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THURSDAY, MAY 27, 2010

The House met at 10:02 a.m.

[Mr. Speaker in the chair.]

Prayers.

Mr. Speaker: First of all, I think there must be a member 
who wants to make an apology to the House.

Hon. B. Bennett: Mr. Speaker, I apologize to you and 
to all members of the House and also to the institution 
for allowing my phone to go off during the prayer.

Mr. Speaker: Thank you, Member.

Introductions by Members

D. Hayer: I'd like to take this opportunity to recognize 
the wonderful humanitarian project being held in my 
riding of Surrey-Tynehead this week. The Rotary Club of 
Surrey Fraser Heights has set up a disaster village in the 
parking lot of Guildford Town Centre in my riding to raise 
awareness and raise funds to help those who are struck by 
disasters, such as those in Haiti, Sudan, India and so forth.

The fundraiser is for shelter boxes which, at a cost of 
$1,000 each, provide a ten-person tent, blankets, a water 
filtration system, a stove, pots, dehydrated food and 
other necessities to help people…

Mr. Speaker: Hon. Member.

D. Hayer: …survive disaster. I'd like the House to 
recognize the great work that Rotary Club is doing.

Mr. Speaker: Hon. Member, you're not to be reading 
from a newspaper in the House, please.

D. Hayer: I'm not reading from the newspaper, Sir. 
I've got my notes.

The instigator of this great and wonderful fundraiser was 
Cathrine Levan, president of the Rotary Club of Surrey 
Fraser Heights. Supporting her were many volunteers, 
Interact students, club members and family members.

Mr. Speaker: Member.

D. Hayer: Also Kildip Ardwara, who volunteered to 
help provide information to the Leader newspaper. I ask 
the House to please thank them for the great work they 
are doing for humanity and raising funds for disasters.

[1005]

Mr. Speaker: I just want to remind members. For 
an introduction of guests, there is some protocol that 

goes with this. We should be more careful in what we're 
doing and the length of time that it takes to do an intro-
duction of guests.

S. Fraser: I have 37 stellar students from Alberni 
District Secondary School. I'd like to introduce them all 
by name, please — no.

Mr. Speaker: It's one of those mornings, Member. 
You might as well fly at it.

S. Fraser: This is a great group of students all interested 
in and moving on to post-secondary education. Last 
night they had the opportunity to stay at UVic. They're 
here today. We had a great tour this morning. Escorting 
them are teachers and chaperones Angie Miller, Bruce 
Carlos, Nick Seredick and Louise Savard. A great group 
of 37 students from ADSS. ADSS rocks. Please help me 
welcome them.

Tabling Documents

Hon. S. Bond: I rise this morning to table the 2009 
annual report for BCRC.

Orders of the Day

Hon. M. de Jong: I call, in Committee A, Committee 
of Supply — for the information of members, the ongoing 
Health estimates — and, in this chamber, second reading 
on Bill 20.

Second Reading of Bills

Bill 20 — Miscellaneous Statutes 
Amendment Act (No. 3), 2010

Hon. M. de Jong: I call second reading of Bill 20, 
which is a miscellaneous statutes amendment act and a 
fairly lengthy one at that, touching on a whole host of 
particular sections.

[C. Trevena in the chair.]

I'll go through them and can advise the mem-
bers that when I come to section 36, dealing with the 
Representative for Children and Youth Act, I will update 
the House on discussions that have taken place. But to 
eliminate the anticipation, happily the government will 
not need to proceed with that section of the act, and it 
will not be proceeding. I'll provide additional information 
in a moment.

The act, as I said, deals with a number of statutes. I'll 
go through them in summary form. The practice, of 
course, is to deal with them in more detail when we get 
to the committee stage debate.
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There are amendments to the Civil Forfeiture Act to 
improve its application — clearer definitions and pro-
cedures, especially for preserving the value of property 
until final decisions are made by the court — and related 
changes to the Environmental Management Act, which 
have the effect of limiting the government's liability for 
the remediation of contaminated properties that come 
into its possession, again through civil forfeiture.

The Police Act is being amended to respond to the 
first Braidwood commission report. I add parenthetically 
that the government is now in possession of the second 
Braidwood report, and we should expect its public release 
shortly. The changes here provide the director of police 
services with authority to make standards for the use of 
force, detention facilities, equipment and supplies used 
for law enforcement, as well as training and retraining 
of police officers.

The Coastal Ferry Act is amended to strengthen the 
B.C. Ferries governance model, establish limits for board 
and executive compensation, and expand the transpar-
ency of B.C. Ferries.

[1010]
There is an amendment to the School Act which imple-

ments a platform commitment to give parents, teachers 
and principals the right to decide whether video surveil-
lance should be installed in their schools.

Legislation related to the community business loans 
program transfers the forest community business loans 
program to the Ministry of Community and Rural 
Development. The legislation authorizes the extension 
of the program's lending terms to serve a wider range 
of rural small businesses in addition to the forest sector, 
including clean and renewable energy, innovative develop-
ment in the use of technology, aquaculture, manufacturing, 
eco-cultural tourism and export-ready small business.

The Evidence Act is amended to extend the current fee 
exemption for commissioner appointments to municipal-
ities, regional districts, the Islands Trust council, treaty First 
Nations, the Nisga'a Nation and Nisga'a villages. The changes 
also provide flexibility as appropriate to exempt individuals 
and classes of persons such as charitable organizations from 
the required appointment fee and are a response to a request 
that we received from all of those organizations.

As I mentioned a moment ago, the amendment 
contained in this bill to the Representative for Children 
and Youth Act will not be proceeding.

I can alert the House to a statement released just a 
few moments ago by Ted Hughes that was delivered to 
the Premier, the Leader of the Opposition, the repre-
sentative and the press where he states his pleasure in 
reporting "that the mediation process has resulted in a 
successful resolution of the issue respecting the confi-
dentiality of cabinet documents that the Representative 
for Children and Youth may review."

He goes on: "Today a senior member of government 
and the representative will sign a protocol that meets 

and respects the needs of both parties. As a result, no 
amendments to the Representative for Children and 
Youth Act will be required." I can add parenthetically, 
again, that the amendment contained in this bill will not 
be proceeding, accordingly.

Mr. Hughes continues by thanking "both the govern-
ment and the Representative for Children and Youth for 
the cooperative and accommodating spirit which they 
both brought to the table." He goes on to thank the indi-
viduals who "have worked tirelessly" to accomplish the 
protocol that will be signed later today.

Going back to the bill, there are amendments to the 
Municipalities Enabling and Validating Act that trans-
fer control of local land use planning for the University 
of British Columbia's Point Grey campus from Metro 
Vancouver to the province, prescribing that the Minister 
of Community and Rural Development will be the deci-
sion-maker for land use planning on that campus.

Amendments to the Small Business Venture Capital 
Act will encourage British Columbians to invest in new 
companies involved in research and development of 
proprietary technologies. These amendments give prov-
incial authority to allocate tax credits for small business 
investment in support of specific sectors such as clean 
technology.

Amendments to the Forest Act increase the protection 
for logging contractors when licensees are transferred 
in insolvency proceedings by requiring the transfer of 
associated replaceable logging contracts when a licence 
is transferred. That is a measure that is here in response 
to repeated requests for additional protection from those 
involved, particularly in the logging and harvesting sec-
tors of the forest industry.

Amendments to the Gaming Control Act ensure that 
all forms of gaming continue to be strongly regulated 
as the industry becomes more diversified, complex and 
technology-based.

There are amendments to the Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
(Cap and Trade) Act to help integrate B.C.'s cap-and-trade 
requirements with those of Western Climate Initiative 
partners. Amendments to the Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
(Renewable and Low Carbon Fuel Requirements) Act en-
sure the effective implementation of the regulations and 
maintain B.C.'s position as a leader in reducing the en-
vironmental impact of transportation fuels.

Amendments to the Liquor Control and Licensing Act 
provide the province with new authority to control and 
enforce the licensing process to prevent serious safety 
risks such as gang-related activities and service of liquor 
to minors.

[1015]
Changes to the Mineral Tenure Act will improve the 

tenure process and increase the efficiency of mineral claim 
acquisition and the administration of mineral titles.

Amendments to the Safety Standards Act support B.C.'s 
bioenergy strategy and give businesses more flexibility by 
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allowing them the choice of developing alternative safety 
plans using innovative and emerging technologies.

Changes to the Transportation Act ensure that future 
properties within a municipality acquired by the province 
for provincial highways remain under provincial owner-
ship when the plan dedicating the property as highway 
is provided to the land title office.

Amendments to the Vancouver Charter allow the city 
of Vancouver to provide permissive tax exemptions to 
local charitable, philanthropic or other not-for-profit 
organizations such as the Royal Canadian Legion.

These amendments are consistent with the existing 
authorities of other municipalities under the Community 
Charter and address an issue that comes to the fore at 
least once a year, on November 11. The amendment will 
ensure that the city of Vancouver has the same flexibil-
ity and options available to other communities in the 
province.

Amendments to the Tobacco Control Act permit an 
exemption for signage on buildings designated as herit-
age properties under the Local Government Act or 
Vancouver Charter.

Finally, the bill makes consequential amendments 
related to a number of statutes, including the Nisga'a 
final agreement and the Maa-nulth First Nations final 
agreement.

I know as always, particularly with a bill covering as 
much territory as this miscellaneous statutes amendment 
act, that there will be general commentary in the dis-
cussion we are having now and more specific questions 
and observations and critiques as the bill proceeds into 
committee stage discussion later in the proceedings of 
the House.

With that, I move, as I did at the outset, second reading 
of the bill.

L. Krog: I firstly want to express my thanks to the 
Attorney General, who kindly offered a briefing on Bill 
20, which I did not have time to take advantage of. But 
our able research department has provided a great deal 
of information on this.

I secondly want to thank the Attorney General for 
the announcement this morning of the withdrawal of 
section 36 of this bill, which was going to prove highly 
contentious. It is good news and good news. It's good 
news for British Columbians, and it's good news because 
I won't take as much of the House's time this morning 
talking to section 36; nor will the other members of the 
opposition caucus who were adamantly opposed to that 
particular section.

This bill, in some respects, makes me think it should 
be the Mary Poppins statute. We're doing a lot of house-
keeping and cleaning up here this morning on a number 
of areas, but I would be remiss if I didn't make comment 
on some of these — and to go through it not with any 
great detail.

Firstly, around the issue of the changes to the aborig-
inal relations and reconciliation amendments. Much of 
this, I assume, has resulted from discussions with the 
Nisga'a people themselves and represents requests on 
their behalf, but that is something that I hope the gov-
ernment will be able to address during the course of 
committee stage of this bill.

The other sections by and large appear, as I say, to be of 
a housekeeping nature. There is nothing of great signifi-
cance. But going through the bill without wishing to dwell 
too long, I do note the obvious concerns the opposition 
has with respect to part 4, the education amendments.

I know my friend the MLA for Skeena will be speaking 
to this in his role as critic, but I must say as a lawyer and 
as someone who is very conscious of how much our 
privacy is invaded each day — often by consent, implied 
or given specifically — these proposed changes are ex-
tremely troubling to me.

I have read articles that indicate there is now in Great 
Britain something in the order of a video surveillance 
camera for every 14 citizens of the United Kingdom.

[1020]
When I was young, which wasn't that long ago — not-

withstanding what some members of the House may suggest 
— I read 1984, and I read Brave New World. You can argue, I 
think, without having to join the ranks of the crazy conspir-
acy theorists, that in some respects we are almost there.

When you purchase any item in a store now, if you're 
one of those people who happily pick up the points 
card or put it on Visa or want to collect whatever, this 
information is being gathered and stored so that you 
can form profiles of all of us in terms of our shopping 
habits, in terms of what we do and what our interests 
are — whether we read highbrow or lowbrow literature, 
whether we read magazines, what kind of soap we use.

I appreciate, and I don't wish to be seen to be straying 
off the point of Bill 20, but what is proposed here is to 
authorize the installation…. I'm referring specifically to 
section 43, which says:

"A board" — referring to a board of school trustees — "may 
install and operate a video surveillance camera in a school facility 
or on school land for the purposes of protecting (a) the safety 
of individuals in a school facility or on school land, (b) an indi-
vidual's belongings in a school facility or on school land, or (c) 
school property with the prior approval of the school planning 
council for the school where the board proposes to install and 
operate a video surveillance camera."
It strikes me as incredibly Orwellian. If our schools are 

unsafe, if we require video surveillance cameras for the 
purposes of protecting students, protecting individuals 
in school facilities or their property, surely there are better 
ways to go about it. The concept that a grade 5 student 

— not an adult at law, not capable at law of giving consent 
to be surveilled — is going to be the subject of surveillance 
on a school playground or in a corridor or potentially in 
a classroom, because there is no restriction on this…. 
That concept, I think, is actually quite repugnant.
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Now, my understanding is — and I'm sure the Minister 
of Education or the Attorney General will correct me if 
I'm wrong — that the whole purpose of this is to fulfil 
a campaign commitment made by the Liberal Party in 
the last election. Now, every party that ever gets elected 
to power campaigns on a platform generally, and one 
should never expect or accept that the election of that 
party to power represents a public endorsement of every 
specific provision of their platform.

As much as many in our province have concerns about 
crime and violence, and bullying in our schools in par-
ticular, I cannot believe for a moment that the majority 
of British Columbians actually think it's a good idea to 
have surveillance cameras on school property. I cannot 
believe that we have so descended into a climate of fear 
in our province that there is a public expectation that 
the surveillance of children is important. I cannot be-
lieve that we have so descended as a society that we are 
prepared to submit to what Orwell described.

It's bad enough that if you walk off the school grounds 
and go into the convenience store, chances are you'll be 
under surveillance. That's a private facility. It's a choice 
a student makes to go and purchase a candy bar, a bottle 
of pop or whatever. But in a public school, which by law 
you're required to attend because we see public educa-
tion as such an important public value in our society…. 
An institution that you're required to attend by law is 
now going to be engaging the same kind of practices 
as private industry, private shops, who wish to protect 
themselves from theft or being victimized by criminal 
behaviour.

[1025]
I want to quote what Patti Bacchus of the Vancouver 

school board said. She said: "Are we going to be replacing 
people with technology? I don't know why the govern-
ment would feel this was an election promise it had 
to keep. I don't see any spike in crime or any demand 
for surveillance." She goes on to say: "What will keep 
schools safe is having school support workers, counsellors, 
teachers — not cameras." No one could have put it more 
simply or more eloquently than Patti Bacchus did.

If we are to ensure that our schools are safe, there are a 
multitude of things we can do in order to ensure school 
safety. We can ensure that the teachers in our system, 
the teaching assistants, custodians — all who work in 
the public education system — have some kind of train-
ing to be able to detect and understand and see bullying 
when it's occurring, to recognize the symptoms and 
the behaviour of the students, to be able to step in and 
intervene.

You have to ask the question: if the surveillance is 
designed to deter bullying or criminal behaviour…? We 
know there's been no discernible drop in crime rates 
because of the institution of surveillance cameras. There 
are no defining studies that say it's going to happen. I 
heard no evidence in the Attorney General's remarks 

earlier today, nor have I seen any public justification for 
the institution of surveillance cameras.

And if we do bring them in, at what cost? I'm talking 
monetary cost, hon. Speaker. Are we going to erase 
them every 30 days? Are we going to store them in a 
library? Who is going to be responsible for them? Are 
we hiring extra staff or expecting school boards who 
undertake this to hire extra staff? Is the Ministry of 
Education going to put this line item in the education 
budget each year now, for surveillance for the various 
school districts?

Will the trustees of my board of education, Nanaimo, 
be able to come to Victoria and say: "Minister, we need 
a half-million bucks this year in order to make sure our 
cameras are up and operating — that they're working, 
that they're watching what children are doing in the 
classroom or on the playground"?

It is an admission, I would suggest, of failure that the 
government would consider bringing in this provision.

It's also troubling because many groups involved with 
public education — the B.C. Teachers Federation, the 
B.C. School Trustees Association — have all commented 
that the planning councils, which specifically are the 
groups that have to approve the installation of video 
surveillance cameras, are not actually working very well. 
We know that teachers have boycotted them for a long 
time. The school trustees are basically saying that these 
planning councils don't work very well.

Candidly, although I have no children in the public 
education system anymore, I'm not fond of the concept 
that a school planning council is going to determine the 
rights to privacy in a classroom of any children. I don't 
think I agree with the concept that a school board — 
which, for whatever reason, hasn't been able to address 
a bullying problem appropriately in the school district — 
is now going to fall back on video camera surveillance.

If there was some tremendous public demand for it, 
if there were some studies, if there was some evidence 
that this would actually have a positive impact, that this 
would improve the learning environment…. Even then, 
in fairness, I'm not sure you could convince me of this, 
because I think this is very much a matter of principle.

Children are required to go to school. They're entitled 
to be safe and secure in our public school system, but I 
don't think we're going to address education and the qual-
ity of education in this province by surveilling children.

[1030]
Hon. Speaker, the government has very wisely chosen, 

I think, to withdraw section 36. I would respectfully 
suggest to the Minister of Education, to the Attorney 
General, to the government in general, that they consider 
very carefully why they are proceeding with part 4 of 
Bill 20. Because there is a time to step back as a society 
and say that something is actually offensive to the basic 
principles of privacy that we all believe we have the right 
to enjoy.
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That cliché-ridden, sexist statement that an English-
man's home is his castle…. Surely for our children, 
the school is their castle, in a sense. It is an institution 
designed and built for them by all of us, through our con-
tributions as citizens. It's a place where they can be safe 
and secure and learn, because we see public education as 
a great value.

I sincerely hope the government will reconsider its 
position on this particular provision of Bill 20. If it 
passes, the questions, as I've indicated earlier, become: 
at what cost to the system and for what benefit? What 
precedent will we have set?

You know, we have seen movies, documentaries, films, 
programs, newscasts about the condition of some of the 
American schools where violence is almost akin to may-
hem, where there are armed security guards. I would like 
to think that here in British Columbia, before we descend 
into that hell, if you will, surely we can do things other 
than bring in video surveillance. It sets a tone in public 
education that I don't think accords with the values of 
British Columbians.

There are a number of other provisions. The Attorney 
General spoke briefly about them. We have, if you will, 
the baker's dozen. It covers 12 different ministerial areas. 
The one that does stand out, in particular, I think, is 
those changes that are provided to be made with respect 
to transportation, particularly B.C. Ferries.

Formerly my constituency boundaries included the 
Gabriola Island ferry terminal, the Duke Point ferry ter-
minal and the Departure Bay ferry terminal. I'm now like 
the character in a Victorian novel, living in somewhat 
reduced circumstances. I only have the Departure Bay 
terminal.

As a native-born Islander, ferries are important to us. 
No one understands ferries better than those of us who 
want to get back and forth to the Lower Mainland or 
places further afield. Most of us have not seen the pas-
sage of the Coastal Ferry Act as being the greatest step 
forward in the provision and enhancement of public 
transportation in British Columbia's history.

It's amusing that we find ourselves now with a number 
of provisions being proposed with respect to amend-
ments that the opposition politely suggested some time 
ago were going to come about.

When you took B.C. Ferries out from under public 
scrutiny, when you removed the scrutiny of the freedom 
of information, when you put it behind closed doors 
and somehow pretended it was independent — when 
the only shareholder was the government and therefore 
the people of British Columbia — the opposition quite 
rightly screamed loud and long, because we knew it was a 
sham. It was a sham to pretend that the only shareholder 
wouldn't really be in charge of the ferry corporation.

[1035]
Now we're coming back full circle — without really 

much of an apology, I might add, for having led us down 

this path this long — to trying to bring the ferry corpora-
tion to heel, so to speak, to deal with some of the issues 
that have arisen, particularly around compensation, 
management and making it subject to FOI.

I think the government has to learn that just because 
the opposition proposes something or says it's a good 
thing to do or a wrong thing to do and it doesn't accord 
with what the government says, it can't actually be the 
right thing to do. The government may have to accept 
that proposition from time to time. Smart governments 
do.

What we're really seeing here are improvements, but 
they really don't go far enough in many respects. We know 
that amendments are certainly required and improve-
ments made, but with great respect, these amendments 
and improvements simply don't go far enough.

There are provisions that relate to environmental 
changes and the greenhouse cap-and-trade. These 
amendments really don't give us any details about how 
this model would operate — leaves it up to the discre-
tion of a ministerial-appointed director and comes back 
to the old hobbyhorse that I continuously ride in this 
Legislature, and that is the fact that we see more and 
more statutes and provisions that hand regulatory au-
thority over to cabinet, as opposed to having bills before 
this House where the meat and the focus and the effect 
of the legislation is actually debated.

This just carries on with that rather disturbing trend 
in legislation. What we are seeing here is a continuance 
of that approach, which may lead to efficiency, may 
well save debate in this chamber. But I'd like to think 
that spending time debating something in this cham-
ber was actually what we were really elected to do, that 
we weren't elected to simply get into government, be-
come cabinet ministers and then take over the power, if 
you will, and the authority to do things that historically 
would have been the subject of public debate.

The phrase has been used, in a recent court case in 
British Columbia, about how something could be done 
with the stroke of a pen. Well, that's really what we're 
talking about here. With the stroke of a pen, things can 
be accomplished that will have and do have a significant 
impact on the lives of British Columbians. Including 
these changes.…

Again, no details. All aspects of the system up to the 
regulation and discretion of the ministerial-appointed 
director. That's the effect of this.

Now, the director may be a fine, wise, capable, intelligent 
person, but surely there comes a point where those 
things that impact on people's lives should be the subject 
of at least some modest form of debate, and that's not 
happening here.

Now, I know that many of my colleagues have some 
comments to make about some of the specific areas that 
relate to their critic roles. I have tried to address some of 
these provisions.
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I do note with some amusement the change set out in 
section 119. I would call it the "happy hour at the home" 
provision. It provides, and this is really for the listening 
audience, that in care facilities — that includes assisted-
living residences, community care facilities and hospitals 

— "a person in charge of an assisted living residence, com-
munity care facility or a hospital may, subject to terms 
and conditions imposed by the general manager" — 
that's the liquor licensing branch — "if any, allow liquor 
to be provided to a patient or resident of that institution" 
or a guest or patient and charge for that liquor.

So in future, instead of having to take granny out of 
the home down the road to the local pub, she'll be able 
to enjoy an afternoon cocktail in the care facility. Now, I 
say this with a small smile on my face, but I can't help but 
think that the ghost of W.A.C. Bennett is in this cham-
ber as we speak — a teetotaller himself, surrounded 
by some members of his cabinet who were somewhat 
famous for imbibing on occasion.

[1040]
We've come so far in the modernization of liquor 

legislation in British Columbia that now not only are we 
selling liquor in all kinds of places…. I see the former 
Solicitor General here. We're selling it in liquor stores 
all over the province. We're now going to ensure that 
you don't even have to leave the old folks home to get a 
drink in B.C.

Now, this may be a good thing. Maybe if and when I 
get to that stage, I will appreciate this amendment. But 
at this point I do find it somewhat amusing that we have 
come so far that we're now authorizing the sale. A cyn-
ical person might think this has to be a stream of revenue 
to ensure that the government will be able to keep down 
the costs of long-term and extended care stays, and I'm 
sure that's a consideration.

Interjection.

L. Krog: The former Solicitor General says I'm being 
terribly cynical, and perhaps I'm being slightly cynical. 
It's my nature. One can't practise law or have spent any 
time in politics without developing a certain level of 
cynicism.

In the meantime, I will watch with interest how things 
change in the care system across this province for our 
seniors and people with disabilities, who will now be 
able to enjoy the kind of socialization that more mobile 
British Columbians presently enjoy.

With respect to the rest of the bill, I leave it to my 
friends to comment. As the Attorney General has wisely 
pointed out, the devil is in the details. It would appear 
there are a number of provisions here that may have far 
more impact than on the face of it.

I think all members of the opposition look forward to 
being able to debate the sections in committee stage to 
find out what the true import of this bill is. After all, this 

is a 248-section monster, and it's coming late in the ses-
sion. Our job is to actually spend time ensuring that the 
people's will is done and the public is protected, so I look 
forward to that debate. I look forward to hearing what 
my colleagues will have to say this morning.

H. Bains: I, too, would like to take this opportunity 
to speak on Bill 20. As my colleagues before me have 
said, it has wide-ranging effects covering wide-ranging 
subjects affecting our constituents' daily lives. There are 
some particular sections in there that deal with my role 
as critic of Transportation, and there are some other 
issues that I have some concerns about.

First, I want to talk about part 4, section 42. This is 
the one that allows schools to install cameras inside the 
schools. That is a serious concern to me, and I'm sure 
that will be a serious concern to many parents out there. 
No one has given any explanation. What is the purpose 
of those cameras inside the schools, school hallways?

I could understand the need for cameras as far as van-
dalism is concerned or property damage is concerned, 
if they were installed for that purpose outside of the 
building, monitoring areas around the school buildings. 
Yes, let's face it. There has been quite a bit of damage 
to school property, and we need to do something about 
that. But there has to be some demonstrated need.

I think, from a previous life, when the issue of cam-
eras at workplaces came up, that issue went all the way to 
the Supreme Court of Canada, as I understand it. I think 
they set up some very strict guidelines on where and 
under what conditions you can install those cameras.

First of all, there has to be demonstrated need that 
there is some evidence of property damage, theft, etc. 
Then only at those places can a camera be directed, not at 
the workers or people within that facility who have noth-
ing to do with the concern that the employer may have.

I think what we're talking about here is more alarming, 
because we're talking about our children. The teachers 
are in the classrooms. Teachers are watching our chil-
dren right from the time they enter the classrooms or 
they are inside that building, and they are monitoring 
them outside when they are playing in the playing fields. 
I think the issue is when the school is closed, after school 
hours and/or in the summertime when the schools are 
shut down.

[1045]
I think those are the issues. If those are the issues, 

then I think that's where we should be concentrating our 
efforts to protect the property of our schools and to see 
what can be done as far as installation of the cameras as 
a concern. But inside the schools it's a serious concern, 
and no one has said anything.

What is the purpose, and what is the need to have 
those cameras installed inside the schools? I think at 
the committee stage we will be asking a lot of questions 
about that. What is the purpose? Why do we need this 
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legislation to allow them to install those cameras inside 
the school buildings?

I want to move on, because I'm told that the time allo-
cated to this bill is only so much. I'm going to move on to 
some of the other sections pertaining to transportation. I 
want to talk about part 12, transportation and infrastruc-
ture amendments to the Coastal Ferry Act, and the other 
sections that cover the South Coast British Columbia 
Transportation Authority Act, the TransLink act.

First of all, on the B.C. Ferries, I think finally this 
government has listened up to the concerns of the ferry 
riders, the public and the opposition, who brought those 
issues to the attention of this government. In 2008 my 
colleague from North Coast introduced in this House 
what we called the Fair Ferries Act, 2008. The govern-
ment ignored that completely.

That's exactly what the comptroller general has come 
up with — the recommendations that we were recom-
mending under that bill, that my colleague from North 
Coast recommended. Asking for an act to increase the 
accountability of B.C. Ferries to both the government 
and the public, and requiring that the public interest be 
taken into account when rates charged on designated 
routes are set were part of the act that my colleague from 
North Coast brought forward in this House.

Then we talked about consideration of ridership, 
public good and available access by ferry-dependent 
communities. "It rolls back the salaries of directors to 
a more fair and reasonable compensation and requires 
legislative approval of subsequent salary increases." The 
act also brought the B.C. ferry corporation under the 
authority of the Freedom of Information and Protection 
of Privacy Act. Those were the recommendations that 
were recommended by my colleague back in 2008 in this 
House. The government completely ignored them.

Finally, the new Minister of Transportation — who 
I guess has some questions about the ability of the 
previous Minister of Transportation — called for the 
review of both B.C. Ferries and TransLink. You know, 
so much confidence of the new minister in the work 
of the previous minister. Under the comptroller gener-
al's recommendations, the report that she put together, 
these were exactly the recommendations she came up 
with. I'm glad that some of those recommendations are 
in this act.

For example, bringing B.C. Ferries under the Freedom 
of Information and Privacy Act is a good thing, because 
this is a taxpayer-run organization, a Crown corpora-
tion. They don't call it that; they call it a quasi-private 
organization. But it is our organization. It is a public 
organization. This is the entity that is doing the service 
that the public needs for transport from the mainland 
onto the islands.

Also, to make the top executive compensation in line 
with the public sector…. Before, the minister would 
stand in this House and say that she had no control over 

it. I say that those executives we have out there are doing 
a fine job. There's no question about that. I think they're 
pretty good in what they're doing, but I think we as 
public representatives must act on behalf of the public. 
The public perception was that there was no one watch-
ing the till when it came to the B.C. Ferries executive 
salaries.

Finally, the comptroller general came up with a report 
and said that there has to be much more control over 
that.

The other part which I agree with wholeheartedly is 
separating the board of directors and the authority, be-
cause it was leaving an impression of conflict. You know, 
you are authorities setting the guidelines, and you're also 
the board of directors running the same corporation. So 
I think that is also a good thing.

[1050]
There are a number of good things in there. I think 

about 80 percent, my colleague from North Coast will 
tell us, of the recommendations that this side and my 
colleague put forward in 2008 are in this bill, which I 
think is a good thing. Finally, they listened. I know that 
my colleague from North Coast will speak more in detail 
on those recommendations.

I want to move on to the TransLink side. I'm really 
concerned about that one. There were 12 recommen-
dations through the same report that the comptroller 
general came up with dealing with TransLink. Three of 
them were directing TransLink themselves, and do you 
know what? I must say that they have done their part. 
They complied with all three recommendations, and 
they put in or brought in the changes that are necessary 
to deal with those recommendations, so good for them.

But the other nine that required this government and 
this minister to make changes? The minister has ignored 
all nine of them — except small changes that are in here. 
Instead of a ten-year fully funded plan, the comptroller 
general recommended that it should be only a three-
year plan, which I think goes a long way in dealing with 
some of the issues that TransLink was facing. Between 
years four and ten, it will be the six-year outlook they are 
required to put out.

I think there's a small improvement in that area, but the 
majority of the recommendations…. The key issue that 
TransLink is facing today is the funding issue. There were 
recommendations in the comptroller general's report.

This minister had the opportunity to deal with those 
recommendations so that we can put together and put in 
service the provincial transportation plan, which means 
the Evergreen line extension; which means extension 
of the SkyTrain into Surrey; which means the rapid bus 
lines south of the Fraser; which means, also, the line to 
the UBC; and a whole host of other changes that were 
recommended by TransLink in their own report.

The only reason that they cannot put them into practice 
is because they have no operating funds available to 
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them right now. The minister continues to say that they 
will build the Evergreen line, but there's no operation 
money.

The other example of how mismanaged that can be or 
how she can mismanage that particular part of the pro-
ject is — a prime example before us — the SeaBus. The 
third SeaBus was purchased before the Olympics. It was 
reported by this minister that that third SeaBus will be 
in operation by early 2010. Well, during the Olympics 
the third SeaBus was in operation.

The minister promised that the SeaBus service will be 
every ten minutes, but now this SeaBus is sitting in stor-
age. Why? Because TransLink does not have the revenue 
stream and the operation funds available to put in the 
third SeaBus.

The public has demonstrated the desire and need 
that that third SeaBus is needed. TransLink's own data 
shows you that in March this year there was 18 percent 
higher ridership compared to March of the previous 
year. The need is there. Public desire is there. They have 
demonstrated that, not only during the Olympics but 
post-Olympics as well. But TransLink's hands are tied 
because this government wouldn't come to the table to 
provide them with the revenue stream they need to put 
that SeaBus in operation, so here's a SeaBus purchased 
but parked because there's no operation money.

Now, she's talking about Evergreen line, that they will 
build it. But where is the operation money? Because of 
lack of operation money, are we to see that the line will 
be built, that the cars will be purchased but that they 
cannot operate them, and then they will be sitting in 
storage? I mean, what kind of management is that?

I think those are the questions the public has. The 
minister had the opportunity to deal with these issues in 
this bill, and she ignored that. Those are some of the ser-
ious issues that I have as the critic of Transportation, and 
my colleague must have and will have, and he will have 
the opportunity to speak on those on the B.C. Ferries 
side. Those are some of the concerns that I have.

[1055]
I know that because of the time restraints I will not 

take any further time. With that, I will take my seat. I 
want to thank my colleague before me, who actually 
gave us the overview of this very large, voluminous bill 
that is dealing with the many aspects of our daily lives.

R. Austin: It's a pleasure to get up and speak in second 
reading to Bill 20. I'm going to confine my remarks to part 
4, sections 42 to 44, and that's the section that's making 
changes to the School Act, making amendments from 
here in Victoria that enable schools to have cameras not 
only just outside the buildings but inside the buildings.

Following on some of the remarks made by the mem-
ber for Nanaimo, I'm a bit astounded that this is actually 
happening here, notwithstanding all the concerns we 
have around privacy issues, especially for our children.

The reality is that within certain circumstances there 
have been cameras at schools for a number of years. In 
fact, I had a long discussion with a Victoria school trustee 
who passed on a report to me that was done, I believe, in 
the 1990s. It took several months of consultations with 
parents, with administrators, with school board officials 
to come up with a policy for the Victoria school district 
to enable, under very specific circumstances, the intro-
duction of cameras into the school system. I'm sure that 
if I was to canvass school districts throughout the prov-
ince, I would find similar examples of that.

I'm really wondering why we're having to have this 
debate and bringing this into the Legislature here, be-
cause schools have already been doing this, in large part. 
The big change, I guess, is in dealing with school cameras 
that have mostly been used on the outside of buildings 
and making it allowable to bring them, by statute here, 
inside a school. That changes the discussion very much.

When our kids go to school, when our parents send 
children to school, there's an expectation that schools are 
safe places. There's an expectation that it is a nurturing 
environment, that it is a comforting environment, that 
there are lots of adults within that building who provide 
that safety and that nurturing environment.

Those adults in the school building obviously aren't 
just the teachers. They are the administrators. They are 
the noonhour supervisors who supervise kids when they 
are on a break. It's the custodians who also build relation-
ships with the children that they see each and every day.

I think it's very ironic that at a time when schools are 
having to make cuts — the government calls them dif-
ficult choices, but they are cuts — to these live bodies, 
the people who make our schools safe, at the same time 
they're bringing in a piece of legislation that enables 
cameras to come in to do some of the tasks that should 
be done by human beings and having that interaction 
with adults and our children.

I think it's very ironic, because you know cameras 
are expensive. They require maintenance. They require 
people, obviously, to take the time to go back and look 
at all of this material that's on a camera, if there's an inci-
dent. Yet at the same time, we're cutting people who are 
so needed within our school system to supply the kind of 
care and supervision that is needed.

I'm reminded that I'm not the only one who is won-
dering why the government is doing this, because the 
minister has been questioned about this and is on record 
as saying that the reason why they're doing this is because 
it's a promise. It's a commitment that was made in the 
election platform of the B.C. Liberals last year in 2009.

I can't help but wonder, as they see fit to fulfil this 
election promise, about all the other election promises 
that they didn't see fit to enact. An obvious one is that 
they promised to protect public education, and yet we're 
seeing cuts everywhere in the school system. It would be 
wonderful if they would get rid of this and actually fulfil 
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the promise to protect public education — not to men-
tion, of course, the promise not to bring in the HST.

I think that if the government is going to be using 
that as the reason why they're bringing in these changes 
to the School Act, there are lots of other promises that 
British Columbians would see as being far more import-
ant to keep than to be bringing cameras into the school 
system.

I'm going to be asking questions in committee stage 
on this, but I have serious difficulty understanding the 
consultative process.

[1100]
Obviously, if we're going to have cameras in a school, 

it has to be parents as well as administrators and teach-
ers who have input into this decision. After all, these are 
children who are going to be surveilled here, so parents 
have to have input. Yet the change here says that the con-
sultative process is going to be through school planning 
councils.

Well, I don't think that'll work, the reason being that 
probably over half the schools in this province don't 
have a functioning SPC. They don't have a school plan-
ning council that's working.

It's a long debate as to why that's happened, but the 
bottom line, basically, is that this was legislated into be-
ing in the first mandate of this government. Yet a lot of 
parents have seen it as just a secondary meeting to go 
to, when there were already the PACs in place to try and 
bring teachers, parents and administrators together. So 
a lot of parents haven't been involved. As my colleague 
mentioned earlier, a lot of teachers have actively boy-
cotted the SPC process, feeling that it's not the right 
way for schools to be run and to have the input from 
parents.

To actually put this in statute…. I don't know how par-
ents, using an SPC, will be able to have that commitment 
and have that say in whether they want their children to 
be surveilled. Right there I think we've got some serious 
questions to ask of the government in terms of how they 
expect this to actually take place.

I also think that there are serious privacy issues 
that have not been addressed, even by our Privacy 
Commissioner here in British Columbia. I'd like to see 
what the office here has to say with regards to this.

You know, we live in a society that has, over the last ten 
to 15 years, taken on more and more CCTV cameras. As 
the member for Nanaimo was alluding to, I come from 
a country that in the last 15 years has been overrun with 
surveillance of its citizens. I'm now pleased to see that 
with the change of government there, they're realizing 
that they have gone a little bit overboard in terms of how 
much they surveil their citizens.

It's time to pull back and recognize that all of us have 
rights as individual citizens. And when we are talking 
about children here, who don't have the ability to speak 
for themselves, it's important that parents understand 

the implications of cameras coming into the school sys-
tem and understand the importance of them being part 
of a decision.

Now, I can understand, in very special circum-
stances…. I'm going to speak to one. I worked at an 
elementary school in Terrace where there was a case — 
it was in the boys' washroom — of feces being wiped 
on walls, not just once, not just a silly act that some silly 
little boys do in there when they're young, but continu-
ally. The school tried to figure out who was doing this. 
This is obviously completely unacceptable behaviour, so 
there was the discussion, then, in this specific case of an 
act that's not normal, about: how do we catch the perpe-
trators of this act?

I can understand that there are circumstances under 
which a school administrator and teachers and parents 
would want to figure out a way as a solution, but I really 
think that cameras should be the last resort, not the im-
mediate way in which you solve a problem like that. So 
I think it's fair to say that we have lots of questions to 
ask with regards to cameras — we have lots of concerns 
around privacy and around parents having the ability to 
be a part of the consultative process — and will be doing 
that in committee stage.

I thank you for the ability to say a few words on this, 
and I now cede the floor to others to allow them to 
speak.

S. Simpson: I'm pleased to have an opportunity to 
take my place for a few minutes and to talk to Bill 20, the 
Miscellaneous Statutes Amendment Act (No. 3), intro-
duced in this Legislature.

As my colleagues have said, there are a number of 
members who are looking for the opportunity to speak. 
We know we have limited time, so I will focus my com-
ments on a couple of very specific sections of this piece 
of legislation which, as the minister has said, covers a 
wide variety of legislation that it makes changes to.

I guess at the outset what I would like to do is say how 
relieved I am — and I know that the members on this side 
and many, many British Columbians are relieved — that 
the government made the decision to withdraw section 
36 from this piece of legislation. Those were the changes 
to the children and youth act that would have seriously 
restricted and limited the children's commissioner's ac-
cess to information related to cabinet documents.

[1105]
We know that came following a court decision — 

where the representative was required to go to court in 
order to protect the access of her office, and succeeded 
in that — and, of course, Mr. Hughes's comments in a 
letter to the Premier and the minister.

Now, as we've heard from the Attorney General, there 
has been resolution reached today, with the intervention 
of Mr. Hughes, in order to find a solution that, it appears, 
will be satisfactory to all parties. So we can be happy that 
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the access of the representative has been protected, the 
integrity of that has been protected, and she will be able 
to continue to do the excellent job that she's been doing 
for the people of British Columbia.

I want to speak to one other section before I get down 
to an area that relates much more specifically to my critic 
area, and that's section 37 of the bill. What section 37 of 
the bill essentially does is take the endowment lands at 
the University of British Columbia, removes them from 
any oversight of Metro Vancouver — the regional dis-
trict — and puts all of that control into the hands of the 
Minister of Community and Rural Development.

[L. Reid in the chair.]

This is of great concern, I know, to people in the Metro 
area. It should be of great concern to anybody who looks 
at questions around democratic process, because this is, 
among other things, a question of democratic process.

UBC has always been an anomaly of sorts. It sat, to some 
degree, certainly outside of the city of Vancouver. Even 
though the city of Vancouver supplies many of its services, 
it sits outside the city of Vancouver. It has had — at least to 
some degree, as an electoral district — some relationship 
or some legislated relationship to the rest of the regional 
district, through Metro Vancouver and through the rela-
tionship that happens there. That relationship is particularly 
important when it comes to issues of land use planning.

What we know…. Vancouver prides itself as, and 
continually rates as, one of the best cities in the world. 
And that's not just the city of Vancouver proper; that's a 
regional recognition, I believe, for the work that's been 
done in the region and many areas of the region. That 
often deals with questions of livability, of sustainability 

— of those matters.
Part of the success of that, without doubt, has been 

a very vigorous planning regime within the city of 
Vancouver that looks at livability and quality-of-life 
issues, but also, within Metro Vancouver, the livable re-
gion plan and the sustainable region initiative. All of 
those efforts have been aimed by the region, very clearly, 
at ensuring the livability, the sustainability, of this region 
and how it unfolds and how it plays out.

UBC is a pretty important piece of that mix, particu-
larly as you see the accelerated growth and development 
that's happening at the university. So now, instead of ob-
liging the university to engage with the rest of the region, 
the university has a pass on that and is able to deal dir-
ectly with the minister.

Now, I respect the minister, and I respect the work 
that he will do, but the bottom line is that he's not elected 
by the people in that community. He doesn't have any 
connection to that community, not just as an individual 
MLA — I'm sure that he can kind of get up to speed on 
that — but in terms of that position. It really has little 
connection to that community.

We know that local governments provide the best 
opportunity for people to be able to engage, to make 
representations, to talk about development, to find solu-
tions on questions and issues of development within any 
given area. There is no assurance that that process is go-
ing to happen now with section 37, which makes these 
changes related to UBC.

What the people who are residents there, probably 
more than anything, have been calling for in that area is 
actually looking for some way that they get some kind of 
representative government, some way that they get some 
kind of say over who makes those decisions for them.

It's not good enough for the president of UBC to say 
that this is a threat to academic freedom. I think that 
it's a stretch, to say the least, to suggest that land use 
planning and development questions are a threat to aca-
demic freedom.

This is about livable communities and the livability 
of these communities, about how the people who are 
resident there and the surrounding neighbouring com-
munities are impacted and about how you work in some 
collaborative fashion.

[1110]
This particular change here under section 37 is retro-

gressive, as far as I'm concerned. It takes away from the 
livability of the community. It takes away from the plan-
ning in that community, and that's an issue. When we 
talk about sustainability, when we talk about climate 
issues, which the government speaks about, what we 
know is that 80 percent of the challenge related to cli-
mate is in our urban areas. That's where we need to pay 
attention and focus our attention, and this seems to take 
away from the ability to engage citizens in that discus-
sion in a meaningful way.

It's an issue that has been questioned both by people 
outside of that community, who are concerned about it, 
and also by people who are very well respected both in 
the UBC community and in the planning community — 
people like Dr. Setty Pendakur, who have raised issues 
around how this will unfold and what those impacts will 
be. This is a section that I look forward to us having a 
chance to speak about more in committee stage to try 
and get some sense of why the government thinks that 
this makes sense, that this is intelligent policy-making 
when it comes to that issue.

I want to now move on to one particular area that 
focuses in my critic area around Housing and Social 
Development, and that's primarily in the gaming area. 
There are a couple of other sections there. We will have 
some questions in relation to those when we get to com-
mittee stage, but there are significant changes related to 
gaming and gaming control in Bill 20.

The first area is an area that I think raises a much 
broader question about the viability of horse racing in 
British Columbia. There are significant changes here. 
These are changes that largely pull horse racing out of 
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control under Lotteries, will create a stand-alone or-
ganizational structure that will — as it appears by the 
legislation, and we'll confirm this — move the money 
that currently goes in through Lotteries and into general 
revenues. It will no longer go there. Those dollars will, in 
large part, go into an industry-based committee.

Now, we know that the Minister of Housing and Social 
Development has spoken to this. Industry officials have 
spoken to this. We know the horse-racing industry is in 
some trouble. We know there's talk about consolidation 
of thoroughbreds and standardbreds together in one oper-
ation and discussion about where it makes sense to do that.

We know the application of slot machines at Hastings 
Park and other facilities was expected and was hoped…. 
It certainly was the claim of the proponents that this 
would be the saving grace of horse racing by drawing 
all of those extra dollars, slot machine dollars, into the 
racetracks. It would allow them to increase the size of 
purses, would allow them to be able to create a thriving 
industry. We know those slot machine operations are 
not generating the kind of dollars that were anticipated, 
and we know that the horse-racing industry has some 
considerable challenges.

So there are questions about what this new entity 
looks like that the minister has been talking to people 
in the industry about. How will they make decisions? 
What are the plans? I think what we need to do is recog-
nize that this piece of legislation here…. The changes 
in Bill 20, as they relate to horse racing, are meant to 
generate the revenues and the resources for that entity, 
whatever that is, to be able to move forward — presum-
ably to try to save and put horse racing back on a sound 
footing in British Columbia.

I do look forward to being able to have a discussion 
with the minister in regard to what those plans look like 
and how, in fact, the community will have some abil-
ity to have some discussion around this. I know that in 
my constituency, where Hastings Park racecourse is, the 
thoroughbreds racecourse, there are lots of people who 
enjoy the thoroughbreds there. But there's always a dis-
cussion about what that future looks like.

Certainly, I know that if the thinking of the gov-
ernment and the industry is to consolidate both the 
standardbreds and thoroughbreds at one location, and 
possibly at Hastings Park, the community will want to 
have an opportunity to be part of a discussion about 
what the implications of that are.

A big part of this has to be: who is this entity that's go-
ing to be making these recommendations or decisions? 
How do they engage the community? What controls 
are on them in terms of their decisions? What role does 
Vancouver have in these decisions as a municipality, and 
what impositions does the provincial government plan 
to put in place in order to protect that industry? We will 
learn more about that as we move forward.

[1115]

One of the other issues that relates to gaming is cer-
tainly in the area of problem gambling. One of the things 
this legislation looks to do is for people who are in vol-
untary self-exclusion programs as gamblers, people with 
gambling problems and addictions, will be to remove their 
ability to claim winnings. That is an approach that has 
been used in some other jurisdictions with some effect.

We'll have to have a discussion more about what this 
all means and what the intentions of these changes are. 
As we've learned as very recently as last week, there is a 
huge problem in British Columbia around the program, 
the voluntary self-exclusion program, around how the 
government deals with problem gambling. Those prob-
lems relate both to, I believe, the 30 percent cut, the 
one-third cut in support for programs for problem gam-
bling, but equally what has been clearly shown, not just 
in British Columbia but also in Ontario and Alberta, are 
the problems around enforcement on the voluntary self-
exclusion programs.

These programs haven't worked. We've now had inci-
dences with people in British Columbia who have come 
forward and said: "I've been on a voluntary program for 
18 months. I have an addiction. I'm in the casino every 
weekend almost, and play for hours and hours and have 
bet thousands and thousands of dollars, and nobody's 
ever kicked me out."

There are doctors, addiction counsellors who have 
also raised those issues around that, so we do know that 
it is a big, big problem. They have seen similar prob-
lems in Ontario. In Ontario there have been at least 12 
court cases related to this — nine of which have been 
settled, but three that haven't — around people who are 
on voluntary exclusion programs. But because the en-
forcement was weak, they in fact were continuing in the 
casinos and continuing to play.

Now, as I understand it, they're moving forward here 
and proceeding with what is a class action suit in Ontario 
around Ontario Lottery and Gaming, a $3½ billion class 
action suit on behalf of 10,000 people who are in the self-
exclusion program and who feel that they're not receiving 
the support that they need.

Part of what the challenge is, and experts out of 
Alberta and elsewhere have talked about this, is that what 
happens is that people who have that addictive nature, 
particularly when it relates to gambling, of course sign 
up for this program. When they sign up for the self-ex-
clusion programs, they are under the expectation that in 
fact they're going to get some assistance. They're going 
to be helped to not go and be in casinos. The problem is 
that because of lax enforcement issues, it's not occurring, 
and they are continuing to be in there.

Dr. Jennifer Melamed, who is a physician in the Lower 
Mainland and an addictions specialist, has spoken about 
some of her patients. Her comment in the media the 
other day, and it was in reference to the program, was 
that: "If you say you're going to keep them out, then keep 
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them out. If you're saying it's a scam or a farce and it's 
not going to work, then tell the patients up front."

What we need to do is have a program that works. I 
know this piece of legislation does appear to be putting 
in place a piece around removing the ability of people 
to gain winnings, and that's one piece. But the critical 
piece here is: how do we make sure we keep people out 
of the casinos? I look forward to the opportunity to dis-
cuss that further.

Also, the piece that I don't see here and that we'll 
look forward to exploring with the minister is how the 
programs will be improved for problem gambling as 
it relates to electronic gambling — to the Internet and 
Internet gambling.

We know the government recently increased gam-
bling limits from $120 a week to $9,999 per week that 
people can gamble on the Internet. They've increased 
the variety of programs and games that can be played 
that now will be much more appealing.

The government has an obligation to deal with that be-
cause, as we've been told by experts, Internet gambling 
is potentially the most problematic area for people who 
have an addictive nature. There are also great concerns 
there that it will appeal to young people — by young, I 
mean 25 or so — who may not be inclined to want to go 
to a casino but are very comfortable on their iPhone, on 
their Blackberry, on their computer using those types of 
tools to engage.

[1120]
If that engagement includes gambling, then we need 

to look at how those programs work, too, and I look for-
ward to asking the minister and talking to the minister 
about how that proceeds.

The last comment I want to make, because we are 
running out of time here, is on issues around gaming 
security. We know that the government removed the il-
legal gambling team for illegal gambling facilities. There 
has been, certainly, some question around that.

There continue to be issues around to what degree 
organized crime tries to make use of legal gambling 
either in order to be able to launder money or around 
loansharking. The legislation purports to improve and 
strengthen some of those activities to be able to control 
that more clearly. We will be looking to get some answers 
on that.

Also, on the liquor side, it appears to be an easing up 
of the relationship between liquor and gambling. There 
are some concerns there, and we'll be looking for some 
answers about what exactly the intentions of the govern-
ment are there.

People have speculated on — I have no idea whether 
it's warranted or not — if we'll end up in British Columbia 
with a situation like Vegas, where casinos have the abil-
ity to give away free drinks to people in casinos, those 
kinds of things. That speculation out there — we'll be 
looking for affirmations from the minister that there is 

no intention for those things to occur.
With that, I know there are lots of other people to 

speak, and I will take my place.

V. Huntington: I just wish to be very brief in my com-
ments on the Miscellaneous Statutes Amendment Act 

— Bill 20.
Firstly, I would agree with my colleagues. I am ex-

tremely pleased to see that the government has chosen to 
withdraw section 36, the children and youth act amend-
ments, and I am delighted to know that Mr. Hughes has 
managed to arrange an appropriate resolution to the 
rather difficult situation the government and the repre-
sentative found themselves in.

Briefly, and much to my own surprise, I'm strangely 
interested in some of the sections that are amending the 
Liquor Control and Licensing Act — in particular, sec-
tion 121, which, if I'm reading it correctly, allows the 
general manager to exempt certain classes of licensing 
from review by local government. I am going to want to 
hear, during committee stage, the thinking behind that 
and whether I'm reading it correctly.

In my experience, the occasional request for a licence 
has generated some of the biggest public hearings that 
I've participated in. Neighbourhoods become extremely 
concerned about new licences coming into their dis-
tricts, and I would hope that this section doesn't permit 
a unilateral decision that licensing is appropriate.

Section 126 of the amendments to the Liquor Control 
and Licensing Act, if I'm reading it, also appears to be 
a permissive section, in that the general manager can 
determine whether or not a licensee can serve specific 
types of liquor. When reading it, it looks as if they are not 
allowed to sell some liquors, to the exclusion of others, 
but when you look at the interpretation and the refer-
ence comments, it does indicate a permissive resolution, 
or a permissive amendment, and that is extremely con-
cerning to me.

I know that there have been many people employed in 
this province as liquor inspectors who have been work-
ing to prevent precisely those types of opportunities 
for bribery, collusion, threats, payoffs and extortion. I 
would hope that the ministry is not removing those pro-
tections from society.

I'd also like to just comment very, very briefly on my 
appreciation for the amendments to the Coastal Ferry Act 
in part 12 of this act. As the Minister of Transportation 
will know, I asked a number of questions regarding my 
concern that the ferry corporation had gone into a com-
petitive business arrangement that was impacting a very 
large and historic company in British Columbia.

I believe that if we want to support the free enterprise 
system in this province, you need to make sure that 
agencies of government are not able to compete unless it 
is on a fair playing field, a level playing field.

[1125]
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I know that the ferry corporation would find itself in 
a conundrum here because they have been authorized 
or directed by the government to initiate new and in-
novative ways of creating revenue for the corporation. 
But when it is a revenue opportunity that directly im-
pacts a competitive company or a company operating in 
the free enterprise system, then it is an unfair advantage. 
This legislation appears to rectify that.

I'm also pleased to see that section 216 moves reserva-
tion tariffs under the purview of the commissioner. They 
were formerly exempt — or not deliberately exempt but 
had fallen off the examination by the commissioner, as 
he was able to determine the tariff levels.

So I am very pleased with the response of the gov-
ernment to both industry and my suggestions that they 
review the advantage that B.C. Ferries had. With that, I 
will sit down and look forward to committee stage.

G. Coons: I rise to speak to Bill 20, the Miscellaneous 
Statutes Amendment Act (No. 3), and to look at a couple 
of issues. I just want to look at sections 42 to 44, deal-
ing with the security cameras, the video surveillance. 
Yes, people are concerned about safety in our schools, 
but they don't think the solution is Big Brother watching 
every move, whether it's cameras roaming or creeping 
into classrooms or into change rooms or into offices.

It seems, again, this government isn't listening. It 
isn't listening to the concerns of parents, of students, of 
teachers, of staff and of the public. If this was such an 
important issue, then they would have given a chance 
for the public to have input, which they didn't.

The minister refers to this as amending the School Act 
to fulfil an election promise. Again, if they had concerns 
about election promises, then they would stick to the 
election promise of protecting health care and education 
or the promises from previous elections of not ripping 
up contracts or not selling B.C. Rail or the promise of 
not bringing in the HST.

Again, there are major concerns about sections 42 to 
44 of Bill 20. The Office of the Information and Privacy 
Commissioner recommends that a public body should 
only use surveillance as a last resort. That, I believe, is 
what the public believes also. What will keep schools 
safe is having support workers, counsellors, teachers — 
not cameras in the classrooms.

In sections 42 to 44 they talk about the school 
planning councils. Their purpose, as described, is to 
acknowledge the importance of parental involvement, 
improving student achievement. So I don't really think 
that the school planning councils, where they are not 
enacted in, as my colleague said before, over half of the 
schools in the province, is the right format for putting 
in surveillance cameras. That's a section that we need to 
clarify and have many questions about.

I'd like to get to the important sections, in my mind: 
the ferry sections — being the critic for Ferries for a few 

years here now. We've seen this report, the comptrol-
ler general's report — which I believe is the enactor of 
this legislation — indicating that there have been many 
problems with B.C. Ferries since it was privatized, and 
then the government walked away from it.

We saw the executive salaries and the director salaries 
shooting up without any accountability, fares skyrock-
eting. Customers and taxpayers, who are the major 
shareholder, have received less service for their money. 
We've been saying for a long time, for up to five years, 
that to clean up B.C. Ferries, you need to amend the 
legislation. The comptroller general in her scathing re-
port, I believe, consolidates those concerns.

When we look at what is in Bill 20, we look at the pay 
rates for executives to be in line with other Crown cor-
porations and rolled back. But the one problem there is 
that the current executives are grandfathered in, and I'll 
come back to that a little later.

[1130]
We look at the separation of the board of directors and 

the B.C. Ferry Authority board, which was a problem for 
the Auditor General back in 2006. Four years ago there 
were concerns about this, and this government failed to 
listen. Now they are finally separating the two boards.

There are the complaints of the drop-trailer service, of 
the reservation fees as being a cash cow. The commis-
sioner, in his first three to four reports, told this minister 
and this government that the reservations system should 
be part of price caps and not an ancillary, unregulated 
portion. Now reservation fees will come under there.

Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy 
Act. For years the public, the ferry advisory committee 
chairs, ferry users and this side of the House have pres-
sured this government to make B.C. Ferries accountable 
and transparent by making it come under FOI.

Finally, the government has listened, after six or seven 
years. Actually, the Privacy Commissioner, in his recom-
mendation in 2003 on the Coastal Ferry Act, basically 
said: "The operator should be required contractually to 
make available to the public on a regular and timely basis 
such safety reports as have been created in the ordinary 
course of its operations. I believe the public should have 
access to the records…." So the Privacy Commissioner 
had huge concerns about the exemption of B.C. Ferries 
and the authority from freedom of information.

You know, back in 2008 this side of the House put 
forward the Fair Ferries Act. The act increased the ac-
countability of B.C. Ferries both to the government and 
to the public. It rolled back the salaries of the directors, 
which is now happening under this act, to a fair and rea-
sonable compensation.

We put in that the ferry corporation and the author-
ity come under freedom of information and protection 
of privacy and that it report annually to the minister so 
that B.C. Ferries is accountable to both the government 
and the public. A lot of these concerns that were in the 
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Fair Ferries Act that we put forward in this House are 
now being put into this legislation.

Now we look at an interesting section. That's section 
246, where it stipulates that B.C. Ferries must hold a 
meeting by this September, September 2010, to separ-
ate the board and the authority. All of a sudden there's 
going to be a major change happening with B.C. Ferries, 
which the Auditor General had concerns about in 2006 
and the comptroller general had in her report of a few 
months ago. That is finally going to take place so that 
there is accountability, there is no conflict of interest and 
we can move forward, hopefully, in maintaining a ferry 
system that's affordable, safe and reliable.

Also, what comes under this ferry act is the alternate 
service providers, where B.C. Ferries is mandated to go out 
and find alternate service providers, or private companies, 
to run the ferry system. It's a dismal failure. The comp-
troller general recommended that this be eliminated or 
revamped, and that is being revamped in this legislation.

There's a complaints process. Over the last seven 
years, even though there is the survey that's put out by 
B.C. Ferries that deals with cleanliness and reliability 
and safety, what we are seeing is major concerns about 
skyrocketing fares, decrease in services and how ferry-
dependent communities are being treated. The social 
and economic contract with these ferry-dependent 
communities had been broken by this Liberal govern-
ment, and hopefully, this legislation will help solve that.

What is missing in the legislation is the seventh 
guiding principle that the comptroller general brought 
forward, saying that the commissioner should look 
after the public interest when making decisions about 
price caps. The ferry advisory committee chairs wanted 
the minister to include this, and she failed to do that. 
Basically, the minister said that adding the seventh prin-
ciple of public interest is unnecessary. This is a quote: 

"Certainly underwritten in the legislation is that there is 
a consideration of the public interest."

[1135]
Well, for the last five years this side of the House has 

brought up who is looking after the public interest. The 
minister of the day would say it's the commissioner. The 
commissioner says he does not look after the public in-
terest. It was out in limbo, and it still is in limbo. Who is 
looking after the public interest? That is something we 
need to question the minister on and perhaps put for-
ward some amendments for.

Also, I believe that the Ombudsman needs to get in-
volved as far as the concerns of the public, and we will 
question the minister about that.

More importantly, I think, British Columbians have a 
real concern about executive compensation. This legis-
lation also, I believe, came on the heels of learning that 
the CEO and president was the million-dollar man of 
B.C. Ferries, where he made half a million dollars with 
110 percent performance bonuses — a 55 percent short-

term performance bonus and a 55 percent long-term 
performance bonus. All of a sudden that shot his salary 
up to over a million dollars. Compared to other pub-
lic sector organizations, it was more than double their 
compensation.

The other four executives ended up getting a 35 percent 
performance bonus, both a short- and a long-term, for a 
70 percent incentive, and it shot up their salaries to 75 per-
cent higher than comparable public sector organizations.

Again, I believe that as we move forward, the legisla-
tion is something that this side of the House has been 
pushing for and the public has been pushing for, for 
the last seven years, and it finally justifies the work that 
has been done by those on this side of the House and 
those in ferry-dependent communities. But we need 
some changes as far as the bonus structure, the incen-
tive structure, for those at B.C. Ferries in the executive 
positions, and hopefully, we will deal with that in the 
committee stage.

On that, I see this legislation as a lot of work over the 
last six or seven years by a lot of people in trying to let 
this government know that when they rammed through 
the Coastal Ferry Act in 2003 with no consultation, with 
no time for debate…. Now we are seeing that for the 
last six or seven years a social and economic contract 
has been broken with those that see B.C. Ferries as an 
essential service, as their vital link. This is a right step 
in the direction of making B.C. Ferries more account-
able, more transparent and meeting the needs of those 
in ferry-dependent communities.

R. Fleming: I want to speak to a few parts of the bill 
this morning. I'm very pleased that this morning the 
Attorney General, the Government House Leader, an-
nounced that the section of the bill that can only best be 
described as an absolute assault on the ability of the chil-
dren's commissioner to do her job has been withdrawn.

There's a lot to be worried about in respect to this gov-
ernment's treatment of independent officers that work 
for and have the confidence of this Legislature, whether 
it's some of the workings of Liberal members on commit-
tees regarding their budgets and their ability to do their 
jobs or, in this case, trying to prescribe those powers.

That has been dealt with now, I think, in response to 
the public furor out there, and that is a very good thing, 
because this bill in all likelihood will not receive the full 
debate that it deserves. It's a very comprehensive bill. In 
all likelihood, it will be passed and then later given royal 
assent after closure has been invoked.

So on that score, I think, before debate was allowed on 
the bill, it's a very good thing that the public was listened 
to, that the opposition was listened to and that govern-
ment did in fact back down on what was going to be a 
very poor decision and one that was not in the interests 
of the protection of children and youth in our province.

[1140]
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I want to speak as a coastal MLA a little bit to the 
section that my colleague just now finished speaking on 
around the Coastal Ferry Act. As an Island MLA in a 
ferry-dependent community whose economy is directly 
related to the efficiency and the service provided by B.C. 
Ferries, it's important to me that B.C. Ferries is governed 
properly, that it operates well with regular service. Part 
of that is that the morale in the company, the ferry ser-
vice, and the operations of that company work very well, 
and a huge part of that is how the workforce is managed 
and how they perform their duties.

I'm concerned with one aspect of Bill 20 that may be 
a setback in regards to what we all desire in B.C. Ferries, 
which is labour peace and a positive labour relations 
climate. I think it's particularly important that that 
be a goal of government, especially in light of the B.C. 
Liberals' imposition of B.C. Ferries to be included as 
an essential service some years ago. That actually raises 
the bar and the obligation to treat workers with respect, 
to have an inclusive workplace, to incorporate workers' 
representatives into decision-making bodies.

My concern with this legislation is that instead of 
treating workers respectfully and acknowledging their 
legitimately elected worker representatives, the amend-
ments here will remove the right of unions to have 
a designated nominee on the board, and that's a bad 
thing. The elimination of feedback and participation in 
operational decisions of the ferry — they don't have a 
majority; they have one representative — is a setback. It 
will cost management the ability to be informed directly 
of the thoughts of the worker organizations that are cer-
tified at B.C. Ferries.

What I'm concerned about, in an environment where 
basically the right to strike doesn't exist, is that this will 
potentially remove a safety valve and inflame the labour 
relations climate in B.C. Ferries. I don't think the legis-
lation intends to do that, but by reducing worker voices 
in participation in management decisions, it could well 
end up doing that, and that's a huge step backward. That 
was a minor concession given by government when they 
set up the B.C. Ferry Authority many years ago, and it's 
being taken away today.

I want to confine the balance of my remarks in the 
scant time that we have this morning at second read-
ing on this bill to part 5, specifically the Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction (Renewable and Low Carbon Fuel 
Requirements) Act amendments. This was an oppor-
tunity for the government to write some very serious 
loopholes in the low-carbon fuel standards that exist in 
this province and are enforceable for the very first time 
in this coming fiscal year.

There are some serious flaws with B.C.'s legisla-
tion, flaws that threaten to undermine the goal of the 
legislation, which is to achieve and contribute towards 
greenhouse gas emission reductions in the province of 
B.C. by requiring a biofuel additive standard and lower-

ing emissions in the tailpipes of vehicles on B.C.'s road 
network. We know, and the government is aware, that 
the fuel standard that they brought into effect in 2008 is 
flawed, because all the leading environmental organiza-
tions have told them exactly that.

They've compared B.C. directly with California, which 
has a low-carbon fuel standard as well. To quote a news 
release from a major American and a major Canadian en-
vironmental conservation organization, they described 
B.C.'s low-carbon fuel standard as a 100-pound weak-
ling compared to the California emissions standards 
that were brought in by Governor Schwarzenegger.

[1145]
There are two reasons why B.C.'s low-carbon fuel 

standards are flawed. The first is that there is no require-
ment for fuel suppliers in B.C. to account for the carbon 
content of the main fuel — not the additive but the fuel. 
The legislation is absolutely silent on whether the oil that 
is then refined into fuel comes from the tar sands, for 
example, in Alberta or whether it's from another con-
ventional crude source.

That is important, because B.C. suppliers could ac-
tually increase their emissions if they increase their 
purchases from that source in Alberta. That fuel that ori-
ginates from Alberta is 40 percent more carbon-intense 
than other sources of conventional crude. There is no 
distinction in this legislation, and the opportunity was 
missed here, by the government, to close this loophole.

The result is that by 2020, instead of reducing emis-
sions from fuel consumption in vehicles by 10 percent, 
which is the target, we could be many percentage points 
higher than we are currently now — a fatal flaw in the 
legislation that was not picked up by this government 
and amended.

California, in contrast, does account for, and requires 
suppliers to account for, where the oil comes from and the 
carbon content of that fuel. It's also a missed opportun-
ity to help Alberta and Canada get it right on regulations 

— carbon sequestration and CCS technology that is es-
sential, that Canada must develop if it wants to continue 
to be a major oil producer and comply with where the 
world is heading on emission reduction targets.

A new international agreement to replace the Kyoto 
accord requires that to happen. It requires the Alberta 
situation to be dealt with. Our legislation here in British 
Columbia, the low-carbon fuel standard, gives the 
Alberta oil a free pass.

It's no wonder that every major environmental or-
ganization has panned this government's legislation and 
their fuel standard and that the Canadian Association 
of Petroleum Producers has given it a thumbs-up. That's 
not the test that we needed to have in order to have pub-
lic confidence that this legislation is actually going to 
achieve its goals.

There's another problem with the legislation that 
wasn't fixed in Bill 20 that needs to be addressed, and 
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that is on the biofuel additive side. British Columbia 
does not require suppliers, again, to account for carbon 
pollution impacts of land use changes that result from 
growing the biofuel crops.

Now, this is something that the United Nations has 
said absolutely has to happen in relation to food scarcity 
and other concerns but also in relation to global emis-
sion targets for the atmosphere and the international 
discussions on tackling climate change.

Again, B.C.'s legislation is completely silent on this. 
This is something the opposition brought up in 2008 
when the original legislation was debated. We tried to 
amend it then. The government ignored it. It continues 
to be a live issue, and government continues to get it 
wrong. They had an opportunity to right that flaw in Bill 
20, and they didn't do it.

California, in contrast, does have the requirement 
of fuel suppliers to detail where their biofuel additives 
come from, how they were processed and what land use 
changes, if any, were required to receive those additives. 
Again, an opportunity for British Columbia, too, with re-
gard to biofuels that we could get, potentially, from the 
forest sector, that could potentially be advantaged over 
other corn additives and ethanol blends, and it wasn't 
taken by government for the good of our economy but 
also for the good of containing carbon emissions.

There are some other points I wish to make around 
part 5, where government should have used this oppor-
tunity to address some loopholes and some free passes 
that are given to industry and major emitters in the 
province of B.C. I think they deserve to be aired here at 
second reading, in our somewhat compressed time.

[1150]
The act on the low-carbon fuel standard continues to 

ignore the marine diesel sector. The largest engines in 
the Lower Mainland that emit particulate matter, that 
emit greenhouse gases are in ships that burn some of 
the lowest-quality bunker fuel available, and they are 
completely exempt from the legislation that is being 
amended here in this section of Bill 20.

[Mr. Speaker in the chair.]

They're completely exempt when it comes to B.C. 
Ferries, our Crown corporation, which is the largest 
consumer of bunker fuel in British Columbia. They're 
not included in the carbon neutrality requirements of 
all the public service organizations in British Columbia. 
They can burn the lowest-quality bunker fuel that they 
like. They don't have to report or purchase offsets to ac-
count for their extremely large carbon footprint.

They don't have to make any efforts that other pub-
lic sector organizations — like hospitals, colleges, 
universities and school districts — have to make to try 
and collectively lower the carbon footprint of British 
Columbia. I think that is a flaw that could have been ad-

dressed in this amendment, but the government again, 
instead of trying to retool and assist B.C. Ferries in re-
ducing its carbon footprint, has simply exempted it.

Another point that I think was missed in this legisla-
tion. This is a theme that we're seeing in another piece 
of legislation. The B.C. Utilities Commission has been 
given no role in overseeing the low-carbon fuel standard 
in British Columbia.

We need independent verification to have credibility 
that the low-carbon fuel standard is actually achieving 
greenhouse gas emission reductions in British Columbia. 
The B.C. Utilities Commission is ideally suited to perform 
that role. It's been recommended to government in the 
past. Government has ignored those recommendations.

Bill 20 — once again, another missed opportunity 
by this government to actually correct its fatally flawed 
legislation, with all of the loopholes that I've spoken to 
this morning. Let me just say that it's extremely dis-
appointing because it will undermine British Columbia's 
credibility within the Western Climate Initiative. It will 
be a case study for jurisdictions that are looking at their 
own low-carbon fuel standards, who will point to B.C. 
as an example of exactly what not to do when they draft 
their legislation.

M. Sather: I'll be very brief in my remarks. Just regarding 
section 77, the Greenhouse Gas Reduction (Cap and 
Trade) Act, with regard to emissions reports. This provides 
"a supplementary report in relation to immaterial inaccur-
acies" — as they are called — "omissions or changes." But 
it doesn't tell us what "immaterial inaccuracies" means. 
It's not defined in the legislation, and it appears that 
operators, those that are subject to a cap because of their 
pollution levels, can simply decide not to self-report by 
deeming any inaccuracies to be immaterial.

That's a concern. I have concerns about self-reporting 
in general, but this seems to kind of give an additional 
way for folks not to even have to self-report, because 
they can simply consider the matter to be immaterial.

Then, on section 79. This is with regard to "disclosure 
of information required for the purpose of verifying 
reports under the act" and has to do with things like pro-
tected information and trade secrets.

The prior bill that this amends was commented on by 
the Information and Privacy Commissioner, who wrote 
that the then section would represent a "significant en-
croachment…on the overriding Freedom of Information 
and Protection of Privacy Act policy of accountability 
through access to information, a particularly important 
consideration in relation to climate change measures 
and their enforcement, and urge you to withdraw these 
changes." Unfortunately, they weren't.

It's very difficult, particularly under this government's poli-
cies, to get any information on matters that are relevant and 
germane to the public interest, so I'm going to put in my dis-
appointment with those changes not having been made.
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M. Sather moved adjournment of debate.

Motion approved.

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

Hon. M. de Jong moved adjournment of the House.

Motion approved.

Mr. Speaker: This House stands adjourned until 1:30 
this afternoon.

The House adjourned at 11:55 a.m.

PROCEEDINGS IN THE  
DOUGLAS FIR ROOM

Committee of Supply

ESTIMATES: MINISTRY OF HEALTH SERVICES
(continued)

The House in Committee of Supply (Section A); J. 
Slater in the chair.

The committee met at 10:09 a.m.

On Vote 37: ministry operations, $14,612,943,000 
(continued).

The Chair: Welcome to Committee A.

A. Dix: I wanted to start today by talking about issues 
around prescription drugs, also around the PharmaCare 
program. The minister will know that the issues touch 
on all kinds of drug plans, on individuals, in addition to 
the PharmaCare program.

[1010]
The minister will know that in Ontario there's currently 

a very significant debate, a reform put forward by the 
government of Ontario to reduce the cost of generic 
drugs, which are, by international standards, very high 
in Canada. I think it's clear — the minister will probably 
agree with me — they're too high in Canada. They've 
taken some measures to fix the price of generic drugs 
and to remove payments made to pharmacies, essentially, 
to allow for the stocking of particular generic drugs.

I wanted to ask the minister, because I know he's referred 
to negotiations going on in British Columbia…. Why 
don't we open by asking what the status of the negotia-
tions is in British Columbia, because while Ontario has 
taken this action, and there has been some talk of a na-
tional effort…. What is the status of the negotiations in 

British Columbia aimed at reducing the cost of generic 
drugs?

Hon. K. Falcon: The member is correct, actually. In 
Canada we have some of the highest prices for generic 
drugs in the world.

For members that are present or viewing this on tele-
vision, just a little bit of a background. What happens in 
generic drugs today is that the pharmacies stock the 
generic drugs, and essentially, over the years what has 
developed is that they receive payments for stocking one 
generic drug over another. So the generic drug industry ends 
up making substantial payments to the pharmacies for 
those drugs. They are often referred to as rebates. Some 
would call them other terms, but let's just use rebates for now.

The challenge, of course, is that the payer of those 
drugs is by and large, for the most part, governments for 
their pharmacare programs but also employer-employee 
health plans. We do have a situation in Canada, as I say, 
where we pay a very high price for these generic drugs — 
much higher than they should be.

The Pharmaceutical Task Force had some recommen-
dations. One of the recommendations was that British 
Columbia should ensure that we get those prices down 
to a level that is much more reasonable. This would have 
the other side benefit of creating more dollars, making 
more dollars available for the health care system for 
other important investments.

As part of the recommendations coming out of the 
task force it was recommended that the province enter 
into negotiations with the pharmacies and the pharmacy 
associations to realize a reduction in the cost of generic 
drugs through a negotiated process and, if we are unable 
to reach a negotiated process by the end of June of this 
year, that government would reserve the right to act uni-
laterally. "Unilaterally" would mean through legislation.

So I can say to the member with a fair degree of candour, 
but also recognizing that we are in the midst of discus-
sions, that the discussions have been difficult. They have 
not been easy discussions, but they are ongoing. We've 
seen what has gone on in Ontario, and obviously, the 
stakes here are enormous.

We should recognize that there are enormous financial 
implications for the pharmacies. Whether we like it or 
not, they've built a substantial amount of their business 
around substantial revenues that are generated through 
the rebates they received from generic drug companies.

Again, at the end of the day, we have an obligation to the 
public, and our obligation to the public is to try to keep 
their drug prices low. Therefore, we have been following 
what has taken place in Ontario very closely, and we have 
continued to negotiate here in British Columbia.

Our goal would be to have a negotiated outcome, if 
at all possible, but as I say, we preserve and reserve the 
right to act unilaterally if we are unable to come to an 
agreement by the end of June.
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A. Dix: I think there's a fairly compelling argument 
that you can make that it would be desirable if the rules 
were fairly similar across the country. Has there been 
any effort to work with Ontario or other jurisdictions to 
set up a common framework of rules on this question?

[1015]

Hon. K. Falcon: British Columbia has been in touch 
with other provinces. We have tried very hard to, where 
we can, try and work together. The challenge has been 
that the drug plans are different in every province, and 
so every province sort of has a bit of a different approach 
that they wish to take. We've really tried hard to work 
closely or in tandem with the other provinces but, I 
would say, with varied degrees of success because of the 
challenges of different plans and different interests and 
different approaches that provinces wish to take.

A. Dix: As the minister will know, Quebec has its own 
model. I don't know how you describe the model. They 
cherry-pick everything, you know, although they also 
have special rules to give extra protection for the brand-
name drug companies. So there's that model.

Clearly, if Ontario proceeds…. There's a push in British 
Columbia, and the minister is following through on that 
push. I guess I wanted to ask him in terms of…. He refers to 
most prescription drugs being picked up by the PharmaCare 
program. It's true that the PharmaCare program is the big-
gest payer. In fact, the majority of prescription drug costs 
are picked up by others than PharmaCare. I think it's be-
tween one-third and two-fifths are PharmaCare.

I'll just give the minister an example as he's negotiat-
ing. Is he negotiating just for the PharmaCare program, 
or is he negotiating and going to get rid of rebates in 
general? For example, essentially everybody is enrolled 
in the PharmaCare program. In my case I spend quite a 
bit on prescription drugs because I buy insulin. I never 
meet my deductible threshold, and I never make any 
claims on Pharmacare, but I'm enrolled in the program. 
In effect, regardless of whether I'm compensated or not, 
that affects all those individuals in those circumstances 
who are up to their deductibles and so on.

I just want to be clear that the minister here is looking 
to reduce across the board the use of what he describes 
as rebates to pharmacies so that the savings are shared 
by the PharmaCare plan, by employee-employer drug 
plans and by individuals in British Columbia.

Hon. K. Falcon: We are certainly aware of the inter-
est. I can tell the member that I've received lots of letters 
from pension plans, from union organizations and from 
individuals talking about the importance of this. For 
the benefit of members here, those would be plans like 
Blue Cross and Manulife, etc., that fund, obviously, drug 
plans for a large proportion of employees in the prov-
ince of British Columbia. So they have a strong interest, 

as do all private payers and out-of-pocket payers too. I 
am going to be careful, though, Member, to not get into 
our negotiating position and our strategy.

What I can tell the member is that I've received a lot of 
input. I'm very much aware of the constituency groups 
that also have a great interest in this, outside of govern-
ment. That is something I'm very much aware of and 
informed of.

A. Dix: Would the minister agree with me…? Just 
take anybody as an individual. Well, I'll take myself as 
an individual, because it'll be easier for the minister to 
visualize. The insulin I buy, in my case, is a brand-name 
insulin right now. I overpay for it very significantly, but 
that's another story.

[1020]
If I were to buy generic insulin, even though I wouldn't 

be reimbursed for that by the PharmaCare program 
because I'd be under the deductible, it's still part of the 
PharmaCare program. That purchase, even though it's 
made by me as an individual and doesn't cost the govern-
ment until I reach the threshold, affects the threshold. So 
that generic drug purchase is in principle a PharmaCare 
purchase, even though I'm not getting reimbursed. 
Therefore, the negotiations would cover that. Is that…?

Hon. K. Falcon: Those are exactly the kinds of issues 
that are forming part of our negotiation. I am not try-
ing to be at all evasive about it. Well, I guess I am being 
evasive about it. I'm being evasive because we're in the 
midst of a negotiation process right now. It is a difficult 
negotiation, and there are a lot of issues at play, but the 
member has raised one of the issues that is certainly part 
of the discussion.

A. Dix: I was just asking the minister if he agrees, be-
cause even if I pay as an individual, if I'm enrolled in the 
PharmaCare program, which everyone in B.C. is and has 
been since the '70s, either…. Essentially, 99 percent of 
people were enrolled when plan E was brought in under 
what's called Fair PharmaCare now. So that essentially 
affects the PharmaCare system, and it is a PharmaCare 
purchase if I'm buying that drug. I think that's the prin-
ciple, but I presume that the minister is aware of that.

Let me ask the minister about how the system works 
now, because I'm a little confused as to how this pro-
cess developed. It developed over a fair length of time, 
so I just want to read from the regulations under the 
PharmaCare participation agreement, which says: 
"Official British Columbia PharmaCare receipts shall be 
issued only to those persons responsible for direct pay-
ment of eligible benefits and shall show as drug cost the 
actual acquisition cost and shall show as total the actual 
amount paid for the eligible benefit."

Actual acquisition cost is further defined in the 
PharmaCare glossary as "the true cost to the pharmacy 
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and is net of any cash discounts, volume discounts, re-
bates or performance allowances."

Is it not the case that now the pharmacy should be 
showing the actual cost of the drugs and clearly laying 
out to the PharmaCare program the amount of the re-
bate they're getting, or the payment or the professional 
fees — whatever you'd call it — for the drug?

[1025]

Hon. K. Falcon: The member is correct when he 
quotes from the pharmacy participation agreement. The 
challenge, of course, has been — for all the provinces — 
the issue of transparency and the issue of trying to get 
access to the financial information that could determine 
whether or not they're actually keeping to the details of 
the PharmaCare participation agreement.

In Ontario what happened is that they were having the 
same problem, and so what they did two years ago was 
bring in a reporting requirement. Then that reporting re-
quirement had to be backstopped by an enormous effort 
of enforcement and audit teams. Those audit teams would 
go in. They found, I understand, cases of fraud, outright 
misinformation — a whole range of problems. At the end 
of the day, even with this massive enforcement effort to 
try to get proper reporting, they weren't realizing savings 
because the industry worked very hard to make sure they 
made it difficult for them to get access to the correct in-
formation, and so they moved down the legislative path.

We are very much aware of that. All of that experi-
ence is informing our negotiations, and as we are in 
these very difficult negotiations, we're keenly aware of 
what the challenges have been in other provinces and in 
British Columbia. We are ensuring that those issues are 
brought directly to the table.

A. Dix: It's the same old song. Just a direct question, 
and the minister can…. I'll give him two questions, one 
which I think he can answer and one which he can also 
answer if he chooses.

The first is: has the minister set, because they're talk-
ing about this budget year, a dollar target for the savings 
that he'd like to see under generic drugs? Has he set one, 
and therefore, are the negotiations about how to achieve 
that dollar target? And if he has, what is it? I guess he 
could answer one or both of those questions.

Hon. K. Falcon: The member won't be surprised 
when I remind him that we're in the midst of negotia-
tions, and I'm certainly not going to negotiate through 
budget estimates. I imagine there's probably a fair bit of 
interest in this discussion. I know every word will be 
parsed very carefully from the folks that we're in negoti-
ation with, so I'm not going to tip my hand on any dollar 
targets that government expects to achieve.

What I can tell the member is that we certainly have 
some objectives in this negotiation process, and our goal 

is to achieve our objectives. Our goal is to provide a fair 
and reasonable deal that will be fair and reasonable for all 
parties, but most importantly for British Columbians.

[1030]

A. Dix: Well, there you go. So the minister doesn't 
want to talk about the present process, and he's ex-
plained why. Why don't we talk about an existing one?

On January 1, 2009, the province signed an agreement 
that adopted an interim policy on pricing. That agree-
ment essentially said that new generic drugs — so not 
existing generic drugs but new generic drugs — would 
not exceed 50 percent of the price of the equivalent 
brand-name drug. The principle of it was that there 
wouldn't be an additional cost for patients.

I want to ask the minister. The then minister — it 
wasn't this minister — said that there would be $20 mil-
lion in savings. Now, the minister will know, as I know, 
that these projections are frequently made and frequently 
not reached, largely because they're estimates, and of 
course, they're predictions. Presumably, because there's 
very detailed information on the PharmaCare program, 
the minister can tell me what impact that policy change 
had on the prices paid by British Columbians for gen-
eric drugs and what impact it had on the provincial 
treasury.

Hon. K. Falcon: Just for a bit of background, the ori-
ginal interim agreement that the province entered into 
with the B.C. Pharmacy Association was on December 
12, 2008. That was coming out of a recommendation of 
the Pharmaceutical Task Force that went for one year.

Then there was a transition agreement that was signed 
on December 18, 2009, that would go to the end of 
June of this year. Of course, that was to tie into the ne-
gotiations that we are currently in with the Pharmacy 
Association, such that if we are not able to achieve a ne-
gotiated agreement by the end of June, the government 
would preserve its right to act unilaterally through legis-
lation, if necessary.

[1035]
What I can tell the member is that I'm advised by staff 

that the savings that have been derived on an annualized 
basis now as a result of the agreements that were entered 
into are $29 million annually.

A. Dix: It's $29 million, and $9 million of that, I think, 
according to the agreement, went back to pay for the 
new prescribing program for pharmacists. I think that 
was part of the original announcement. So net to the 
government is $20 million, which is a significant savings. 
I think I'd just say to the minister that if you're talking 
about a relatively small, modest thing — saving $20 mil-
lion — it tells what the minister obviously knows, which 
is that there's an enormous amount of money on the 
table.
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I'll ask the minister on the generic drug question. 
Thanks to my handy guide, Rx Atlas, here, of British 
Columbia, we know that one drug, Lipitor, is over $100 
million in cost in British Columbia and that a very sig-
nificant portion of that, in that case, was publicly paid. I 
think about half — right?

A lot of drugs are coming off patent in the next few 
years. Has the minister estimated the increase in the 
share of the PharmaCare budget that's going to generic 
drugs over the next few years? In other words, what's the 
share now, and what are we expecting five years out — or 
whatever period the minister would like — three years 
out, after Lipitor and other extremely expensive drugs, 
which cost the taxpayer and British Columbians hugely, 
in particular Lipitor, come off patent?

[1040]

Hon. K. Falcon: First of all, I think it's important to 
point out that Lipitor is one good example. Lipitor is a 
drug that PharmaCare spends about $47 million on, but 
the overall spending in B.C., if you include the pension 
plans and out-of-pocket expenses, etc., would be almost 
$110 million.

It gives you some sense of the dollars that are involved 
here, and they are huge. That's why there is a major, ma-
jor fight going on in Ontario, because obviously, these 
are major dollars.

I do have to say, Member, for the record, that there 
was a media story about this issue. I made it clear what 
government's position was — that government was go-
ing to be negotiating hard to find those savings — and 
I was a little surprised that the member was critiquing 
government in the media for doing that. I don't know…. 
Maybe, in this business sometimes what happens is that 
they only take part of your clip, but I was a little sur-
prised to have the Health critic criticizing government's 
efforts to realize these savings, and maybe that can be 
clarified for the record.

But I do want to say that Lipitor is a very good ex-
ample. Again, for the listening audience, this is a drug 
that is currently a brand-name drug, so we are paying 
a price for that brand-name drug right now. For all of 
B.C, that's almost $110 million. When that drug pat-
ent expires, it then becomes a generic-drug opportunity, 
and there are significant savings that can be realized, 
obviously.

I'm not going to speculate on what those savings are. 
We're in the midst of negotiating, of course, right now 
with the Pharmacy Association to ensure that those sav-
ings will be realized to the benefit of the drug-paying 
population in British Columbia.

A. Dix: That wasn't my question. I was just asking if 
the ministry has done any work on the share of the mar-
ket that will be going to generic drugs over the next few 
years. Ontario, I think, has said that it would be moving, 

in terms of the costs, from 30 percent to over 50 percent 
of their equivalent PharmaCare program in Ontario 
that would be generic in the next few years, which is a 
massive change in the nature of the program.

I was just asking the minister if he had information on 
that. With respect to my position, I have been writing on 
generic drugs since 2003, and all of that is happily on the 
public record.

Hon. K. Falcon: I haven't got the percentage figure, 
but we're working on calculating that. What I can tell the 
member is that generics will be a growing portion of the 
drug purchasing that is undertaken in British Columbia, 
both by government and by private plans. Therefore, in-
creasingly, the stakes will become even more important.

[1045]
I'll get the member the percentage. Someone is going to 

calculate the percentage for us. It is a growing percentage, 
and therefore, it underscores just how important this is.

While we're getting that, I'll say to the member that 
I haven't had the benefit of being aware of his writings. 
I don't know that they're in any journal that I'm aware 
of, but perhaps the member could summarize his writ-
ings and his position on this issue for me. I think that it 
would be very helpful to know that there is support on 
the other side of the House for the position that the gov-
ernment is taking, if that is indeed the case.

A. Dix: This is a good situation, because I hope to set 
an example for the minister, who, so far, has tended not 
to answer my questions over a period of days. That's 
okay. That's his right, of course. I don't suffer as a mem-
ber of the opposition from his reticence to respond to 
questions.

It's always been my position — and I think it's the 
position of every Minister of Health, as well, of all par-
tisan stripes since the '80s — that the growing cost of 
prescription drugs in general is a huge burden on gov-
ernment. Over the period of 1985 to 2005 the Canadian 
Institute for Health Information will tell you that's 19 
percent each year, every year, in increased costs. That 
includes government and non-government sources — a 
massive increase.

That's why my position is that we have to take action 
to reduce the cost of generic drugs, which are way too 
high in Canada. We have to take these steps now, partly 
because there's a huge opportunity now in terms of re-
straining health care costs and partly because we need to 
do it anyway because the system doesn't make sense.

Essentially, there's no accountability in the system 
now. People say that the payments from generic drug 
companies to pharmacists go to certain things, but 
there's no accountability for that. That system doesn't 
make sense. You wouldn't have any other profession en-
gaged in that kind of practice, and we need to have a 
reassessment of that.
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On the second point, though — and the minister will 
be extremely interested in this — I'm also in favour of 
other measures to bring down the cost of prescription 
drugs. The minister will recall that the NDP govern-
ment of the 1990s brought in reference-based pricing 

— something that, as members of the opposition, the 
B.C. Liberal party opposed. They did two studies on it. 
The conclusion of those studies and the eventual con-
clusion of the government? NDP, right; Liberals, wrong. 
They maintained the reference-based pricing system 
over time because it saves money and makes sense.

I also believe that having a therapeutics initiative 
would save money and save lives. It's a good thing. It 
actually has helped to control the cost of prescription 
drugs, but it has also made sure that we make the right 
prescribing decisions to save lives.

That's the difference between this side and that side. 
We don't favour generic drugs, and we don't favour 
the brand-name drug companies. We're making an ef-
fort to protect the public, citizens and patients. That's 
the difference between our position and their position. 
We are even-handed and fair and thoughtful in our 
public policy. That's why British Columbians have bene-
fited from those policies over the years, including the 
PharmaCare program itself, of course, which dates back 
to the Dave Barrett government.

Just to follow through, because I've given the minister 
a little bit of time there, perhaps he has an answer to my 
previous question?

Hon. K. Falcon: I thank the member for providing 
some clarity on his position and then going into an in-
teresting diversion there, regarding reference-based 
pricing. The member would certainly know that the 
position of this government was guided by the recom-
mendations that came out of the Pharmaceutical Task 
Force, which was chaired by Don Avison, who is the 
president of the University Presidents Council and in-
terestingly enough, a former deputy minister under the 
NDP government — certainly someone that is well re-
garded in the field of public service.

It also included former Auditor General of B.C. 
George Morfitt, who was vice-chair. It included such 
luminaries as Dr. Mark Schonfeld, the chief executive 
officer of the B.C. Medical Association, and Dr. Robert 
Sindelar, professor and dean, University of B.C. faculty 
of pharmaceutical sciences, and on and on it goes.

In other words, it was a blue-chip panel that made 
a number of recommendations to government on how 
we can improve transparency around the drug approval 
process. I think that that's entirely appropriate and how 
we can also encourage investment.

[1050]
This member, I have noticed over the years, has a very 

reflexive, negative attitude towards the brand drug in-
dustry. That's unfortunate because, actually, as much 

as it is easy for members of the NDP and their socialist 
ilk to criticize brand-name drug industries, they invest 
hundreds of millions of dollars, billions of dollars, risk-
ing much of that investment to try to produce drugs that 
have an enormous, positive impact on saving lives. Now, 
that is certainly investment that we want to see continue 
in Canada and around the world.

I am not one of those that is reflexively opposed to 
brand drug companies because they happen to be large 
and, in some cases, profitable. Indeed, we need those 
investments to be made because they offer, as I say, life-
saving drugs that, I can tell you, have certainly been 
utilized by members of my family and probably by the 
member. I think the member indicated that he's utiliz-
ing a brand-name drug right now for his insulin. Those 
investments and those drugs would not have been cre-
ated without the opportunity for those companies to 
make a significant investment.

I spent a moment to answer that because of the mem-
ber's latter part of his position, but I am pleased to hear 
that, with respect to the generic sector and the Pharmacy 
Association, the member supports the position of gov-
ernment in trying to ensure that we receive value there.

What I can tell the member right now is that 40 per-
cent of the PharmaCare budget for the purchase of 
drugs is represented by generic drugs. It is our belief…. 
This is an estimate, but based on current trends, if there's 
no change in pricing by 2012-2013, it is our view that 
the generic drugs would form 52 percent of the total 
purchases.

A. Dix: I'd like to just ask — because the minister 
mentioned Mr. Morfitt. Mr. Morfitt did a review of the 
reference-based pricing system in 2002. The minister 
will recall that review. I just wanted to ask him to com-
ment on one of Mr. Morfitt's recommendations: "The 
reference drug program should be expanded into ap-
propriate additional therapeutic categories in order to 
maximize its cost-savings potential."

Does the minister agree with that, and has he made 
any plans…? I know the terms of reference of the 
Pharmaceutical Task Force didn't contain any reference 
to this question, but I wonder if the minister is planning 
on following through on Mr. Morfitt's suggestion.

A Voice: When did you say he did that?

A. Dix: In 2002. He did the review. It wasn't just him. 
It was a couple of others, but he was on the…. It was 
2002. There was one in 2004 as well.

Hon. K. Falcon: The Pharmaceutical Task Force was 
struck in 2007. As I mentioned, Mr. Morfitt was vice-
chair of the Pharmaceutical Task Force. This was struck 
prior to, obviously, my becoming Minister of Health, but 
I imagine that…. I don't know. I have no way of knowing 
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whether that is still the position of Mr. Morfitt. Perhaps 
his position evolved. Sometimes positions change when 
you have new information. I have no idea, but I do know 
that Mr. Morfitt served with some distinction as vice-
chair of the Pharmaceutical Task Force.

As I say, I think you'd be hard-pressed to try and find 
much more of a blue-chip panel to make recommenda-
tions to government on how we should go forward. I 
think there is always a tendency to want to, you know, 
grasp on to how you've always done things. But again, 
the member knows that I am an individual that tries to 
pay attention.

When you put together a blue-chip panel like this, 
which is making thoughtful recommendations on 
how you can better serve the public and the province 
by implementing some changes in terms of your drug 
policy, I think it's incumbent upon government to listen 
to the recommendations that are made and to imple-
ment those recommendations — when individuals like 
Mr. Morfitt have spent an awful lot of time and thought 
and consideration and discussion on arriving at those 
recommendations.

A. Dix: Well, the reference-based pricing issue wasn't 
in the terms of reference, of course, of the task force. But I 
asked the minister a direct question. Since I so generously 
answered his direct question, I thought he'd answer mine: 
are there any plans to expand reference-based pricing to 
other drug categories, as was recommended by reports to 
the government in the past? That's a simple question. It's 
not…. It shouldn't be a problem for the minister.

[1055]

Hon. K. Falcon: No. I'm advised by staff that there are 
no plans to change the current reference-based pricing 
approach. The staff advised me that they feel that the ap-
proach is evidence-based and is one part of the process 
that informs government on its decisions.

A. Dix: Well, of course, it's saved hundreds of millions 
of dollars for the government as well, and that's why, 
even though the B.C. Liberals campaigned on getting 
rid of it in 2001, they were forced to acknowledge the 
value of the program when they got into government.

A question with respect to the therapeutics initiative. 
There are ongoing negotiations to fund the initiative at 
the faculty of medicine at UBC. Can the minister tell the 
House whether the funding for the therapeutics initia-
tive will be continued this year? The minister has said 
and previously answered and previously put forward the 
notion that the therapeutics initiative would be removed 
from the drug approval process, but is the funding for 
the initiative going to be maintained?

Hon. K. Falcon: With respect to the therapeutics 
initiative, for the benefit of the member: it's involved 

in three primary areas. One is the preparation of clin-
ical evidence reviews for certain drug submissions, the 
second is delivering health professional education, and 
the third is conducting British Columbia PharmaCare 
program evaluations, or so-called real-world safety and 
effectiveness evaluations.

The therapeutics initiative will continue to do two of 
those three things: both the health professional educa-
tion and the program evaluation. The portion that was 
clinical evidence reviews for certain drug submissions is 
going out to RFP in the summer, so that is not going to 
be exclusively in the domain of the TI, though they may 
bid on the opportunity to be involved in that RFP. As I 
say, that is going out in the summer.

A. Dix: And the status of the grant to the therapeutics 
initiative for this year? That was my question.

Hon. K. Falcon: We continue to fund the therapeut-
ics initiative, up to and until we conclude a contract 
with the new successful proponent as a result of the RFP 
that's going out in the summer.

[P. Pimm in the chair.]

A. Dix: Just to be clear, then, the minister said that the 
therapeutics initiative, in his view…. We can have that 
debate. I think we've had it. I think that we'll have that 
debate again, a little bit, about the value of the initiative, 
but for two out of the three tasks that it does. One of 
those tasks is being changed.

[1100]
Is the minister saying that all of the therapeutics in-

itiative funding will be cut at that time — at the time 
that the RFP goes out or that the successful proponents 
of the RFP are named?

Hon. K. Falcon: No. We will be cutting the fund-
ing only to that element that they would no longer be 
responsible for, which is the preparation of clinical evi-
dence reviews were they, of course, not to be successful 
in the RFP process.

A. Dix: The grant was $1 million last year. What will 
it be this year?

Hon. K. Falcon: Well, that will be a subject of negoti-
ation and discussion with UBC, of course, to determine 
what the appropriate balance is to undertake the balance of 
the activities that the TI would continue to be involved 
with — that is, the education for physicians, health 
professional education and the PharmaCare program 
evaluations.

A. Dix: I just wanted to ask the minister his reaction 
to the most recent letter from Therapeutics Initiative, 
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which is an example of his work. I mean, there are many 
examples of his work.

As the minister will know, in the United States we 
have just seen, I think, close to a $600 million settlement 
against AstraZeneca for false marketing of Seroquel. It 
was Therapeutics Initiative, in fact, that raised questions 
about the wisdom of the use of this drug.

I want to ask him about his reaction to the most recent 
Therapeutics Initiative letter, No. 75, which suggests that 
a majority of the $30 million…. Now, if you look through 
the review that was put forward by the CHSPR review on 
the use of prescription drugs in British Columbia, which 
is based on PharmaCare data, you'll see that two-thirds 
of that, or $20 million, is public money spent annually 
in B.C. on gabapentin. It's probably wasted, if not harm-
ful to patients.

Is the minister aware of that change? Is it going to have 
an impact on drug policy? Does he not think, given the 
money involved and the implications for patients of these 
Therapeutics Initiative reviews, that those are examples? 
Virtually, much of the recent evidence coming out of 
the United States on mistakes made with respect to pre-
scription drugs…. Thankfully, we were spared in British 
Columbia because we received reports from Therapeutics 
Initiative on the value of those prescription drugs.

Hon. K. Falcon: The member, no doubt, will be happy 
to know that the TI will continue to do the real-world 
effectiveness and safety evaluations, and that does not 
change. They will continue to provide that service for 
the province.

A. Dix: I did have a specific question about a specific 
drug, but perhaps the minister can get back to me on that.

[1105]
I wanted to move on to a discussion that the minis-

ter and I had at some length. It was in the last round of 
estimates. It was one of those discussions. It was one of 
those discussions, hon. Chair…. You weren't in the chair, 
so that's clearly the reason that the conversation took a 
negative turn.

I made a series of suggestions about the program 
that the government had brought forward on macular 
degeneration. I made a series of suggestions to the min-
ister — for example, that it was a bad idea to spend $5 
million for $280,000 worth of drugs, and things like that. 
The minister accused me of being a communist, I think, 
so it was a typical exchange in estimates — positive sug-
gestions from the opposition and ideological responses 
from the minister.

Subsequent to our discussion — I'm not for a second 
suggesting that this makes the minister in any way a 
communist — he adopted some of the suggestions that 
I made. Although others in the B.C. Liberal caucus may, 
in fact, want to draw that conclusion, I will not make 
that conclusion. But the minister, in fact, adopted some 

of the very suggestions that I made. What an extraordin-
ary thing, from communism to free market, those ideas.

I want to ask the minister just on this specific ques-
tion. There's information with respect to the two drugs, 
Avastin and Lucentis at that time, in the initial stages of 
the program that initially showed a 68 percent choice of 
Avastin. That went up to 80 percent subsequent to the 
change and 20 percent for Lucentis. Since the minister 
made some changes in the reimbursement policy with 
respect to this program, has there been change in the 
percentage of the time the two drugs are prescribed?

Hon. K. Falcon: I think I didn't hear the mem-
ber clarify his political affiliation. Did he deny that he 
was a communist or not? I can't recall. I didn't hear an 
outright denial there, but I'll wait. We did have a good 
debate, didn't we?

The age-related macular degeneration program has 
been a very successful program. Our government was 
proud to introduce that program — the first in Canada, I 
believe, to introduce that program — to provide an option 
of three drugs for the treatment of age-related macular 
degeneration. The two primary ones were Lucentis and 
Avastin, and Visudyne was the third, though much less 
utilized. But all three of those drugs are available very 
comprehensively in British Columbia.

The member and I did have a debate about this. The 
member was very excited about the fact that he felt he 
knew exactly how this program should operate. At the 
time, I recall saying to the member that we made it very 
clear when the program began…. We clearly stated that 
after six months there would be a review of the usage and 
how the program and the drugs were being utilized.

We made it clear — again, relying on the advice of 
health professionals within the ministry and, of course, 
retinal specialists — that a review of the results would be 
undertaken after the first six months. That review was 
undertaken, and adjustments were made to have pay-
ments for retinal specialists better reflect the patient 
usage patterns.

That's exactly what we said was going to be happening 
when we announced the program. The member can go 
back and check. You will see it, actually, in the original 
announcement that it talked about how the program 
would be reviewed after six months for that very reason.

A. Dix: You know, hon. Chair, the minister would just 
be encouraging me by answering the question the first 
time. So I'll ask it again. Has the relative proportion of 
Avastin and Lucentis changed since changes were made 
in the program in December?

[1110]

Hon. K. Falcon: From when we began the program in 
June of 2009 to the end of March 31, 2010, the age-related 
macular degeneration program has treated approximately 
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5,000 patients in British Columbia with approximately 
19,600 injections. The total cost of the program during 
this period was $11.5 million.

As I mentioned before, the drug coverage that we 
provide in terms of the approach we take — making all 
three drugs available — is unique in Canada. For ex-
ample, if B.C. had followed the lead of other provinces 
in just using exclusively Lucentis, then B.C. would have 
spent at least $15 million to $20 million more in the first 
ten months of the program's operation.

The member had asked about what the change was in 
the utilization of the drugs. In June of '09 about 66 per-
cent of the drugs utilized were Avastin and 34 percent 
were Lucentis, and by March of 2010 it was 60 percent 
Avastin and 40 percent Lucentis.

A. Dix: Just a couple of questions to follow through on 
the therapeutics initiative. Do you see how easy that was? I 
asked a question, and I got an answer. I'm moving on, you 
know. Took a couple of tries, but we're making progress.

Population Data B.C., which last year lost its fund-
ing…. I think the minister would agree that it provides 
incredibly important data for the Ministry of Health in 
determining health policy and saving money and mak-
ing the right evidence-based decisions. It goes without 
saying that you need evidence to make evidence-based 
decisions. It and the UBC Centre for Health Services 
and Policy Research both lost their funding last year. I'm 
wondering what the status of that funding is this year.

Hon. K. Falcon: There's no change in the status. One 
of the difficult things we were faced with, particularly 
when I first became minister, was that even in spite of 
the record increases we were providing to the health 
care system, there were still cost pressures — $360 mil-
lion worth of cost pressures, actually — across the health 
authorities.

We had to try and do what we could to manage within 
those cost pressures, as the member knows from our 
earlier discussions. We're proud of the fact that all of the 
health authorities have been able to remain on budget, 
and that was through some very difficult work and some 
tough decisions. This was one of those decisions, and 
there has been no change in the status.

[1115]

A. Dix: Last fall the minister said, with respect to 
Population Data B.C., that he felt that losing one year of 
the data and of the work — he made the same argument, 
cost pressures, etc. — would not be a problem. How 
many years of work does he expect to lose, and at what 
time point does it become a problem?

Hon. K. Falcon: Certainly, the fact that we were not 
able to continue the annual grant to the organization is 
not in any way an indictment of the work they did. But I 

understand from staff that they had always been advised 
that they were not to make long-term policy decisions 
on the funds they received through these grants.

That is always a challenge with grants, because some-
times in the minds of grant recipients this is a permanent 
government program, and it never is. These are annual 
grants, and at a time where we faced a world economic 
meltdown and we were pressed with some very diffi-
cult financial challenges in British Columbia, we had to 
make some difficult choices. It doesn't mean that health 
research is not important. It is very important, but direct 
care to patients is also very important.

Since 2001 the Ministry of Health has invested just 
over $800 million into health research, and that has 
included six leading endowment-funded chairs, $84 
million through Genome B.C., $32 million for the Brain 
Research Centre, $25 million for the Centre for Drug 
Research and Development, and of course, the Michael 
Smith Foundation has received enormous contributions 
from the province.

We're proud of that $800 million investment. 
Unfortunately, this investment…. I don't recollect the 
exact amount. I think it was a half-million-dollar grant, 
but unfortunately, we were unable to continue that in 
light of these extraordinary economic circumstances fa-
cing British Columbia.

A. Dix: Just to say, and the minister knows this, that 
there's a cost when you're trying to base health policy 
and all these enormous expenditures on evidence and 
you don't have the evidence. Eventually there's a cost. I 
think the minister would acknowledge that. He said that 
the one-year loss was okay last year, and presumably, 
we're now looking at a two-year loss.

[1120]
Just to follow up with the minister on an issue that 

we discussed last year, and I think we shared…. We had 
the discussion after the Lucentis discussion, in order to 
move on to new ground. It was around the Alzheimer's 
drug programs. I wanted to ask the minister for an update 
on how the programs are going. It seems pretty clear to 
me that it hasn't been as successful a process as we would 
have hoped. I think the minister sort of confirmed that 
last year when we had the discussion.

I'm wondering if the minister has any update on the 
uptake of the program and on the research studies that 
were supposed to occur with the program, which the 
government has spent millions of dollars on overall.

[1125]

Hon. K. Falcon: I thank the member for the question. 
The Alzheimer's drug therapy initiative that we launched 
in British Columbia is something, naturally, that we're all 
very proud of on both sides of the House, and I recall the 
member and I discussing this at our last estimates. Over 
11,000 British Columbians have received coverage.
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I understand under the program that the cost of the 
program was originally budgeted at $77 million over 
three years — $2.4 million dedicated to research and 
$400,000 awarded to UBC to deliver physician educa-
tion. Industry was expected to provide $8 million in 
drug rebates.

There have been enhancements made to the initia-
tive from its original announcement, which include an 
extension in the coverage period from December 2010 
to March 2012; it also expanded coverage to include 
extended care hospitals; the rivastigmine transdermal 
patch, which I guess is another method of delivering the 
drug; and compensation to physicians for participating 
in the initiative's research program.

Now, the takeup — and we may have touched on 
this last time — wasn't as much as we hoped initially 
in this program. The last time we canvassed this I recall 
the member talking about his concern that low-income 
folks, in particular, be able to have access to the program. 
That's certainly something that we took note of.

We have been concentrating on a number of fronts 
to try and boost the participation of patients and phys-
icians through their representative organizations to 
bring this about. For example, we're working with the 
British Columbia Medical Association to try and sim-
plify the information requests for the special authority 
coverage requests. We want to make that easier. We've 
agreed to compensate physicians for participation in 
research activities to try and, again, provide further in-
centive for physicians to partake.

We've tried to emphasize the importance of ensuring 
that the low-income patients have priority opportunity 
to participate. In that regard, we also worked with the 
Pharmacy Association in their newsletters to ask phar-
macists for their help in letting people, particularly their 
low-income clientele, know that coverage is available.

We've also worked with the Alzheimer Society of B.C. 
to include information in their society newsletters to en-
sure that that information is also circulated within the 
Alzheimer's community.

We are hopeful that with all of those efforts, we can 
continue to increase the uptake in what I think is a very 
important program — certainly leading the country, 
again, in providing drug coverage for a very, very troub-
ling illness.

A. Dix: Well, it's not leading the country, although it's 
a different way of covering it. Other jurisdictions cover 
the drugs directly. But it's an interesting idea. The prob-
lem, as the minister will know, is that doctors have been 
reluctant to enrol, I think.

What often ends up happening is patients just end up 
either paying out of pocket or not getting the drug. It's 
not just low-income patients. In fact, these are relatively 
expensive drugs, as the minister will know, given the 
total size of the program.

I understand from the extension of the program that 
the program has underspent its original budget — is 
that fair to say? — and that the program is being ex-
tended using the original sum of money.

This is always a mistake, I say to the minister, but I'm 
going to do this. I forgot to ask him a question earlier. He 
mentioned the drug coverage review teams, which are 
the new teams that will be brought in that, presumably, 
the government will be using to replace the therapeut-
ics initiative.

The minister referred to an RFP in the summer. I just 
want to make sure I understand: is it an RFP or an RFQ? 
In other words, is the minister trying to put together a 
group of people who would qualify as possible assessors 
on that committee? What will the budgeted cost be this 
year, given that it's going to be part of a year, for the drug 
coverage review teams?

[1130]

Hon. K. Falcon: I'll answer that in two parts. The first 
part: the member is correct that because of the lower 
than expected uptake, the actual drug costs for the in-
itiative were below budget. I imagine that's partly the 
reason why we're able to extend the coverage and keep 
the program moving along.

In terms of trying to deal with the issue of trying to 
increase the uptake, it's one of the reasons why we've 
got the compensation for physicians. We try to make a 
financial benefit out of ensuring that they enrol appro-
priate members of their practice that are dealing with 
issues around Alzheimer's. Of course, that's very helpful 
in terms of doing the ongoing research to determine the 
efficacy of the drugs that we're utilizing in the program.

With respect to the second part of the member's ques-
tion, it is an RFQ. That is a request for qualifications.

A. Dix: There you go — two questions, two answers. 
Just to follow up, though. The second was only partial. I 
just want to ask: what has the ministry budgeted for the 
drug coverage review teams — annualized, I guess, but 
in this fiscal year?

Hon. K. Falcon: What the amount of that budget will 
be will depend on a large degree on the results of the 
RFQ, but I can tell the member that it will be within the 
$1 million budget that is currently in place for the thera-
peutics initiative.

[H. Bloy in the chair.]

A. Dix: I just had a question with respect to e-health. 
Well, let me make it a three-part question to give the 
minister a little bit of time to speak here.

I guess that the first question is on the electronic med-
ical records, the PITO program. What is the takeup now? 
What is the progress with respect to the expenditure of 



British Columbia Debates5874�T hursday, May 27, 2010 

that money? How much of the $108 million subsidy has 
been spent? And has any progress been made by the 
contractors, by the vendors, to meet federal ISO certifi-
cation requirements?

So that's a three-part question for the minister, and I'll 
give him a little bit of time to consider that.

Hon. K. Falcon: This might be a good time to maybe 
take a few minutes to break so that we can get new staff 
to come in to deal with the issue.

A. Dix: Why don't I ask a different subject, then?

Hon. K. Falcon: Okay. If we could do that, it would 
be great, and then do it after lunch. Okay.

A. Dix: Yesterday, because he would have got the 
briefing on this…. We had a discussion, and then we 
moved on to other things about nurse practitioners and 
about a case.

[1135]
The nurse practitioner in question is an outstanding 

person and, I think, very well recognized in the Fraser 
Valley and respected by people, including government 
MLAs.

The issue was this. As the minister will recall from our 
discussion yesterday, Janet Baillies was hired at a doc-
tor's office, provided outstanding program service and 
there was great protest when her funding was going to 
be cut, I think, at the end of January. That program fund-
ing was extended until March 31 and has now been cut.

I think it highlights one of the issues that is — I think 
the minister will agree with me — really one of frustra-
tion. What has really happened is that someone whose 
service has been outstanding, has provided outstanding 
care….

The program was a success. It's on the minister's own 
website, so it's on the ministry's website, essentially brag-
ging about this as a real success in primary care — and 
justifiably so. It is now over in this case. It's over, in part, 
because of the way in which we fund health care.

In the end, it made sense when Fraser Health stopped 
funding the grant, which I think came out of an innova-
tion fund. It made sense for Fraser Health, in its own 
interest, to say no to that grant, but for the government's 
overall cost, the effect was to replace Ms. Baillies and 
that work she was doing — which was far less expensive 
to government — with a doctor, essentially, who would 
then bill MSP. Right?

And so I guess that the taxpayer loses and the patients 
lose because we haven't quite figured out how to deal 
with nurse practitioners in a permanent way in that cir-
cumstance. I raise that issue with the minister. I know 
that the staff did a little work on the case.

I should say that I think this is a really outstanding 
nurse. I don't raise the issue to put her in any negative 

position. It's just that this case illustrates, I think, a much 
broader problem, and I wanted the minister to comment 
on that.

Hon. K. Falcon: I would actually find myself largely 
in agreement with the member opposite with respect to 
this. I do think, as I acknowledged yesterday, that I do not 
believe government has done as good a job as we could 
have in ensuring when we established the nurse practi-
tioner program in British Columbia…. We're proud of 
the fact that we did that. We provided $62.7 million to 
the health authorities from the fiscal periods '05-'09 to 
incorporate nurse practitioners into the system.

In the case of the Abbotsford nurse that the member 
mentions, I would agree with the member 100 percent. 
It is a frustration to me that in that case…. The dollars, 
as I understand, were provided under a grant through 
the enhanced family practice program through the 
ministry.

The problem with the grant on dealing with something 
like that is that you end up starting a position that is 
working, by all regards, very well. The grant comes to an 
end, and instead of continuing it — because that would 
make really good sense from a primary care approach — 
often the health authority takes the approach that "well, 
since our grant ended, we're not going to continue."

So one of the things I can assure the member of is, 
first of all, that it is this minister's priority that we are 
going to actually fix this problem and ensure that nurse 
practitioners — with all the incredible skills they have 

— are going to be a key part of the primary care system 
going forward. We are going to solve this problem to en-
sure that we do not have a situation like this happen in 
the future, that we are not going to have them funded 
on a temporary basis with grants, that they are going to 
be included in the primary care delivery of services in a 
more permanent manner.

I have got staff working on that as a priority, and I 
thank the member for raising that issue. I'm not proud 
of the fact that that issue worked out that way for that 
particular nurse practitioner, but I want to assure her, 
as I have the Nurse Practitioner Association, that this 
is a problem this minister is committed to solving and 
making sure that we ensure that nurse practitioners are 
going to be an integral part of the primary care system.

Now having said that, I have to add that there is a bit 
of a challenge in one area. That is that often what we find 
with medical professionals — that includes physicians 
and nurse practitioners — is that they generally want 
to be practising within the urban or suburban centres 
much more than they do the rural and remote centres.

[1140]
This is a bit of a challenge for us. It's a larger challenge 

to try and encourage and provide significant financial 
incentives to have them also practise in rural-remote 
centres.
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We have expended hundreds of millions of dollars to 
try and encourage that, with some success in the medical 
field, with doctors and with nurses — with loan forgive-
ness programs, with special rural enhancement fees and 
with beefed-up locum payments, etc. But it is still a big 
challenge. I understand it is somewhat less of a challenge 
with nurse practitioners, but it is still a challenge.

I can assure the critic that that is an issue we are work-
ing on, and I hope that I will have more to say on that in 
the coming months.

The Chair: Member, and noting the hour.

A. Dix: Wow. Time flies, hon. Chair.
Just to follow up on that, the minister says that he will 

have some proposals in the coming months. With re-
spect to nurse practitioners, the minister will know that 
one of the problems happening now is that we've trained 
quite a few nurse practitioners, and we employ a minor-
ity as nurse practitioners in B.C.

One of the effects of that has been that we are now 
training nurse practitioners for other jurisdictions, 
which are a little bit ahead of us in terms of their utiliza-
tion. So we have nurse practitioners who'd like to work 
in B.C. — even in rural areas, I'd say to the minister — 
who end up working in Ontario and the United States, 
where they're a little bit ahead of us.

Is the minister, as part of his review, considering 
finding ways to give access for nurse practitioners 

on a fee-for-service basis? As he says, if you're going 
to enhance and increase the use of nurse practition-
ers in some fashion, you have to find a permanent 
mechanism in the primary care setting for them to be 
paid. Are those the kinds of things that the minister is 
considering?

Hon. K. Falcon: I guess the short answer is no. We're 
not looking at fee-for-service. One of the approaches 
we are trying to move towards is a shift away from a 
transactional approach to medicine to a more holistic 
approach. We think it's important that we have a pri-
mary health care system where we actually encourage 
our medical professionals to spend more time with pa-
tients, particularly those that need it.

The last thing we want to do is start to encourage and 
reinforce the idea that the more patients you do, the 
more dollars you will receive. We don't think that is 
necessarily associated with better care, although I recog-
nize we do that with the majority of physicians in the 
province. That has both its pluses and its minuses, but 
that's not somewhere we're planning on going with re-
spect to the nurse practitioners.

Noting the time, I move that we rise, report progress 
and seek to meet again.

Motion approved.

The committee rose at 11:43 a.m.
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