loved ones in long-term care and in hospital.

Mr. Speaker: The Leader of the Official Opposition on
a supplemental.

A. Wilkinson: Well, thank you to the Minister of Health
for that outline, but I think the question is actually more
pointed. He has set an example for all of us in practical,
personal terms about cleanliness and hygiene. We thank
him for that advice. The B.C. Centre for Disease Control
is remarkably well ahead of the U.S. Centers for Disease
Control in test capacity and surveillance systems for new
cases.

The question remains. In the event that our case count
goes, sadly, from half a dozen to 5,000, what will be the
next step after the initial containment phase? Once we’ve
now passed this point of saying that perhaps people arriv-
ing from around parts of China should self-quarantine,
what is the next phase in the unfortunate event that the
events in Washington state carry over the border?

Hon. A. Dix: In January, prior to any cases coming to
British Columbia — indeed, coming to Canada — we set
up an emergency response team, co-chaired by Dr. Henry
and Mr. Brown. Every health authority now has an emer-
gency operation centre specifically devoted to addressing
this question, which I think is important, because there are
challenges at every level. As we ramp up, we are preparing,
of course, for a governmentwide response. This, as it devel-
ops, will have implications for all parts of B.C. life, not just
the health care system.

That work is being done. We intend to fully brief the
opposition on that work in the coming days and the Green
Party in the coming 24 hours so that they’re as informed
as anybody here in the Legislature and so that we can con-

tinue to work together to respond adequately to what is a
significant international health issue.

I want to say, finally, to our friends in Washington state
— and I know that the Leader of the Opposition would
agree to that — that people in public health in Washington
state are working very hard and are doing very diligent
work. It is absolutely tragic that COVID-19 hit, especially,
a long-term care home in Washington, in the States. Our
hearts go out to all the families affected and to the people
working so hard now in Washington state to address this
problem.

N. Letnick: Thank you to the minister for his answer so
far. If we can get some clarity on one point. Right now we
are in a containment phase. We are trying to contain this.
Hopefully, Washington state is able to do the same, so we
don’t have to have the impact of people travelling back and
forth. Obviously, the border is very thin between us and
Washington state.

Over the last week, we heard the federal Health Min-
ister, Patty Hajdu, recommend that Canadians stock up
with enough supplies for a week or so in case their family
member contracted the coronavirus and had to remain in
self-isolation for 14 days. She said that it’s good to be pre-
pared, because things can change quickly. Canada’s chief
public health officer, Dr. Teresa Tam, echoed that message
on Thursday in a tweet urging Canadians to keep extra
food and medication on hand.

We’ve seen the run on things at our stores. We’d like to
get some clarity from the government and the minister.
What can we do to ensure that British Columbians get the
right message today, since we’re still in the containment
phase?

Hon. A. Dix: Again, thank you to the member for his
question. I think people in British Columbia…. We have
these preparations now. Many of us live in earthquake
zones, so we are expected and do have preparations in our
houses for those conditions now.

[2:15 p.m.]
I think the key, in this time, is to be prudent. I don’t

think there’s any need to hoard goods. But just like if
someone in your home was sick with the flu or anything
else, it’s important to have food and medication available,
especially if you are in one of the categories that has a more
serious impact of COVID-19 and, indeed, of influenza.
For example, that people with chronic diseases, people
who are more elderly, be more prepared for what might
happen. That is true in all circumstances.

I think it’s really important that we understand that so
far, in British Columbia, the risk is low and continues to
be low and that we continue to support one another in
these times.

One of the things that I admire most about what’s
happened, for example, in the Chinese-Canadian com-
munity — and members, including the Leader of the

Wednesday, March 4, 2020 British Columbia Debates 11507



Opposition, have spoken of this — is the willingness of
people to help each other, especially in self-isolation. There
are groups that spontaneously were created to support one
another. This is true, I know, in the Iranian-Canadian
community, as well, which has suffered — some now, and
significantly — from the outbreak in British Columbia.

I think it speaks well, and I want to express my appre-
ciation to the people of B.C. for their response to date. I
think we have to continue to be prudent, to be prudent
when we make decisions to travel, and to be prepared, but
to be serene in our approach so that we support one anoth-
er when we need to be supported.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Kelowna–Lake Country
on a supplemental.

N. Letnick: I bring up the question because not only
is the federal government saying one thing, but we’ve got
leaders from across the country saying all kinds of things.
We have all kinds of experts with differences of opinion.

Look at Christine Elliot, the Health Minister for
Ontario. She said that she believes stockpiling is unneces-
sary and people should continue to go about their lives
while being cautious. So it’s very similar to what the Minis-
ter of Health for B.C. has said. It’s obviously juxtaposed to
what the Canadian Health Minister has said. People have
to use their common sense. Given the current situation, I
think it’s probably the best thing.

To the minister, I only have one more question on this.
I’ll save some of these other ones for, hopefully, never,
because the virus will go away. What preparations are the
regional health authorities taking to help identify any out-
breaks in their local areas — in particular, in the Northern
Health regional health authority?

I’m hearing stories that people who want to get tested
are facing a gauntlet of barriers to getting the testing done,
because they believe they have the virus. If the minister
could outline what people can do across British Columbia
— especially up in the north, who are farther away from
services than people down on the Lower Mainland — to
ensure that we manage this outbreak and contain this out-
break as much as possible so it doesn’t become a goal of
stopping the spread versus stopping the outbreak itself.

Hon. A. Dix: All of the regional health authorities have
emergency operation centres now. People in all of the
regional health authorities are being tested. The threshold
for the test is lower than in other jurisdictions, but there
is a threshold. We believe that medical professionals are
making the right decisions about when people should be
tested and how they should be tested. In the last couple of
weeks, we’ve changed our testing regimen so that people
who are tested for influenza are also tested for COVID-19.
I think that’s important.

We are preparing in every single health authority. As
you know, two health authorities, to date, have no cases of

COVID-19. One of those is the Northern Health Author-
ity, and we hope that continues. The other is Island Health.
But all of our health authorities are preparing equally and
are fully evolved, including the First Nations Health
Authority, whose activities are fully integrated with ours.

With respect to the government of Canada, I would
say this. They have been working very hard and are in
touch with us on a regular basis. The federal Minister
of Finance, Mr. Morneau, met with provincial Finance
Ministers on some aspects of this issue today and other
issues. The federal Health Minister has consistently
reached out and done that.

What we’re trying to be is, I think, supportive of this.
There will be lots of occasions to discuss what each of us
might say or do better later. But right now we’re working
with the federal government, with the Washington state
government and other jurisdictions.

If there is anything about it, including the seven cases
that came from travel to Iran…. That tells us that this is an
evolving situation and that what happens in one place in
the world can profoundly affect us here.

CARE STANDARDS AT RETIREMENT CONCEPTS
SENIORS CARE FACILITIES

A. Olsen: Last week the B.C. government took control
of yet another seniors home owned by Retirement Con-
cepts. They were forced to do this because of neglect of
seniors.

[2:20 p.m.]
This is the fourth Retirement Concepts facility that

authorities have taken over, and there are serious con-
cerns about others. One family just filed a class action
lawsuit against another Retirement Concepts facility, cit-
ing negligence, emotional and physical injuries and
wrongful death.

Retirement Concepts is the largest provider of long-
term care in British Columbia, and it’s owned by a state-
backed Chinese insurance company. A foreign-owned,
for-profit company is repeatedly providing wholly inad-
equate care to our seniors. We are seeing a clear pattern
here.

It’s not enough to intervene in just the most egregious
cases or to react to whistle-blowers. It seems that for-profit
care homes are allowed to repeatedly put profit margins
ahead of care.

My question is to the Minister of Health. Beyond
simply responding to these situations when they come to
light, how is the minister holding this company account-
able and ensuring that our elders are not facing inad-
equate care and neglect?

Hon. A. Dix: Indeed, the situation at Retirement Con-
cepts is a serious situation, but I want to put this very
much in context. What has happened at Retirement Con-
cepts in Comox, in Nanaimo, in Victoria and now in Sum-
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merland is a serious situation that comes through a very
formal process led by medical officers of health.

That process, and taking over a facility, has happened
seven times since 1990. Six of those are by Retirement
Concepts. It’s very important not to suggest that other
care providers are in the same boat. This is, in this case, a
Retirement Concepts problem. We need to address it, and
they need to address it.

Last week they were called to a meeting — including the
new parent company, called Dajia — that was called with
the Deputy Minister of Health. We’ve clearly laid out our
expectations that this situation cannot continue.

Our administrators are doing, I think, an excellent job
in bringing these facilities up to standard. I think we have
to continue to do that work. It is unacceptable that the gov-
ernment of British Columbia is running 511 of Retirement
Concepts’ 1,641 beds. That’s 31 percent of their beds. It is
not good enough, and we are going to continue to take
action until they’re brought up to standard.

Mr. Speaker: The Leader of the Third Party on a supple-
mental.

A. Olsen: To be very clear, this question is about Retire-
ment Concepts and Retirement Concepts alone. I’m glad
to hear the response from the minister. I’m glad to hear
that his staff are taking action.

I’m really concerned about the situation that exists.
There are still a number of rooms that are controlled by
this company. I think that the concern continues to arise,
knowing that there are seniors that are still under the care
of this company.

The minister said…. This was a few months ago:
“Whenever there are changes in ownership in care homes,
we have to review to see if there are changes required.”
As the minister just noted, the former company Anbang
has been restructured, and now the company that controls
Retirement Concepts is under a new state-backed insur-
ance group. It could be argued that these are significant
changes in ownership.

My question is to the Minister of Health. Will the gov-
ernment take immediate steps to take control of the
remainder of the Retirement Concepts homes to ensure
that all seniors can rely on getting the care that they need
in our province?

Hon. A. Dix: Well, the takeover of Retirement Concepts
occurred in 2016. The review of such takeovers is made by
Investment Canada. Concerns were expressed, certainly
by me and other British Columbians, about that takeover
at that time. But the federal government approved the
takeover.

I don’t want anyone at Retirement Concepts or anyone
else to think that people are going to take this respons-
ibility away from them. They have the responsibility to

provide care. We have the responsibility to regulate, and
we will.

I think it’s an important consideration here, the com-
pany in question. It is why, in this case — after Comox and
after Nanaimo and after Victoria and now after Summer-
land — we contacted and have met and will continue to
meet not just with Retirement Concepts as a company or
the operating company — which are the old owners, by the
way — but the holding company to make sure that every-
body is held accountable here. Seniors are in care right
now. They deserve our support, and they will have it.

[2:25 p.m.]

PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT INCREASES
AND PROPOSED LEGISLATION

S. Bond: Last fall Gordon Bohlmann of Marpole
Physiotherapy Clinic came here to the Legislature because
he was worried about the significant pressure on small
businesses that was caused by dramatically increased
property taxes.

Here’s what the Minister of Housing said to Gordon and
the other businesses that were here in the Legislature that
day: “I want to say to all the business owners here: ‘We
have been listening….’ We are taking action. We will be
ready for the 2020 tax year.”

The minister hasn’t delivered. Can she explain to Gor-
don why she has not followed through on the promise she
made to them in the Legislature that day?

Hon. S. Robinson: My words are true today, as they
were back then. Small businesses, non-profits and arts and
culture organizations have been hurting for a significant
amount of time. We vowed to take action, and we did. We
worked with a number of local governments in the Metro
region to look at what a permanent fix would look like,
and in May, we were presented with a range of ideas. We
explored them over the summer to take a look at what
would work for 2020.

In looking at those ideas that are absolutely worthwhile
exploring and doing some policy work on, it became really
clear to us that it wouldn’t work for 2020. There was still
a significant amount of work that needed to be done. So
we brought in an interim program that would provide the
relief that those businesses are desperately needing.

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

S. Bond: Well, the minister knows full well what the
reaction to the so-called action that she took has been. In
fact, this minister made a promise. She made a promise
to Gordon and to other small business owners across the
Lower Mainland. She said they would get relief this year,
and she simply hasn’t delivered.

It’s not the opposition, just the members on this side of
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the House, that are saying that. It is mayors from across the
Lower Mainland. In fact, she knows that 11 mayors have
written to this minister this week to tell her that her plan is
simply unworkable. Here’s what Coquitlam mayor Richard
Stewart says: “It’s not that we’re not going to do it. It’s that
we just can’t.”

Will the minister admit that her plan is a mistake and
that it doesn’t work for anyone?

Hon. S. Robinson: It became really clear to us that
doing nothing or doing something was really the choice
that was before us. So we did do something for 2020. We
brought in some legislation that, of course, will work for
municipalities. In fact, in developing the interim solution,
we were working with municipalities. They were helping
to give us some feedback about how to best proceed. We
made sure that we were hearing their concerns. In fact,
some of the feedback they gave to us said having a March
31 deadline to pass this bylaw was not reasonable. So we
changed it based on their feedback.

Staff have already been in contact with a number of
municipalities interested in using this tool. And there is
work for municipalities. I understand that. I absolutely
understand that. We’re there to support them. We have
staff committed to working with them. We have B.C.
Assessment available to generate the kind of data that they
need in order to make their decision. We’ve given them
advance notice of this legislation.

This is an opportunity for municipalities to work with
the provincial government in order, again, to give relief
to the businesses and to the non-profits in their com-
munities. It has been an issue for well over a decade. I’m
very proud of the fact that we got to work right away,
and we’re continuing to deliver for those businesses and
those non-profits.

J. Thornthwaite: This issue is just another NDP broken
promise.

Also sitting in the gallery to hear directly from the min-
ister last fall, right here in the Legislature, was Dr. Gianni
Pisanu. He’s the owner of Granville Dental Wellness
Group. He was reeling from a 60 percent increase in his
taxes in just three years.

The minister told Dr. Pisanu: “We’ve heard you loud and
clear, and there will be a tax fix for the 2020 tax year.”

[2:30 p.m.]
What does the minister say now to Dr. Pisanu after she

has failed to provide any of the promised assistance?

Hon. S. Robinson: Well, I have to say that we passed
third reading of a bill that I am sure will receive royal
assent very shortly. That’s what I have to say.

The other thing I have to say is that municipalities now
have a tool that they can….

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Members.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Members. We shall hear the response.

Hon. S. Robinson: Again, it will receive royal assent
shortly, and it will be law. It will be an opportunity for local
governments to deliver, with us, this tool to the businesses
in their communities.

You know what? Local governments have been saying
for some time that these businesses are stretched, that
they’re challenged. They know their communities really
well. They know which businesses need it. Now they have
the ability to identify those businesses. They have the abil-
ity to identify those cultural groups so that they can get to
work so that we can continue to work together to deliver
for the people of this province, for the business people and
the non-profits and the arts and cultural sector, because
they deserve that.

J. Thornthwaite: This is just part of the pattern of the
NDP. They’re just not listening to the experts.

There are ten Metro mayors — ten — including the city
of North Vancouver, plus the UBCM president, who have
rejected her plan — including the mayor of her own com-
munity, the mayor of Coquitlam. “We have some small
businesses that are really hurting. I would do anything to
help them, but this is really, really unworkable.” That’s what
the mayor of Coquitlam said about this minister’s bill.

Why won’t this minister adopt our split assessment bill,
which is exactly what the mayors want?

Hon. S. Robinson: The mayor’s proposal is on the table
for a permanent fix. It is. We are considering it. But like I
said, when it was presented to us in May…. We looked at
it over the summer, and the analysis demonstrated that it
wouldn’t be available for 2020. So that left us with a choice:
continue to do the work, the important work…. We’re
committed to continuing to do that. But what it meant is
that it would not be ready for 2020.

We made the commitment to do both at the same time,
because we know how to do that. We can work on a per-
manent fix and an interim fix at the same time.

T. Stone: Well, the problem is that the mayors of Metro
Vancouver sent a letter to the minister just the other day,
and in it, ten Metro mayors, plus the UCBM president, say
very, very clearly that the solution the minister has brought
forward is unworkable, and these municipalities have no
intention whatsoever of using it. That’s the bottom line.

In fact, in 2½ years, the NDP have perfected the art
of putting together reviews and consultations only to not
then follow the recommendations that flow from them.
How did the caribou file go? Not very well.
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Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Members, we shall hear the question.

T. Stone: They did it with the caribou file. They did
it with the implementation of the employer health tax.
Now they’re doing it again. They’re doing it again here by
refusing to implement the proposed solution, the priority
solution, of the intergovernmental working group and the
Metro mayors in Vancouver.

The mayors want split assessment classification. In their
letter, they actually say: “Struggling businesses and organ-
izations will end up paying higher taxes.” That’s in refer-
ence to the minister’s solution.

My question to the minister is this. Will she take the
advice of the Metro mayors, scrap her plan and bring for-
ward a solution that embodies what they’ve been asking
for all along? That’s split assessment classification.

[2:35 p.m.]

Hon. S. Robinson: It’s amazing that they finally are
listening to Metro mayors. They’ve never listened to Metro
mayors. Wow. All the years that they fought them on
investing in transit infrastructure, and they finally are
recognizing that they have a role to play in the regional
transportation network. I find it, actually, very enlight-
ening. I’m thrilled to hear that they’re finally listening to
mayors, because they certainly ignored them when they
were on this side of the House.

In fact, we’ve been working with the mayors, and we
have been working with them on the split assessment tool.
We’re going to continue, because that’s how we roll. We’re
going to continue to work with them on the permanent
solution. The idea is a worthwhile idea, of the split assess-
ment. It would be impossible to implement it in time for
2020. So we developed an interim solution. It’s a solution
that I do know and I do appreciate is going to take a bit of
work for local governments.

We’ve drafted a model bylaw for them. We have B.C.
Assessment at the ready to generate the data that they
need, because we know that that’s important in terms of
the decision-making that they have to do. B.C. Assessment
is certainly answering any calls that they have. They’re
answering questions that they have about how to move
forward.

Also, we’ve put together a whole handbook on how to
use this interim solution. It’s a real opportunity for local
governments and the provincial government to work
together to make sure that the businesses and non-profits
and art and culture organizations have the relief that they
need.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Kamloops–South
Thompson on a supplemental.

T. Stone: Well, the minister looked small businesses in

the eyes last year. She looked the local governments in the
eyes, and she said that she would bring forward a solution.
And you know what? She has failed those local govern-
ments and failed those small businesses.

The letter, which, by the way, is dated February 27
— so, literally, just a few days ago — says: “While the
interim solution put forward by the province may satisfy
the desire to put a mechanism in place for the 2020 tax
year…the undersigned mayors do not support the inter-
im permissive property tax exemption legislation. Fur-
ther, we respectfully request that the province continue
to work with the Intergovernmental Working Group on
implementing split assessment through a new commer-
cial subclass.”

Because this minister has failed to act, countless small
businesses have had to close their doors across Metro Van-
couver. Sadly, more are making that painful decision as
we speak. After 35 years in business, Bishop’s Restaurant
in Vancouver just announced that it’s closing soon. Why?
Because of soaring costs, including property taxes above
their heads. Owner and legendary chef John Bishop says:
“I don’t want to retire, but I don’t want to get to the point
where I would have to declare bankruptcy.”

The question is this. If an entrepreneur like John Bishop,
who has worked his tail off for 35 years to build a
renowned restaurant in Vancouver from scratch, can’t
make it due to the skyrocketing taxes above his head, who
the heck does the minister think has a fighting chance to
start and grow a business in Metro Vancouver?

Hon. S. Robinson: My father was a small business own-
er. I do understand how tough things can be for small
businesses and for the families that are supported by the
small business, and I do understand the hardships of being
under a triple-net lease and having the burden of skyrock-
eting property taxes. I also need to remind all of the mem-
bers of this House that this has been going on for well over
ten years.

The CFIB identified it and said that no government
has ever paid attention to it. Our government paid atten-
tion. Our government heard. As I have mentioned before,
to previous questions by the members opposite…. I
explained how we work together with local government….

Interjections.
[2:40 p.m.]

Mr. Speaker: Members, we shall hear the response.
Thank you.

Hon. S. Robinson: It seems that they have lots to say,
but their time at the microphone is over.

I’ve explained in this House how it came to be that we
needed to do the interim solution in order to have some-
thing available for those businesses that have been strug-
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gling. This isn’t about the members opposite, it’s not about
us, and it’s not about local governments.

Interjections.

Hon. S. Robinson: They continue to be very chippy. I
think I’ll just sit down. Clearly, I can’t even hear myself
speak.

[End of question period.]

Tabling Documents

Hon. D. Eby: I stand to table a revised Crown agency
annual service plan for the B.C. Liquor Distribution
Branch to replace the version tabled on budget day 2020.
This amended version corrects an entry error in the debt
line of the financial summary table on page 22. A note was
added at the bottom of the financial summary on page 22
explaining this correction from the originally tabled ver-
sion on budget day.

Orders of the Day

Hon. M. Farnworth: In this chamber, I call committee
on Bill 3, the Environmental Management Amendment
Act. In Committee A, the Douglas Fir Room, I call contin-
ued debate on the estimates for the Ministry of Children
and Family Development.

[2:45 p.m.]

Committee of the Whole House

BILL 3 — ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
AMENDMENT ACT, 2020

The House in Committee of the Whole (Section B) on
Bill 3; S. Gibson in the chair.

The committee met at 2:47 p.m.

On section 1.

P. Milobar: A couple questions for the minister, overall,
on the bill in itself. I’m hoping, with a bit of his indulgence
here…. I have one question around section 1 that probably
relates more to section 8, but I just want to make sure that I
cover that off. Then when we get to section 2, I’ll have quite
a few questions that might interrelate with some of the fur-
ther sections, but I’m letting the minister know that once
that they’re covered off, we can breeze through the remain-
ing sections, if that’s all right with him as well. Anyway, I’ll
jump into it.

Section 1 is just repealing the definition of “contamin-
ated soil relocation agreement.” I know it’s touched on in
section 8 as well, about transitional provisions. Does this

mean that any…? It does not look like it in section 8, but
I’m just wanting reassurances that this does not change any
existing soil relocation agreements that are out there and
that it’s meant more as a move-forward piece.

Hon. G. Heyman: Thank you to the member for the
question. I’d first of all like to introduce the staff that are
with me today from the environmental protection divi-
sion. On the far right is Kevin Butterworth, and next to me
is Valentina Yetskalo.

The answer to the member’s question is that those
agreements that are currently in place, the soil location
agreements, will continue until they terminate, and oth-
er transition measures will be governed by transition
regulations.

The Chair: Any further comments on section 1?

Section 1 approved.

On section 2.
[2:50 p.m.]

P. Milobar: This is section (1.2)(c). How far in advance
will the notice be required to be given? The policy direc-
tion paper was talking about two weeks, but we’re wonder-
ing what the actual notice time frame will be.

Hon. G. Heyman: The notice period will be two weeks,
and it will be prescribed by regulation.

P. Milobar: Thanks for that. Will there be any fees
attached to the notice when that’s being provided? If so,
will it be a cost recovery or a source of revenue?

Hon. G. Heyman: We are not planning to impose any
fee at this time. In other areas where the ministry does
have fees, the principle is cost recovery.

P. Milobar: Local governments get notified. They raise
concerns. What will be the process if there’s a concern
raised about an application? Will it still proceed, or will
local government objections automatically make the
application not applicable?

Hon. G. Heyman: It’s no longer an application. It’s
a notification. But the two-week notification period is
intended to give municipalities and local governments
a chance to ensure that their bylaws are being applied
appropriately. If they had any additional concern that
they believed was covered by the Environmental Man-
agement Act or Environmental Management Act regula-
tions, they would notify us, and environmental protec-
tion division staff would attend.

P. Milobar: I guess why I’m asking this line of ques-
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tioning is because typically, when local governments or
First Nations hear of a change, the anticipation is usually
that they will have more say into a matter or not. So
is the minister saying, then, that if a municipality has
objections, they’ll be taken under advisement, but it is
not a stop to the soil relocation happening simply
because a local government might have objections to
what is being proposed?

Hon. G. Heyman: To be clear about the process, muni-
cipal or local government bylaws exist to control aspects
of soil relocation. The two-week notice period is there for
the municipality or local government to ensure that their
bylaws are being obeyed or adhered to, or potentially, a
local government could introduce new bylaws if they felt
the ones they had were insufficient.

If they felt there was an issue of pollution or a violation
of the Environmental Management Act or the Environ-
mental Management Act regulations, or a potential one
that they wanted us to closely monitor, they could notify
the environmental protection division. The environmental
protection division, if there was a complaint that there was
a potential violation of the act or regulations, would deter-
mine if, in fact, that was the case and take appropriate
action under the act and regulations.

[2:55 p.m.]
If there was a concern that that might happen and the

environmental protection division thought the circum-
stances indicated that that was a valid concern, we would
monitor and take action if it was indicated.

P. Milobar: I think it’s obvious why I’m asking questions
around this. I think it’s fairly safe to say that the House
Leader for the Third Party has quite a community interest
around soil movement and whether it’s appropriate or not
appropriate and public input or not and municipal govern-
ment input or not. Post Bill 41, what types of notifications
will be needed, if any, once notice is given? Or will notice
also have to include notification to area First Nations?

Hon. G. Heyman: The member makes an important
point. It gives me the opportunity to distinguish this part
of the Environmental Management Act from the part of
the Environmental Management Act that specifically
addresses contaminated soil — moving and dumping. That
is covered under the act but under a different section. The
regulations that cover that will apply. Part of the require-
ments are when a permit to handle contaminated soil is
applied for, which is under another section of the act, then
this one…. First Nations are consulted.

With respect to this amendment, the purpose of this
amendment is to ensure that there is notification when soil
is being moved. The regulations will require the person
moving the soil to notify local government, the provincial
government and local First Nations. So that notification
will take place.

The movement of soil that could potentially be contam-
inated from a commercial or industrial site will require
that that soil be properly characterized. So if it is in fact
contaminated, that will be known, and then a proper con-
sultation process around the handling of contaminated
soil under other sections of the act would take place.

P. Milobar: Just to be clear, then, on the notification
provisions.

In Kamloops’s case, I know that when we would have
drainage works to be done, just in terms of storm sewers
or drainage ditching, not even a pipe, we would have to
send notification out to, I believe it was, 14 area First
Nations around Kamloops to get sign-off on those works.
They would usually defer to the TteS, as the overarching
impacted First Nation.

You would go through the steps. It would take quite
a while to get notification back. Many bands, just out of
sheer capacity issues, especially with the sheer volume of
referrals that will start coming their way, especially on the
heels of Bill 41, take some time to process the work that’s
in front of them. As I say, it’s simply because they’ve got a
big stack of referrals to have to try to churn through and,
essentially, a very small operation to deal with them.

[3:00 p.m.]
This is a two-week notification, and then it looks like

once the two weeks’ notice has been given, the person can
continue on with the soil movements. Is that the case?
Regardless of whether they’ve heard back in that two-week
window or not, if no one has gotten back, the person can
then proceed with the soil relocations, under this bill?

Hon. G. Heyman: It’s a good question, and it’s an
opportunity to offer some clarity.

Currently these amendments replace the soil relocation
agreements which exist now and do not require consulta-
tion and, frankly, in many cases, don’t exist. The amend-
ments to the act do two things. The first thing they require
is notification of movement of clean soil below a certain
quantity, which, in a sense, is no different than moving
lumber or anything else. But it does ensure that local gov-
ernment, First Nations and the provincial government are
aware of the movement.

The other really important thing that the amendment
does is to say that soil that comes from a commercial
or an industrial site must be characterized properly, sci-
entifically, in a technically sound manner. Or that if soil
exceeds a certain volume, it is covered, as would soil that
was found to be contaminated — through the characteriz-
ation — would be covered by a different process under this
act, different regulations, with a full consultation around
what happens with it.

The process, if the soil is found to be contaminated or if
the soil exceeds a certain volume, would be different than
simply a two-week notification period. It would require
review under regulations for contaminated soil, and a
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more robust consultation with everyone, including First
Nations, would take place.

P. Milobar: So 2(d), I guess it is. It’s bolded: “in sub-
section (5) by striking out ‘from depositing soil from a
contaminated site at another site’ and substituting ‘from
depositing soil at a site.’”

I’m just wondering, given that this is to deal with con-
taminated soils: why the need to remove “from a con-
taminated site”? I would assume that’s where most of the
soil being moved is coming from — a contaminated site
to a different site. So does this mean it’s any soils? Or is
it still strictly contaminated soils that this section is talk-
ing about?

[3:05 p.m.]

Hon. G. Heyman: For clarity, as I’ve stated, now the
words “from a contaminated site” are struck because it
is covering all soil. Soil from a commercial or industri-
al site will be characterized to determine if it’s contam-
inated — here’s the difference — and then if it is, it will
be dealt with as contaminated soil has been dealt with in
the past under the act.

P. Milobar: So if it’s all soils that count, are agricultural
operations part of these changes and have any impact with
this bill at all?

Hon. G. Heyman: The definition of “commercial” and
“industrial” will take place. It’ll be strictly defined in the
regulation. The intent, to date, has not been to include
agricultural operations in that. We believe that other acts
and regulations cover what happens on agricultural soil, in
the first place, because it’s used for growing food or feed-
ing animals that become food. Therefore, there are a num-
ber of other provisions that apply. It’s generally not the case
that soil is moved from an agricultural operation.

In the course of consulting on the regulations, which
we will do, if a gap is identified, we’ll certainly consider
prescribing coverage of that gap, either here or in another
appropriate act or regulation.

P. Milobar: I’m curious about mining as well, if it’s
already been contemplated or not. The reason I asked spe-
cifically about agriculture — but the same would hold true
with mining — is that most of those operations have sev-
eral different parcel identifiers within the operation them-
selves. You can have several different titles that make up
a ranch. Several different titles will make up a mine site.
Those types of scenarios.

What’s envisioned here to be defined as “a site”? In other
words, is the movement on the same legal parcel going
to be considered the same? Or if it’s the same entity that
owns both parcels side by side and they decide to drive it
from one side of their operation to the other, is that now
a movement of soil? In terms of that, there are even large

gravel pit operations or anything like that that you could
technically see where they would be going across property
lines, but it’s all still one big corporate entity.

Could we get some clarification of how this envisions
the classification of a site versus just internal operations for
large-scale operators?

[3:10 p.m.]

Hon. G. Heyman: Firstly, much handling of soil or
material on an industrial site — a mine, for instance —
would be covered, in all likelihood, by the conditions on
an environmental assessment certificate.

To the member’s question, the site is defined by parcel
identifier. If you’re moving from like to like — for
instance, if you’re moving from one part of an industrial
operation to another part of the industrial operation —
and they both have contaminated soil, both have poten-
tial contaminants, then the answer would be no, you
wouldn’t be required to.

If, however, it was one operation and part of the site was
industrial and another part of the site was, say, for the sake
of argument, residential or, I guess, residences for people
who worked on a mine and you were moving soil from
the industrial part of the potentially contaminated part to
a part where people were living, then yes, a notification
would be required.

The fact that there is more than one parcel identifier
on an industrial operation where you essentially have con-
tiguous operation across a boundary and contamination in
each, then no.

P. Milobar: Just a couple more questions, and then
we’ll probably be able to breeze through the nine sec-
tions pretty quickly.

Just for some other clarity, then, around forestry. They
go in. They build the roads. They have to start doing some
remediation work and things after they’re done in their
cutblocks. Will the forestry industry be required with this,
as well, if they’re hauling in dirts and soils and that? Or are
they part of their own separate area, and this is nothing for
them to be worried about?

Hon. G. Heyman: There will again, in the regulation, be
a list of prescribed activities. Forestry specifically isn’t one
of them. But if it’s a site or a yard where there’s equipment
and potential contamination from fuels or other materi-
als used in a machine shop or somewhere else, then yes. It
would be covered if they were moving the soil somewhere
other than the site.

[3:15 p.m.]

P. Milobar: I recognize this has been ongoing since, I
believe, 2014. We have the final policy direction paper as
well, but there’s still a fair amount left for regulation once
this bill gets passed. I’m just wondering: what’s the time-
line for finalizing the necessary regulations? Is there going

11514 British Columbia Debates Wednesday, March 4, 2020



to be any more consultation before the finalization of the
regulations? Overall, what’s the way forward with regula-
tion and timelines?

Hon. G. Heyman: The intention is to work to finalize
the regulations by fall 2021. There will be intentions papers
published on the development of regulations, with lots of
time for comment and extensive consultation on the regu-
lation proposals.

P. Milobar: I know existing permits will be held, as we
talked about at the very beginning. Does that mean, then,
that between now and whenever all the final regulation
is brought in, all the existing processes stay in place? It’s
status quo until we see those final regulations in the fall of
2021?

Hon. G. Heyman: That’s correct.

Sections 2 to 10 inclusive approved.

Title approved.

Hon. G. Heyman: I move that the committee rise and
report the bill complete without amendment.

Motion approved.

The committee rose at 3:17 p.m.

The House resumed; Mr. Speaker in the chair.

Report and
Third Reading of Bills

BILL 3 — ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
AMENDMENT ACT, 2020

Bill 3, Environmental Management Amendment Act,
2020, reported complete without amendment, read a third
time and passed.

[3:20 p.m.]

Hon. G. Heyman: I call Committee of the Whole on Bill
8, the Education Statutes Amendment Act, 2020.

Committee of the Whole House

BILL 8 — EDUCATION STATUTES
AMENDMENT ACT, 2020

The House in Committee of the Whole (Section B) on
Bill 8; S. Gibson in the chair.

The committee met at 3:21 p.m.

The Chair: Hon. Members, I will call the meeting to
order, but we will take a recess of approximately five
minutes in order to be prepared.

The committee recessed from 3:21 p.m. to 3:27 p.m.

[S. Gibson in the chair.]

Hon. R. Fleming: I’ll just begin by introducing some
staff who will help me with committee stage of the debate
this afternoon. To my right is Deputy Minister Scott Mac-
Donald, to my left is Assistant Deputy Minister Keith
Godin, and directly behind me is Assistant Deputy Minis-
ter Reg Bawa.

We’ll certainly look forward to questions from the
members on the various sections of the bill. With that, I’ll
take my place.

D. Davies: Ready to begin. We can go into the bill. I’m
looking forward to asking a number of questions, as we
raised in second reading yesterday.

Sections 1 to 14 inclusive approved.

On section 15.

D. Davies: I do have a number of questions around sec-
tion 15. Of course, as I mentioned yesterday in second
reading, most of our questions are going to come around
the child care, the before- and after-school care piece of
this legislation.

[3:30 p.m.]
Just wondering if this bill in any way limits a school

board from continuing to enter into contracts with other
providers for children under six on school grounds.

Hon. R. Fleming: The answer is no.

D. Davies: Thank you, Minister, for the answer.
Regarding impact with child care being provided in

communities right now, the bill mandates boards to charge
their own costs. There will be no profit allowed. Their costs
will be basically rock bottom, as I mentioned in second
reading yesterday.

[R. Chouhan in the chair.]

A lot of these subsidies will be borne by the taxpayer.
Just wondering what the transparency piece is going to
be around letting the public know the true costs that are
going to be borne by the school district so that there is
some transparency in place.

Hon. R. Fleming: As the member will know, this legis-
lation enables school districts to pursue this. Some will;
some will not. It will allow districts that do wish to directly
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provide child care to operate on a cost-even, a break-even,
basis. We expect that their fees will recover the costs asso-
ciated with providing new child care services that they will
now directly administer, and therefore, the subsidies, if
you will, that are already provided for the K-to-12 public
education system will not be directly used to cross-sub-
sidize the extracurricular programs of before- and after-
school care.

D. Davies: Will the costs around this…? And just to get
on the record, will they include…? What are we looking at
being included in the cost? Is it heating? Is it all those costs
around that? Is it going to be looking at a square-footage
piece? What is the cost that they’ll be looking at? When
school districts need to be looking at trying to come up
with a cost to charge the user, what are the costs that are
being looked at in regards to coming up with this formula?
Or what is the formula, I guess?

[3:35 p.m.]

Hon. R. Fleming: I imagine this won’t be the last ques-
tion the member has on this, but just to begin, there is no
formula that is prescribed. Bearing in mind that if a new
before- and after-school care service is being provided by
a school district directly, what we’re actually talking about
is incremental costs in addition to what is provided during
the school’s regular operating hours. So one would ima-
gine that would be additional staffing hours, additional
facility costs that can truly be ascribed to that operation, to
that program, cleaning costs and those sorts of things.

The member will know that boards are already required
to follow financial audit requirements that delineate
expenses for various programs. So it would be up to dis-
tricts to fulfil the requirement to report and provide the
transparency that he is asking about, whether it’s through
annual reports or audits or those sorts of things.

The district will recover the costs. So it won’t require an
additional taxpayer subsidy. They will recover the cost of
these programs through fees that are paid by the parents.

D. Davies: Thank you, Minister. Presumably, there’s
going to be extra wear and tear on the school itself —
I mean, we have extra kids now; there are longer hours
— ranging from just the building maintenance required
to school playground equipment. Just wondering if that’s
going to be within the mandate, I guess, of the board to
also be looking at coming up with charging out this wear
and tear to the users?

Hon. R. Fleming: The short answer is that boards may
decide that. But I would remind the member that we’re
talking about programs that are typically operating an
hour before school already and a couple of hours after
school. Many schools have third-party partnerships
already. So this isn’t new terrain, new territory, to operate
this kind of service. They’ll have their own arrangements.

I suppose what this legislation enables, though, is….
Districts were seeking clarity on whether they can operate
child care services, specifically before- and after-school
care, which currently the School Act is silent on. These
amendments are the answer to that question: yes, they can.

I think what we heard from many in the early childhood
education community and others who operate on a non-
profit basis already, community-based services, was that
this is something that they very much want to do. This is
something where the school facility can more efficiently be
used to help accommodate the needs of parents, many of
whom sit on wait-lists.

We expect that what you’ll probably see is more
diversity of programming and of models of delivering
before- and after-school care. The member will know that
while there are demands in many communities for addi-
tional services, there are tens of thousands of kids who will
be utilizing after-school care in about half an hour’s time,
on our time zone, right across the province.

D. Davies: Great. Thanks for that.
In regards to transparency, of course school districts

having to report revenues and such, what if there is a profit
generated by the school board through whatever…? Cer-
tainly, early on in this program, it’s going to be new and
such. Are those profits, then, going to have to be turned
over to the ministry, or will the school board be able to
decide where those funds go?

Hon. R. Fleming: Just to be clear, the intent of the legis-
lation is to ensure that boards are able to charge adequate
fees to cover their costs and ensure that the provision of
child care is, in fact, not a profit-making venture. So they
would have to report, as I mentioned earlier, what fees or
revenues they collect and what expenditures are associated
and offset the fees that they collect from the parents.

[3:40 p.m.]

D. Davies: Okay, just to clarify, then. If there is addi-
tional revenue left over, the school boards then would be
allowed to utilize those funds as they see fit?

Hon. R. Fleming: I think the answer to the question
that the member asked is in the legislation before him,
section 15, where the School Act amendment to section
85.2(2) inserts new text into the act. It directly provides
clarity in law to the point that I think the member is trying
to make. I’ll just quote it. “If a board provides a child
care program referred to in subsection (1), the board may
charge fees to a student to whom the child care program
is provided if the fees are not more than the direct costs
incurred and to be incurred by the board in providing that
child care program.”

D. Davies: Thank you, Minister. That does make sense,
but it kind of opens up the question, then, if school boards
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deem appropriate. There is a best guess, I guess. When they
look at the cost of heating the building and the cost of
staff, those other costs, then they will come up with a fee.
They’re not going to back-charge a year of fees. It’s obvi-
ously going to be upfront.

I’m just curious to see…. We could be in a situation
where there could be profits made. I wouldn’t say signi-
ficant, but…. I guess my question still remains. Deemed
appropriate. Is there a limit on what’s deemed appropriate?
If there is a show of profits in regards to delivering the
before- and after-school care, what is done with those? Is
the school district then able to just utilize those as they see
fit, within making the improvements around the school
care program? I just want to get clarification on that.

Hon. R. Fleming: Well, just a general comment. I think
we have a long experience that gives us a lot of faith in
school districts to follow the law. The School Act has a very
sophisticated number of clauses that contemplate how a
public expenditure is both used and reported. For
example, the member will know that deficits are illegal in
school districts, and districts rarely miss on that projec-
tion.

What I would say, in the hypothetical situation that the
member presents, is that if a district slightly overcharges
its calculation of fees — for example, maybe it has more
kids, and more fees are collected as it relates to the staff
ratios or those sorts of things — those would become
retained earnings, and they be would reinvested back into
the program.

[3:45 p.m.]
The school district, as I mentioned earlier, has to report

out on the program’s revenues and expenses, and trans-
parently so, to parents and others. The expectation and, in
fact, the law, should this bill pass, will oblige them to do
just that.

D. Davies: Great. Thanks. That helps clarify the ques-
tion.

Previously, under the current system, boards would
basically have a provider, a contract that would come in
and provide a service that was licensed. I’m just wondering
now if these new programs that are offered by school dis-
tricts are now to be licensed under the regular licencing act
through the Ministry of Health as well.

Hon. R. Fleming: Yes.

D. Davies: Thank you, Minister, for that. With these
now being recognized as child care programs that are run-
ning within school districts, would they then be eligible
to apply, through provincial care programs that right now
providers can apply for, for grants and additional funding
and programming?

Hon. R. Fleming: Yeah. I think, if the member is refer-

ring to things like the Ministry of Children and Family
Development’s new spaces fund, the answer is yes.

D. Davies: Does this not seem like a double subsidy,
then, definitely, for school districts? I’m just wondering.
It seems like it’s already a provincial asset, and now the
province can apply for a grant from the province. I’m just
wondering if that has been taken into account and what
the minister’s thoughts are on that.

Hon. R. Fleming: I want to be discerning about oper-
ating fund programs that the member may be referencing
and capital funds that I referenced in my last answer to his
question. Where a school district may now want to apply
as a licensed child care operator for an MCFD capital grant
to buy a modular space or refit a classroom, the school
district would be able to do that in exactly the same way
that other providers currently can, and they would have to
meet the same criteria. Then that would become an asset
specifically for child care purposes.

You could get the situation where that space, which
would be used for an early childhood education or
preschool program between the hours of 9 and 3 p.m., let’s
say, could otherwise be available to a district-administered
early and after-school care program. But that wouldn’t be
double-dipping for an additional subsidy. That would be
taking an asset paid for by the province and maximizing
the hours of its use by having two programs in a space that
was originally assigned for one program. So it would be an
efficiency, if I can put it that way.

[3:50 p.m.]

D. Davies: We’ve already established that the school
boards will now be recognized and licensed under the
Ministry of Health and the health authority. Now, this
might be a loaded question. I assume it would be required
to meet all the regular requirements. But will it be required
to meet all the exact same requirements as the child care
programs — staffing ratios and everything else? Would
that be required?

Hon. R. Fleming: Well, the answer to the member’s
question is that the regulations that currently exist…. They
have different staffing ratios depending on the age of the
child. The ones that are issued…. The licensing would be
the same regime for a school-based, district-administered
before- and after-school care program as it would be cur-
rently for a not-for-profit or community partner model.

D. Davies: Has the minister taken into consideration,
regarding…?

This is now government competing in a free market,
and it does run the risk…. I know in my riding, there
already is a challenge to have spaces, a challenge to get
ECE folks. With poaching already rampant in regard to
taking employees and such, I see there being a problem
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with the private care providers. As you move over here into
the school districts and you provide some seats, we run the
jeopardy of having maybe private operators close.

I’m just wondering if the minister and the ministry
itself have taken that into consideration and what
preventative measures have been put in place to stop this
poaching of ECE workers and this direct competition
with the private sector.

Hon. R. Fleming: I would say, as a general comment,
we’ve consulted widely with the child care community,
including a very well-attended early learning summit
that was hosted by the Ministry of Education in part-
nership with MCFD and, in fact, the Minister of State
for Child Care, and we didn’t hear any such concerns. I
don’t think that the boys and girls club is concerned that
the member’s school district in Peace River North could
be in competition with one another. I think what we’re
seeing is that they’re complementary, not in competition
with one another.

Parents will be able to choose which service they want.
School districts will be able to choose whether they wish
to offer these programs or not. We are not seeking to push
a particular model on them. They may wish to continue
the partnerships they have. They may wish to begin their
own operations. They may wish to have both, depending
on which part of the community they’re representing.

I think actually contrary to what the member has sug-
gested, there are some school districts who may wish to
enter into a relationship where they are the direct licence
holder and provider of before- and after-school care,
where they see this as an advantage to retaining their own
staff currently. I’m speaking specifically to educational
assistants, who often do not have full-time hours. They
would obviously be the workforce they may wish to look
to, to work a longer day, often with the same kids, it would
be, either in a before- or after-school care setting.

We’ll let the field, the school districts, look at those
things. What we’ve committed to as a government is to
enable this to happen, to bring clarity to the School Act,
to not have barriers and impediments to these kinds of
organic developments that might be the right fit for their
community. That’s what this legislation does.

D. Davies: Thank you for that. Since this bill was intro-
duced, I have reached out to some of the private daycares.
There is some concern, I know, in some of the rural places
I’ve reached out to, regarding feeling that there could be an
unfair advantage with the private sector.

You had mentioned a moment ago about consulting
widely, the summit and such. Can the minister take a
moment to explain what the consultation process did in
fact look like, who it included? Was it urban versus rural?
Both, I presume. Did they look at far north, northeast,
northwest? If the minister could provide the House with
kind of a snapshot of what that consultation looked like.

[3:55 p.m.]

Hon. R. Fleming: Maybe just to go back to the mem-
ber’s previous question. He was concerned about competi-
tion, I think he said, with private child care operators.

I think you need to understand that when we’re talking
about before- and after-school care, we’re talking about
five- to 12-year-olds. These are children who attend school
between the school hours of a given district. I don’t know
of many private operators that have businesses that operate
for two or 2½ hours a day strictly as before- and after-
school care providers, so I don’t think there is a situation
where there’s any competition at all.

The member will know that the reality is that there’s
significant demand for before- and after-school care and
child care, more generally, in communities right around
British Columbia. We need to be able to build capacity.

The intent of this bill is to allow districts — not to force
them — should they wish, to address the wait-lists and
expand the child care opportunities that they may already
be providing or to provide it for the first time. They can
now do this. They can, in fact, become the licence holder
if they want to move beyond just having a landlord-tenant
relationship with the community providers that they may
currently house in their school or in facilities that are on
the school ground.

They can use the rest of the school or portions of the
school facilities that already exist that generally lock their
doors at 3:05 in the afternoon. They can use it for a longer
period of the day to provide a different program for the
convenience of families who are looking for this.

Speaking of the advantages of what we’re trying to do
here, the points that the member for North Vancou-
ver–Lonsdale made at second reading debate are not insig-
nificant — to reduce some of the transportation and stress
to families that comes with multiple drop-off and pickup
locations, often with multiple siblings. You can have them
involved in the same school community now. That has an
advantage to all kinds of things for the community around
reducing congestion during the peak periods, both in the
morning and in the afternoon.

This is about helping parents be able to keep jobs that,
quite frankly, don’t allow flexibility to leave work early or
arrive late. This is about extending the hours that more
accurately align with what are typical employment terms
for most British Columbians in their workday.

D. Davies: Thanks for that. Appreciate it. I don’t think
you got to my second question, about explaining to the
House the consultation process.

Hon. R. Fleming: Quite correct. Let me address that
part of the question from the member.

On and off, there have been conversations for years and
years and years about how schools can be more integrated
and involved in early childhood education.
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[4:00 p.m.]
I would go to our government’s larger vision. To pro-

mote student success in K-to-12 education, we need to
make additional resources into early childhood education.
That’s why we’re investing $1.1 billion over the next three
years in child care services. That’s why we’ve created tens of
thousands of spaces already, many of which are on school
grounds. I think it’s over 3,000, just in the last couple
of years, of new, high-quality early childhood education
spaces.

Now we want to help alleviate the child care situation
for parents whose kids who are little bit older, between
five and 12. The consultation, therefore, has been going on
for some time. We have worked very closely with the B.C.
School Trustees Association, who were consulted on this
legislation and consulted long before the legislation about
how we might be able to respond to demand and how we
might be able to use the school communities to meet the
needs of families that they serve — yes for educational
instruction but more for the life of the family more broadly
in their community.

We have consulted specifically with the First Nations
Education Steering Committee, Métis Nation B.C. and the
entire child care community. Of course, we capped that off
with the Early Learning Summit that had representatives
from all 60 school districts invited to it. We have regularly
liaised with the B.C. School Trustees Association region-
al chapters about government’s direction and moving for-
ward on some of the ideas that have been generated during
the consultation engagements. It has resulted in the legis-
lative package that’s for consideration before the Legis-
lature today.

D. Davies: I think I have a question later on, but I’ll save
it till then.

With the new employees, the ECE instructors that will
be required under the school district program, will they be
required, then, to be in a union of some sort?

Hon. R. Fleming: I would say this. I’ve been consulting
about this legislation. It’s most likely based on the indic-
ation of what school districts have told us. Many of them
will retain the current partnership model they have with
third parties, which may or may not be represented by a
union. I’m not sure we have statistics on that. But those
community organizations are likely to be able to expand
provision of services if that’s the direction the district
wants to go.

[4:05 p.m.]
I want to stress this: it’s up to school districts to decide.

And if they do want to directly license their own in-house
before- and after-school operations, one would think that
it would raise questions around who the workforce is and
how they will staff that model as an employer. They would
likely look to their existing employee groups.

I mentioned earlier this afternoon, in debate, that it

may be that some districts — and I’ve certainly heard
this anecdotally — would look to solve an underemploy-
ment problem they have with educational assistants by
perhaps involving them in the provision of a new program
of before- and after-school care, which would be great. It
would help solve two problems at once: the retention issue
they have with educational assistants and the parent wait-
lists for before- and after-school care that are irksome to
families and the communities.

I think another aspect of the member’s question was
around who would staff these operations. I mentioned
that the child care licensing regulations will be the exact
same, whether it’s a district-run program or a third-
party program.

It’s very specific in the licensing regulation who can and
cannot oversee the provision of those kinds of services.
It defines a responsible adult as a person who is at least
19 years of age, able to provide care and mature guidance
to children, has completed a course or a combination of
courses in child development, child guidance, health and
safety, nutrition and has relevant work experience.

D. Davies: Thanks, Minister. I just want to confirm that
it will be up to the school districts, then, if they wish to
unionize their child care workers or not. Is that correct?

Hon. R. Fleming: The short answer is yes. It’ll be up
to the school district, and I’m sure they have contractual
relationships and other obligations, as an employer, to talk
to all employee groups if they’re represented by a union
today. I imagine in that situation, the employer will engage
with unions if they are certified at a school. But this legis-
lation before us is not prescriptive on the question that the
member asks.

D. Davies: Obviously, one can see that providing non-
unionized employees within the union work environment
would be unique, so it will be interesting to see how that
moves forward. That moves into the next question, then.

In the event of job action that might happen within
a school, whether that’s teachers or support staff, would
there be provisions then? Could there be or are there pro-
visions, I guess, that have been looked at in regards to this?
And what would happen with the before- and after-school
care programs? I’m saying this could all of a sudden, in a
quick hurry, leave a lot of people without child care in this
model.

Hon. R. Fleming: I think the answer to the member’s
question is that this legislation touches or changes in no
way the labour code that governs what a work stoppage
looks like and what the parameters of a work stoppage, if
it were at a school or any other workplace, would involve
in terms of the use of a property that’s behind a legal job
action.
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D. Davies: Okay. Just another question around, I guess,
if this could mean…. We’ve got quite a few portables
already throughout the province in different school dis-
tricts — some worse than others, obviously. Could this
mean more portables that may remain on school grounds
with this before- and after-school care coming into place?

[4:10 p.m.]

Hon. R. Fleming: Again I go back to a previous answer
where I characterized what this is going to do and why
this is, potentially, a game-changer for the school system.
It allows them to be directly involved in maximizing the
space that they already have.

This isn’t about adding portables, per se. That space
could already be in portables, or it could be in a school
building. It’s really about expanding the hours beyond 8:40
to three o’clock — before school, after school. Where we
have early childhood education programs or preschools
that are run by third parties, it could be about adding
yet another program provider — before- and after-school
care. This is about drawing the school district community
in to help us, as a government, work with parents to create
more before- and after-school child care spaces, because
we know there is demand, using a greater portion of the
building, perhaps.

In some instances, where the district, if they’re merely in
a landlord-tenant relationship with a third party, became
a direct provider themselves, they might a little bit feel
more comfortable using atriums and libraries and other
school spaces that typically get locked up shortly after
three o’clock and use them for a longer period of the day.
That would be great. We expect to see a lot of that. It’ll
allow us to deliver enhanced child care spaces and reduce
those wait-lists much more quickly than waiting for some-
thing to be built.

I think that’s really…. For the member’s benefit, one of
the main intents of this legislation is to allow districts to
see themselves as having a greater stake in the provision
of these services — they’ve become somewhat of a com-
munity standard and expectation — and be able to use the
facilities that the taxpayer has already built in the com-
munity and use it for longer hours than, as I said, between
8:40 and three o’clock.

D. Davies: Thank you, Minister, for that. I certainly
understand maximizing the use of a public building. It
makes a lot of sense.

Just to follow up a little bit on the portables. I guess the
scenario that could play out is…. Many school districts —
I’ll use Surrey as an example — are in dire need of working
toward removing portables. We start seeing other school
districts where they, for whatever reason, have made more
room or there’s been an expansion, maybe, on the school
or loss of students — the numbers have gone down —
and they don’t require a portable on that site. Would there

be…? Now we’ve got a portable that’s empty on a school
district piece of land.

Would school districts be encouraged to either, “Hey,
let’s get rid of the portable,” or now that we’ve opened
up space, even though it’s in a portable, would that…?
That’s an opportunity to put a child care space in there,
or child care spaces.

Is there going to be encouragement from the ministry to
continue with removing portables, or are we going to start
seeing our portables on our schools now becoming before-
and after-school care programs?

[4:15 p.m.]

Hon. R. Fleming: I think the member is asking me to go
down a whole bunch of hypothetical, very granular situ-
ations. The short answer is that the school district will
retain a huge degree of autonomy for what they want to do.

I think, in the scenario that he just described, it would
be up to the district to decide what they wanted to do. In
a situation where they had, I think, in his example, fewer
students, less enrolment, and therefore a surplus portable,
whether they wanted to engage with an early childhood
education provider in addition to before- and after-school
care would be up to the district to do that.

What we don’t want to see — and, I think, is a stronger
outcome of this legislation in terms of our public policy
goals — is child care spaces evicted that have been paid for,
with the funds of government, specifically to become child
care. The school districts understand that. We have a very
strong partnership and agreement with them on that.

I would go back to my earlier answers about the intent
of this legislation. It’s about maximizing the efficient use
of existing space. We’re only talking a few hours here
— that align with their parents’ hours at work, before
school and after school.

D. Davies: I appreciate that. It sounds like a lot of this
will be placed on the school district on how they want to
see it best benefit their communities, which is good.

Just a couple of quick follow-up questions just to get on
the record and to clear some things up. Would it then be
up to the school districts, or are there some limiting pieces
of this legislation that require how long they could pos-
sibly provide daycare or after-school care? Could they go
to nine o’clock at night, or would that still, again, be up to
the individual school districts to decide that?

A second question would be: what things are in place
regarding…? Coming out of the system myself as a school
teacher, the classroom that I was in — that was my
classroom. I spent a lot of time setting the classroom up.
It’s my office space. I’m just curious as to what it looks
like as school districts now are opening up the schools to
provide after-school care and utilizing maximum space of
the school. I suspect there’s going to be, probably, a little bit
of conflict that’s going to come from, you know, “What do
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you mean you want to use the classroom?” and what that’s
going to look like.

I’m just wondering if the minister has a way to deal with
some of these things. Is that, again, going to be thrown
back to a union issue that’ll need to be dealt with, or is that
going to be up to the school principal to deal with?

Hon. R. Fleming: The hours of operation would be a
board operating decision. They would decide whether they
wish to have it past 6 p.m. Then it would be subject to
the licensing regulations, so they would have to have that
inspected and signed off. I think that’s the best answer I
can give him, and that’s current practice in the sector.

In terms of whether a teacher might not like to have
their classroom used before and after school, it’s going
to be up to school districts to lead those kinds of discus-
sions in school communities. We trust them to do that
on virtually everything to do with their facility manage-
ment today.

[4:20 p.m.]
It’ll be no different after this enabling legislation allows

them to pursue the discussions and the local policies on
those sorts of things. I’m sure there will be some teachers
who don’t want their things disturbed at all, and there will
be other teachers that would welcome it because they’re
currently using the classroom space in a manner identical
or similar to the one that we’ve been describing this after-
noon.

I think the most important thing, though, is to give dis-
tricts the time to figure those kinds of operating decisions
out. We trust them to do that in so many instances on
so many parts of the scheduled day that happen each and
every day in our school system.

Section 15 approved.

On section 16.

D. Davies: Just a few questions on section 16 here. First
question: I’m just wondering what initiated the minister’s
decision to remove reference to the learning improvement
fund from this existing legislation.

Hon. R. Fleming: I would describe this as a house-
keeping amendment that the legislative drafters flagged
for government. It refers to, in legislation, in law, a fund
that is defunct and no longer exists. The member might
recall that the reason why it doesn’t exist was outlined on
March 3, 2017, in a memorandum of agreement that was
signed by the then government of the day with the B.C.
Public School Employers Association that transferred the
learning improvement fund into the classroom enhance-
ment fund. That was about $80 million at the time.

I would add that the classroom enhancement fund is
now in excess of $400 million annually, so the learning
improvement fund has been substantially overshadowed

by the classroom enhancement fund in terms of the fund-
ing it provides to the school system. There is no LIF any-
more. LIF has become CEF. It’s a good idea to not have, in
your statutes, references to things that don’t exist anymore.

D. Davies: Thank you, Minister. I’m not sure if I missed
it quickly. The classroom enhancement fund. How much is
the funding for that fund now?

Hon. R. Fleming: The classroom enhancement fund is
currently approximately $465 million per annum.

Section 16 approved.

On section 17.

D. Davies: Regarding section 17, another consultation
question. Can the minister identify and explain to the
House who he consulted with and what the consultation
process looked like regarding his position on the board
surpluses?

[4:25 p.m.]

Hon. R. Fleming: Thank you to the member for his
question. The genesis of this discussion that led to this sec-
tion, I should say, of the legislation goes back some time.
These have been active discussions in government with
sector partners for many years. The member might recall
there was a financial health working group that was struck
in 2016 under the previous government that looked at the
issue around reserves and reserve policies on the use of
what are accumulated surplus funds from the operating
grants of the Ministry of Education.

Then there was a funding model review, which looked
at the entirety of how public education is funded in British
Columbia. It delivered 22 recommendations. It had 350 to
360 submissions from all the sector partners. All 60 school
districts participated in that funding model review. Of the
22 recommendations, the one that reflects section 17 of
this bill most closely is recommendation No. 20 of that
report.

The member will recall that we have sought to imple-
ment the recommendations through two phases. The fin-
ancial management one was something that all the stake-
holders agreed should be pursued immediately, at the first
opportunity.

Just to give the member an idea of who has been
involved in the financial model review, as well as the fin-
ancial management working group, which was one of the
four working groups that flowed out of that review, we
have the B.C. association of school board officials; B.C.
Confederation of Parent Advisory Councils; B.C. Council
of Administrators of Inclusive Support in Education; Dis-
tributed Learning Administrators Association; Principals
and Vice-Principals Association; B.C. School District
Continuing Education Directors Association; B.C. School
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Superintendents Association; B.C. School Trustees Asso-
ciation; B.C. Teachers Federation; BCEdAccess, which is
a special needs parent advocacy organization; Canadian
Union of Public Employees B.C.; the English Language
Learning Consortium; the Family Support Institute of
B.C.; the First Nations Education Steering Committee;
Inclusion B.C.; Métis Nation B.C.; and the Ministry of
Advanced Education, Skills and Training.

The Office of the Auditor General was involved. The
Representative for Children and Youth and the Rural Edu-
cation Advisory Committee were part of the funding mod-
el review. Many of those partners directly sat at the finan-
cial management working group.

D. Davies: Great. Thank you, Minister, for that. Does
this enable the minister to require school boards to spend
the existing reserve prior to spending funds allocated by
the ministry in that current year?

Hon. R. Fleming: The answer to the member is that this
enables the Minister of Education, whomever that may be,
to consult and develop policies with the school sector and
set out what those policies look like, understanding that
they’ll look different in different parts of the province. And
to make that development or co-development of what the
policies will look like on the use of reserves, we developed
a memorandum of agreement between both the Ministry
of Education and the B.C. School Trustees Association that
establishes a protocol for school district reserves.

[4:30 p.m.]
We have the support of the B.C. School Trustees Asso-

ciation in this work. They understand what the intent of
the legislation is. There’s no confusion about that. We also
have a comprehensive agreement that outlines how we will
consult them and by what deadlines.

[S. Gibson in the chair.]

D. Davies: Just on your last comment there, Minister.
This enables the ministry to consult to develop policies
with school districts in how they can use the reserves?
I was understanding that. From what I understand, they
cannot keep the reserves. So they can indeed keep
reserves, as long as they develop policies around spend-
ing them.

I know there are a number of school districts that
already have policies in place in dealing with moneys left
over, if there are some — to special projects and such. For
school districts that already have these in place, are they
okay, then? Or is this around maybe some of the school
districts…? I’m not sure, all school districts, if they have
policies in place. Is this just allowing the ministry, then, to
go out to these school districts and develop policy?

The Chair: Minister.

Hon. R. Fleming: Chair, thank you very much. Good to
see you.

Let me address the member’s last question maybe by
just quoting from the memorandum of agreement that is
going to outline the process we use to determine some
the policies around reserves, which, right now, are under-
sophisticated, if I can put it that way.

In terms of the purpose of the memorandum we have
with the B.C. School Trustees Association, I will quote
from this document.

“The purpose of this memorandum is to outline how the B.C.
School Trustees Association and the Ministry of Education will
work together to co-develop a provincial protocol for school dis-
trict financial reserves in a manner that is consistent with the Aud-
itor General report on school district budgeting and expenditure”
— it’s 2016, for the member’s reference, that report — “the Finan-
cial Health Working Group report of 2017” — under the previous
government, I would add — “and the financial management work-
ing group recommendations regarding the funding model review
panel recommendations, 2019, as well as recognized best prac-
tices.”

I know that the member will know that the reserves,
which are really operating dollars meant for student ser-
vices and supports, go unspent at the end of each year. In
some districts, they’re accumulating, and too much so. We
have some districts that have reserves that are 145 per-
cent of what their annual operating budget is. That’s really,
really significant. But we also have some districts where
their reserves are way too low, some districts with only 1
percent cash on hand in reserve of what their annual oper-
ating budget is.

What we have signed with the B.C. School Trustees
Association is an agreement to come to a set of policies
that make sense, that avoid the problem of having too
much in reserve and too little, that keeps the school dis-
tricts financially healthy and keeps the dollars that were
originally intended for classroom investments used for an
education purpose that is wise and beneficial to that
school district in the community.

[4:35 p.m.]

D. Davies: Just looking at the Auditor General’s report,
best practices, it all sounds good. I recognize some dis-
tricts probably are doing this really good already, and some
maybe are not. I guess it comes down to the school dis-
tricts that have worked very hard. I know a number of the
school districts that work really hard to make sure that the
books are in order and they’re doing the best they can with
the moneys that they receive from the government.

I can’t help but think that as this policy comes forward
— this change in allowing school districts to have some
autonomy over, control of, their surpluses and how they’re
used — this seems like a control measure that the ministry
is taking over. I just want to clarify, then, if that is the case
— and it looks like it from within this bill — that anything
districts do have, whether it’s from operating or otherwise,
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as far as a reserve, they have to seek the ministry’s permis-
sion to decide what to do. If the minister can clarify that.

Hon. R. Fleming: In terms of answering the member’s
question, I would suggest that those districts that do man-
age their reserves well and manage to spend the annual
allocation from the Ministry of Education on student ser-
vices will probably see no change. In fact, I’m certain of
that, because they will continue to be able to do that.

The changes that are contemplated are yet to be decided.
They will be done not through prescriptive, unworkable
legislation, potentially, where you try to guess what the
right policy should be. They will be co-developed, instead,
with the B.C. School Trustees Association to land at prac-
tical, realistic and fair sets of, for example, reserve fund
policies.

The current problem that has been described over and
over again to the previous government and to this govern-
ment, indeed by the independent officer of this Legislative
Assembly responsible for monitoring and overseeing pub-
lic expenditure, is that the absence of policies is a problem.
We need to fill that vacuum with good policies so that we
avoid the situation I described to the member earlier.

If we have school districts underspending the funding
for classroom learning supports, teachers and the provi-
sion of programs in their district — in other words, the
money intended for kids is instead going into a bank
account and piling up and accumulating at too high of a
rate — that’s a problem. That’s not what it was intended for.
Similarly, we want to work with districts that are too light
in terms of their fiscal planning on having some level of
reserve to buffet them when they might need it or to plan
and pay for local improvements they might want to pursue
autonomously.

Again, I’ll go back to this memorandum of agreement
document with the B.C. School Trustees Association,
because we have already agreed on what the consultation
looks like and what the set of principles are, what the
problem we were trying to solve together is. Let me just
quote from this document. “The parties agree that system
resources should be focused to the greatest extent possible
on programs and services to students, with a focus on
improving student achievement.” That’s the first principle
that we’ve agreed to.

[4:40 p.m.]
“We agree that there is a shared responsibility for estab-

lishing purpose, transparency and accountability for the
use of all resources to support student achievement.” That’s
something that the member has undoubtedly heard from
parent advocates. That’s something that school districts
have said they’re not afraid of. They want to be able to do
that as well. In fact, that’s why they’re embracing the stra-
tegic plans that are now required of them by government
to be more accountable and transparent to their constitu-
ents.

Another principle that we’ve agreed on is that the

boards will maintain the ability to establish financial
reserves, noting that they should be adequate to meet
identified needs and utilized as per their strategic plans.

Finally, we have already agreed on this principle, that
boards will maintain their ability to set local programming
and spending priorities in alignment with their strategic
plans. In other words, this is not the ministry attempt
to unilaterally guide. It’s an attempt to fill the vacuum I
described earlier and co-create a set of policies that makes
sense for the school system, no matter which community
or region of the province it serves. That’s why we need the
enabling section of this bill, to be able to pursue the agree-
ment that we have with the school trustees to co-develop
what that looks like.

D. Davies: Thank you, Minister.
I guess tying into that: are existing reserves that might

already be in place going to be grandfathered against this
bill, or are they going to…? Basically, if the school district
has some sort of a project that they’re saving up funds for,
is that now going to be going by the wayside and their
reserves are now payable July 1 of this year?

Hon. R. Fleming: What I would say to the member is
that we have to design the policy. What we’re enabling
is the ability to set policy. We have consulted already on
the creation of a process about how we set policies that
make sense. So the member is jumping ahead to what a
potential policy might look like. I can’t answer this ques-
tion because those policies are going to be co-developed by
those who administer the school system, the elected offi-
cials, the school trustees through their organization and
the Ministry of Education.

Sections 17 to 20 inclusive approved.

On section 21.

D. Davies: Again, kind of going back to a question that
I’ve asked in the last couple sections. If the minister could
convey to this House what the consultation process looked
like and what bodies were consulted. It may be a similar
answer to the others.

Hon. R. Fleming: Maybe just so we don’t go over sim-
ilar ground, this section outlines the parameters of what a
ministerial order can contain. In terms of the process that
I described in the previous few answers that the member
asked, I would refer him to…. It’s the same answer. We
have a memorandum that outlines the process about how
we co-develop the policies. I don’t think I need to repeat
it. I think it’s pretty clear that having developed that with
the B.C. School Trustees Association and signing an agree-
ment, there’s a high degree of comfort about us proceeding
in this consultative fashion.

[4:45 p.m.]
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D. Davies: I expected it was probably connected to the
other ones as well.

Just looking at different standards for different school
boards and how that looks across the province, I am just
wondering how the ministry comes up with different
standards for different school districts to come up with
their reserves. If the minister has an answer for that.

Hon. R. Fleming: I think, in general, what I would say
to the member is that I think we understand that you can’t
have a one-size-fits-all set of policies, just as we don’t in
terms of how we fund the different costs that are part of
providing education in a rural remote setting in British
Columbia. There’s accommodation on the operating side
for that, just as we recognize diversity and difference in
terms of the student population — whether there are Eng-
lish language learners or Indigenous learners, whether
there are special needs funding categories and those sorts
of things.

Similarly, we would look at the geographic diversity, the
population size in determining the policies and develop-
ing them alongside the B.C. School Trustees Association.
So I would refer the member to the text of the section
21(2.12)(c), which will allow a ministerial order, after con-
sultation with this sector, to determine the amount that he
was asking about by establishing a formula, a ratio, a per-
centage or other method of determining the amount.

D. Davies: Thank you, Minister. Just wondering in
regards to…. Should school districts push back on some
of these proposals and how they are brought forward and
such, what is the ministry’s avenue forward to rectify a
school board that’s not willing to comply with how the
reserves are set up if they’ve already got a plan in place?

Hon. R. Fleming: My short answer would be that we’ll
determine that as part of the discussions around what
the reserve policies look like. The member will know that
there are other provisions around those throughout the
School Act for a number of accountability criteria where
districts might fall out of compliance with the School Act.

I don’t want to go there immediately, but I think that
after we co-develop what the reserve policies look like —
after we contemplate things like what a reasonable trans-
ition might look like for districts to come into compliance
— if there are some remaining outliers that have disagree-
ments with the ministry, we’ll mediate it as we come. But I
actually expect that we’ll encounter the opposite.

We have a very broad consensus, political support from
the B.C. School Trustees Association. We also have a
massive compendium of financial reporting information
urging the government to do just what we’re going do in
this bill — whether it’s from the Auditor General, wheth-
er it’s from the financial health working group that repor-
ted to the last government, whether it’s from the funding
model review that reported to this government.

They all come down to this question that the absence
of policies around reserves is a problem. It’s a problem in
terms of accountability for those funds sitting in accounts:
what purpose they should be used for, why they weren’t
spent originally in the classroom on kids for their learning
needs — all those sorts of things. Those are legitimate
areas that auditors and other financial assessments have
raised questions about.

[4:50 p.m.]
We’re going to solve those together and work at what a

good set of working policies look like, after this bill passes,
and we’re able to do just that.

D. Davies: I thank the minister for his answers. That
actually concludes all of my questions that I have on this
bill. I want to thank yourself, and thank your staff as well
for their hard work on this.

Sections 21 to 33 inclusive approved.

Title approved.

Hon. R. Fleming: I move that the committee rise and
report the bill complete without amendment.

Motion approved.

The committee rose at 4:52 p.m.

The House resumed; Mr. Speaker in the chair.

Report and
Third Reading of Bills

BILL 8 — EDUCATION STATUTES
AMENDMENT ACT, 2020

Bill 8, Education Statutes Amendment Act, 2020,
reported complete without amendment, read a third time
and passed.

Hon. D. Eby: I call second reading of Bill 13, Miscel-
laneous Statutes Amendment Act, 2020.

Second Reading of Bills

BILL 13 — MISCELLANEOUS STATUTES
AMENDMENT ACT, 2020

Hon. D. Eby: I move the bill be now read a second time.
This bill amends three family law statutes: the Family

Law Act, the Family Maintenance Enforcement Act and
the Interjurisdictional Support Orders Act to assist
front-line ministry staff in providing family justice ser-
vices to families.

The amendments to the Family Law Act allow parents
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to share information with a family justice counsellor about
other people relevant to their matter, improve the ability
of the child support recalculation service to comply with
legislatively required processes, allow search officers to
assist parties who want to obtain or enforce protection
orders, and change terminology to align with the Declara-
tion on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples Act.

Other amendments to the Family Law Act and amend-
ments to the Family Maintenance Enforcement Act
authorize search officers and support enforcement officers
to request the social insurance number of the debtor with
significant support arrears so that appropriate enforce-
ment action can be taken.

[4:55 p.m.]
Amendments to the Interjurisdictional Support Orders

Act will make it easier to enforce foreign support orders.

[S. Gibson in the chair.]

The amendments also include minor housekeeping
changes. The amendments to the Lobbyists Registration
Amendment Act, 2018 correct two subsection reference
errors. These corrections are required before the provi-
sions of the Lobbyist Registration Amendment Act, 2018,
come into force on May 4, 2020.

The Ministry of Attorney General is seeking to amend
the Supreme Court Act to allow the appointment of five
more Supreme Court judges. Currently, the Supreme
Court Act specifies that the Supreme Court will consist
of a chief justice, an associate chief justice and 90 other
judges. The proposed amendment will allow for the
appointment of five more judges, for a total of 95 other
judges. Increasing the resources to the Supreme Court will
benefit the citizens of B.C. by providing better access to
justice. Increasing the permitted number of Supreme
Court judges will ensure that the federal Department of
Justice can appoint Supreme Court judges as necessary to
address any increasing demands on the court system in
British Columbia.

For the first time in Canada, the Land Owner Transpar-
ency Act will end hidden ownership of real estate by cre-
ating a publicly accessible registry on beneficial land-own-
ership. These new requirements will help tax authorities,
law enforcement and certain regulators to crack down on
tax evasion, money laundering and other criminal activit-
ies. This is a significant step towards returning fairness and
transparency to B.C.’s real estate market, and it delivers on
our 30-point housing plan’s commitment to end hidden
ownership of land.

During work to develop the registry, some small tech-
nical requirements were identified that would impact the
ability to create a transparent and searchable registry. This
bill proposes amendments that will resolve those chal-
lenges. These amendments are technical and do not
change or impede the intent of the original act or the

registry’s role in returning fairness and transparency to
B.C.’s real estate market.

The proposed amendments to the Water Sustainability
Act, or WSA, will provide the province with the explicit
authority to collect, use and disclose personal information
related to water use and will make administrative correc-
tions. The collection used in disclosure of personal infor-
mation related to water is already authorized under the
WSA. However, the act lacks explicit authority respecting
the collection, use and disclosure of information obtained
from indirect sources, such as the land titles registry, and
personal information for which consent may not have
been obtained.

Collection of information from indirect sources and
the use and disclosure of personal information is critical
to the operation of the WSA scheme. For example, infor-
mation published on public-facing water registries is
necessary for buying or selling a property with an asso-
ciated water licence in times of water scarcity and for
public health reasons. Currently, interim authority
under the Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act has been granted to authorize the collection,
use and disclosure of personal information under the
WSA until December 31, 2021.

The proposed amendments to the Pharmaceutical
Services Act and E-Health Act in this bill are relatively
minor. On October 31, 2019, Bill 35, the Miscellaneous
Statutes Amendment Act (No. 2), 2019, received royal
assent, enacting amendments to the Freedom of Infor-
mation and Protection of Privacy Act, or FOIPPA, by
adding two new paragraphs within subsection 33.1(1),
which outlines when a public body may disclose person-
al information outside Canada. Although the amend-
ments to FOIPPA have already come into force, these
amendments do not apply to data governed under the
Pharmaceutical Services Act and the E-Health Act, both
of which reference specific paragraphs under FOIPPA
subsection 33.1(1) but were not amended to include the
newly added paragraphs (p.1) and (p.2).

It is proposed that the Pharmaceutical Services Act and
the E-Health Act be amended to align with the recent
amendments to FOIPPA by adding references to para-
graphs (p.1) and (p.2) of subsection 33.1(1) of FOIPPA
within the two acts.

Minor housekeeping amendments to the provisions of
the Adoption Act, Assessment Act, Building Act, Evidence
Act, Land Title Act, Miscellaneous Statutes Amendment
Act (No. 3), 2010, Motor Vehicle Act, New Relationship
Trust Act, Trespass Act and Vital Statistics Act are pro-
posed to ensure terms of the Nisg̱a’a treaty are referenced
correctly in these acts and are consistent with the treaty.
Most of the amendments are to provisions that reference
legal entities, as they do not correctly reference the Nisg̱a’a
treaty’s legal entity term. The provisions currently use the
term “Nisg̱a’a Lisims Government,” which is a legislative
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entity as defined by the treaty. The appropriate term to ref-
erence is “the Nisg̱a’a Nation” as the legal entity.

Additional minor amendments will appropriately char-
acterize other Nisg̱a’a treaty items and terms and remove
redundancy. The proposed amendments do not change
policy or law. The Nisg̱a’a Nation is supportive of the
amendments.

[5:00 p.m.]
The current B.C. Labour Mobility Act contains out-of-

date references to the agreement on internal trade, which
was replaced with the Canadian free trade agreement in
July 2017. Because of its reference to the agreement on
internal trade, some portions of the Labour Mobility Act
ceased to have legal effect when the Canadian free trade
agreement was implemented. The proposed amendments
will update the Labour Mobility Act with the necessary
references to the Canadian free trade agreement, restoring
the act’s original effect.

There are no fiscal management considerations and no
trade or stakeholder impacts resulting from these amend-
ments. There are also no implications for immigration.

To the extent the amendments will impact labour supply
in B.C., it’s expected to be positive. These amendments will
help ensure that certified professionals from other Cana-
dian jurisdictions can continue to transfer their credentials
to B.C. without unnecessary barriers and provide much-
needed services to British Columbians.

The amendments to the Guide Dog and Service Dog Act
are intended to achieve two things. First, they will address
a widespread misperception that provincial certification
under the act is mandatory and is a prerequisite to public
access rights for guide and service dog teams. This will be
done by clarifying that nothing in the act takes away from
individual rights under the B.C. human rights code.

Second, they will change the certification processes
for guide and service dog teams and dog-in-training
teams. The high standards of internationally accredited
guide and service dog training schools will be recog-
nized by streamlining certification for guide and dog
teams that come from those schools, including teams
that are visitors to B.C.

Certification for guide and service dog training teams
will also be modernized so only the trainer needs a certi-
ficate, rather than both the trainer and the dog in training.

M. Lee: I just would like to add comments at this stage
of second reading on this miscellaneous statutes bill. As
we’ve talked about in this House, the government has
repeatedly brought forward miscellaneous statutes amend-
ment bills. Many of the provisions, in some cases, are
important to consider, given the time and resources of this
House. But some of them are very much housekeeping.

I continue to question the role of the legislative commit-
tee on Parliamentary Reform and ethics and the role that
they can play, as I’ve seen as a member of that committee,

in terms of dealing with housekeeping amendments. But
such as it is, this government has chosen to utilize the valu-
able time of this House to consider another miscellaneous
statutes amendment act.

I say that also recognizing, as we continue in this ses-
sion, the importance of other private members’ bills that
have been reintroduced to this House, pressing matters
that ought to deserve the time and attention of this House,
and are not. I hope that the government will continue to
consider looking at those bills.

We talked today in question period relating to the split
class assessment bill that my colleague the member for
Kamloops–South Thompson introduced — a very press-
ing matter, a solution that is there. As we talk about mis-
cellaneous statutes, we could talk about a lot of statutes
in this House that ought to deserve the attention of this
House. When we’re talking about miscellaneous statutes,
we’re talking about the full range of all the statutes of this
government. I think it’s important that we spend the time
and effort and resources of this House to debate the private
members’ bills that have been put forward to this Table of
this floor of this House.

Having said that, I want to come back to a point that
I made yesterday, as well, on the Arbitration Act. As you
know, we spent time yesterday on the Arbitration Act in
committee stage looking at Bill 41, a very significant bill
passed by this government in the last session. We know
that what that bill committed this government to do was to
use all necessary means to ensure that the laws of British
Columbia were consistent with the declaration of the
rights of Indigenous peoples.

I know that there are some housekeeping amendments
in this bill that change the term “Aboriginal” to “Indigen-
ous” in the absence of the action plan that this government
committed to do. It’s been months. That’s what the Minis-
ter of Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation had com-
mitted to members of this House, including my colleague
the member for Abbotsford West and myself, in commit-
tee stage. Yet we still have not seen that action plan.

[5:05 p.m.]
In the absence of that action plan, we are left to wonder

about the process this government is following to ensure
that the laws of British Columbia are consistent with
UNDRIP. It’s a 20- to 30-year process that the government
has suggested it would take. In the absence of that action
plan, we are left wondering on various statutes, the statutes
that they have brought forward.

Is it intended that this government intended only to
change the word “Aboriginal” to “Indigenous”? Was that
what UNDRIP was about? I suggest that this government
has raised lots of expectation with this province, and we
need the clarification, for this House and for the public, as
we look at bills like this.

With that, I would also say that I will be joined by my
colleagues, other critics, on the various sections of these
bills. We will see that there are elements relating to privacy
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and personal information that are dealt with, which, once
again, as it dealt with in Bill 35…. I’ll comment on it in a
moment.

Given the broad nature of this bill, I will just choose to
spend the time that I have here at second reading com-
menting on a number of them specifically.

In terms of the Attorney General amendments, we cer-
tainly see the need to continue to look at our courthouses,
our access to justice, our ability to ensure that the wait-
lists — the timing, the delays in bringing on actions —
are properly dealt with in a timely manner in our courts.
Adding five additional Supreme Court justices certainly
will be a good effort towards that.

As we know, it is also the ancillary resources — the
important roles of sheriffs, court clerks, Crown counsel,
legal aid, legal assistants — for the smooth running of
courthouses around this province. As we look at areas in
Fort St. John and Surrey, for example, the busiest court-
houses in our province — I visited both — we have seen
the need for the continued buildup of resources for those
courthouses, both from a personnel point of view and also
from a space point of view, certainly in the case of Fort St.
John.

I certainly will look forward to the opportunity to dis-
cuss, with the Attorney General, besides just the estimates
process, how the implementation will occur in bringing on
five Supreme Court justices here.

We look at the finance amendments around the Land
Owner Transparency Act. Certainly, there are amend-
ments being made to that system. It’s an important system,
and we will want to ensure how public information is
being accessed relating to beneficial ownership. One
instance is that database will be searchable and usable
under the terms of that act, for the good purposes of that
act that we will see. But we need to continue to ensure
and understand how and when information is going to
be shared and ensure that sensitive personal information,
which is being acquired under this act, is protected from
misuse.

In terms of part 3 of the bill, there are amendments
to the Water Sustainability Act. Some of those amend-
ments concern changes and updates of terminology in the
act. Others are to address acts of vandalism. Certainly,
in terms of making more understandable the provisions
of that act…. We understand that, of course, there has
been a reliance on certain authorizations from the Office
of the Information and Privacy Commissioner and other
ministerial orders that this act — these amendments to
the Water Sustainability Act — are meant to address. But
again, we want to ensure that the types of personal inform-
ation that are being accessed and utilized are properly pro-
tected.

That is a continued theme, which takes me to part 4,
which are the amendments to both the E-Health Act and
the Pharmaceutical Services Act. This set of amendments

was canvassed at length in the last misc stats bill, Bill 35, in
the fall.

[5:10 p.m.]
I joined members, colleagues of mine, who were the

critics for our caucus, in talking about those provisions,
the amendments to FOIPPA. This set of amendments will
bring in reference to the amendments that were made
under Bill 35 to FOIPPA. They include references to sec-
tions 33.1(1)(p.1) and (p.2).

Mr. Speaker, as you might recall, in the midst of that
debate, we raised concerns about the letter that was
received within a few days of that debate from the Office
of the Information and Privacy Commissioner expressing
concerns that, although he recognized the intent of dealing
with temporary processing and storage of information
outside of Canada, the amendments that are being tabled
that were passed under Bill 35 were too broad in nature,
and that in order to better protect the privacy of British
Columbians while meeting the intention of the amend-
ments, it was necessary to consider, at his urging, certain
amendments that would restrict where personal informa-
tion would be treated, processed and stored offshore.

There’s language here I just want to cite back into the
record, that there are concerns around ensuring that the
language is not too permissive. I say that when we’re talk-
ing about e-health records and pharmaceutical services
records. This government is extending what we identified
to be an issue now to other statutes of our province. And
when it comes to our health records and our pharmaceut-
ical records, I think that’s a concern. It’s a concern that the
government did not heed the advice of the office that is set
up as an independent body to ensure the proper protection
of information and privacy in our province.

In the face of this letter dated October 9, 2019 — which,
again, we canvassed at length and proposed formal
amendments in the last misc stats committee process —
the government is now continuing on to extend the applic-
ation of what the commissioner has seen to be too broad,
too permissive, and has concerns relating to how personal
information will be temporarily accessed outside of
Canada when being processed.

Certainly, we will be canvassing again the concerns that
were addressed by the commissioner when it comes to
our health records and our pharmaceutical records. We
are talking, likely, about stats — statistics and data relating
to when individuals, British Columbians, are coming in
and out of hospital — their hospital stays, the length of
their stays, their medications, personal information that I
think, from a health records point of view…. We saw the
concern of this country, across Canada and here in this
province, about the security breach around LifeLabs and
that information on the health data for many British Col-
umbians that was exposed and the delays in which that
entity brought it to the attention of others, including this
government.

I think in the context of greater information flow and
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data that is being stored and utilized by services like that,
universities like Simon Fraser University, which also had a
recent breach, major institutions….

[5:15 p.m.]
It’s one thing to ensure that we have proper protection of

that data and information domestically, but it’s an entirely
different concern, as well, when it goes offshore. This gov-
ernment is permitting that to happen in a very loose and
undisciplined way. These are the concerns that were
expressed by the commissioner. When it comes back to
that debate, we will be analyzing — with my colleagues
again, the critics for Citizens’ Services — in more detail
those concerns.

I’d like to just say that as we look at the various other
housekeeping amendments that are necessary in terms of
the Nisg̱a’a treaty and the Canadian free trade agreement,
those certainly are understandable. Certainly, critics may
have some additional questions around that here on this
side of the House.

When we look at the Guide Dog and Service Dog Act….
I understand from a colleague of mine who participated in
the briefing on that, that we’ll want to better understand,
as well, the designation of which entities would be certified
for the purpose of that service and how that will be done
under regulation.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I look forward to joining col-
leagues of mine as we discuss another misc stats bill.

Hon. S. Fraser: I’m pleased to be taking part in the dis-
cussions on second reading of Bill 13.

Before I get into the meat of my chat here in this won-
derful place on Bill 13, I’d like to just address some com-
ments made by the previous speaker, the member for Van-
couver-Langara, regarding, somehow, the integrity of the
UN declaration on the rights of Indigenous peoples — the
declaration act, Bill 41. I will agree with the member on
one thing: that Bill 41 was canvassed at length by the mem-
ber opposite and others from the opposition. I believe it
was 24 hours of questioning, if I recall correctly.

I’m pretty sure that during committee stage of the bill,
I referenced the fact that we built the legislation in collab-
oration with First Nations, represented through the First
Nations Leadership Council — that’s the First Nations
Summit, the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs and the
Assembly of First Nations of British Columbia — and that
the path forward that it provided government included the
development of an action plan, and that that action plan
would be built similarly involving Indigenous peoples and
not done by government and dictated to anyone but built
cooperatively with Indigenous peoples in this province.

If the member is somehow suggesting that because Bill
13 doesn’t contain an action plan…. It’s a miscellaneous
statutes amendment act. It has got nothing to do with Bill
41. The good work that we are doing on the action plan —
which is part and parcel of what’s in Bill 41, the Declara-

tion on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples Act — is being
done and will be done cooperatively in partnership with
Indigenous peoples. That work is underway.

I just wanted to correct the member. Bill 13 in no way
detracts from the work that’s already underway on Bill 41
and the implementation of the action plan.

With that in mind…. A miscellaneous bill is always
interesting, because you get a bunch of different topics
here. Hon. Speaker, I would like to talk to you about the
act in the sense that it proposes an amendment to a num-
ber of statutes. I’ll focus my comments on the part of the
bill put forward by my ministry.

[5:20 p.m.]
In 2010, this House approved a bill that made amend-

ments to several statutes that refer to terms of the Nisg̱a’a
treaty. A number of those amendments use the wrong Nis-
g̱a’a term in some provisions that apply to legal entities.
For example, the term “Nisg̱a’a Lisims Government” was
used where “Nisg̱a’a Nation” is the appropriate and prop-
er reference. One is a legislative body; the other is the legal
entity in accordance with the treaty. Unfortunately, by the
time the errors were realized, the amendments had passed.
But a name is important. It’s about respect.

Over the past year and a half, my ministry staff have
been working with the Nisg̱a’a Nation representatives to
correct those errors. We felt that it was very important
to make sure that all Nisg̱a’a terms aligned with the lan-
guage in the Nisg̱a’a treaty. As a result of this work,
we identified a few other minor amendments, including
some redundancies that are also being addressed with
this bill. None of these amendments change policy or
law in the noted statutes.

As I stand today talking about matters that relate to the
Nisg̱a’a treaty, I’d like to acknowledge that the Nisg̱a’a
people will be celebrating a significant milestone this May:
20 years as a self-governing nation. An entire generation of
Nisg̱a’a youth have now grown up as citizens of a self-gov-
erning treaty nation.

The Nisg̱a’a lands are a beautiful territory, one I’ve been
honoured to spend some time in. I would recommend
to anyone in this House, anyone who is watching, who
has not had that opportunity, to put it on the bucket list,
because it’s an amazing territory. There are lava fields that I
didn’t know existed in this province. I didn’t think that we
had anything like that here. Spectacular scenery. It was a
wake-up call to me to travel more, and I travel a lot already.
But Nisg̱a’a territory is second to none. It is spectacular,
jaw-dropping beauty.

When I was there, I saw how hard Nisg̱a’a’s leadership
and also the community have worked to develop and grow
a diverse and innovative economy. They have established
a strong economic presence in construction, in forestry, in
fishing, in tourism, providing a good future for the Nisg̱a’a
people today, of course, and in the future.
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The relationship that we are building with the Nisg̱a’a
Lisims Government is an important one. I am looking for-
ward to celebrating the 20th anniversary this spring.

I want to thank you for the opportunity to speak to Bill
13.

Deputy Speaker: Seeing no further speakers, I’ll invite
the Attorney General to close debate.

Hon. D. Eby: The critic has raised some issues of con-
cern that we’ll be addressing with him through committee
stage. At this point, I’ll simply note that miscellaneous stat-
utes are a tool used by governments throughout B.C.’s his-
tory to ensure our statutes are as accurate and as correct
as can be and represent evolving situations on the ground
that are important to many different communities in the
province.

With that, I move second reading.

Motion approved.

Hon. D. Eby: I move that the bill be referred to a Com-
mittee of the Whole House to be considered at the next sit-
ting of the House after today.

Bill 13, Miscellaneous Statutes Amendment Act, 2020,
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 second reading of Bill 9, the Evid-
ence Amendment Act, 2020.

BILL 9 — EVIDENCE AMENDMENT ACT, 2020

Hon. D. Eby: I move that the bill be now read a second
time.

This bill amends the Evidence Act to allow us to better
achieve the just, speedy and inexpensive determination of
personal injury claims in a manner proportionate to the
value of the claim in the courts of this province. These
amendments will discourage the use of duelling adversari-
al experts that can have the effect of artificially driving up
claim amounts and certainly has the impact of increasing
expenses. Parties will still have the ability to use experts,
but the number of experts will be limited.

[5:25 p.m.]
In response to previous concerns, the court will also

have discretion to allow the parties to use more experts
than the limits allow where it would still be proportionate
and it is needed to avoid serious prejudice to the parties
participating.

The costs a party can recover for expert reports will also
be limited through a regulation-making authority. These
changes will encourage parties to select experts in a way

that is proportional to their injuries and their claims at the
outset of the litigation process. Closely related improve-
ments will encourage parties to disclose their expert
reports earlier, which could promote earlier resolution and
thereby reduce costs.

There will also be changes meant to encourage the use
of joint experts or independent, court-appointed experts
to provide neutral expert opinions to assist the court, to
promote the principle of proportionality and manage the
growing costs of litigation.

The bill also includes a regulation-making power to link
the amount of costs a successful party can recover to the
overall amount of the award assessed by the court. This
limit will encourage proportional spending on the litiga-
tion process and help to discourage parties from incurring
costs that are disproportionate to the amount in issue in a
motor vehicle personal injury case. Initially, these changes
will apply only to motor vehicle personal injury litigation.

The bill includes detailed transition provisions that are
fair to parties already in the litigation process, but encour-
ages parties whose claims are at an early stage to adopt a
more proportional approach. In brief, people involved in
cases that have progressed to a certain point will not be
limited by restrictions on experts or recovery of costs.

We are optimistic that this careful balance will help to
realize the anticipated cost savings to the benefit of all
British Columbians. This bill includes a regulation-making
power to permit the expansion of these improvements to
all forms of personal injury litigation at a future date.

M. Lee: If necessary, I will take the opportunity to be the
designated speaker on this bill.

I rise today to speak to Bill 9 on second reading. The
proposed amendments in the Evidence Act under this bill
are a continuation of this government’s efforts to reduce
costs for ICBC by limiting the number of expert witnesses
in a personal injury lawsuit. The Attorney General’s previ-
ous attempt to make this change through regulation, rule
11-8, was found to be unconstitutional last October by the
hon. Chief Justice Hinkson of the Supreme Court of Brit-
ish Columbia.

I have significant concerns about this bill and its harm-
ful impacts on the rights of injured British Columbians.
This bill clearly steps on the rights of British Columbians
and limits their access to justice. The cost-saving measures
for ICBC under this bill, even with the possibility of lim-
ited exceptions to be determined by regulation, make it
even more difficult for people who have been injured in a
motor vehicle accident to get full compensation for their
injuries. It puts up greater barriers to justice. That simply
is not in the best interests of British Columbians.

We have an Attorney General who, prior to being elec-
ted to this House, was a former executive director of the
B.C. Civil Liberties Association. In that role, he fought for
the rights of British Columbians. Yet in this bill, as Attor-
ney General of our province, he is taking away rights of

Wednesday, March 4, 2020 British Columbia Debates 11529



British Columbians. In so doing, the Attorney General is
changing the litigation rules to favour this ever-growing
insurance company that is ICBC. It is making an unlevel
playing field to favour ICBC, which is just getting bigger
and bigger, and undermines the abilities of British Colum-
bians to recover their damages from motor vehicle acci-
dents. This clearly is unfair.

You have an Attorney General of this province who is
clearly not doing his job to protect the rights of British
Columbians. The rule changes proposed under this bill
will affect 90,000 outstanding lawsuits for injured British
Columbians and their families.

[5:30 p.m.]
Why should the insurance company, ICBC, which Brit-

ish Columbians have bought insurance from, be able to
change the rules of recovery for damages for injuries after
a person gets injured and brings a lawsuit — and, in so
doing, undermine the person’s ability to seek that recovery
in the courts?

[R. Chouhan in the chair.]

This government is limiting the ability of British Col-
umbians to advocate for themselves against the insur-
ance company, which would have no limits on the num-
ber of expert reports that it could bring on. Let me just
comment on that.

This bill is proposing to limit the number of expert
reports. ICBC has no limit on that on their side. That is
unfair. That creates a situation where a plaintiff, an injured
British Columbian with their counsel, seeking recovery for
damages in a serious car accident is limited in what he or
she can bring on. Yet ICBC, on the other side of that, can
get as many expert reports as it can. There’s no limit on
ICBC. It’s an unfair fight. It’s an unfair process.

Why is the chief legal officer of this province helping
ICBC to do just that? Which side is the Attorney General
on? Clearly, in the current system that we have in this
province, he is changing the rules in favour of ICBC and
against injured British Columbians. It is clear from the
Crowder decision of B.C. Supreme Court Chief Justice
Hinkson, dated October 24, 2019, that the changes that
were being brought forward under rule 11-8 that were
ruled unconstitutional by that court were solely focused
on cost savings for ICBC.

Paragraph 45 of the Crowder decision is most illuminat-
ing. It is a statement from Ms. Lindsay Matthews, the vice-
president of public affairs for ICBC. When she is com-
menting in response to the court about the projected $400
million of savings that the Attorney General has said
repeatedly was the aim of limiting the rights of injured
British Columbians by limiting the number of expert
reports they could utilize, this is what she had to say.

Of the estimated $400 million in savings, “the approx-
imate breakdown of the savings is expected to be: about
half due to fewer reports — 40 percent from the plaintiff

reports, plus 10 percent from defence reports.” About
half of that $400 million would be “due to lower pay-
ments for damages. More expert reports make claims
more expensive.”

Well, I think the last part of that quote is the most signi-
ficant portion of what Ms. Matthews had to say. It is what
underlies what this government continues to try and do.
In the face of a decision of our Supreme Court of Brit-
ish Columbia that limiting the number of expert reports
and interfering with the discretion, the judgment, of the
courts in their process is unconstitutional, this Attorney
General and this government persist by tabling in this
House a bill that has the potential again of being chal-
lenged and being ruled unconstitutional for the same reas-
ons that Chief Justice Hinkson laid out in his decision.
Many of the same concerns that were set out in the
Crowder decision are at play with this bill.

[5:35 p.m.]
What is that for? It’s under the theory and the

approach that more expert reports make claims more
expensive. But what does that mean? That means the
$400 million of savings that the Attorney General and
this government were projecting to be saving by limiting
expert reports — at least $200 million, in the words of
the vice-president of public affairs of ICBC — is going
to be because there will be lower payments for damages.
Well, why is that? Again — fewer expert reports, fewer
claims, less expensive, less payouts.

But what are those expert reports for in the first place?
They’re there to assist injured British Columbians to recov-
er full compensation from ICBC as the insurer. By limiting
those expert reports, you limit what they can recover. So
this is just a situation and an approach — which, again, has
been ruled unconstitutional — that has been one where
you’re shifting all of the financial loss onto the backs of
injured British Columbians by excepting and kneecapping
their ability to recover full compensation.

Does that sound like an Attorney General that’s being
mindful and focused on the rights of injured British Col-
umbians? I dare say that sounds more like a minister
responsible for ICBC concerned about cost. Well, cost is
not what is all at stake here, not when it comes to a limita-
tion on expert reports and this Evidence Amendment Act.

Before I go back to the Crowder decision, I also want
to make this set of remarks, if I may. I have said, by way
of comment…. We had the occasion in estimates to dis-
cuss the concern that I have, which has been raised, as
well, by the media. As this bill is tabled in this House,
it’s another example of the inherent conflict of interest
that I just alluded to. We have the Attorney General who
is there to be responsible to look out for the rights of
injured British Columbians, and all British Columbians,
making sure that they have access to justice, yet he has
brought forward a bill that places the financial interests
of ICBC above all else.

As I ask that, who around that cabinet table is protecting

11530 British Columbia Debates Wednesday, March 4, 2020



the rights of injured British Columbians in the face of
the court’s decision to say that limiting expert reports is
unconstitutional?

My repeated concern has been that the Attorney Gen-
eral continues to misuse his office as Attorney General for
the benefit of ICBC. The minister in charge of ICBC is
supposed to be there, presumably, as a revenue minister.
He’s focused on the government’s bottom line. That role
and that responsibility as minister responsible for ICBC
is directly in conflict with his role as Attorney General. I
know that was even noted by the courts in their decision
in Crowder — not in the written decision but, as I under-
stand, in the nature of their discussions.

I would say that this is plainly evident. And the Premier
of this province owes a responsibility to this province to
ensure that he’s constructed a cabinet that doesn’t place
the member from Point Grey in a direct conflict of his
responsibilities. This Evidence Amendment Act directly
isolates out that conflict. It brings to the floor of this House
a bill sponsored by the Attorney General that is in direct
contravention of the findings of the Supreme Court of
British Columbia.

[5:40 p.m.]
The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of British Col-

umbia has said that limiting the expert reports under rule
11-8 has been ruled to be unconstitutional. There is an
inherent conflict of interest between the roles that the
member from Point Grey is playing for this government. It
continues to undermine the rights of injured British Col-
umbians.

We have seen that at length. We have seen that in terms
of the way that the Attorney General expanded the defini-
tion of “minor injury” to include brain injury and concus-
sion. We’ve seen that in terms of limiting expert reports,
the use of the litigation strategy, the concern around a
meat chart schedule that ICBC lawyers have been utilizing.
There are concerns as to how ICBC is being directed by
this Attorney General for the sake, again, of cost savings.

My main concern with this bill, first and foremost, is
that it is another example and illustration of that conflict.
It’s a conflict that is continuing to put British Columbians
at jeopardy — the 90,000 outstanding lawsuits that injured
British Columbians are trying to work through the process
on with ICBC.

The rules for which expert reports can be brought on for
those purposes are being changed retroactively. When you
change the rules when you’re in engagement of the litiga-
tion process, who says that you can be the judge and jury?
The courts have a role in that. The court spoke very loud
and clear to the Attorney General in the Crowder decision.
Yet he doesn’t seem to be listening.

He’s brought forward a bill, again taking valuable time
in this House, that has been ruled to be unconstitutional
— the elements of that bill. So I question the bona fides
of this bill and how it’s being tabled in this House. I think
it’s something that the Premier and the government ought

to be looking at in terms of how it has presented this bill,
because there’s a serious issue in respect to the conflict that
the Attorney General has as the chief legal officer and the
minister responsible for ICBC.

When we look at the Crowder decision, as I mentioned,
it was a determination by Chief Justice Hinkson that the
rules of court and the judgment of the court, the inherent
jurisdiction of the court, were all being impaired by rule
11-8. There have been comments and statements made
in the decision. For example, in paragraph 175 of the
decision, having a limitation on expert reports does impair
the ability of the court in terms of its impartial decision-
making ability.

The statement is: “Unless and until the evidence that
the parties have chosen to lead has been adduced, the
court has no way of determining what further evidence
may be needed and no way of obtaining that evidence if
it is thought to be required.” There’s a concern relating to
any exercise relating to court-appointed expert witnesses
or joint experts. That is contemplated under the current
rules. It’s referred to under Bill 9 but in the context of hav-
ing the discretion that’s set out in section 6 of this bill. It
would bring forward and break from the non-adversarial
role that courts have.

[5:45 p.m.]
These concerns were set out in the Crowder decision.

The Crowder decision referred to the importance of the
court’s inherent jurisdiction and the concerns relating to
this rule 11-8 as compromising and diluting the role of the
court and encroaching upon a core area of the court’s jur-
isdiction to control its process. That is the finding of the
court as set out in paragraph 185 of the decision. That is
the view of Chief Justice Hinkson on the attempted limita-
tion on the number of expert reports under rule 11-8.

When we look at the proposed changes to the Evidence
Act, the changes would limit how many experts and
reports would be allowed by a party to prove their case
in court. If an injured British Columbian wants to rely
on more than those permitted under this amendment, the
new rules would require that an injured British Columbi-
an, someone who has been playing by the rules to date,
would now need to go before the court and make a plea to
the court that, as set out in section 12.1(6) of the bill, they
would suffer “prejudice disproportionate to the benefit of
not increasing the complexity and cost of the proceeding.”

It goes on to say, under sub (7), that a party must
include, in an application to the court to seek leave to allow
expert advice of one or more additional experts, “(a) the
name of each expert whose evidence the party intends to
tender at trial; (b) the scope of expertise of each expert
whose evidence the party intends to tender at trial; (c)
records that support the need for the additional evidence.”

Apart from what I’ve already said, that the limit on the
number of expert reports would be unfair and would res-
ult in a further barrier to access the court, an injured Brit-
ish Columbian will now have to ask the court to do pre-
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cisely what the chief justice in the Crowder decision said
would be unconstitutional. That is, it would place the court
in a role that it should not be placed in, to “intrude upon
what has, to date, been the core function of the court:
to decide a case fairly upon the evidence adduced by the
parties.” That is what Chief Justice Hinkson had set out in
his decision.

What this rule change is asking plaintiffs to do is to seek
leave of the court. We know that the role of the court is
to ensure that they’ve heard the full case, the full submis-
sions, by each — the plaintiff side and the defendant side.
The court is impartial. The court needs to see the full sub-
missions by both sides.

[5:50 p.m.]
This test to have courts determine whether they can add

an additional expert will do exactly what the chief justice
was concerned about. It forces courts to make a predeter-
mination to bring about conclusions to form their judg-
ment on the nature, the result, of the decision — what’s
at play and what’s at dispute — before they’ve seen all of
the evidence and all the submissions by each side. This was
precisely one of the main concerns that Chief Justice Hink-
son had on rule 11-8.

This bill has the same concern. The way that that sub-
section (6) is setting out a new test…. Certainly, the courts
can make a determination, but the language in subsection
12.1(6) forces the court to make an inappropriate determ-
ination before the full court case has been heard.

Another concern, as Chief Justice Hinkson noted in the
Crowder decision, was that what this whole framework
would necessitate, when I mention and refer to subsection
12.1(7), is disclosure. It is attempting to rewrite the rules
around experts and put further rules around the court’s
jurisdiction as to how it can treat expert evidence.

Litigation privilege serves, in the words of the chief
justice, “an overriding ‘public interest’ to ‘ensure the effic-
acy of the adversarial process.’” It does so “by maintaining
a ‘protected area to facilitate investigation and preparation
of a case for trial by the adversarial advocate,’ thus pro-
moting ‘access to justice’ and the ‘quality of justice.’” Those
are very important principles. That litigation privilege has
been an important principle for centuries and is subject to
the strictest of confidences in our legal system.

This change — what is contemplated under this amend-
ment to the Evidence Act — would require injured British
Columbians to open up privileged and confidential aspects
of their legal case, as I’ve stated — the names and details
of expert witnesses that they and their counsel intend to
rely on in trial. I heard, in the briefing that the member
for Richmond-Queensborough and I had the day before
yesterday, that when it refers to records — for example, in
subsection (7)(c) — those records could include employ-
ment history, days missed from work and doctors’ reports.

Certainly, I would think that when we’re getting an
expert report from a medical doctor about a particular
injury, it would be clear that a plaintiff and their counsel

are not wasting the time of the courts. I’m not sure why the
records would be that necessary, but it is certainly intrud-
ing, in having to force those parties to reveal what is priv-
ileged and confidential, in terms of the nature of their
claim, as they go through the litigation process.

[5:55 p.m.]
This concern relates to the Attorney General’s seeming

view to disregard the doctrine of litigation privilege and
how this particular bill will quash centuries of legal pro-
tection. We’ll see where that is appropriate in the nature
of these claims. Again, that was something that the other
members can snicker at. But the fact of the matter is that
Chief Justice Hinkson, if you read the decision of
Crowder…. I encourage every member of this House to
do so. It’s dated October 24, 2019; it’s a public document.
The principles of litigation privilege, the jurisdiction of the
court, that I’m referring to are clearly spelled out.

The mere fact, the response that I’m getting from the
Attorney General, demonstrating his lack of respect for
the rule of law…. In this province, the Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court of British Columbia has spoken. He’s
considered what this government has tried to do to limit
expert reports, yet this Attorney General and this gov-
ernment persist in bringing forward legislation to do the
very same thing that the chief justice has ruled to be
unconstitutional.

That does lead me to my next point, which is this. There
was a concern in the lead-up to rule 11-8 about the lack
of consultation with the rules committee of the judiciary.
The Attorney General stated, in a press release after rule
11-8 was enacted: “The rules committee did not recom-
mend those changes and was not asked to approve those
changes. Those changes were a decision made by govern-
ment.” Well, the rules committee is an expert entity com-
prising lawyers and judges who, for decades, have advised
Attorneys General on substantive changes to the Rules of
Court and the law of evidence in this province, in part to
ensure that any proposed changes are both prudent and
constitutional.

As I said, when making the failed three-expert rule
change in 2019, the Attorney General confirmed that the
rules committee did not recommend those changes nor
was asked to approve those changes. Once again, this
Attorney General is proceeding without that consultation.

It’s important, as set out in the reasons on Crowder, of
Chief Justice Hinkson. Under section 6 of the Supreme
Court Act of this province, it requires the Lieutenant-Gov-
ernor-in-Council “to make rules only on the recommend-
ation of the Attorney General, made after consultation
with the chief justice of the appropriate court,” and “the
rules revision committee was established for the purpose
of advising the Attorney General with respect to proposed
amendments to the rules and to facilitate consultation
with the chief justice.”

While the committee and its roles are not formalized in
the governing legislation, as is the case in some other jur-
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isdictions — for example, under the Courts of Justice Act
in the province of Ontario — the report of the rules revi-
sion committee, as set out by Master Horn, stated that by
convention, the rules committee is that body and acts as a
committee for the Attorney General, whose members are
appointed by the Attorney General on the advice of the
chief justice.

Successive Attorneys General have reiterated that they
will not enact any amendments of the Rules of Court —
other than those that concern filing fees, unless recom-
mended by the rules revision committee — and that any
representations received by the Attorney General, whether
from the bench or from the bar or from any other source,
will always be referred to the rules revision committee for
advice. This is fundamental in terms of how the rules of
court would be dealt with, and this Attorney General con-
tinues to proceed without respecting that committee, as he
did under the Crowder decision.

[6:00 p.m.]
As we look at the provisions that are brought forward

under these regulations, the regulations that are contem-
plated in the act itself…. The Attorney General, when he
announced this particular set of legislation that he was
going to bring forward, indicated that there would be a
$3,000 limit per expert report and there would be a limit
of 5 percent on all disbursements. That is not set out in this
bill. As we understand, that will be set out by way of regu-
lation.

I think something as important as that is important to
know in this bill, in this debate. As we will look at, at the
committee stage, the bill as written is quite convoluted in
its drafting. The reason for that includes…. There is pro-
vision for exceptions to be made under section 12.1(9)(d),
for example. Well, as we understand it, there will be certain
exceptions from these limits relating to court access fees,
court registry fees. Those are in the nature of perhaps $800
to $1,000, 1 percent of a total claim recovery of $100,000.

We will see what those exemptions look like, but cer-
tainly, without the benefit of that, we’re talking about trust-
ing this government, like we were asked to trust this gov-
ernment when it passed the minor injury legislation, when
they indicated to stakeholders that brain injury and con-
cussion would not be included. This Attorney General
reneged on that commitment.

The government says: “Trust us that we will get those
exemptions in place.” We will examine that at committee
stage and want to hear from this government what they
have in mind. But in the history of the product reform that
this Attorney General has put forward to this House, we
have seen that it has changed in so many different ways, in
ways that have not met what has been said in this House.

As we look at barriers to access to justice, it indicated
that litigants would be restricted to recovering disburse-
ments on not more than 5 percent of the judgment or set-
tlement. As we look at this bill, under section 12.1(9)(B),
it’s a limitation “on the amount of disbursements payable

as a percentage of the total amount recovered in an action.”
Well, these disbursements relate to everything, not just
expert reports.

We have a bill that has presented, again, a limitation
on the number of expert reports, then restricted the cost
recovery for each expert report, as we understand, to
$3,000 and then put another additional limitation. Well,
the ability of a successful party to recover disbursements
from the opposing party is a fundamental part of access to
justice. Someone that suffers loss at the hands of a negli-
gent party should not have to bear the cost of recovering
their losses from the negligent act. That burden should fall
on the wrongdoer. That’s the principle that’s embedded in
our rules and litigation process in this province.

The importance of this principle is magnified when
there is a financial inequality between the parties, as it
allows a member of the public to sue wealthy individuals,
governments or large corporations without the worry of
being outspent by these entities.

[6:05 p.m.]
Justice is blind, and that should include blindness to the

financial position of the parties. As I said at the outset of
my remarks here, we are limiting the number of expert
reports for individual injured British Columbians, when
there’s no limit on ICBC. It’s an unlevel playing field. That’s
the whole reason why, from an access-to-justice point of
view, we want to ensure that plaintiffs can make their case
against the wealthier public insurance corporation in this
province.

The idea that a successful party can recover every dis-
bursement spent is not the case. It is not every single dis-
bursement and every single amount. The party, under our
civil court rules, is only entitled to be reimbursed a reason-
able amount for disbursements incurred that were neces-
sary or proper to the conduct of the proceeding. That’s
under rule 14-1 sub (5). The onus is on the party present-
ing the bill of cost to establish the necessity or the propri-
ety of and the reasonableness of the amount of disburse-
ments sought to be reimbursed.

That’s been the subject matter of many decisions of the
B.C. Supreme Court, including in Proharra and Royez
2007. The amount sought may be reduced or disallowed
for a number of reasons, including the duplication of spe-
cialties, multiple opinions on one issue and excessive
hourly rate or cost of the expert.

I will say again that in the briefing that my colleague the
member for Richmond-Queensborough and I had, that
was an example that was cited — that the limitation on the
number of expert reports and the desire to consider what
might come forward is an avoidance of the possibility that
there might be duplication, that a doctor who provides one
expert report could have been asked to provide, with a
little more work, commentary or an opinion on a related
injury. But the fact of the matter is that under our existing
rules of court, if there was duplication of that nature,
duplication of cost, that wouldn’t be allowed.
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There are masters and judges in our court system who
have developed years of experience and expertise in this
area of looking at bills of cost, analyzing whether they are
reasonable, necessary and proper. But that proportional-
ity is to be done and reviewed through the exercise of the
registrar’s discretion when assessing costs of cases. This
is rule 1-3 sub (2). Again, this aspect of proportionality
invites a very rigorous approach to questions of necessity,
propriety and reasonableness in light of the importance of
proportionality.

There has been a decision which I think is important to
keep in mind here as we look at this bill. The amount of
the settlement or the judgment should not play any part in
the cost assessment process. And the concepts of propor-
tionality as it relates to the amount involved should not be
applied retrospectively once judgment is rendered or set-
tlement achieved. This is the decision of the B.C. Supreme
Court, Harvey and Tooshley, in 2014. I cite that case only
because when we’re talking about a percentage of the total
amount received in an action, I would assert that that runs
counter to the principle expressed in that decision.

[6:10 p.m.]
Cost assessment should not take into account the total

amount that was recovered in the action. Here we have
a government and an Attorney General who are setting
an arbitrary limit without knowing the circumstances of
the case. That’s going to work across the board at the 5
percent level.

The courts have also had a built-in governor to ensure
fairness to parties in the recovery of disbursements. That
process is where, at the conclusion of a claim, a successful
party will present to the unsuccessful party a bill of costs
setting out the costs and disbursements associated with the
lawsuit. If that unsuccessful party believes that any of the
disbursements sought by the successful party are unne-
cessary, exorbitant, excessive, duplicative or frivolous, the
unsuccessful party can have the bill of costs assessed by a
master or registrar of the court — rule 14-1.

ICBC does this all the time. This is done. That review is
done. That is certainly a use of resource, but that process
and the availability of ICBC and their lawyers to question
whether there are unnecessary, exorbitant, excessive,
duplicative or frivolous expenses that are being claimed if
they lose…. They have a process to deal with that. This bill
is not needed to address that concern.

The master or the registrar will review the bill of costs
in the context of the case and only allow those dis-
bursements that were reasonable, necessary and proper.
This process ensures fairness while protecting access to
justice. I would again say to this House that by setting an
arbitrary amount on the number of expert reports, the
costs that can be recovered for expert reports and cap-
ping the recovery of the totality of disbursements to 5
percent of the total judgment of settlement, all that this
bill is doing is introducing unfairness to what is already
a fair process through the court system. Furthermore, it’s

limiting the recovery between the parties that will pres-
ent and ensure financial inequality.

If you cap the amount of damages that parties can
recover, it will always benefit the party that is in better fin-
ancial position. As I look at the discrimination concern
around this bill, Bill 9 also results in discrimination for
those who earn less money. A significant amount of the
value of a claim is derived from wage loss. The value of a
claim for a person disabled from a $200,000-per-year job
is greater than the value of a claim for a person disabled
from a $15,000-per-year job. If the recovery of disburse-
ments is limited to 5 percent of the value of the claim, then
the person who earned and lost more income will be able
to spend or recover more of the disbursements than a per-
son who earns less.

Just to do the math again, 5 percent of the $200,000, if
that was the lost income, is certainly greater than 5 percent
of the $15,000 job. Why is it that someone who earns less
income will have less ability to bring forward their case?
All that claimant can do is $750. Someone who has low
income — a student, a domestic engineer, a senior, an eld-
erly person who is on fixed income…. Why is that person
discriminated against and able to only spend, with their
lawyers, less money than someone who has more income?
For a government that’s concerned about all British Col-
umbians, I find that highly prejudicial and discriminatory.
This is the bill that this government has brought forward.

[6:15 p.m.]
When we look at general unfairness, the more ser-

iously someone is injured or the more complex their
medical issue is, the more their claim is going to cost to
prove. The disbursements will make it very difficult to
financially justify a trial.

For example, again, if a claim is worth approximately
$100,000, then a plaintiff can recover $5,000 in disburse-
ments — 5 percent. That might be after spending $8,000
in disbursements for two $3,000 medical reports, because
of that $3,000 limit per report; $1,000 on examination for
discovery transcripts; and the remainder in photocopying
fees for medical and work records. These are the kinds of
expenditures that a plaintiff will want to recover. But now
you’re going to be capped.

Those disbursements will certainly triple or quadruple if
the case has to go to trial, for the types of other disburse-
ments — expert testifying fees, prep time, photocopying
costs and witness fees. By imposing this 5 percent cap on
disbursements, this will provide a significant disincentive
to the plaintiff to go to trial, which may be, of course,
ICBC’s aim here. By restricting and undermining the abil-
ity of a plaintiff to go to trial because he or she may not be
ever able to recover the full costs of their action, ICBC gets
the upper hand.

Yet again, it will be more successful at what it has been
doing for the last 12 to 18 months — forcing plaintiffs to
accept lowball and unfair offers, unfair settlements. ICBC
can continue to spend whatever it wants — on reports,
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surveillance, private investigative work — with no finan-
cial recovery concerns for this multi-billion-dollar insur-
ance company.

I’m interested to hear from the Attorney General wheth-
er ICBC will be agreeable to cap their own experts’ reports
at $3,000 per report. That would save costs to the taxpayer
too. Or whether they will limit their disbursements to 5
percent of the total value of the case — also another way to
save costs. Why don’t we just level the playing field here?

Certainly, this bill will have less of an impact on those
who have money to be able to recover the costs if they lose.
But for those who are students, homemakers and others
who don’t have as many funds, these changes will incent
and cause people to take lower settlements, because they
won’t have the financial resources to risk the additional
cost to get the expert reports they need to assess the dam-
ages that they’re claiming full recovery for.

They won’t be able to get those reports because (a)
they’re limited in the number, (b) they’re capped in terms
of the value or the cost of those reports individually, and
(c) they’re limited by this overall 5 percent disbursement
cap. Financial penalties like this will have a chilling effect
on people in litigation with ICBC, especially for working
British Columbians of modest means, who don’t have
thousands of dollars to spare fighting ICBC in court just to
recover what they have lost.

This will allow and enable this multi-billion-dollar
ICBC monopoly to bully the average citizen. This is what
this bill is about. These rule changes are not in the public
interest and only benefit ICBC’s bottom line. And as I’ve
been saying throughout my remarks, they’re a clear and
drastic barrier to justice.

I also want to comment on the retroactive nature of
this bill. As I mentioned, there are over 90,000 outstanding
lawsuits. This bill changes the rules on experts and dis-
bursements in a retroactive way for those that have trial
dates occurring after October 1, 2020.

[6:20 p.m.]
By imposing a limit on total court expenses in terms of

recovery for disbursements to 5 percent of judgment or
settlement amounts for all trials after October 1, 2020, this
bill will retroactively punish litigants by forcing them to
pay, out of their own settlement, costs for court expenses
that were lawfully incurred at the time they were obtained
to prosecute their cases and in compliance with the rules.

This arbitrary date is highly prejudicial. These proposed
changes apply to injured people who may have been deal-
ing with ICBC and their claim for years and years. British
Columbians with severe spinal cord or brain injuries
who’ve been playing fair and following the rules will now
have a new scheme, a change in rules, foisted upon them if
their trial date is after October 1, 2020.

We know, particularly in light of the use of the meat
chart and the lowball settlement offers that ICBC contin-
ues to present, that as they withdraw offers that were made
previously and substitute them with lowball offers, that has

pushed out the cases. They have not settled. They’re look-
ing for trial dates. These trial dates are being set out 18
months, over a long period of time. That is certainly caus-
ing trial dates to be going well after October 1, 2020.

Similarly, if a brain-injured British Columbian has an
assessment scheduled with an expert in March or April of
this year, despite following the rules for the past several
years, they are now subject to a whole new set of rules
designed to limit and handcuff them from putting forth
their claims fairly in court.

I fail to understand how this Attorney General can
explain to British Columbians how it is fair and reasonable
to have the rug pulled out from them. People who have
been critically injured and whose lives have been uprooted
because of an injury and despite following the rules that
have been set…. This government now can utilize its
authority, misuse that authority, to present a bill to roll out
a new set of rules that will undermine the rights of those
injured British Columbians.

I’d like to also speak to the lack of clarity. I mentioned
this earlier in terms of the regulation-making power under
this bill. Because significant details have been left to be
determined under the regulations, this bill is vague and
unclear in terms of its application. As I said before, when
we’re looking at limiting the amount of money that a per-
son can recover per expert report and limiting the amount,
or a percentage of the total amount, that can be recovered
in disbursements, it is important, as we debate this bill at
committee stage, that we have a clear understanding from
this government what those limits will be and what any
exemptions will be from that.

These changes would prevent the court from reimburs-
ing a critically injured British Columbian the full amount
of money it took to prove their case in court unless the
total cost is equal to or less than some arbitrary percentage
that, as I have said, has absolutely no relationship to the
injured person’s age, disabilities, medical needs, ability to
work, family circumstances or other factors that are cer-
tainly unique to each individual person and claim.

I would just comment again on another section, subsec-
tion 12.1(10). That says that the proposed changes under
this bill…. Where there is any inconsistency between the
Court Rules Act and any regulations, they will be resolved
in favour of those regulations pursuant to this act. Because
the Attorney General has not spelled out clearly what
those regulations are going to say and because those regu-
lations will not come back in front of this House, we need
to know. We will need to have that level of clarity as to
what this government will be doing with those regulations,
because in the absence of those details, I don’t see how any
member of this House can consider fully the full implica-
tions of this bill.

[6:25 p.m.]
I will also make one comment, which I will pursue at

committee stage, which is at the back of this bill, under
section 3 of the bill. We have a bill that has presented
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amendments to the Evidence Act and then goes further to
amend those amendments. In doing so, it amends those
amendments that it’s proposing under this bill to utilize
broader terminology to go from references to vehicle
injury actions to personal injury actions.

I think we’ll need a very clear understanding as to why,
under the nature of this bill, that change is being made.
What expectation does this government and this Attorney
General have to draw in other forms of personal injury,
other forms that will be liable and subject to the unfair
restrictions under this bill?

As I said, I have grave concerns about the ongoing con-
flict of interest that this Attorney General has. As demon-
strated throughout my remarks, this bill seriously under-
mines the rights of injured British Columbians. It is unfair
and discriminatory. It continues to put forward legislation
on points that were considered by the Chief Justice of our
province in the B.C. Supreme Court.

The only reason why this minister responsible for ICBC
doesn’t see his conflict is because he’s in conflict. He’s in
conflict trying to fix ICBC in the way that he’s presented it.
He’s built up the challenges and now, through his product
reform initiatives, he’s trying to address them.

This goes beyond another failure. It is a failing for this
Attorney General to meet his own responsibilities as the
Attorney General for this province. As I’ve said time and
again, he needs to meet those responsibilities. He needs to
respect the rule of law. He needs to respect the decision of
the Supreme Court of British Columbia. He needs to con-
tinue to ensure that the rights of injured British Columbi-
ans are protected.

With that, I look forward to debating the issues that
I’ve identified through my remarks in the committee
stage of this bill.

J. Johal: I rise today to speak on Bill 9 on second
reading, the proposed amendments to the Evidence Act.
Under this bill are a continuation of the government’s
efforts to limit the number of expert witnesses in a per-
sonal injury lawsuit.

The Attorney General’s previous attempt to make this
change through regulation, rule 11-8, was found to be
unconstitutional in October of last year. I want to
remind this House of what Justice Hinkson stated,
because I believe many of those concerns still remain
when it comes to Bill 9.

Mr. Justice Hinkson provided the following reasons for
finding these changes out of line. Under section 172, he
stated: “The impugned rule places the court in a role that
it should not be placed in. Transferring the responsibility
of ensuring that there is relevant evidence upon which to
decide the issues in a personal injury case from the parties
to the court does, in my view, intrude upon what has, to
date, been the core function of the court: to decide a case
fairly upon the evidence adduced by the parties.”

In section 185, he states: “Considering the totality of the

submissions and the evidence before me, I find that the
impugned rule compromises and dilutes the role of the
court and encroaches upon a core area of the court’s jur-
isdiction to control its process.” What we see today under
Bill 9 is no different.

I have significant concerns about this bill and its harm-
ful impacts on the rights of injured British Columbians.
This bill steps on the rights of British Columbians. It limits
their access to justice.

[S. Gibson in the chair.]

These cost-saving measures, even with the ability for
exceptions, make it more difficult for people who have
been injured in a crash to get full compensation for their
injuries. It also puts up greater barriers to justice, and
that simply is not in the best interest of the people of this
province.

[6:30 p.m.]
Additionally, the idea of the balancing test for granting

exceptions, which takes into account complexity and cost,
forces judges to weigh the interests of ICBC when making
decisions about allowing more experts.

This reality seems contrary to justice. Judges should not
have to think about the potential financial impacts on a
government monopoly when deciding whether or not to
allow additional experts to weigh in on a case. Experts
are important in complex cases. Expert witnesses provide
important information surrounding the severity of injur-
ies, the cause of an accident and your future treatment
costs. The testimony and consulting services they provide
can be invaluable in a personal injury case.

For example, surgeons and medical professionals
provide detailed insight into the nature of an injury and
the future required treatment. Mental and behavioural
health experts are able to testify as to the extent an injury
has on emotional and psychological health. An accident
reconstructionist provides insight into the cause of an
accident and potential negligence. A life care planner can
particularize and quantify your future care needs, among
other things. To now limit experts is simply not fair.

Secondly, this bill is another misguided attempt to get
into legislation rules that were already deemed unconsti-
tutional when the Attorney General tried to bring it in
through regulation last year. Many of these same chal-
lenges and concerns with rule 11-8 apply to this bill. The
court found that the rule 11-8 changes require the court
to play an investigatory role in place of its traditional non-
adversarial role, which is the same concern with the pro-
posed amendment under this bill.

Thirdly, so many of the details of this bill, including
provisions that will be brought in through regulations are
completely arbitrary. How did the Attorney General
decide that three was the correct number of experts to
allow? How was this fair when dealing with incredibly
complex cases? Why the $3,000 limit per expert report?
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What was the process the ministry went through to come
up with this number? Why 5 percent for all disburse-
ments?

Another important aspect to consider is the retroactive
nature of this legislation. There are around 90,000 out-
standing lawsuits, and this bill changes the rules on experts
and disbursements in a retroactive way for those that have
trial dates occurring after October 1, 2020.

ICBC has a significant trust issue with the people of
British Columbia. It’s something even, I think, the Attor-
ney General has acknowledged. How does retroactively
inflicting these proposed changes onto British Columbians
help ICBC build that trust?

Finally, there is a distinct lack of clarity in many aspects
of this bill. So many of the details are set to be decided
through regulation. Not only does that leave so much
undecided when and if this bill is approved by the House,
but it also means that it will be much easier to alter the
details going forward. So in many ways, the finer points
of this legislation are left up to the whims of the Attorney
General. Based on ministry’s recent track record in court
on this issue, one could argue that the trust question
doesn’t just apply to ICBC but the Ministry of the Attorney
General as well.

In the end, this is a piece of legislation that will infringe
on the rights of injured British Columbians, plain and
simple. It will leave the injured without compensation that
they should be entitled to claim.

There is also, finally, an inherent conflict of interest in
the Attorney General bringing this bill forward. In his role
of the Minister of Justice, he is supposed to be looking out
for the rights of British Columbians, making sure that they
have access to justice, yet he has brought forward a bill that
places the financial interests of ICBC above all else.

When you read through this bill, you realize the rights
of injured British Columbians is secondary from prop-
ping up a four-decade-old, state-run monopoly, which is
probably the main priority we see of this government.
British Columbians deserve an insurance provider they
can trust.

I look forward to exploring some of these issues further
and in greater detail in the committee stage for this bill.

Deputy Speaker: If there are no further questions, I’ll
call on the Attorney General.

Hon. D. Eby: Thank you to the members for their com-
ments — well, at least for some of them. It is interesting
that it’s two new members in this place that are speaking
to this bill and raising these questions about the role of
the Attorney General and how could the Attorney General
possibly be involved with ICBC.

[6:35 p.m.]
Obviously, nobody told them about what happened in

2016. They would not be standing here lecturing this side
of the House about the sacred nature of the rules com-

mittee and “how dare the Attorney General be concerned
about costs related to litigation” if they knew their history.

It was 2016, just three years ago. It was a spring after-
noon in a beige boardroom, somewhere in the B.C.
Supreme Court building, where the rules committee met. I
use the past tense. There were several B.C. Supreme Court
justices and several senior lawyers gathered around the
table. The rules committee discussed the rules of court.

On this afternoon, it wasn’t the usual non-controversial
rules committee meeting. The Vancouver Sun summarized
the minutes of the meeting as follows: “On March 31, all
of the justices and several senior lawyers quit the long-
standing blue-ribbon committee.” Now, this is the same
committee that the members on the other side have just
accused me of disrespecting. They quit en masse in 2016
when the B.C. Liberals were in power.

Why did they quit? Surely it was for some kind of reason
totally unrelated to ICBC, because if you listen to the
members on the other side, they would never deign to dis-
cuss the costs of litigation in relation to ICBC. But they
quit as a direct result of the actions of the previous govern-
ment related to ICBC.

The former Attorney General, Suzanne Anton, had,
after approving changes recommended by the rules com-
mittee, and after passing an order-in-council to implement
the changes in July of that year, suddenly changed her
mind. She told the Sun that she had reversed herself
because she approved the changes “without realizing they
would cost ICBC more than $250 million.” Hmm. That’s
interesting. She approved the changes recommended by
the rules committee without realizing they would cost
ICBC more than $250 million. So what did she do? Obvi-
ously, she reversed her decision, withdrew the OIC, and
reversed and ignored the recommendation of the rules
committee. What happened? The rules committee
resigned en masse.

After they quit in a group, she then took six months to
figure out what to do. In December 2016, she set up the
Attorney General’s committee without the chief justice or
any superior court justice so that she could pass court rule
changes without the judges around the table. But she told
the justices they didn’t need to worry. She said there would
be “a formal requirement for the Attorney General’s com-
mittee to provide 45 days’ notice to the chief justice of any
rules changes it intends to recommend.”

Now, on this topic, and every time the opposition
gets up to speak about ICBC, it’s the same. The level of
hypocrisy is profound. It’s as if they fell from space and
wandered into this building with no sense of history,
even just history as recent as three years ago. Now we’re
doing better. The rules committee exists. We engage with
the rules committee, and the members are right. Our
first shot at this with the expert witnesses was ruled
unconstitutional by the court. The members are abso-
lutely right about that.

Now, that happens, and the members will be shocked
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to hear this as well. It happened when they were in gov-
ernment as well. Sometimes, when you are passing statutes
that you believe are constitutional, the court will find them
unconstitutional. I will assume that the three times that
they failed to get their political speech gag law passed — it
was found unconstitutional three times in a row — they, in
good faith, believed it was a constitutional law, right? This
does happen.

When the court issues a ruling, which the court did in
this matter, sometimes the court provides a road map to
government about how to ensure that the next effort is
constitutional. That road map was set out for us by the
chief justice. He said that there were some really serious
concerns about the bill as passed. One was that the court
didn’t have discretion. So in this bill — you didn’t hear the
member say it — the court now has discretion. They say:
“How dare government deign to limit the number of wit-
nesses?” Every jurisdiction in Canada, except British Col-
umbia, including at the federal level, limits the number of
witnesses — every single one, except British Columbia.

[6:40 p.m.]
The chief justice said that we need to have an ability, in

case justice demands it, to be able to add extra witnesses.
So that is in this bill.

There are other comments the chief justice made about
ensuring that the court has discretion. In relation to costs,
the court always has special costs available to award
against anybody where the court believes that that party’s
conduct is inappropriate. So the idea that someone would
incur costs because ICBC was being unreasonable, and
then the court would just ignore that and wouldn’t award
special costs, is strange.

I sincerely thank the members for some of their com-
ments, because the members did raise an important point,
which is fairness in relation to ICBC and the plaintiff who
is bringing the case forward. Will ICBC be held to the
same rules?

Now, as a matter of practice, ICBC brings forward a
fraction of the expert witnesses that plaintiff counsel
brings forward. However, I will take that back. This is what
second reading is all about. I’ll take that back because
although ICBC is subject to the same limit on the number
of witnesses — the same number of expert witnesses, in
theory — the reality is that on the disbursement side,
ICBC isn’t…. ICBC always pays for all the witnesses, all
the expert witnesses. They always pay for all of them, so
they don’t recover that. On the recovery side, ICBC isn’t
affected by a limit of $3,000 recovery in the same way that
a plaintiff would be. It’s certainly arguable.

I’ll take that back. I think that’s a serious fairness con-
cern, and I’m willing to have a look at that and bring infor-
mation back to the members in committee stage.

The idea that…. The member for Vancouver-Langara
stands up and says…. “Limiting expert reports is uncon-
stitutional,” he said. Really? Demonstrably false. Limits
across Canada on experts. Demonstrably false. He sugges-

ted that there is a meat chart at ICBC. A meat chart, for
those of you who aren’t familiar, means that if you have
injury X, you get amount Y, no matter what. Totally false.
Now, I’ve said it in the media. I have confirmed it in writ-
ing with ICBC. Every person’s individual circumstances
when they’re injured in an accident are taken into consid-
eration as a whole. There is no meat chart.

Where does the meat chart idea come from? It comes
from the Trial Lawyers Association, like many of the mem-
ber from Langara’s talking points. Unfortunately, it’s not
true, but it keeps getting repeated in the hopes that maybe
someone will believe it. But it’s not true.

The second piece is that ICBC is only offering low-ball
offers. The members on the other side must not remem-
ber the gown-up strategy that was implemented by their
government, where literally every claim with ICBC went
to court. The strategy was to litigate everything in order to
reduce costs at ICBC. ICBC ended up with huge amounts
of capital in the bank because they weren’t paying claims.

[Mr. Speaker in the chair.]

Instead of keeping that money in the bank, the previous
government actually took that money out of ICBC. So
when the claims actually started to show up, ICBC started
facing a financial crisis. It was all laid out in a very helpful
chronology in the Vancouver Sun yesterday.

With respect to the members on the other side, who just
discovered the idea of access to justice…. To hear B.C. Lib-
erals talk about access to justice — what about the people
in one-car collisions?

Interjections.

Hon. D. Eby: Oh, I’m sorry. I thought I sat here for an
hour.

Interjections.

Mr. Speaker: Members. Order, please. Members.
Attorney General.

Hon. D. Eby: I’m happy to here what the members
opposite have to say about me. It would be nice if they sat
briefly to hear what I have to say about their discovery of
the idea of access to justice, because the party they’re sit-
ting with deprived British Columbians of legal aid to the
extent that their Attorney General, Geoff Plant, was actu-
ally censured by the Law Society.

Their Attorney General is censured by the Law Society,
their Attorney General sees the whole rules committee
quit, and they have the gall to stand up and say that they
have lost confidence in this Attorney General? Well, I’ll
take my advice from somewhere else. I look forward to
committee stage, hon. Speaker.

With that, I move second reading. All fired up.
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[6:45 p.m. - 6:50 p.m.]

Mr. Speaker: The question is second reading of Bill 9.

Second reading of Bill 9 approved on the following
division:

YEAS — 42

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

NAYS — 32

Cadieux de Jong Bond
Polak Wilkinson Lee
Stone Coleman Kyllo
Bernier Thornthwaite Paton
Ashton Barnett Yap
Martin Davies Reid
Sullivan Ross Johal
Rustad Milobar Shypitka
Hunt Throness Tegart
Stewart Sultan Gibson
Thomson Foster

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

Bill 9, Evidence Amendment Act, 2020, read a second
time and referred to a Committee of the Whole House for
consideration at the next sitting of the House after today.

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 6:54 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 2:48 p.m.

On Vote 19: ministry operations, $2,228,446,000
(continued).

The Chair: I’d like to call Committee of Supply, Section
A, Ministry of Children and Family Development, into
session. I would also like to welcome Karan to the table for
the first time. Please make her welcome by keeping this as
simple, and to the rules, as you can.

L. Throness: As discussed yesterday, we will have a
number of miscellaneous members who’ve asked to ask
questions. I think we’re going to also have Columbia River
treaty questions at three o’clock.

I’ll ask the member for North Vancouver–Seymour to
take the floor, and then I’ll just let each person stand up
successively.

J. Thornthwaite: I have a question, first of all, for the
Minister for Child Care, and then I actually do have a
question for the Minister of Children and Families, if I
can do so.

The first question with regards to child care is about
before- and after-school care in North Vancouver. This is
a direct request from one of my constituents. I’ll just read
what she wrote to me:

“My oldest child attends Braemar Elementary School. There
were two private daycares which provided child care to this school.
One of these, Little Rascals, is now closing their before- and after-
school programs.

[2:50 p.m.]
“I have been on the wait-list for both before- and after-school

sites since March of 2018. I have been told that they won’t be able
to tell me if I have a spot for September 2020 until May of this year,
but that isn’t looking good. In addition to having a very long wait-
list, they are now inundated with all the families affected by this
closing.

“I’m currently on maternity leave, but when my maternity leave
ends and I return to work in August, I have no child care options
for my oldest child. I am left wanting to hire a nanny, at $45,000 to
$50,000 a year, or moving my daughter to another school.

“I know I’m not the only parent who is stuck having to figure
out how to earn a living and have my child cared for safely before
and after school, especially with the closing. Many parents are
scrambling.
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“I know that Larson Elementary has had several school meet-
ings on how they hope to address this issue, as they were also
affected by the closing of the daycare. I have reached out to my
school, and they have no space.”

My question is to the minister. Can you help my con-
stituent get before- and after-school care at Braemar and
Larson Elementary in North Van?

Hon. K. Chen: I want to thank the member for the
question. As the member may know, we have just passed
second reading for the amendments to the School Act,
and that is exactly the reason why. We are hoping to build
a closer relationship with local school districts and local
providers to make sure we can provide more access to
school-age care, because it is a very important area.

A lot of families, like the family that the member oppos-
ite has mentioned, are struggling with child care, not being
able to return to full-time work. This has been an ongoing
issue for many, many years in our communities.

As a mother with a kindergartener, I know how before-
and after-school care is very important. I’ve experienced
it myself, and then I hear it from my son’s classmates and
their families as well. It’s very encouraging, actually, to
hear the member opposite raising school-age care, because
just yesterday the critic was raising and implying that
school-age care is not as important as under five. We had a
little discussion around that yesterday.

School-age care is very important. That is why we have
introduced the legislation for the amendments to the
School Act so we can build more partnerships and make
sure boards of education can operate before- and after-
school care. There are going to be some policies imple-
mented for school districts to be able to work with pro-
viders to help protect those spaces.

It’s a historic move. This is the first time, really, in this
province that we’re trying to build this relationship
between child care, early learning and school-age care with
the Ministry of Education and boards of education. There’s
a lot of work to do that we have to continue. But this legis-
lation is definitely a very important step to make sure we
can continue this work.

In terms of North Vancouver, I have personally visited
North Vancouver a few times. I met with the local may-
or, some councillors and also some school trustees and
local families, who shared their needs for under-five
care and school-age care. I’m really pleased to say that
the local school district and the municipality specifically
have applied for planning grants to see to their care
needs so they can do some assessment and, potentially,
apply for funding.

[2:55 p.m.]
Currently, while we are building a more formal rela-

tionship with the school district when it comes to child
care…. We have already been working with local com-
munities through our new spaces fund. We have funded
over several hundred spaces in the North Vancouver

area, and we’re happy to give you a breakdown of those
spaces. I’m hoping that some of the spaces are before-
and after-school care spaces.

J. Thornthwaite: I have a follow-up to that response.
The question is…. If the school district has said that they
do not have the room…. You can have all the partnerships
in the world, but if there’s no room to have these spots in
a school, then it doesn’t help anybody to get daycare spots,
particularly considering, in this case, that one of the local
daycares is actually closing.

Again, I would definitely be interested in what the min-
ister has as far as North Vancouver is concerned.

I guess my question is, from a general perspective: if the
school doesn’t have the room, how can we force the school
to open up a classroom that’s unavailable for daycare?

Hon. K. Chen: I do thank the member for the question
about how we partner with school districts. Other than
school districts, we do partner with all types of providers
as well, including municipalities, Indigenous communit-
ies, local providers — family or private. There are all types
of providers that we work with.

When it comes to, specifically, a school district, I’ve seen
a lot of great examples. I’m pretty sure that, hopefully, the
member opposite and some of your colleagues have also
seen some great examples of schools being able to apply
for provincial government funding, especially through our
new spaces funding, that we have significantly expanded.

The funding criteria…. The amount of funding that’s
available, up to $3 million when we’re partnering with a
school district…. Those funds can be utilized to bring in
a portable. For example, in Victoria, as soon as we intro-
duced the new spaces funding program, they’ve brought
in, I think it was, several hundred spaces, and they’ve been
applying along the way. We’re really excited about this type
of partnership, and they’re expanding not just child care
but also school-age care. Victoria is a great example in that
they’ve been building modular classrooms to be able to
help with the capacity.

We also have, for example, Vancouver. We have a MOU
that is happening, and the school district is also one of the
partners to be able to look at some of their spaces.

I’ve visited, personally, quite a few great ideas for spaces.
They can convert a StrongStart room to a multipurpose
space for before- and after-school care. I’ve even seen child
care spaces that have been converted for other community
use. It can be built multipurpose. It can be turned around
for different uses quickly.

I think there are some really great examples across the
province, and the sector has been really willing to work
with us. The partnerships that we have with school dis-
tricts have actually helped us to bring in hundreds of
spaces during the past two years. School districts are actu-
ally the major applicants that we are receiving for our new
spaces funding. We are approving a lot of projects at this
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moment. We’re going be sharing more news coming up
soon, and we’re really excited about this partnership.

I think it’s important to note, again, that other than
school districts — that’s a very important partner — we are
working with the very diverse sector from the child care
sector as well.

J. Thornthwaite: I’m wondering if I could move on to
my next question that is pertaining to MCFD, the minister.
Yes?

[3:00 p.m.]

The Chair: Please proceed.

J. Thornthwaite: My question is about the Ministry of
Children and Family Development’s Child and Youth Men-
tal Health Service Framework, published — or at least it
says — October 2019. It does mention the Pathway to
Hope. This has to do with child and youth mental health.
But I don’t see any mention at all in this document about
Foundry.

We know that one of the premises of this government
was to coordinate services — one-stop shop, all doors are
the right door — and to offer seamless care. My question
is to the minister. What is the relationship between the
MCFD and the Foundries — and if MCFD offers services
within Foundry?

Hon. K. Conroy: I thank the member for the question.
I’ve had the opportunity to visit a number of Foundries
and recognize what an incredible asset they are to the
whole mental health and addictions scenario for children
and youth. I just want to acknowledge the former minister,
who actually started the Foundry programs under her jur-
isdiction. We recognize what an excellent asset this was,
and we’ve carried it on. Not only have we carried it on,
we’re expanding it.

It’s actually underneath the Ministry of Mental Health
and Addictions where the Foundry is being generated,
working with that ministry. So the member could ask
more questions when that ministry’s estimates come up.

I do want to say we are full partners in the Foundries.
The ministry staff work very closely in every Foundry
across the province that’s been opened and that’s operat-
ing. It’s an excellent model of bringing together the ser-
vices. So it is a one-stop shop.

I was just in Kelowna a few weeks ago and visited the
Foundry in Kelowna and saw it operating and how excel-
lently it works. I talked to a number of the youth that were
there, and there was a number of them that were there
meeting with employment officers helping them to look
for employment. They talked about the MCFD folks that
come in and meet with them regularly, the doctors that
come in and the fact that they can come in there and get
all the services they want. It’s an excellent way of providing

services. MCFD also continues to sit on the governance
council. So it’s very much involved and working well.

J. Thornthwaite: I only have time for one follow-up
since I don’t want to hold up my colleagues. But I definitely
will be asking more Foundry questions to the Minister of
Mental Health and Addictions.

My concern is with this document. They don’t even
mention Foundry in this document. I know for a fact….
And I had mentioned this, actually, to the minister last
year — about the connection between MCFD and
Foundry on the North Shore.

[3:05 p.m.]
In actual fact, what does happen in the North Shore is

that if somebody arrives with mental health concerns at
the door of Foundry and they don’t have substance use
problems, they are actually sent out the door to MCFD. So
there is no one-stop shop. In fact, in many, many instances
that I have heard, kids are falling through the cracks
because of that. Certainly, the Minister of Mental Health
and Addictions knows this as well, because I asked this
same question last year.

My concern is that it appears the silos are still up. I’m
really concerned because, with Foundry at least, if they
will accept the people…. In this particular case in North
Vancouver, they’re not accepting anybody that just has
mental health disorders. But then they are sent away to
MCFD, and there are huge waiting lists, so they actually
aren’t seen in a timely manner. Because of the incohes-
iveness between Foundry and MCFD, we do have serious
gaps in the system and people are falling through the
cracks.

That’s why, in this document, I was very shocked to
not even see a mention of Foundry, when I’m getting the
feedback from the folks in North Vancouver. Obviously, I
wanted to know whether or not this is the case in other
Foundries. But in actual fact, I’m concerned about the
waiting list and whether or not there’s going to be any
effort by MCFD to work better with Foundry, particularly
in North Van but also in other sites, so that these kids are
not falling through the cracks.

[3:10 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: How the CYMH service framework
identifies it, it talks about integrated services. But the
member is right. It doesn’t specifically refer to the
Foundry. It’s a good idea, and we’ll take that back and look
at that for when we’re reworking the framework.

Also, the member’s concerns about the Foundry in
North Van — staff was going to take that back to the gov-
erning council. We would also be only too happy to follow
up with the member to hear more about the concerns so
that we can ensure we take back the concerns that are more
detailed than just a conversation in estimates.

S. Cadieux: I have two questions. They’re both child
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care–related. I’m going to do them in reverse order just
because I think the minister is going to want to address
something related to my second question for a different
riding. I’ll just go there, and then we’ll go back to the
second piece.

My second question first is that it’s a bit hard to recon-
cile the minister’s statements. I was listening yesterday and
today. The minister started her statement a little bit earlier
in response to my colleague’s question about school dis-
tricts and after-school care by saying there’s never been
a relationship with school districts. Now the new legisla-
tion is going to make it possible for us to do that, and
we’re working together. Then later in the same answer,
she says that the school districts have been one of the
biggest applicants for new spaces, and there are lots of
good examples, and she’s been to them.

I know, as minister, I went to many of them, and there
were many on-site, school-based child care spaces and
before- and after-school spaces. Those relationships did
occur. They occurred because there were relationships
with school districts, and school districts that wanted to
see this happen in their community.

There were challenges, at times, with space, certainly,
and those challenges will continue, I believe, under the
new government. That won’t be new. The new legislation
isn’t a solution to that. It’s an enabling piece of legislation
that says: “Oh, just officially, in case you didn’t realize, you
are allowed to do this.” But they were allowed to do it
before, and many did.

While I’m not not in favour of the new legislation, I’m
trying to understand the minister’s statements around,
“There wasn’t any relationship with school districts; they
couldn’t do it, and we’re fixing the problem,” when, in fact,
that wasn’t true.

That’s just a challenge that I see here. As it relates to
before- and after-school spaces, that is a huge challenge,
and it’s a continued unmet need. It was a challenge when
we were in government, and it’s a continuing challenge
today. It’s not new. I fully recognize that.

When this now government took power, there was a
plan in place to work with the boys and girls clubs and
others to look at alternative-type arrangements for before-
and after-school care to enable that. I’d like to know where
that plan is. Or has it been abandoned?

I’d like to know — and on this piece, I’m happy to
receive this information later, knowing that it probably
isn’t here today — how many spaces, before- and after-
school care, have been funded in Surrey to date, since
2017. My understanding is none. I’d like to know if that
reality is the case or if there is, in fact, before- and after-
school care underway and in place in Surrey.

That’s my first question to the minister. I’ll give you a
second to get back to me.

[3:15 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: To answer the member’s questions. The

first one, in terms of the program for the recreational
before- and after-school care programs, we have continued
that program. That’s the program that we partner with
British Columbia Recreation and Parks Association and
the after school sport and arts initiative along with the
Ministry of Tourism, Arts and Culture. We’ve continued
that and added $650,000 for the 2019-20 year so those
children can continue to enjoy those programs.

In terms of the question for Surrey, through our funding
program, we have supported the creation of close to 800
spaces, but we don’t have the breakdown of how many
spaces are before- and after-school care. We’re more than
happy to dig into that a little bit and get back. My under-
standing is that there are more applications that are cur-
rently in the process, and we are approving more applic-
ations. So more news to come. We’re happy to give the
member opposite the update once we get all the numbers.

S. Cadieux: That’s good to hear. I think out-of-the-box
thinking on the before- and after-school care is really
important, especially in communities like Surrey where
there is almost no capacity for school-site before- and
after-school care.

I think that that’s really an important option for parents,
and I’m glad to see that that is continuing. I would hope
that it would be expanded to programs beyond rec centres,
because that isn’t always, again, a possibility, especially in
a community like Surrey where there’s no new infrastruc-
ture like that planned for the foreseeable future. So that’s a
real challenge for families, for sure. Certainly, I understand
that as well as most in this circumstance.

[3:20 p.m.]
My second question is more technical. I understand you

probably don’t have this here today. I’d be happy to receive
it later, so Minister, you don’t even need to get up to speak
to the question. Sort of saying “We’ll get an answer later”
would be fine.

I’d like to know how many child care spaces have been
funded in South Surrey and White Rock. I’ll put them
together because the boundaries for parents are really not
there. How many are open? How many capital space
applications were received to date? How many were suc-
cessful? How many were denied? And then however many
are still in the process — I would assume the rest.

Just to echo the challenge in terms of the before- and
after-school care. It’s one thing to be funding the zero to
six; it’s another to not recognize that, for parents, that chal-
lenge for child care does not end at six. Those parents are
the ones that, in my community, at least right now, are
really struggling, because that’s not the focus of the capital
program, largely, and the operating challenges for the busi-
nesses are very different. I would hope the minister would
take that into consideration.

The Chair: The minister has acknowledged.
The member for Kootenay East.
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T. Shypitka: The Cranbrook Boys and Girls Club has
been around for a long time. It’s a great organization. It’s
been there for over 50 years. My kids actually went to day-
care there. Just recently, back in May of 2019, the daycare
at the boys and girls club was shut down, losing close to
20 spaces. The rationale behind it was staff shortages. It’s
something we all understand. We can create all the spaces
in the world that we think we need, but if we don’t have
people to fill those spaces, we’re not doing ourselves any
favours.

Actually, I’ll add to that. For recruitment for the boys
and girls club, they put ads out for a $1,000 bonus for any-
one to sign up as a worker, a staffer there. They got no
response. Then they upped the ante to $2,000, and nobody
came through. So it’s an issue of attracting and retaining
staff that’s really going to hit a home run for us in the day-
care space.

I guess the question is: what has the ministry done to
address this situation, and what’s in the budget to ensure
that we attract and retain staff?

Hon. K. Chen: I really want to thank the member for
this very important question. The member is correct that
when we are trying to build an inclusive, affordable, uni-
versal access child care system, it is important that we not
just look at the spaces, build the spaces or bring down the
cost of child care but also really look at the workforce. The
workforce has been struggling for many years.

[3:25 p.m.]
Actually, the minister responsible for MCFD was a

former early childhood educator. She knows this inside
out. It’s a workforce that has been underpaid — a signific-
ant lack of support. Also, many of the workers — actually,
97 percent of the workforce — are women. So this is a very
unique sector.

We have put things together. We introduced the Child-
care B.C. plan. We’ve introduced over a dozen initiatives
to look at how we support early childhood educators and
all the professionals in the sector through training, edu-
cation and better compensation — for example, our wage
enhancement program. That’s a very popular program. We
currently have over 11,000 ECEs, early childhood educat-
ors, who are benefiting from the $1 wage enhancement
that we introduced last year. There’s going to be another $1
going in, in April this year. So that’s going to be a $2-an-
hour wage enhancement. It’s quite a historic program, and
we want to make sure that early childhood educators get
the recognition and the support that they need.

We don’t stop there. We need to continue to look at the
sector and see how we can continue to provide a better way
and make it an attractive career. We also have enhanced
our bursary programs significantly. For now, for example,
during the past two years, we have supported and funded
over 5,400 early childhood educator students to go into the
sector. They get a bursary, and their tuition fee is pretty
much covered. It’s significant. So they can take early child-

hood education and then become early childhood educat-
ors and go into the sector.

We also have many other initiatives, including ongoing
support for, especially, a lot of early childhood educators
who tend to work in silos. I know that the minister
responsible for MCFD always talks about the importance
of rural communities, how there are a lot of family child
care providers who work in silos or alone, and the lack of
supports. So we’ve also introduced programs, for example,
to make sure that we build a network of support to support
early childhood educators who feel like they’re struggling
to maintain their practices or keep up with quality. We
really need to make sure that the workforce is well suppor-
ted before we can really build a truly inclusive system.

In terms of budget, in 2019-20, our budget for the qual-
ity pillar for the workforce is about $34.25 million. Then in
2020-21, it becomes $56.12 million. We’ve added the addi-
tional wage enhancement — that’s a significant increase —
along with some of our other programs, training oppor-
tunities and continuing education opportunities for early
childhood educators in this sector. I thank the member for
this very important question.

T. Shypitka: Thanks for the answer. There are certain
incentives, like the minister pointed out. The bursary pro-
gram is a great one, but it’s arguable that those students
wouldn’t necessarily fall into the spaces of daycare. Even
receiving the bursary, they wouldn’t necessarily fall in.
They don’t have to; they’re not obligated in any way.

I guess the question is…. You talked about criteria
enhancement, a dollar lift and then, looking down the
road, $2 and more. Are there any special criteria for that
lift — i.e., is there training or continuing education? I
know that in Alberta they have something where, as you’re
training and your advanced education proceeds, your lift
becomes higher and higher. Has the ministry considered
any of those models?

Hon. K. Chen: Those are definitely really important
suggestions. We’ve been looking at a lot of other jurisdic-
tions as to how they support their workforce since we star-
ted with our Childhood B.C. plan in 2018. We’ve learned
quite a bit from other jurisdictions. I was actually just
in Ottawa when we had a joint provincial-territorial-fed-
eral ministers’ meeting. I’ve learned some good stories
and ideas, including the ideas that were mentioned by the
member opposite.

[3:30 p.m.]
What we’ve done for our Childcare B.C. plan in 2019 is

try to lift the whole sector up because, again, this sector
has been struggling. So when we were deciding on the cri-
teria, we decided to do this to all the early childhood edu-
cators who are working on the front line, on the floor, to
support our young children. We wanted to do an across-
the-board wage lift. But at the same time, we’re definitely
looking at other options. So I really thank that feedback.
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In the member’s area, actually, we’re also happy to say
we’ve added more seats to the College of the Rockies to
also support more early childhood educators to go into
the field and, hopefully, stay in the sector. We’re going to
continue to track how our bursary program and our seats
expansion are doing, really hoping that those opportun-
ities will support workers to stay in the community and
work for the sector.

T. Shypitka: Thank you for the answer. It’s funny you
mentioned College of the Rockies. It probably leads into
my next and final question, and that’s on enforcement and
compliance with daycare spaces.

I guess the question to the minister is: how consistent
is inspection across the province with daycare spaces?
Is it fluid throughout the province, or do we need more
resource inspection to make sure that everything is up
to par?

Hon. K. Chen: In terms of the member’s question, it’s
actually under the Ministry of Health. I would recommend
the member redirect the question to the Ministry of
Health when it comes to inspections, enforcement and
licensing.

D. Clovechok: We’re going to shift gears here. I’m very
pleased to stand here today and to have an opportunity
to speak to the minister about all things Columbia. I just
want to recognize, to begin with…. First of all, I want to
thank the minister. This is truly a file that is cooperative
between both sides. As we’re both from the Kootenays, we
are very interested in the success of the people in the basin,
in the Kootenays.

I know that the minister, when she was on this side
in opposition, was afforded a great deal of respect by the
previous minister from our side. She’s paid that forward,
and I just wanted to say publicly that I really appreciate
that. It’s good.

I also want to recognize the staff. They’re not only pas-
sionate about the work they’re doing, especially around the
treaty; they’re really nice people. I wanted to say that on
the record.

Let’s just dive right in. My time is limited. To the minis-
ter, since the negotiations started — of course, we’re talk-
ing about the Columbia River treaty here — two years ago,
how many rounds have taken place, and how many com-
munities have been consulted?

Hon. K. Conroy: I thank the member for his opening
remarks. I’m not going to make opening remarks because
I know we have a limited time. But I do want to introduce
Les MacLaren, the assistant deputy minister, and Kathy
Eichenberger, our executive director for the Columbia
River treaty. They are staff from EMPR, the Ministry of
Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources, that are
seconded to me to work together. They don’t work for the

Ministry of Children and Families. They actually work for
EMPR, and they bring their expertise to the ministry.

I used to say: how many social workers would it take
to negotiate the Columbia River treaty? Actually, Kathy is
a former social worker and now an engineer, so we’ve got
one. So it’s good.

There have been eight rounds of discussions, negoti-
ations. The next round is set to be in March, next week, in
Washington, D.C. There were 11 consultations throughout
the basin in 2018 and 12 in 2019.

D. Clovechok: Thank you to the minister for that. I just
want to also say that we did lobby hard for the Colum-
bia Valley, the headwater communities, and that lobby was
listened to — so again, appreciated on that scale.

[3:35 p.m.]
Going down the road, I’m just interested to know the

kinds of conversations. Were they fruitful conversations?
Were these conversations productive in terms of the feed-
back that is actually being taken to the negotiation table?

Hon. K. Conroy: The information gathered was very
productive. In fact, not only did they gather information at
both the sessions in 2018 and 2019; they also have ongoing
discussions with the local government committee, with
the Columbia River Basin Advisory Committee, known as
CRBAC. So all those different organizations, including the
Indigenous communities. They are now part of the nego-
tiations as observers, but very much a part of the negoti-
ations, as they provide direct input to the negotiating team.
All of those groups have provided considerable direction
as to where the negotiations go.

They are taken back with them, as either Kathy or a
member of the team are at every round of consultations
and at the meetings with CRBAC and the local govern-
ment committee, as well as Indigenous nations being at
the table. Also, even prior to the rounds of consultations
and prior to the negotiations started, in 2014, there were
consultations done throughout the basin. From those con-
sultations, they came up with the B.C. decision, which had
14 guiding principles. We are carrying on with those prin-
ciples. They’ve continued to meet the mandate for the Col-
umbia River Treaty negotiations.

D. Clovechok: It’s good to know that that’s proceeding.
When this treaty was initially signed, with great

foresight on behalf of British Columbia and, of course,
Canada, power and flood control were at the forefront of
this treaty. Could you please let us know if flood control
and power are still the key drivers behind the negotiations?

Hon. K. Conroy: Of course, power generation and
flood control are still the key issues around the treaty
negotiations. But there are a number of other issues that
are being brought to the table this time, things that weren’t
discussed in the ’60s that are now being discussed in 2020
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and 2019. Those include the ecosystems, adaptive manage-
ment, which includes looking at the future effects of cli-
mate change and other benefits that the U.S. enjoys that
are not currently shared, we feel, with B.C. Also Libby
coordination, which I think is a key issue for….

Interjection.
[3:40 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: Okay, good. That’s good, because I
know it’s a key issue for the two MLAs from outside of the
basin. Those are all issues that are being raised by Canada,
through B.C., at the negotiating table.

D. Clovechok: The issue around ecosystems. I’d be very
interested to see and hear if Canada and the United States
share the same vision around ecosystems when it comes to
the negotiation of this treaty.

Hon. K. Conroy: I think it’s fair to say that B.C. and
Canada have a more holistic look at what we see as the
issues around the ecosystem, whereas the U.S. focuses
primarily on endangered species — well, primarily fish.
It’s a somewhat different perspective, but even though
there’s a difference in approaches, we do have common
interests.

I think it’s important to point out that the Indigenous
nations from B.C. have been at the forefront of bringing
the issues around returning salmon, for instance, to the
head of the Columbia — to the Columbia, period — over
the border. So they’ve been leading the charge on that and
have brought some presentations to the negotiations and
have been working really hard on that. It’s brought a per-
spective that was needed at the table.

D. Clovechok: I have heard that the Americans tend
to be a little fish-centric in their approach to this treaty.
I would just be interested…. What other benefits, aside
from fish, are they actually looking for in terms of getting
something out of this new, modernized treaty?

Hon. K. Conroy: Yes, the U.S. is focused on power gen-
eration, flood control and fish. I have to be careful we don’t
get into the substance of negotiations. I do release publicly,
after every round of negotiations, just a summary of what
we can share publicly. I think that I’ve been very quick to
do that after every round of negotiations and share it with
the members opposite as well.

D. Clovechok: That’s fair ball. Negotiations are what
they are, right?

Let’s talk a little bit about the Libby dam. One of the
biggest concerns we hear in the East Kootenay is obviously
around the water levels in Lake Koocanusa.

[3:45 p.m.]
Can the minister bring us up to date on the engin-

eering study that’s being done regarding the weir at
Koocanusa and what the long-term plans are around
that? How are the Americans seeing themselves around
Koocanusa? Are we in lockstep with them, or is there
some push-pull on that?

Hon. K. Conroy: With the issues around Libby dam,
the weir at Koocanusa…. We have raised and continue to
raise the storage issues and the role for Canada and B.C.
for Libby operations, including the levels of the reservoir
and the issues around the reservoir operations. We’re very
aware of that and last year very aware of how dry the sea-
son was and how much it impacted tourism and recre-
ation in the East Kootenays. It’s something that’s front of
mind for the negotiating team, something that he’d like to
prevent.

An independent study is being conducted on the bene-
fits and impacts of what a weir would look like at the
Koocanusa. Right now they’re waiting to get a draft. Once
we have the draft of this engineering study, it’s going to
be taken to a public meeting in Jaffray. People will have a
chance to look at it and discuss it and talk about it, pros
and cons, and look at what the next steps are.

I just wanted to let both members know that Stan
Doehle, regional director, is very involved in this as well
— and also sits as the vice-chair of the local governments’
committee. So he’s very involved with what is happening
with this as well.

D. Clovechok: Any idea in terms of when that engin-
eering study will be completed and tabled?

Hon. K. Conroy: We’re hoping that it’ll be done by the
end of March.

[3:50 p.m.]

D. Clovechok: The Canadian negotiation team has
always had First Nations representation at the forefront of
our thoughts. They’ve always been consulted. They’ve also
had some input into ours.

Now that Canada has, rightfully so — I think in our last
round of estimates, I encouraged the minister to encour-
age Canada to do that — invited First Nations to be at
the table as observers, I’d be very interested to see how
that has been represented in terms of acceptance from the
Americans and some of the roles that our First Nations
communities — they’re not our First Nations communit-
ies; they’re First Nations communities — have participated
in, and if there’s been an American First Nations particip-
ation as well.

Hon. K. Conroy: The consultations and discussions
with the three First Nations in the basin started in 2012. In
2018, they were collaborating with the negotiating team on
negotiating positions, and they were debriefed after each
session.
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It was last April 2019 when Minister Freeland, the min-
ister at the time who was responsible — who still is, actu-
ally, responsible — for the Columbia River treaty came to
Castlegar, and we met with the three First Nations, repre-
sentatives of the nations. She announced that the federal
government…. It’s up to the federal government to decide
who sits at the table.

[3:55 p.m.]
She announced that the three First Nations would be

invited to send a representative to be observers at the table.
The Indigenous communities have been at two of the

sessions as observers, but they also sit in on the caucusing
in between negotiations and are very much involved in
those discussions that happen in between the formal nego-
tiation sessions.

They also participated in all of the last round of com-
munity consultations. There was a representative there
from at least one of all the three nations that did a present-
ation on what they’re doing at the negotiations, what their
participation is like — as much as they could share.

I think that it’s also important to note that the second-
to-last round of negotiations was held in the East Koo-
tenays, at ʔaq ̓am. The nations, on behalf of B.C. and
Canada, did a presentation on fish from Canada. But
also, the Americans had three experts from the tribes
present on fish from their perspective. So it was very
helpful to both sides, to the negotiators at the table, to
get that perspective from both the Canadian nations as
well as the U.S. tribes.

D. Clovechok: Thank you to the minister.
Modernization. I’m really pleased to hear about the

inclusion piece of this. It’s important. On that inclusion
note, I know, and I know that the minister knows, that loc-
al governments from the basin would also like observer
status at the table and are in those discussions as we speak.
It’s my understanding that they’ll have a decision from
their perspective by the middle of this month.

I personally, myself, completely support this. I know
that it’s Canada’s position, not the province’s position, to
make that decision. But myself, as the MLA…. I know that
my colleague from Kootenay East has the same thought
process. As well, our Member of Parliament, Rob Mor-
rison, also believes that this is something that should be
afforded.

My question to the minister: would the minister agree
with this potential, and would there be some advocacy
towards Canada to be inclusive if the municipal govern-
ments decide they would like to have an observer seat at
the table?

Hon. K. Conroy: Just to clarify, it is Canada’s position
who sits at the table.

[4:00 p.m.]
A position I’ve taken, as well as the federal minister

has taken, is that no politicians are at the table. There are
experts at the table. Even the three Indigenous communit-
ies send experts to the table. There are no politicians at
the table from the Indigenous communities either, nor are
there from B.C. or from Canada or from the U.S. Every-
body who sits at the table is an expert in their own right
around the governing of the treaty process and what hap-
pens with the water and all of that.

I just want to clarify that the local government commit-
tee had a strategy session just this last Monday where they
discussed this, and they’re actually still debating this. Two
years ago, the local government committee had the same
discussion, same strategy session, to decide whether they
should request that they be observers. They decided no,
they did not want to be observers. They wanted to contin-
ue to have the relationship they have with the negotiating
team, who do debrief them after every negotiating session
and attend their meetings and are very much involved in
what happens at that level. After they decided two years
ago not to do this, they decided to have the strategy session
again, because there are some new members that are sit-
ting at the table.

They are debating that right now. They haven’t made up
their minds at this time whether they are going to ask to
have observer status or not. It is very much up to them, I
think, to decide if they want to ask for that observer status.
Again, it’s not up to the provincial government; it is up to
the Canadian government. They would have to take that
request to the Canadian government.

D. Clovechok: I believe that that decision will be
made midmonth, by what my colleague and I have been
led to understand from that committee. I’m not going
to belabour this, because it is Canada’s decision, but I
would hope…. The argument that I’ve heard is: “Yes, we
are municipal politicians, but we represent the people of
the basin.” I’m just putting that out there as a point. We’ll
move on.

There are issues within the negotiation that really aren’t
in the negotiations formally, but they’re issues. I’m won-
dering if the minister would mind sharing some of those
issues with us. One, for example, is that…. I’ve heard this
consistently through some of the community engagement
pieces that I’ve been through. Talk a little bit about: is there
any potential for compensation to ranchers, to farmers?
Back in the ’60s, it was: “Pick up your bags. The water’s
coming.” In any event, could you tell us and talk about
those issues a little bit?

[4:05 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: I think what the member is talking
about is that there was an ad hoc agriculture committee
that met in Jaffray. Jaffray is a popular community over in
the East Kootenays. What was coined there was: “Recog-
nize what was lost, but maintain what we have.” To that
end, the team has been working with the Columbia Basin
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Trust and the Ministry of Agriculture to look at what’s
available, to identify gaps and to see what can happen.

Also, I think it’s important to recognize the work that
the Columbia Basin Trust has done on agriculture, because
it’s one of the 13 commitments, and to also point out that
those commitments were developed when they did their
management plan five years ago, and it’s now time to redo
the management plan. The Columbia Basin Trust is trav-
elling throughout the basin — you can go on line to see
where the meetings are going to be; they’re going to be
throughout the entire basin — to talk about what the new
management plan should look like.

I think it’s really important that ranchers and farmers
from the East Kootenays should attend those meetings to
talk about what’s important to them, to ensure that that’s
part of the agenda when it moves forward. To that end,
there are going to be two symposiums this year because
it’s the 25th anniversary of the Columbia Basin Trust. One
will be in the beginning of October, in Trail, and the other
one will be October 24 and 25, in Golden.

The management plan will be taken and shared at the
symposiums, and getting input and moving forward to
what is important to the basin residents. Is it still the
same 13 issues that were raised five years ago? Are those
still of critical importance to the basin residents, or are
there new ones? I think it’s really important that ranch-
ers, farmers….

I had a meeting with Faye Street not too long ago, and
she talked to me about the issues around the weir but also
about other agricultural issues — passionate about agri-
culture in the East Kootenays. You don’t talk about agri-
culture in the East Kootenays without acknowledging Faye
Street. It’s important that people get out to these meetings
and make sure their voices are heard.

D. Clovechok: Minister, thank you. That actually helps
answer a question that I’m going to get into with CBT.
We’re going down the road really quickly, and I’ll close off
on the Columbia River treaty.

There’s an American election coming this November.
We’ve heard concerns that that is going to have some
impediment, potentially, on the negotiations, so I’d be
really interested if the State Department in the United
States has had any comment or any idea or thought pro-
cess about how that election will affect the negotiations.

Hon. K. Conroy: That’s an interesting question. I’ve had
the same questions in my own mind. It’s been very clear
that negotiations will continue, because there are no politi-
cians at the table. The people that are involved in the nego-
tiations will continue to move forward with those negoti-
ations. If it came to an actual decision being made and it
was made during the period of the election or the inter-
regnum, the decision would have to be deferred till once
that was all settled.

I just met with U.S. consul general Katherine Dhanani,

from Vancouver, and she reiterated that that work contin-
ues and things won’t stand down because of the election.

[4:10 p.m.]

D. Clovechok: Good to know. Jury is still out, but good
to know.

Let’s quickly shift to CBT. I’m getting from my critic that
eye about: “It’s time to move on here, Doug.” A big file.

I also, very quickly, just want to recognize Rick Jensen
and all the work that he did for the Columbia Basin Trust
— just an amazing individual, amazing man. He did an
enormous amount of service for it. So I just want to pub-
licly recognize and thank him. I know the minister agrees
wholeheartedly with that.

Quick question. Has the government in any way been
directing the trust on how or what to fund in the basin?

Hon. K. Conroy: Yes, I want to acknowledge Rick
Jensen, too, and the incredible work that he did for many
years as a board member and then as an excellent chair
for the trust and acknowledge all of the people that are
on the board, because they do amazing work right across
the basin.

No, the ministry doesn’t direct any spending issues as
such. Spending issues are developed based on what comes
up from the Columbia Basin management plan — so the
13 priorities to date. Those are the ones that are focused on
for funding, and the funding decisions are made by staff
with input from the board. I have no input into that at all.

D. Clovechok: Good to know. With the demise or the
discontinuation of the rural dividend fund, I’m confident
that applications to the Columbia Basin Trust have
increased. Is there a concern about those resources being
drawn from?

Hon. K. Conroy: The Columbia Basin Trust Act spe-
cifically states in the act that was developed back in the
90s that the Columbia Basin Trust can’t take the role of
programs that should be funded by any government — so
municipal, provincial or federal. If people are applying for
grants and if it meets within the Columbia Basin manage-
ment plan, within their priorities of funding, it’s up to the
staff to decide if they’re going to fund those priorities. And
if it meets within the plan, it’s up to the board and the staff.

D. Clovechok: Thank you to the minister. Appreciate
that. Last time we spoke, there was a movement towards
shared services between the CBT and the CPC. So, very
quickly, I’m going to just ask if you could give us a quick
update on what the future of Columbia Power will be? Will
Columbia Power have the opportunity to develop power
projects in the future? Who will sit on the board of Col-
umbia Power if it’s no longer an operating company?

[4:15 p.m.]
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Hon. K. Conroy: We will still need the Columbia Power
Corp. board to oversee the provincial interest in the power
projects. It’s significant. I should have asked for that figure
— I’m sure Les has it off the top of his head — on how
much funding the Columbia Power Corp. actually
provides to the coffers of the British Columbia govern-
ment. I think it’s a good thing for people to know.

Also, it’ll be a smaller board of three or four members,
and the renewal for the board is at the end of June. There’ll
be a transition from the existing board to what is going to
be the new board.

There are no plans right now in place for any power pro-
jects, although it is the wish and dream of the minister
that someday that will happen again, when we need more
power projects in the province. It’s not something that has
been written off, and we anticipate that the shared services
will be completed by the end of this fiscal year.

D. Clovechok: I have a final question, and then my col-
league has got one here as well. I’m wondering if the min-
ister can tell us how much money the CBT put into the
Jumbo Glacier settlement. A lot of the feedback is from a
lot of our constituents who weren’t necessarily in favour
or not in favour. They just need to understand…. Giv-
en the foreign money that was involved in that settle-
ment — two foundations from the United States and one
from Switzerland — people would like to know how that
funding, through Columbia Basin Trust, fits inside of the
mandate of the CBT and how much money was actually
provided.

Hon. K. Conroy: The trust did not provide any funding
as such. What they provided…. The Ktunaxa required a
bridge loan in order to close the acquisition in January.
The bridge loan was given to the Ktunaxa to complete this
transaction, but it will be repaid. When the second por-
tion of money from the federal government comes to the
Ktunaxa, they will pay the trust back. So the trust is not
investing in this. I just want to make sure that that’s clear.

Just to clarify, this would be under the economic and
social well-being of the basin, within the mandate. Within
that framework, this is why it was supported, even though
the money is being repaid back to the trust. And I want to
just remind the member that the trust board and the staff
do make the funding decisions. We as the ministry have
no input into those, and it’s up to the trust to decide.

[4:20 p.m.]

D. Clovechok: Minister, thank you for that answer. Is
there any timeline on the repayment?

Hon. K. Conroy: By the end of the next fiscal — so
2020-2021. That’s our understanding.

D. Clovechok: I’m going to just thank the minister
now, because my time is up. Kathy and Les, I appreciate

all of the work that you’ve done and the answers that
you’ve given.

I’m going to defer now to my colleague for one question.

T. Shypitka: I’ll make this really quick. It’s just some-
thing…. It’s an observation, and maybe the minister can
help me alleviate some of the fears some of the people in
my riding have on Koocanusa and the Columbia River
treaty.

Power generation and flood mitigation were the key
fundamentals of the original treaty, and as the minister has
indicated, things have changed in the last 50 years, 47 years
or so, for those folks on the Koocanusa. Mentioned eco-
system, climate change, temperature rise…. And then, of
course, there’s the fish-centric view — as the member here,
my colleague, said — in the States and the issue of flushing
for rainbow and bull trout and productivity of fish. That’s
become a big issue, obviously.

The reduced productivity — I wrote a couple things
down — because of the nutrient sink effect of Lake
Koocanusa, river regulation, the lack of flushing flows,
power peaking and changes in river temperature may
lead to changes in the fish community structure. I guess,
because this has become such an issue down south of the
border, I worry, and my constituents worry, that these
concerns and the theories that the Columbia River treaty
will be based on creating a utopia — I guess you could
call it — down south of the border yet maybe not rec-
ognize the needs and the necessities and the priorities
north of the border.

Maybe the minister can just help me out and help my
constituents out to say that our priorities will be first and
foremost and that the power of the people south of the
border won’t override the power of lesser people up north
of the border.

[4:25 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: I just want to clarify. Throughout
negotiations, there is nothing that…. We are not sacrifi-
cing our environment, what’s happening in our part of the
basin, to create a utopia in the U.S. I know Senator Mike
Cuffe from Montana is very outspoken. We’ve all heard
from Mike. He’s as much of an advocate for his side of the
border as we are for ours, although his wife is from the
MLA for Kootenay East’s constituency originally.

Just to clarify, the operations for Libby dam affect
the flows in the Kootenay River when it comes back to
Canada. The affected flows are operated to enhance the
sturgeon as well as the bull trout. There’s cooperation
between the Ktunaxa and the Kootenai Tribe of Indians
from the south. They work together to ensure that they
are collaborating, because the fish come back to spawn
in Canada. We want to make sure that they come back,
they spawn, and they go back down. It’s a cyclical rela-
tionship with the fish.

We also cost-share nutrition replacement programs.
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There’s a cost-sharing program between Canada and the
U.S. to ensure that we are having nutritional enhancement
into the river for the fish. I hope that answers your ques-
tion.

The Chair: Thank you, Members. In speaking with the
critic, I understand there’s a desire for a bit of a recess.
We’ll be moving back to child care after that recess. So if
we could stand adjourned for ten minutes, we will be back
at that point.

The committee recessed from 4:27 p.m. to 4:37 p.m.

[S. Chandra Herbert in the chair.]

D. Barnett: I have two questions, and hopefully, that’s
it. In our child development centres…. We have very, very
wonderful child development centres, non-profit organiz-
ations run by volunteer boards. They’re having a struggle,
and the struggle they’re having is that the rates that the
government and the contracts that you’ve made with your
union child care workers, of course, are a lot higher than
what the non-profits are. The non-profits, of course,
receive funding from the government, but not the same
rate or amount that you are paying your union workers.

What is happening is our child development centres….
Their workers are being poached — poached by friendship
centres, First Nations child care centres. It’s not a healthy
scene, and it is not healthy, or not helpful, to the child
development centre nor the families that they serve.

Is there any intention of government to up the funding
that is given to these non-profits so that they can be as
competitive as the ones that the government funds the
union rates?

[4:40 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: I thank the member for the question.
I understand those issues well. I used to run an organiza-
tion like that. They are concerns that the government takes
very seriously.

To that end, you’ve raised issues around low-wage
redress. It’s actually the Minister of Finance who is
responsible for that. I’ll ask that the member take the ques-
tions to the Minister of Finance estimates.

As well, we are working around…. You raise the issues
around retention and recruitment. There has been a social
sector round table that’s been established to deal with
those issues. MCFD, our ministry, sits at the table. The
minister responsible for the table is actually the Minister of
Social Development and Poverty Reduction, and he would
be more able to answer those questions for you.

D. Barnett: Thank you to the minister. My second ques-
tion maybe belongs there too, but I’ll ask it anyways.

The child development centres are based on hours, for
their funding. For example, if they feel that in order to run

their organization for a year, they need 3,000 hours, that’s
how they fund it, is my understanding. One of the con-
cerns that they have is….

For example, they have a lady who’s off on maternity
leave, and they cannot find somebody to replace her
because of the salary issue that we talked about before. So
at the end of the year, if they do not spend all those hours,
they have to give a total refund back to the government for
the funding that they didn’t use on hours.

[S. Malcolmson in the chair.]

There is no concession made for administration or any
funding for maintenance of the facilities or anything like
that. Is there an opportunity for this to be discussed so that
these non-profit centres are going to be able to survive? Or
is this a question I have to take elsewhere?

[4:45 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: This is actually one that we can answer
— it is our ministry — so the member will be happy to
hear that.

The ministry is well aware of the issues that the member
raises, and to that end, we have a collaborative contract
working group that has been established to look at those
very issues, around services and funding and adminis-
tration costs. Actually, the executive director of the B.C.
Association of Child Development and Intervention sits at
the table. He represents organizations like the member’s
CDC at the table and is very much involved with these dis-
cussions so that they’re being addressed by representatives
from across the province who have issues like that.

For me, it also begs the question around how we provide
services to children with special needs. To that end, we’re
looking at our children and youth with special needs
framework of how we provide those services. It’s not work-
ing across the province. It’s what we inherited. I don’t think
the system is working.

We need to look at how we can ensure that if an asso-
ciation gets funding to provide a child that needs speech
pathology the speech pathologist and the speech patho-
logy services, and they can’t provide those services….
Could another child that needs speech pathology get those
services?

We have to make sure that we’re looking at children
all across the province, making sure they’re getting the
services they need. To that end, again, we are relooking
at the children and youth with special needs framework
to ensure that kids that need those services are going to
get them.

L. Throness: We’re going to resume here, and I’d like to
talk for a bit about universal care, if that’s all right. In their
2017 political platform, the NDP promised child care to
“all parents who need or want it.” This phrase was repeated
in the minister’s mandate letter, in ministry policy docu-
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ments, in the 2018 budget, as well as the province’s early
learning and child care agreement with the federal govern-
ment. But in the throne speech, the idea of universal care
was confined to those who need it. Why was this change
instituted?

[4:50 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: My mandate has not changed. We still
want to make sure we can build an inclusive, universal,
quality, affordable system for all families that want it or
need it.

L. Throness: In my experience with large bureaucracies,
changes like this in a throne speech are undergirded by a
lot of policy work and do not come about by accident. Did
the minister see an economic analysis that led to a recom-
mendation of that change?

Hon. K. Chen: My mandate has not changed. As I’ve
mentioned, we are very committed, and we have been
doing the work through our Childcare B.C. plan since
2018. We want to create an inclusive, affordable, quality,
accessible, universal-access child care system for all famil-
ies who want it or need it.

L. Throness: The Coalition of Child Care Advocates
crafted a $10-a-day plan, which was explicitly endorsed in
the 2017 platform of the government. It called for enough
spaces to accommodate 63 percent of all children up to age
five in B.C. That would be about 170,000 spaces. Is this the
target of the government over the ten-year period? And if
not, what is the government’s target for space creation?

Hon. K. Chen: Yes, our government has proudly
endorsed the $10-a-day plan, which is put together by the
Coalition of Child Care Advocates. It’s a good plan that has
a lot of professional expertise put into it, a lot of thoughts
around how we can create, again, an inclusive, universal,
affordable, quality and accessible system for all families in
B.C. We’ve been working hard through our Childcare B.C.
plan to look at the three major pillars: affordability, quality
and accessibility. We have a three-year plan. The three-year
plan has always been that we are committed to accelerate
the creation of up to 22,000 spaces.

L. Throness: The minister is citing a commitment.
Actually, it’s 24,000 spaces over three years. I just want to
clarify whether she endorses the aspect of the Coalition of
Child Care Advocates plan that recommends that 63 per-
cent of all children up to age five in B.C. be accommod-
ated. That would be about 170,000 spaces. I wonder if the
minister could confirm that number.

Hon. K. Chen: We definitely endorse especially the
vision that’s put together by the Coalition of Child Care
Advocates to make sure we create a system that works

for all families. Because families have been really strug-
gling for far too many years, not being able to find qual-
ity, affordable, inclusive child care services that meet
their needs. Whether they want it or need it, we need
to make sure families can have the options, children can
have the early learning experience and parents and fam-
ilies can have the option to return to work or pursue
their educational goals.

[4:55 p.m.]
I cannot thank the advocates enough for all of the

work that they’ve been putting together, their expertise
and their years and years of advocacy to make sure that
child care, for the first time in B.C., is a top priority
for our government. We’re really proud of that. We have
invested a significant amount of funding in support and
programs. Over three dozen initiatives have been rolled
out during the past 2½ years. Because this is the first
time a provincial government is doing such a significant
investment in early learning and care, we definitely have
to evaluate our programs and look at how we better fund
the sector, including space creation.

We have our three-year plan. Our three-year plan is
very clear. We’re committed to the promise that we have
made, but of course, we have to evaluate it along the way
to see the uptake and to see the space requirement for
the province.

We have a lot of work to do. I believe we have accom-
plished a lot during the past 2½ years, a very short peri-
od of time, trying to bring down the cost of child care,
accelerating the creation of spaces, supporting the work-
force, making sure child care is high quality and inclus-
ive. But we have a lot of work to do until we can get
a truly affordable, quality universal-access system that
works for all B.C. families.

L. Throness: I wonder if the government’s plan for uni-
versal child care includes before- and after-school care as
part of that plan. I’d like to know if this year’s budget
includes the cost of before- and after-school care.

Hon. K. Chen: Of course, school-aged has always
been part of our plan. We are rolling out a lot of new ini-
tiatives. We have always made sure that licensed school-
aged care is also part of our program, that families can
also get the support and providers can also get the sup-
port. We have quite a few examples. The new legislation
that we just introduced is to build a closer partnership
with school districts and local providers and to make
sure there’s more school-aged child care on school
grounds and school boards are able to operate before-
and after-school care services.

Through our new spaces funding, we have also been
funding a lot of school-aged care as well, and providers
have been applying for the funding. As of January, we
have approved funding for over 1,300 spaces, and there
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are more to come, as we are continuing to process a lot of
applications every single week.

Families who are using school-aged care can also access
the affordable child care benefit and, again, an enhanced
benefit for families up to the income of $111,000. That has
really helped to provide a lot of relief for families in B.C. to
be able to access those services.

The start-up funding program is also available for fam-
ily providers to be able to become licensed spaces. That
includes school-aged spaces. We also have funding to
maintain and support providers to help to maintain their
programs or to relocate their programs.

There’s a lot of new funding that we have rolled out.
They all cover school-aged care, making sure that we are
continuing to work together with different types of pro-
viders and different types of parent needs.

[5:00 p.m.]
I’m also excited to say that when I was in Ottawa in

January, the federal government also indicated that they’re
very interested in expanding school-age care. So we’ve
been having active conversations. We shared a lot of ideas
when we had the conference in Ottawa. It’s been an excit-
ing time. Now we’re hoping that we can do more for
school-age care as well.

L. Throness: I’d like to move on to the overall costs of
the government’s child care plan. I’d like to refer to a tweet
by the member for Surrey-Fleetwood, who sent out a tweet
on January 21 saying that in his riding, child care invest-
ments were $6.6 million and the total number of child care
spaces approved were 159. That’s $41,358 per space just to
set up.

What is the limit that the government is willing to spend
per space to establish a new child care space?

Hon. K. Chen: Does the critic mind repeating the latter
part of the question again? Sorry.

L. Throness: The member for Surrey-Fleetwood sent
out a tweet saying that he had received $6.6 million to cre-
ate 159 spaces, which is over $41,300 per space to set up.
My question is: what is the limit that the government is
willing to spend to establish a space?

Hon. K. Chen: I want to make a correction to what the
member has just shared. The critic, unfortunately, has got
the numbers wrong.

[5:05 p.m.]
What happened is that the information that was shared

by my colleague to say that Surrey-Fleetwood has received
close to $6.6 million…. That’s the total amount of funding
that we have been investing in Surrey-Fleetwood, includ-
ing operating funding, fee reduction funding, affordable
child care benefit funding, maintenance funding, wage
enhancement. There’s a combination of everything. That’s
close to $6.6 million, which is really significant, espe-

cially…. The vast majority of the funding — actually, pretty
much all the funding — is through our new programs.

To go into detail a little bit, in Surrey-Fleetwood alone,
we’re really proud to say that close to $5 million has come
back to parents’ pockets. That is a really significant
amount. Every dollar that we’re investing in families
means families can get better food. Parents no longer have
to work shift work. They can provide more extracurricular
activities and pay for better housing options, stay in their
community. I’m really proud that our colleague is able to
share that information — close to $5 million back in par-
ents’ pockets. That is significant.

It’s not divided up by spaces. I understand the member
opposite asked a question about spaces. We do have a
program guideline. We’re happy to provide the member
opposite a copy of that. It does talk about an effective
cost per space. As we are really learning about the diverse
sector and how much it costs to create different types of
spaces — ground-up builds, new buildings or concrete
buildings, modulars…. There are so many types of differ-
ent projects and different costs, so the funding guideline
would probably help to answer some of the questions.

L. Throness: I have one more question, and then I’ll sur-
render it to my colleague from Peace River North for a
couple of questions.

The Coalition of Child Care Advocates $10-a-day plan
costed the full implementation of universal care at $1.5 bil-
lion per year, in 2015 dollars, which did not include $400
million in parental fees or the cost of before- and after-
school care. All together the cost of universal child care in
B.C. could add up to well over $2½ billion a year.

Does the minister agree with this assessment, and could
she give a better assessment if she has a better one?

Hon. K. Chen: We do have our three-year plan, and
as we’re doing estimates, we have all the details about our
three-year plan. It’s costed. The three-year plan really
builds the foundation to the path to inclusive, universal
access child care that is affordable, high quality and access-
ible to all families in B.C.

We’re going to continue to evaluate that plan and build
on the plan, as again, this is the first time that B.C. is put-
ting a big focus on child care and building a new system.

D. Davies: The question is basically regarding early
childhood educators. Of course, up in my riding, Peace
River North, Fort Nelson and beyond, there’s already a
shortage of ECE workers, as there is throughout the
province. I mean, it’s not just a Peace River North problem.
We’re already seeing predatory actions, different private
providers robbing from each other. I’m worried now. Of
course, Bill 8 is going to add more into that.

My question to the minister is: what is being done to
help alleviate this problem, specifically in rural B.C.,
around getting more ECE folks out there into the industry?
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[5:10 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: I really thank the member opposite for
the question. Definitely, I totally agree that early childhood
educators in the workforce have been struggling for many
years — low wages, lack of support, not being able to con-
tinue to be in the sector for a long period of time. If we
think about it, the sector is 97 percent women. This is a
very unique sector that’s predominantly women.

We need to continue to see how we can address the
workforce challenges if we want to truly build a universal,
inclusive system for all families in B.C. Since we intro-
duced it in Budget 2018, our Childcare B.C. plan includes
over 12 initiatives, a dozen initiatives that focus on how we
support early childhood educators with better compensa-
tion, training and education.

Some of the examples. One of the most popular pro-
grams that we have is the wage enhancement program.
That is for all early childhood educators working on the
floor, including in rural communities. A lot of family child
care providers who are early childhood educators will get
a $1 wage enhancement. Some of the in-home multi-age
care providers will get a $1-an-hour wage enhancement,
and we’re going to add another dollar in April this year.

It’s the first time that across the board, across the
province, we’re making sure that early childhood educat-
ors get a wage enhancement. At the same time, we are also
looking at how we provide ongoing support for their train-
ing, their education. A lot of early childhood educators in
rural communities work in silos. My colleague the minis-
ter responsible for MCFD was an early childhood educator
and really knows the struggle as well.

We have programs trying to build a network of support
through working with local child care resource and refer-
ral centres, making sure that they have opportunities to
be able to get a bursary program and get funding support
to upgrade or enhance their quality. We have also added
funding to our local child care resource and referral
centres. For example, they provide tools, toys and lending
libraries to support a lot of local providers, especially in
rural communities — a lot of the smaller family child care
providers.

We also have a very popular bursary program. We want
to make sure that we encourage more people to come into
the sector so that we have the next generation of early
childhood educators who can do the work. Our bursary
program has been really, really popular. We’ve added fund-
ing again and again. Now it has benefited over 5,400 early
childhood educator students to pretty much cover almost
all of their tuition cost to be able to go into early childhood
education. We’re going to track the result and ensure that
we are training the next generation of students.

I definitely want to note that a part of our initiatives
involves working closely with the Ministry of Advanced
Education to expand more seats in public post-secondary
institutions. That includes some in rural communities as

well. Thanks to the Ministry of Advanced Education, we
have also been working on a new pilot program called
work-integrated learning.

One feedback that we always get from educators is that
it’s not easy to do their practicums. They don’t get paid, or
they have to leave their current worksite if they’re already
working in the field. So we’re trying to pilot…. Especially
for rural communities, that tends to be a struggle, with
people leaving the town to try to do their practicums and
get their education done. So we’re trying to find better
ways and more options for students to be able to finish
their training. We’re more than happy to share more. There
are a lot of plans going on. I really thank the member
opposite for the question.

[5:15 p.m.]

D. Davies: Thank you. It’s a great segue, as my next
question ties in with Advanced Ed and working with
MCFD. I know that ECE is not one program across the
province where every college has the same program. It
seems quite different in each post-secondary institution
that you go to.

Recognizing that in some of the programs, some of the
people I’ve spoken with within the field graduate with
their ECE, and they might do that for a few years, maybe
with the goal of becoming a social worker, transferring
into the Bachelor of Social Work or the SSWD program.
But they find out that a lot of colleges don’t recognize the
ECE as university transfer courses. I think that restricts a
lot of people who might want to get into the field as an
ECE and then do that for a number of years, with the goal
of maybe advancing or furthering their education within
post-secondary institutions.

My question for the minister is if there have been dis-
cussions with Advanced Ed regarding looking up the qual-
ifications and the programming across the province, in all
the different institutions, and making sure that there is
something in place where all of these courses are recog-
nized as transferable, as university transfer credits, so that
someone doesn’t have to go over and start right at ground
zero again if they want to further their education.

Like I said, I don’t know the exact stats — how many
universities, what percentage of them, operate that way.
But I know that there are colleges that do offer ECE. If
you get your diploma but it doesn’t count, or a major-
ity of your programming does not count, does that block
UT transfer? I’m just wondering if the minister has any
comments on that.

Hon. K. Chen: I thank the member opposite for raising
this very important question. We have been collaborating
with the Ministry of Advanced Education on some of the
questions that the member opposite raised. I would
encourage the member to ask for some of details through
Advanced Education, as they are leading those details and
the programs.
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I really appreciate the member mentioning the piece on
quality. That is something that we definitely want to focus
on. That’s something that we’ve learned from other juris-
dictions, including Quebec: how — when you’re lowering
parent fees — salary, the creation of spaces and quality in
the workforce have to be supported at the same time.

Other than the Ministry of Advanced Education, we
also work closely, for example, with the Ministry of Educa-
tion to look at the early learning framework. What are the
ways that we can support the training and quality of the
programs and, at the same time, the quality and support
that we’re providing on the child care side? There’s a lot of
work being done, but I would refer the member to ask the
details of the question to Advanced Education.

L. Throness: Just continuing on with the overall costs of
universal care. The government, in 2017, basically sold its
child care plan by saying that the plan would pay for itself,
in that more parents working in the workforce would give
higher tax revenue and higher economic growth.

There is a fly in the ointment to this: in the Coalition of
Child Care Advocates’ estimation of what the plan would
cost. The advocates said that 32 percent of it, or $480
million of the $1.5 billion, should be raised through an
increase in taxes on high-income earners. Since the 2020
budget increased taxes on high-income earners by $224
million per year — roughly half that amount — this
appears to be following the plan.

Can top income earners look forward to an increase of
the same amount, or more, as part of the minister’s plan?

[5:20 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: I would ask the member opposite to
refer tax questions to the Ministry of Finance.

L. Throness: The minutes for the Provincial Child Care
Council meeting of June 8, 2018, which the minister of
state attended, shows that the minister was examining
what other countries have done. Countries like New Zeal-
and, with universal access, spend at least 1 percent of GDP
on child care. Is this the minister’s ideal — to spend 1 per-
cent of B.C.’s GDP on child care every year?

Hon. K. Chen: Well, we are doing estimates, so of
course we’re focusing on our budget. We currently have
$2 billion for three years’ investments into early learning
and care to build our Childcare B.C. plan for three years.
That’s our commitment. We will continue, of course, to
evaluate our plan, build our plan and make sure we have a
long-term plan to get to the vision that we want so that all
families in B.C. can have access to the affordable, inclus-
ive, quality child care and early learning services that they
want or need.

I also want to really take the opportunity…. The mem-
ber mentioned about our Provincial Child Care Council
looking at other jurisdictions. We have to learn from other

jurisdictions. This is the first time in B.C. that we are cre-
ating a new system for child care. This is historic in the
whole of Canada, other than Quebec, which has a more
formalized system. We may well be the second jurisdiction
that’s doing this. We’re also learning from other provinces
as well, as they’ve done different work in different areas of
the need for child care and early learning. We’re looking
at Canada; we’re looking at other jurisdictions across the
world.

The Provincial Child Care Council is a group of people
who have a lot of great expertise. They have a lot of very
significant experiences that they bring from a very diverse
sector — for-profit, non-profit, small operator, large oper-
ator, family providers, supported child development spe-
cialists, people from the education sector, scholars. They’re
an incredible group of people. I cannot thank them
enough for bringing their expertise to share with us so that
we are able to work together, look at their feedback and
learn about other ideas and knowledge that’s out there as
we continue to build this path to an inclusive, affordable
and quality system.

L. Throness: I would just share some experience I have.
The minister used the phrase “want or need” again, and I
appreciate her sincerity in that. I worked for years in the
federal government as chief of staff to several ministers.
Every year when it came time for a new throne speech,
a ministry would say: “Okay. You get a sentence in the
throne speech.” You would work on that, and you would
refine it to the last letter of the last word. Then the Prime
Minister’s Office would go over it, and they would do their
refining too.

[5:25 p.m.]
This, I would submit to the hon. minister of state, is

a signal. The government is changing direction. Wheth-
er she likes it or not or whether she knows it or not, it’s
coming from on high. Be ready for it. We’re certainly
ready for that.

Now, over the past two years, I’m sure a lot of analysis
has been done. When the ministry adds up all the costs
of the typical child care space, including setup costs, child
care operating fund costs, CCFRI, affordable child care
benefit and other costs, what was the average total cost of
the average space in B.C. in the last fiscal year of record?

Hon. K. Chen: We don’t have that information. If we
look at the current child care sector and the spaces that we
have, they’re very, very diverse. There are different ways of
running a centre — charge parent fees, the type of care, the
types of different sites, different lease agreements, the costs
of operation. Or even in different communities, there are
different variations. So we don’t have that.

We do have a prototype site program through the agree-
ment that we have with the federal funding. We’re doing a
lot of evaluation and learning through the prototype sites.
That’s one of the reasons why we have those pilot sites — to
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be able to learn how different child care works. We may be
able to have some reports and information to share down
the road.

L. Throness: The 2020 budget said that 28,000 children
— that’s not families; there would be fewer families —
benefit from $10-a-day care or less, or they’re paying less
than $10 a day. Does that include part-time children and
before- and after-school children? Could the minister sep-
arate for us part-time, full-time and before- and after-
school spaces that are represented by these 28,000?

Hon. K. Chen: To clarify, the 28,000 number includes
all of our programs: affordable child care benefit, fee
reduction, prototype site. We might be able to provide
some information in terms of the breakdown through our
affordable child care benefit program. That’s one program
where we may be able to break that down, and we are
happy to provide that information to the critic. But the
28,000 includes a lot of our funding measures, as the mem-
ber opposite knows. We also have the fee reduction and
the prototype site as well.

L. Throness: I’m wondering if any entity getting more
than 50 percent of their funding from MCFD is subject to
the sustainable wage mandate.

[5:30 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: Actually, just to clarify for the mem-
ber, the sustainable services negotiating mandate applies
to organizations that the ministry contracts with to
provide services. The ministry doesn’t actually contract
with child care providers to provide the services.

L. Throness: I want to talk about non-profit versus mar-
ket-based care for a moment. I received a freedom of infor-
mation request detailing the cost per space to set up a non-
profit versus a market-based centre. Here’s the information
that I got from her ministry.

The cost per space of non-profit group care under 36
months was $19,000 per space, 2½ times more expensive
than market-based. The cost of non-profit spaces for 36
months to school age was $29,000 per space, or three times
more expensive than market-based. And group school-
aged spaces cost $22,500 per space, which was double the
price of the market-based.

There are several questions, really, that come out of
this. First, in the interests of saving money for the tax-
payer, why would the government not embrace more
market-based care?

[5:35 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: We do work with all types of providers,
from non-profit, for-profit, Indigenous communities, pub-
lic sectors and school districts to family child care pro-
viders. Actually, this is the first time that family child care

providers are getting more support and access to maintain
their spaces, to be able to have a start-up grant to become
licensed. There’s a lot of work we are doing with the very
diverse sector.

When it comes to the cost per space between the non-
profit or the for-profit providers, we do see non-profit
centres become community assets. They stay in the com-
munity for the longest time, they are a part of the com-
munity and they serve the community for the longest time
possible. They also tend to have more, for example,
ground-up builds, new buildings and new facilities,
whereas if you look at the for-profit sector, there tends to
be more commercial spaces and renovations. That’s why
there could be cost differences.

If you look at other jurisdictions or across Canada, we
do see non-profit providers becoming long-term com-
munity assets. That being said, our programs work with
the diverse sector and diverse providers to, again, address
different family needs.

L. Throness: Does the minister have any data that
show how long a non-profit centre lasts versus a market-
based centre?

Hon. K. Chen: We don’t have that information handy,
but we’re more than happy to provide it to the critic.

L. Throness: I look forward to getting that.
On March 14, 2019, the Premier was asked about

whether market-based care was welcomed by his govern-
ment. This is what he said in a Global TV interview: “We’re
working with the private sector to deliver those services. I
don’t see that changing in the short term. But in the long
term, we want to make sure we’ve got more spaces for kids
so that families can be full participants in the workforce
and make the economy run.”

Don’t the Premier’s words imply that his government
needs market-based care in the short term but wants to
push them out of the picture in the long run, just as the
Coalition of Child Care Advocates $10-a-day plan, which
is fully endorsed by the government, calls for?

[5:40 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: I want to clarify. I don’t think there’s any-
one, including our government, who wants to push any-
one out of the sector. This is a very diverse sector. There
are so many great providers from different types or ways
of operating that are providing very important services
to our families, so we definitely want to work together. If
you see in our programs, we do serve the diverse needs of
B.C. residents, B.C. families and the providers that operate
their centres in different ways: non-profit, Indigenous, for-
profit, market-based, family, in-home multi-age. There are
so many ways of running child care in this province.

When it comes to accountability and government
investments, of course we want to focus on investing in
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centres and services that will become long-term com-
munity assets. I think that’s our goal: to continue to make
sure we have a very healthy sector, a very diverse sector
that supports all needs. Again, government funding sup-
ports, of course, prioritize a lot of the long-term invest-
ments that will stay in a community for a long time.

L. Throness: Then would the minister disavow the prin-
ciple that underlies the Coalition of Child Care Advocates
$10-a-day plan that calls for non-profit care? I think the
minister needs to be clear about this. There are thousands
of providers there who are wondering.

Could the minister clarify and be very clear about
whether her goal is the same as the Coalition of Child Care
Advocates, or does she disavow that goal and separate her-
self from that goal of non-profit care being the universal
system?

Hon. K. Chen: I cannot speak on the coalition’s behalf,
of course, but my understanding from the Coalition of
Child Care Advocates is that their plan is open to all types
of providers, and they welcome all providers to join their
plan as long as everybody agrees with the same principles.
Again, that’s focused on families. It’s to address the needs
of families who may need different types of child care ser-
vices across B.C.

B.C. is a very diverse province, and the child care sector
is very diverse. If we really look at our programs — includ-
ing our very important fee reduction program that has
benefited tens and thousands of families in B.C., helping
them reduce their child care fees — they’re open to all
types of providers that want to and agree that we can work
together to bring down the cost of child care. We definitely
share that vision. We have been working with the diverse
sector to look at how we address different types of pro-
viders’ needs.

A good example would be the work that we’ve been
doing with family providers. They are smaller operators
that tend to work in silos. A lot of them are early childhood
educators that operate an in-home multi-age program.
They are the backbone for the child care sector in a lot of,
especially, rural communities. We need to learn how we
work together to support the work they do as well.

We share the same vision. We focus on families. Fam-
ilies need and want early-learning, quality, affordable,
inclusive child care services.

[5:45 p.m.]

L. Throness: I’m not sure if the minister has spoken to
Sharon Gregson recently or read any of their literature, but
all of their literature, and Sharon herself, over and over
repeats that the system ought to be public and non-profit,
not market-based.

You know, it’s really only fair for the government to
make its intentions known in this regard, because market-
based providers have lives. They have families. They have

mortgages. They have employees and business obligations,
and they need to plan ahead.

When will the minister reveal the futures of several
thousand market-based providers and state her long-term
and, I would say, permanent intentions for them in this
industry and either contradict the coalition of child care
providers or agree with them? One or the other: would the
minister make it clear?

Hon. K. Chen: I feel like I’ve made my answer very
clear to the member opposite. I think the critic is trying to
create division. We’ve been really clear from day one that
we agree with investing government resources and mak-
ing sure that we’re accountable, that the services that we’re
investing in are going to be long-term community assets.
Those are important services that will benefit generations
to come.

At the same time, we of course want to address the fam-
ily needs. That’s the reason why we have our Childcare
B.C. plan that focuses on addressing the needs of families.
Families, for example, in rural communities may count on
family child care providers — in-home, multi-age small
operators. We want to work with a diverse sector. We
embrace the diverse sector, which also wants to work with
us on some key principles to make child care affordable,
high quality, inclusive and accessible.

L. Throness: I want to move on to talk a little bit about
safety in licensed care. I received a freedom-of-informa-
tion request from April of 2019 regarding an update on
child care incidents in Mission. Both of them were tragic,
so I want to deal with them in a sensitive way. One
involved a death of a child in a neighbour’s pool; the other,
a newborn infant allegedly found in a dumpster near a
daycare centre.

With this regard, I quote from the freedom-of-infor-
mation request: “The involved ECE assistant’s certificate
remains suspended at this time.” So there was some kind of
involvement with MCFD and the nearby child care centre.
Recognizing the sensitivities and tragic nature of these
cases, I think I need to ask a few important questions. The
first one: were both of these incidents related to licensed
child care centres?

[5:50 p.m.]

[N. Simons in the chair.]

Hon. K. Chen: I want to make it very clear that I cannot
comment about any specific cases, and anything that’s
regarding investigations with licensing should be directed
to the Ministry of Health. But I can definitely talk a little
bit about, generally, the role MCFD plays when it comes
to licensing and when an early childhood educator is
involved in the investigation through the role of the ECE
registry.

If there are substantial allegations, the ECE registry may
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attach terms or conditions, suspend or cancel certificates.
The registry may also take immediate action and attach
terms and conditions or suspend a certificate if an allega-
tion appears to indicate immediate risk to children.

L. Throness: What remedial actions did the minister
take in these cases to prevent this kind of awful thing from
happening again?

Hon. K. Chen: Again, I cannot talk about specific
cases. But just to clarify, the statutory decision-maker in
this situation is not the minister. It’s the director of the
ECE registry.

L. Throness: I only know of one other injury: at a
licensed centre in Langford, on the Island, which is anoth-
er very sad story. Have there been any other incidents of
death or injury in licensed care in B.C. during this or the
last fiscal year?

Hon. K. Chen: I would recommend that the member
redirect his questions about licensing to the Ministry of
Health.

L. Throness: The government is promising many thou-
sands of new child care spaces, so the system is going to
get a whole lot bigger in the near future. Will the minister
commit to systemic and regular public reporting on deaths
and injuries in licensed and unlicensed care so that these
issues will be brought to light in order to provoke systemic
improvement to the safety of child care in B.C.?

Hon. K. Chen: Again, the question is related to the
Ministry of Health when it comes to licensing.

L. Throness: I want to move on now to talk about
$10-day prototypes for a bit and their evaluation.

[S. Malcolmson in the chair.]

The government created 53 $10-a-day prototype sites,
serving 2,500 child care spaces at a cost of $60 million over
two years.

There were a number of elements of funding of the pro-
type sites. They get CCOF-equivalent payments, plus 5
percent. They got $1,100-per-space quality improvement
grants. There was funding for inclusion coordinators.
There was funding for base inclusion of $250 per space or
up to $2,000 per space, depending on need.

[5:55 p.m.]
What was the total average cost per space, when all costs

are considered, of a prototype site?

Hon. K. Chen: We are investing $16 million for 2,500
spaces over two years, and we’re evaluating the cost of the
program at this moment.

L. Throness: I’ve heard that prototype centres are not
required to pay a certain wage but that all pay different
wages, some as low as $16 per hour, to early childhood
educators. Is this true? If so, in what sense would this be
an aspect of an ideal prototype that the government would
want to emulate, given the shortage of labour in this field?

Hon. K. Chen: Through our federal funding agree-
ments, all the spaces that we funded at the time of the
agreement are continuing with the same cost of care and
also with the wage that they offer to their staff. However,
all those prototype site programs are eligible for our wage
enhancement program, and we have added to their wages
— $1 last year and another $1 going into April this year.

L. Throness: Just to clarify, there was no wage amount
stipulated in the prototype agreements?

Hon. K. Chen: The answer is no.

L. Throness: I read in the news recently that the federal
government has promised to continue the Canada–B.C.
Early Learning and Child Care Agreement. At what stage
in negotiations are we, regarding this continuation? How
long would it be? Has a new agreement actually been
signed? Will there be a seamless transition so that parents
will not have their $10-a-day care interrupted?

Hon. K. Chen: Yes. We’re really happy to say that all the
parents are going to see a very seamless transition, as we
have agreed with the federal government to work together
to extend the agreement for another year, at the same time
negotiating our enhanced agreement.

[6:00 p.m.]
As I mentioned earlier, I was really happy to have the

opportunity to go to Ottawa to join the joint federal-pro-
vincial-territorial ministers meeting to talk about early
learning and care. There was strong interest about con-
tinuing with the program and also, at the same time, to
enhance the program.

It was a great conversation. We learned a lot from a lot
of the ministers from across Canada. We also talked about
some of the federal priorities, which include school-aged
care and also investment into early childhood educators,
which is a very exciting part, as the federal government
also recognizes that it is important — when we are creating
spaces, reduced parent fees — to support early childhood
educators who are working so hard in the sector.

We’re really happy with that conference that we had, as
staff have been connecting with our federal counterparts.
And I cannot thank our staff from the ministry enough for
all of the hard work that has been going on.

We’re excited about going into this conversation about
how we do an enhanced agreement. But at this moment,
we are providing stability to all families who are benefiting
from the current agreement, including the prototype site,
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the supported child development programs and Aborigin-
al Head Start programs.

L. Throness: This brings up many questions. I’m going
to surrender the floor to my colleague from Prince
George–Valemount. But I just have one more question.

Could the minister detail for us the new agreement? Is
it a two-year agreement? Is it a one-year agreement? Is it
for $30 million? Is it for $60 million? Has it been signed?
What are the enhancements? How is it different than the
one before?

Hon. K. Chen: I think I should provide some clarifica-
tions just to make sure everything is clarified. Just to clari-
fy it, we are extending the contracts, for example, for pro-
totype sites for a year to ensure stability of the services and
the programs that we currently have. But there’s no new
agreement yet. Our staff and their federal counterparts are
having very active conversations.

L. Throness: Sorry. Just one more question that this
begs. If the agreement has not been signed, how are we
sure that the money will flow? And how can we assure par-
ents that there will be no interruption if the federal gov-
ernment has not committed in writing to the new agree-
ment?

Hon. K. Chen: We have received sufficient assurances
from the federal government to extend the contracts for
another year.

[6:05 p.m.]

S. Bond: My question is actually to the Minister of Chil-
dren and Family Development. I know she may not have
staff here, but I appreciate the opportunity to just raise the
issue with her one additional time.

I know that in the past two sets of estimates, we have
had a discussion about the facilities and the need for more
space to deal with, particularly, moms with their children
who are struggling with mental health and addictions
issues. We had raised the issue regarding two facilities that
were actually relatively underutilized in Prince George. I
know that…. Last year, when I came to estimates to ask
about this, the minister did point out that one of them had
some physical challenges in terms of — and I quote her
words — “health and safety.” Obviously, that’s a concern
for us as well. Having said that, she also did say: “This is a
live discussion. This isn’t over.”

I really just wanted…. I’m very grateful to my colleague
for squeezing me in, just so that I can make sure that
my constituents know that this issue was raised. There are
a group of leaders who are looking at how we provide
additional support in our community. Phoenix Transition
House is a place that supports women and their children
through difficult circumstances while they’re in transition.
And Harmony House is actually a safe house, which

provides support to pregnant women and new mothers,
who as I noted, have struggles with mental health and
addictions issues.

I basically, simply want to see…. I recognize that the
minister probably doesn’t have her staff with her at this
juncture of the estimates process. I’d be happy to receive an
update, at some point, whether or not there’s still any con-
sideration and whether there’s been any further discussion
with the people that are working on this project in Prince
George.

Obviously, those of us and the minister herself would
know this — that finding services for women and children
in rural communities can be very difficult. While Prince
George is certainly considered an urban centre, we want to
make sure that any assets we have in our community are
fully utilized. So I simply raise it once again with the min-
ister, related to the use of two particular properties. One
is the youth containment centre and the second is Bowron
House, which is on that property.

Two years ago we were told to come through this min-
istry to have that discussion. So I simply wanted to make
sure this remains on the minister’s radar screen and would
certainly appreciate an update if there’s any further oppor-
tunity to repurpose those facilities — whether they are
being fully utilized. I appreciate the opportunity to raise
that issue with the minister today.

[6:10 p.m.]

Hon. K. Conroy: I thank the member for the question.
Yes, I know it’s an issue in Prince George, and it is a live
issue, as I said. There has been considerable community
and political interest. In fact, the councillor Frank Everitt
has contacted me a number of times on this. I have had the
discussion. I know the member will…. I’ll give you a little
bit of information, and then we can have a more fulsome
discussion once the staff that is responsible for this is here.

We are exploring options of the buildings that we have
designated for youth all across the province, especially the
Youth Custody Centre as well as Bowron House in Prince
George. Right now, Bowron House is actually being util-
ized by MCFD as an intensive supervision and support
program. It’s a space to provide life skills, implement read-
iness, cooking and Indigenous cultural programming to
youth subject to community youth justice orders. There
are currently 14 youth who are accessing that through day
programming.

Again, we’re looking at all of the spaces because we’re
dealing with youth justice — facilities that have been gaz-
etted or not gazetted. Those are issues that we’re looking at
just to ensure that…. The bottom line is that we have the
best spaces possible to provide the youth with the services
that they need. I can get more information and walk the
member through that at a future date.

[6:15 p.m.]

L. Throness: Just a few more questions about the
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Canada-B.C. agreement and prototypes. Will the new
B.C.-Canada agreement fund the same prototype sites in
this year, or will there be new prototype sites — different
or additional ones — adding to the existing 53?

Hon. K. Chen: The federal government has committed
to extending the current prototype site contracts for a year.

L. Throness: There was an interim evaluation already on
the prototype sites. Will the final evaluation be on time at
the end of June, and will the minister commit to publicly
releasing that full evaluation right away so that all parents
can read it?

Hon. K. Chen: It is our intention to release the report
when the evaluation is ready. From our understanding, the
evaluation is on time.

L. Throness: I’m happy to hear that.
My final question on this part. Quebec’s child care sys-

tem began at $5 per day. It is now up to $22 per day for
some families. If the evaluation should deem the govern-
ment’s plan unaffordable at $10 a day, is the minister open
to increasing the daily rate beyond $10 a day?

Hon. K. Chen: I’m not going to prejudge the outcome.
We’re going to wait for the evaluation to be completed.

L. Throness: I have a question on the setting of rates,
a question from Chilliwack. A local care centre in Chil-
liwack told me that they had to justify raising their rates
by $50 a month to MCFD staff, which they had to do just
to keep their head above water. Meanwhile, a new daycare
moved into town and set their rates immediately at $1,200
a month and paid their staff $25 an hour. They were not
subject to the regional limits on rate increases because they
moved into Chilliwack from outside the region.

This could happen in other regions as well. How is it
fair that a long-time local daycare can barely raise its rates
enough to survive while newcomers can charge whatever
they like and pay their staff more, which disadvantages all
the local providers in terms of labour supply?

Hon. K. Chen: I do thank the critic for bringing this
issue forward. We have heard that being raised by other
providers. Staff are working hard and looking into it, and
we’re more than happy to provide a report or feedback
when the report is available.

One thing I would mention is that when it comes to the
fee reduction program, it is, again, the first time for a very
significant across-the-board fee reduction for providers in
B.C. We’re really proud to say that the opt-in rate contin-
ues to be really strong at about 90 percent.

[6:20 p.m.]
We definitely want to make sure there is accountability

and transparency. So we’re working with providers to

make sure that when there are fee increases or adjustments
to their fee schedules…. We are working collaboratively to
make sure that…. The intent of the program and the fee
reduction is for parents. We’re working with providers to
make sure the savings are passed on to parents.

L. Throness: Another policy issue I’d like to bring for-
ward for the minister. ECEs must have a criminal record
check specific to a facility. So if an ECE wants to move
to a different facility, they must get a new criminal record
check or get an information-sharing form, which needs to
be filled out and submitted and returned before they can
be re-employed. This hinders the ability of operators to fill
positions quickly, obviously.

Criminal record checks, on the other hand, could be
made out to the health authority on a regional basis and
allow people to work at any facility within the area that the
health authority licenses. It would allow employers to hire
someone on short notice should an employee, for instance,
not be able to work on a certain day. This is how teachers
on call work. If this change was implemented, it would also
help licensed facilities give staff days off for short-notice
appointments or emergencies.

Would the minister implement this commonsense
change to ease the labour shortage?

Hon. K. Chen: The question should be directed to the
Ministry of Health, as it has to do with licensing.

L. Throness: I want to continue on talking about labour
supply for a bit.

The minutes for the Provincial Child Care Council
meeting from June of 2018, which the minister of state
attended, said: “The minister undertook a quick survey
of the biggest challenges facing this sector. Overwhelming
response was recruitment, retention and compensation
and the resulting implications for quality.”

With the minister receiving this kind of advice very
early on, why did she focus on rushing subsidies out to
parents first, rather than providing for a solid base of
employees?

Hon. K. Chen: We’re doing everything at the same time.
We’re providing parent relief, making sure that…. They’ve
been struggling for years with the lack of child care and
the ability to afford the high cost of child care. We’re mak-
ing sure we provide that relief. We’re making sure we’re
accelerating the creation of spaces. We’re supporting early
childhood educators with over a dozen initiatives. That’s a
lot of initiatives that have been rolled out.

At the same time, it’s important to note that all this con-
nects together. If parents cannot afford child care, then
why are we building spaces? If we’re building spaces and
not supporting the workforce, then the spaces are not
going to be filled by quality ECEs. They all connect togeth-
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er, and we are working on every single measure — all the
three pillars, all together.

L. Throness: Well, I think the minister got the cart
before the horse in creating demand before the supply was
available.

Allow me to read an email that the Premier’s office
received from a provider.

“There is an extreme shortage of child care workers at this point
in time. As a society, we’ve placed ads offering $24 per hour and
have received not one single applicant. We have a problem with
staff burning out, as there is no relief for them at all. We are going
to have to close one of the programs at the society, as there is no
staff for it come September. Every single centre is in the same boat
with no staff. You really need to look at this by addressing the staff-
ing of all the child care needs first. Then when there is staff, put in
the extra needed places and give a break in the fees. I feel that you
have done this all completely backwards by putting in spaces but
no one to work them.”

[6:25 p.m.]
Myself, I’ve visited child care centres all over B.C. I’ve

received many emails about the shortage of labour. Over
and over again, the refrain is constant. “We’re desperate.
We can’t find qualified staff.” Managers are burning out.
People are not interested in coming into this field, and
when they do graduate, they don’t stay. In fact, one person
told me that there are 35,000 qualified graduates in B.C.
They’re just not working in child care.

Could the minister confirm this number of 35,000 and
also tell us how many are actually working on the front
lines, delivering child care today?

Hon. K. Chen: I think it’s important to clarify that the
demand for early childhood education and services has
always been there. That demand has been there for years.
Parents have been struggling to find child care spaces.
Even if they can find a space, they may not be able to afford
the space. Or if they can afford a space, they may not be
able to find a space. Parents struggle. As a mother with
a young child…. We know how the child care chaos has
been there for many years. Unfortunately, that was neg-
lected by the previous government for so many years.

Early childhood educators have been struggling. I’ve
met so many early childhood educators across the
province who've been working in the sector for years, shar-
ing their struggles of not having enough support, low
wages and almost feeling like they want to give up.

This is the first time in B.C. that we’re creating a compre-
hensive plan to look at how we support the sector. How do
we support early childhood educators through support for
training, education and better compensation and also, at
the same time, provide immediate relief to parents who are
struggling with not being able to find services or not being
able to afford services? We’ve been really working hard to
make sure that we address the child care chaos.

To the member’s question in terms of the number of
ECEs, we don’t have that data handy, but we’re more than

happy to provide more information when it’s ready. One
thing I could share is that through our wage enhancement
program, for example, currently there are 11,000 early
childhood educators who are benefiting from the $1-an-
hour wage enhancement.

[6:30 p.m.]
This coming month, this year, in April, early childhood

educators are going to get a second $1-an-hour wage
enhancement. This is the first time, again, in B.C.’s history
that this type of across-the-board wage enhancement is
supporting early childhood educators.

We have had strong interest from early childhood edu-
cation students to utilize the bursary program. So 5,400
students have utilized the program. This is a huge success.
We have never seen this type of interest before. We’re more
than happy to share with the member opposite some of the
results that we have been achieving to support the sector.

I actually want to share a quick story. One day I was at
the playground with my son awhile ago, and a friend of
mine came over and said…. It’s an old friend that I haven’t
seen for a long time, and he said: “I’m so happy to see you,
Katrina, because I wanted to tell you that for the first time,
my family is able to afford an apartment. It’s a little further
away from what I would hope for, but that’s one thing that
we could afford.” He just purchased an apartment.

His wife is an early childhood educator who stayed at
home with their two kids for many years. She’s returning
to work, working for a great local non-profit. She’s really
excited because of the wage enhancement program. She
got the opportunity to do some upgrades with her training
and utilize some of our workforce development program.
So she found a really good job.

“For the first time,” he said, “my whole family is lifted
up because of child care.” Because their two kids…. The
younger one is now in a centre where they can afford
affordable child care. They used the extra money that they
saved to purchase a home, and his wife is going back to
work. They’re really happy. This is the first time he feels
like: “I can live in B.C.” This friend thought about moving
away for many years, but they are staying.

I’m really happy to hear stories like that. This is not the
only story that we hear. I know the minister responsible for
MCFD hears this type of story all the time as well.

We definitely need to recognize the work of early child-
hood educators who have been struggling, who may have
left the field, like my friend’s spouse who had left the field
for a few years because of a lack of affordable child care
— couldn’t afford it. But we’re hearing exciting stories of
how they’re returning to work, because their own child
care needs are being addressed and they’re getting support
for their work.

There’s definitely a lot more work to do — I recognize
that — after years and years of underfunding and not pay-
ing attention to the sector. But we’re really happy to contin-
ue this work with the sector, with early childhood educat-
ors, to make sure we can continue to support their work.
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L. Throness: We’re happy for the minister’s friend, for
sure.

Talking about enough support, the minister is going to
spend $26 million per year in the upcoming fiscal year on
the $2-per-hour wage lift for ECEs, as she was just talking
about. Compared to the child care budget, though, of $675
million in this year alone, she’s spending a tiny amount on
wages to assist with the biggest problem in child care.

Why does the minister assign so little priority, just 4
percent of total spending on child care, to her greatest
problem?

[6:35 p.m.]

Hon. K. Chen: I just want to correct the member
opposite. I think the member opposite may be only look-
ing at the number for wage enhancement. But we have a
lot of investment into the sector that’s not just focused on
wage enhancement but also the support that early child-
hood educators have been asking for, for many years, such
as ongoing support for training, education, continuing
support for better ways of enhancing their quality, making
sure, especially when they work in silos or alone, that
they’ve got a network of support, investment in even our
local child care resource and referral centres.

There are a lot of things that we have to do to make sure
that early childhood educators get the support through
better compensation, training and education. We do have
a significant budget to go into the quality pillar of our plan
that is a good portion of our budget.

At the same time, I also want to put it in perspective.
Families also need relief immediately, after years of child
care chaos, how the cost of child care has gone up so
high. The current cost of child care in many communities
could be as much as a family’s whole mortgage payment,
rent payment. We need to provide that relief. So of course,
when it comes to budget, when you provide tens of thou-
sands of families with a fee reduction, with affordable child
care benefit, that dollar amount seems large when you
compare it to about 11,000 early childhood educators who
are benefiting from our wage enhancement program,
because there are only 11,000 ECEs. So you see how the
dollar amount seems less.

That $1 an hour, I’ve heard from ECEs telling me, is
a signal and an important investment to recognize the
work they do. With another dollar going in this year in
the coming months, that is going to really help them, to
make sure their wage continues to be lifted. And we’re
more than happy to provide some results in this report
in the coming months.

Again, to put it in perspective, if you look at a percent-
age, of course, we’re serving tens of thousands of families
to reduce their fees, and there are about 11,000 ECEs bene-
fiting from it. But a lot of families that we’re serving could
also be families who are early childhood educators as well.
It’s the story that I’ve shared. So when you lift family up,

when you lift the sector up, we’re lifting the whole sector
up as a whole.

L. Throness: I want to quote from a freedom-of-infor-
mation request that we’ve received. It’s a letter from July
2018, sent from the Finance Minister to the MCFD min-
ister approving the two wage lifts for early childhood edu-
cators. This is what it says.

[6:40 p.m.]
“The ministry is directed to manage the incremental

cost of wage increases from within its existing operating
budget.” It appears that of the $675 million in the budget to
be spent on child care, not a penny in wages for ECEs will
be spent out of that massive child care budget. Would the
minister confirm that she is taking the ECE wage enhance-
ment from her MCFD budget, not from the $675 million?

Hon. K. Chen: That’s incorrect. The money does come
from the child care budget.

L. Throness: I’ll go over that letter again and perhaps
bring it back tomorrow. Do ECE assistants get the $2-per-
hour wage lift? If not, why not?

Hon. K. Chen: When we consulted with the sector at
the time to decide how we implement our wage program,
the decision at the time was to make sure, because we need
more early childhood educators to come into this field —
the certified early childhood educators…. We started with
the certified early childhood educators across the board,
working on the front line and on the floor, to make sure
that we focus on this group at this moment to make sure
we enhance and support the work that they do.

However, for early childhood educator assistants,
they’re also able to access other programs, including our
workforce development funding program, our bursary
programs and other supports that are there. We do hope
that there are going to be more certified early childhood
educators.

L. Throness: Perhaps, for my final question before we
wrap it up tonight, could the minister tell us how many
early childhood educator training spaces there are in the
province? Can she tell us how many of those spaces are
actually occupied with students?

Hon. K. Chen: That question should be directed to the
Ministry for Advanced Education.

Hon. K. Conroy: I move that the committee rise and
report progress and ask leave to sit again.

Motion approved.

The committee rose at 6:43 p.m.
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