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MONDAY, MAY 12, 2025

The House met at 1:35 p.m.

[The Speaker in the chair.]

Routine Business

Introductions by Members

Sheldon Clare: It’s my pleasure today to introduce my 
Prince George constituency assistant Johnathan Raine, 
who’s down here this week.

Johnathan, if you would stand and be recognized.
I hope everyone here will make Johnathan feel espe-

cially welcome.

Hon. Brittny Anderson: Today I rise to welcome 
representatives from the Canadian Propane Association, 
who are joining us here in the gallery. Propane is an essen-
tial part of British Columbia’s diverse and resilient energy 
system. From heating homes in remote and Indigenous 
communities to fuelling equipment on farms and job sites, 
propane supports reliable energy access across our prov-
ince. It also plays a key part in barbecue season.

Joining us in the gallery today are Katie Kachur, Clint 
Hillman, Curtis Kitchen, Cale Runions, Courtney Seir-
Todd, Sammy Malhi, Allan Murphy, Curtis Robinson, 
Willie Stephens, Devin O’Neal, Ryan Hudson, Nancy Bor-
den, Bill Gourley, Richard Charbonneau, Alan Penner, 
Harry Singh, Tracy MacDonald and David Gulliver.

Will the House please make them feel very welcome 
and thank them for lunch.

Larry Neufeld: Apparently, I didn’t stand quickly 
enough, so I am going to echo the hon. member in thank-
ing and recognizing the presence of the Canadian Pro-
pane Association. I won’t repeat the names, because we 
just heard them.

Again, please, from this side of the House, help me 
make them feel welcome.

Hon. Adrian Dix: Today we’re welcoming guests from 
EDF Power Solutions, which is a major international re-
newable energy company. I want to welcome Cory Basil, 
who’s the regional senior vice-president for Canada and 
U.S. northeast, and David Thornton, the director of regu-
latory and legislative affairs.

Let the House make them welcome.

Brent Chapman: Yes, I am honoured to have some 
good friends join us here today. They are leaders in the 
Bangladeshi-Canadian community. They are strong pro-
ponents of Bangladesh-to-Canada and Canada-to-Bangla-

desh A solid Conservative federal and provincial candi-
date, Syed Mohsin; also his wife, Razia Mohsin; and his 
mother-in-law, who joins us here today, Syeda Khan, from 
Orange County, New York.

Please make them feel welcome.

Dana Lajeunesse: It’s my pleasure today to introduce 
to the House some very good friends of mine from the 
South Island Prosperity Partnership, otherwise known as 
SIPP. Aaron Stone is the chief executive officer of South 
Island Prosperity Partnership, formerly mayor of Lady-
smith. Dallas Gislason serves as the executive director of 
community economies.

Jason Goldsworthy is the executive director of the 
Centre for Ocean Applied Sustainable Technologies, or 
COAST, a SIPP initiative focused on the sustainable blue 
economy. Christina Clark is the inaugural executive dir-
ector of the Indigenous prosperity centre, an Indigenous-
led initiative under SIPP that supports self-directed eco-
nomic development for First Nations.

Please give them all a warm House welcome.

Á’a:líya Warbus: It’s my pleasure to welcome today 50 
grade 10 students from Sardis Secondary, which is in my 
riding of Chilliwack–Cultus Lake. They will be here with 
Principal Lynnet Schramm, their teacher Kevin Gambell 
and many chaperones that are going to be with them.

I just want to highlight that I went to Sardis Secondary. 
The programs, the teachers and the school are amazing. 
They have a great focus on agriculture and skilled trades 
and are home to the Sardis Falcons Football team.

I’d also like to take a quick opportunity to wish my 
son, Kymani Seymour…. He’s 15, and he goes to Sardis 
Secondary. He is the absolute light and treasure of my life. 
Everything in my life changed the day that he was born.

Happy birthday, son. I love you.
[1:40 p.m.]

Tributes

ART CHARBONNEAU

Hon. Mike Farnworth: I rise today with some sad news, 
and that is the passing of Art Charbonneau, who was the 
MLA for Kamloops from 1991 to 1996.

Art also served as the Minister of Transportation and 
Highways, as it was known then, as well as the Minister of 
Forests and of Education. I served with him in this House 
for five years. I always remember him as someone who 
stood up for Kamloops, was very thoughtful and had an 
amazing sense of humour.

I just want to give this news to the House and that we 
pass on our condolences to his family.
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CHILLIWACK CHIEFS HOCKEY TEAM

Darlene Rotchford: I made a challenge to a fellow mem-
ber in this House on Friday, to my fellow colleague for 
Chilliwack North. I may have challenged her BCHL team 
to a friendly competition, which, you can see, I did not win.

I would like to congratulate the Chilliwack Chiefs on 
their next round in playoffs.

Best of luck to you all.

Introductions by Members

Anna Kindy: I have the pleasure to introduce Dr. Rod 
Nugent. He’s a retired dentist and also the chair and on 
the board of directors of Strathcona Connected Coast 
Network Corporation.

Also, Mr. David Leitch. He’s the chief administrative 
officer of the Strathcona Regional District. David has al-
most 30 years of local government experience in the field 
of engineering, administration, public works and utilities.

Together with City West, they are working to improve 
the north Island and coastal B.C. internet services.

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I have some very special guests in 
the Legislature today. Today in the Legislature I have, vis-
iting, Dave Taylor, Louise Witt and Catherine Taylor. Lou-
ise and Catherine are both dedicated and hard-working 
social workers doing very important work in our com-
munities. Dave is a retired pilot who spends part of his 
retirement volunteering and supporting families and or-
ganizations filling out their disability tax credit.

Fun fact: I came to the Legislature for the very first time 
of my entire life a little over 14, 15 years ago with Louise. 
We wore t-shirts, and we were advocating to MLAs at the 
time. It is a full-circle moment for her to be visiting me, in 
the Legislature, as the Minister of Children and Family 
Development.

Would the House please join me in giving them a very 
warm welcome.

Heather Maahs: I would like to take this opportunity 
to thank my friend across the aisle for being such a won-
derful sport and proposing this wonderful bet. The Vic-
toria Grizzlies did a wonderful job.

It was a good game, but yay, Chiefs.

George Anderson: I would like to take a moment to 
recognize Jim and Eva Manly, who are celebrating 66 
years of marriage. They were married May 9, 1959, and 
I think it’s a testament to the love and the care that they 
have for one another to also build upon a great commun-
ity here in Nanaimo.

I just would hope that the House would join me in con-
gratulating Eva and Jim on such a remarkable milestone.

Rosalyn Bird: It’s my pleasure today to introduce 
Stefan Woloszyn, the CEO of City West, a full-service tele-
communications and entertainment provider in Prince 
Rupert. City West has partnered with the city of Prince 
Rupert and the regional district to Connected Coast pro-
ject, to bring high-speed internet accessibility to rural and 
remote communities along coastal B.C., Haida Gwaii and 
Vancouver Island.

Can everybody in the House please make him feel wel-
come here and throughout the precinct today.

Jessie Sunner: It is not quite 66 years, but I would like 
to congratulate two very, very special people in my life 
who just yesterday celebrated 39 years of marriage: my 
parents.

I want to thank them for all of their love, their support, 
for truly making me believe and know that I can do any-
thing in this life and for setting such a great example of 
what a loving marriage looks like.

Congratulations, parents.
[1:45 p.m.]

Will the House please join me in a warm welcome.

Jordan Kealy: I rise today to welcome the Canadian 
Propane Association as well and Katie Kachur, who is a 
good friend of mine that I have known for just about four 
years.

They are a fierce advocate for propane. Propane is an 
essential resource in so many different ways in our lives. 
Without them, in the North, we would be left out in the 
cold. For some, this is their only option for heat or energy. 
Propane is resilient, heating communities, fuelling farms, 
and it also puts the sizzle in my steak.

Please join me in recognizing their leadership and con-
tributions to B.C.’s energy future.

Welcome to the Legislature, and thank you very much 
for making sure I have propane for my barbecue, and the 
lunch you provided was wonderful.

Hon. Spencer Chandra Herbert: Well, I rise to share 
some good news for British Columbia, news I think we all 
could be very proud of.

Over this last week in Kamloops, it’s been the National 
Aboriginal Hockey Championships, and I can tell you this 
weekend our B.C. young women’s team, they placed sil-
ver. They won the silver medal, and I want to congratulate 
them and also congratulate the young men’s team for do-
ing very well.

Next year you’ll get them.
Go, team, go! Congratulations, B.C.

Hon. Sheila Malcolmson: Joining us today in the gal-



Monday, May 12, 2025	 British Columbia Debates	 2543

lery is Mr. Kevan Shaw, a Nanaimo constituent of mine 
and president of the Victoria Crescent neighbourhood 
association.

Will the members please make him very welcome.

Speaker’s Statement

REMOVAL OF LEGISLATURE CAT  
FROM SPEAKER’S OFFICE

The Speaker: Members, about three weeks ago a mem-
ber catnapped our Macey, and Macey has still not re-
turned home. Today I have appointed Rob Shaw as a com-
missioner to bring Macey back home — not a real cat, just 
Macey.

If the cat returns by the end of the day, I will make a 
generous donation to SPCA, so the catnapper is urged and 
encouraged to bring the cat back home.

Introduction and  
First Reading of Bills

BILL M214 — FIREFIGHTERS’ HEALTH ACT

Misty Van Popta presented a bill intituled Firefighters’ 
Health Act.

Misty Van Popta: I move that a bill entitled Firefighters’ 
Health Act, of which notice has been given in my name on 
the order paper, be introduced and read a first time now.

I am so pleased to present the Firefighters’ Health Act 
to the House today. This bill is paramount to protecting 
the health of those who protect us on a daily basis.

It is noted that both the government and the opposition 
party committed to supporting firefighters during the fall 
2024 campaign, and it is my hope here today and moving 
forward that we can work together to maintain our com-
mitment to them. This is not a partisan issue.

This bill is inspired by two men in my community. I 
will go into their stories further, hopefully at second read-
ing debates, but the crux of their stories is that they are 
both younger than me. While their chances of dying from 
cancer are two to four times higher than mine due to the 
very job they go to every day, they are not afforded early 
screening for colon cancer due to their age. One man 
under the age of 50 has already had life-altering cancer, 
while the other, also under 50, has a family history of can-
cer, compounded to his occupational hazard of cancer.

We all know a firefighter. Some are even family. You 
know one. You know one. You know one.

The topic of updating the list of presumptive cancers 
and the need for regular and early health screenings is not 
new to either this government nor the last government. It 
is time that we all here today stand and take ownership of 

making these important changes to the health outcomes 
of the over 13,000 men and women firefighters who pro-
tect this province.

[1:50 p.m.]
This bill is about updating the presumptive-cancers list 

and crafting a health plan strategy for firefighters, which 
would include earlier and regular screenings. This would 
be accomplished based on a collaborative approach with 
the BCPFFA, the Doctors of B.C. and the ministers in 
charge.

I want to thank my Local 4550 for inspiring this bill 
and to thank all the union locals that came to Victoria a 
few months ago and met with all of us.

May you never have to do that again. May you know 
that everyone here supports and values your life always.

The Speaker: Members, the question is first reading of 
the bill.

Motion approved.

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

[1:55 p.m.]

The Speaker: Members, before we take the vote, I want 
to remind members that division is usually called at the 
first motion at the first reading, not on the administrative 
side of the bill. But today we will allow it.

Motion approved unanimously on a division. [See 
Votes and Proceedings.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I seek leave to make an intro
duction.

Leave granted.

Introductions by Members

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I see that joining us in the House 
now is a grade 10 class from Gleneagle Secondary. Really 
grateful that all of the students and teachers are here today.

I had a bit of a panic this morning when I was told that 
the Grade 10 social studies class was visiting us. I thought 
that maybe I forgot to fill out a permission form, and I tex-
ted my son and said, “Are you in the Legislature?” and he 
said: “No, that’s the other Grade 10 social studies class.” I 
hope you all go back to Gleneagle and tell Ashton that his 
mom said hi.

Please enjoy question period. I know my colleagues will 
all be on their best behaviour. Thank you for being here.
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Members’ Statements

IRONWORKERS MEMORIAL  
SECOND NARROWS CROSSING

Amshen / Joan Phillip: Today I rise to talk about the 
collapse of the Second Narrows Bridge, June 17, 1958, while 
it was still under construction. While 79 workers plunged 
into the Burrard Inlet, it caused the deaths of 14 ironwork-
ers, two engineers, a painter and, later, a commercial diver 
attempting a rescue.

[2:00 p.m.]
The accident remains the worst disaster in Vancouver’s 

history. A royal commission determined that a miscalcu-
lation in the design of the temporary structure played a 
significant role.

I was six years old at the time, driving down 3rd Ave
nue with my mother, when I looked over and I said: “Look, 
Mom, the bridge is falling.” And I didn’t realize it was 
really bad until she started swearing in two languages. By 
the time we got to Maplewood, emergency vehicles were 
flying by us. When we got home on Dollarton Highway, 
my mom and dad got into their 36-foot troller, gillnetter, 
and were fishing survivors out of the inlet.

It is now called the Ironworkers Memorial Second Nar-
rows Crossing to honour the lives lost in that tragedy. Let 
us reaffirm our commitment to strong protections and a 
culture that values the health and safety of all workers.

Huy ch q’u siem.

SKI INDUSTRY IN  
COLUMBIA RIVER–REVELSTOKE

Scott McInnis: Another wonderful ski season has 
come to an end in Columbia River–Revelstoke. I rise to-
day to express my deepest gratitude to the incredible in-
dividuals who power the ski industry in the riding I am 
so lucky to represent — from lift operators, ski patrol, in-
structors, hospitality staff, maintenance crews and count-
less others behind the scenes.

Thank you. Your dedication, professionalism and hard 
work have formed the backbone of a world-class tourism 
economy that supports families, small business and entire 
communities across our region.

The riding I represent has the best ski resorts in the 
country, if not the world. Revelstoke Mountain Resort, 
Kicking Horse, Panorama, Fairmont and Kimberley Alp-
ine Resort get knee-deep powder all year long that falls 
like sheets of paper from the sky. Ask anyone who’s been 
there, and most certainly they’ll agree.

Our mountains are among the most iconic in the 
world, but it is the people, those who work long hours in 
all weather, who greet visitors with a smile, who keep our 
operations running smoothly and safely, that make the 
experience truly exceptional. Whether it’s grooming the 
slopes before sunrise or serving a warm meal or a cold 

beverage after a long day of skiing, your efforts do not go 
unnoticed.

I’d also like to thank those who work and support 
the back-country skiing experience. Cat- and heli-skiing 
operations provide a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to 
shred powder like you’ve never seen before. These folks 
often work weekends without a break and weeks on end, 
not because they need the money, necessarily, but because 
they love the lifestyle and the camaraderie and, of course, 
the stoke, which this industry most certainly provides.

Tourism drives opportunity in Columbia River–Revel-
stoke, and the ski industry is at its heart.

We simply couldn’t do it without you. Your work brings 
joy to visitors, pride to our communities and prosperity to 
our local economy. On behalf of my constituents and all 
British Columbians who benefit from your service, thank 
you for all you do.

Now go grab your mountain bike, your golf clubs and 
your fly-fishing gear. We’ll see you next year.

VALUE OF LOCAL NEWSPAPERS

George Anderson: Across British Columbia and Can-
ada, printing presses, once loud with purpose, one by one 
are falling silent. Over the past 17 years, 529 local pub-
lications across Canada have shut down, and 76 percent 
of them have been community papers. With each clos-
ure, something greater disappears, the heartbeat of our 
communities.

When I was a kid, I had a paper route and ensured that 
those papers arrived before 7 a.m., even with the dogs 
chasing me and people being upset that they weren’t get-
ting their papers on time. That being said, these presses 
printed the first photos of individuals, and final farewells. 
They captured victories, losses, the ordinary moments of 
everyday life, holding space for the stories that shape who 
we are.

Many might say we can just read the news online, but 
printing presses have never been just about convenience; 
they’ve been about credibility and permanence. A printed 
page can’t be quietly edited. A printed page doesn’t vanish 
behind a paywall or algorithm. It stays, a public record of 
what we valued, debated and demonstrated who we were 
in that moment.

Behind those pages were journalists and also real 
people, collators, who were doing repetitive, labour-
intensive work, stitching together the printed memories of 
our communities.

[2:05 p.m.]
When a printing press closes, it’s harder for small-town 

voices to be heard, which should concern all of us. For-
mer Supreme Court Justice Louise Arbour once said: “The 
search for truth is becoming more elusive.” And when 
we lose the tools for truth — local news, public record, 
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printed word — we risk blurring facts, erasing memories 
and silencing communities.

To every collator, press worker and worker who kept 
those presses running: your labour mattered. You didn’t 
just assemble newspapers; you assembled the memories of 
our local communities and history.

So as the presses may be falling silent, we cannot, be-
cause when a community loses the ability to tell its story, it 
risks losing its identity altogether.

MIKE MORGAN

Debra Toporowski / Qwulti’stunaat: My father-in-law, 
Mike Morgan, turns 90 today. He was born in 1935, and a 
lot was happening that year.

May 25 Babe Ruth hit the last of his 714 home runs, in a 
Major League record which would stand until 1974. Ruth 
retired on June 2. The world’s first parking metre was in-
stalled in Oklahoma City, on January 16. September 13 
Howard Hughes set a new airspeed record of 354.4 miles 
per hour in his Hughes H-1 Racer plane. November 5 the 
Parker brothers began marketing their recently acquired 
real estate game as Monopoly.

The Kit Kat bar, initially Rowntree’s Chocolate Crisp, 
was first launched in September 1935. In the U.K., Hoo-
ver dam was opened. Elvis Presley was born. The first 
canned beer by Gottfried Krueger Brewing Company. The 
number one song in 1935 was “Cheek to Cheek” by Fred 
Astaire.

When Michael was five years old, he was watching 
the Battle of Britain out his window. When he was nine 
years old, his parents would pack him up and move to 
Canada from England. They started in Nakusp, B.C., and 
they finally settled at the end of Mount Sicker Road in 
Chemainus.

He would marry Barb Williams at the age of 21 years 
old. They had two sons, Douglas and William.

One of his jobs in 1957 was as a carpenter at the Crof-
ton pulp mill. His shop is full of model airplanes that he 
built himself. He had a flyers club and people that came 
as far as Victoria and Nanaimo. You could find him out 
on the field on Tuesday, Thursday and Sunday. Another 
previous job would be travelling around and running a 
karaoke. He attracted groupies that became known as Mi-
chael’s angels. You will still find him enjoying karaoke on 
Wednesday afternoon at the Eagles’ hall.

Happy birthday, Mike.

MEN’S SHED SOCIETY  
IN MACKENZIE

Kiel Giddens: I know that men’s sheds have been talked 
about here in this Legislature, but I think it’s important to 
talk about men’s mental health. Men are much less likely to 
seek help and often suffer alone.

So today I want to share some of the inspiring mis-

sion and achievements of the Mackenzie Men’s Shed So-
ciety. This is a growing movement in Mackenzie, with 44 
men and counting, with often more than 20 showing up at 
the weekly coffee chats. They get together and discuss the 
community, and they come up with new ways to support 
their neighbours.

This organization is dedicated to building camaraderie, 
sharing valuable skills and promoting overall well-being. 
They believe that by creating a welcoming space for a cup 
of coffee, to volunteer together, to foster connection and 
growth, they can empower each other to overcome chal-
lenges while giving back with their time and their talents.

The group has really been collaborative with local or-
ganizations, like their partnership with Mackenzie Com-
munity Services. Through their honey-do list, they assist 
seniors, individuals with special needs and those facing 
limited resources with minor home repairs, life-and-limb 
repairs, accessibility supports and much more, operating 
under the belief that everyone deserves support and de-
serves dignity.

I had the chance to tour their new shed workshop space 
recently, and it’s really coming together as a project hub in 
the community. The commitment of these men goes be-
yond just assisting. They also host workshops that enable 
community members to learn new skills and collaborate 
on various projects. One of their current teaching projects 
includes the building of wooden beds for youth, and the 
goal is to donate these to families and young individuals 
in need throughout Mackenzie.

[2:10 p.m.]
The men’s shed has really f lourished recently, creat-

ing an inclusive environment where men can foster good 
mental health while combatting social isolation.

Thank you to president Lucky McDonough and to Tony 
Vander Warden and Stacy Wengo. I want to thank Knut 
Herzog for the recent tour and his community work. This 
guy is a power volunteer in Mackenzie, a proud retired 
public servant and one of the most kind people I’ve met.

I think all of us can recognize the importance of giving 
back in our communities.

Harman Bhangu: I’d like to request to make an 
introduction.

Leave granted.

Introductions by Members

Harman Bhangu: A constituent of mine, John Hof, has 
his twin granddaughters in the gallery today from Sardis 
Secondary in Chilliwack — Hannah and Olivia Ivany.

Would the House make them feel very welcome.

Á’a:líya Warbus: I seek leave to make an introduction.

Leave granted.
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Á’a:líya Warbus: I also just wanted to, now that the 
guests are here, have the House make Sardis Secondary 
and their teacher Kevin Gambell very welcome as they en-
ter just in time for question period.

Oral Questions

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO  
ANTISEMITISM AND POLICE  

INVESTIGATION OF HATE CRIMES

John Rustad: Victoria-based hate preacher Younus 
Kathrada launched yet another antisemitic-laden tirade 
against the Jewish community last Friday. Add this to 
the long list of Kathrada’s disgusting sermons, where he 
called Jews “evil and filthy.”

On Friday, yet again, he violated section  318 of the 
Criminal Code. Enough is enough.

Can this Attorney General tell this House whether 
there is an active hate crime investigation underway?

Hon. David Eby: First of all, I want to stand with the 
Jewish community and recognize how disgusting and de-
plorable these comments were, and this pattern of con-
duct from this individual. This kind of hateful speech has 
no place in our province. We have given police tools and 
support to ensure that hate crimes are investigated in our 
province — prosecutors with new hate crime policy.

For people who are aware of conduct like this but re-
luctant for some reason to call police, please don’t hesitate. 
We also have a racist incident hotline where people can 
report this. It assists the province in eliminating hate in 
our province.

I’m glad that we can stand in this place against that 
kind of hate and all forms of hate and discrimination in 
our province and, certainly, support the police and the 
work that they need to do to investigate this and all inci-
dents of hate.

The Speaker: Leader of the Official Opposition, sup-
plemental.

John Rustad: I’m happy to hear the words from the 
Premier, although it has been 19 months of this carrying 
on, and it’s not the first time we have called for this action 
to be taken.

The Canadian Antisemitism Education Foundation 
sent a note and a letter to the Victoria chief of police, Del 
Manak, yesterday. In that letter, they requested that Chief 
Manak commence an investigation into the conduct of the 
hate preacher.

Unlike Charlotte Kates, which was never actioned by 
this government, despite the hate crimes that this person 
indicated, if the police recommend charges, can the At-

torney General today confirm that they will actually act 
upon those charges?

Hon. Niki Sharma: We all need to be very concerned 
that the system is appropriately responding to hate speech 
and condemning it when necessary.

We’ve put resources into making sure that police offi-
cers can get the training that they need to learn how to 
investigate appropriately and respond to any hate crimes 
that are happening in this province. I expect the system 
to take this action very seriously. As the member knows, 
it’s not the Attorney General that approves charge assess-
ments, but it’s my job to make sure the system is tooled up 
to do the work appropriately.

[2:15 p.m.]
That means a series of things that we’ve done — the 

Premier talked about it — to make sure the Crown pros-
ecution service has a directive policy on antisemitism, to 
make sure that police have proper training to respond to 
hate crimes that are occurring in any of our communities 
and to make sure that the system is set up to respond to 
people for the victim supports that they need if they’ve 
experienced an incident of hate. That’s through the racist 
incident helpline.

I am always looking for ways that we can push on 
changing the Criminal Code to make sure that we are re-
sponding appropriately when hate crimes happen in this 
province, and it’s work that we always need to continue 
to do.

ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE SERVICES

Ward Stamer: James Roland Mansell is a 68-year-old 
constituent of mine. His wife, who has just recently passed, 
found him a doctor shortly after moving from Abbotsford. 
Eight years ago, their doctor quit, citing the stress of run-
ning a doctor’s office.

What does this Health Minister have to say to James, 
who has utterly lost faith in our health care system, still 
waiting eight years for a doctor?

Hon. Josie Osborne: Thank you to the member for the 
question.

It is difficult to hear when somebody is having a hard 
time accessing a primary care provider, and we know 
there are far too many British Columbians in this place. 
We know that we are experiencing a global shortage of 
health care workers, and that includes physicians. That is 
why this government has put so much effort and invest-
ment into training and recruiting more nurses, nurse 
practitioners, doctors and health care workers to build out 
our primary care system. The primary care system is the 
backbone of our public universal health care system here.

To the member’s constituent…. I am certain that he has 
registered on the health connect registry and is awaiting. 
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I want to assure him that we are doing everything that we 
can to connect him to a primary care provider and, in the 
meantime, that he has access to the health care that he 
needs.

The Speaker: Member, supplemental.

Ward Stamer: After 15 years of supporting James and 
Tracy, their doctor quit, leaving a community reeling. 
Even worse, James told me that health care in Kamloops 
has gotten so bad that his two grandchildren haven’t had 
a checkup in six years. Doing more of the same over and 
over again and expecting different results is insanity.

How is it acceptable that this government, after eight 
years in power, is allowing children and seniors to go 
without health care?

Hon. Josie Osborne: Doing more of the same wouldn’t 
work. That’s why this government has taken the action 
that it has, by taking the opportunity to open a brand-new 
medical school; expanding the seats at UBC; increasing 
the number of residency positions for family physicians; 
increasing the opportunities for family physicians to 
move; and incentivizing them to be in rural and remote 
communities out of the Lower Mainland, like where this 
member is from.

That’s why we’re continuing to take the action, and it is 
showing results. We’re finally starting to head in the right 
direction. We’re turning the corner. Since 2023, we have 
hired over 1,000 new family physicians. We’ve connected 
675,000 people since 2018. This is work we’re going to con-
tinue to do. I know that the member’s constituent is wait-
ing, and we are not going to stop until every single person 
in this province is attached to a primary care provider.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING OPTIONS AND  
RENTAL HOUSING VACANCY CONTROL

Rob Botterell: Last week the Minister of Housing 
lauded this government’s work on affordable housing. He 
said that housing is central. Housing is health care. I’m 
sure we all agree.

But gaps in B.C.’s services continue to let people fall 
through the cracks. Available spaces mean nothing if the 
units and services don’t meet people’s needs. Numerous 
barriers to shelter persist: minimal storage space, limits 
to cohabitation, no pets. Many people have a history of 
experiencing abuse or assault in shelter settings. Housing 
options that meet people’s unique needs, that don’t repli-
cate trauma, must be readily available.

To the Minister of Housing: how are you providing 
housing options that actually meet people’s needs?

Hon. Ravi Kahlon: I thank the member for the 
question.

Housing is central. One of the core beliefs that we have 
on our side is trying to ensure that housing is available 
with the supports that each individual needs, their unique 
needs — making sure that those are met.

[2:20 p.m.]
The member speaks about different types of shelters. 

He surely knows that we have a whole host of different 
types of housing options available for individuals. We 
do fund storage spaces for individuals that need to store 
their valuable belongings. We do create units that have 
pet-friendly options. We do create options for people, if 
they’re in a relationship, to be able to be in those units. We 
have teams on the ground that are dedicated to this work, 
catering our supports for individuals.

If you see, for example, the work we did at Crab Park — 
close to 100 people, over 100 people there. It took almost a 
year for us to meet with every individual and ensure that 
they had housing that met every individual’s needs. We’re 
doing that work in Prince George. We’re doing that work 
in communities like Campbell River, Nanaimo, Abbots-
ford, and the list goes on. We know we have more work to 
do, but we are making some significant progress.

The Speaker: Member, supplemental.

Rob Botterell: This government has committed to ex-
panding affordable housing. Last week the Housing Min-
ister committed to expanding rent supplements for young 
people so they can find housing that they can afford. All 
members of this House can agree that we need to create 
certainty so young people can stay in their communities.

Yet bad-faith evictions, renovictions and a profiteering 
rental market have created immense uncertainty, espe-
cially for young people, families and people with disabil-
ities. Vacancy control is one tool this government hasn’t 
evaluated that could offer immediate relief.

To the Minister of Housing, it’s been seven years. Isn’t 
it time for you to reopen the Rental Housing Task Force to 
evaluate vacancy control?

Hon. Ravi Kahlon: There was a lot in that question.
I will share this with the member. We have taken con-

siderable steps to ensure that renters are protected and 
that decisions both for renters and landlords can be done 
in an expedited manner. We went from some of the long-
est wait times for hearings, before the Premier became 
Premier, to now the shortest time, because of the early 
investments the Premier made when he first became the 
Premier of British Columbia.

We have been taking steps to ensure that we reduce 
bad-faith evictions. A new digital web portal now ensures 
that people fill in basic information and verify that the in-
formation is valid, ensuring that anyone that’s caught has 
a steeper fine so they’re discouraged from doing this type 
of behaviour. And we’re seeing those numbers drop.
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The member is talking about vacancy control. The 
member surely knows that we did have an all-party com-
mittee. His predecessor was on that committee. They 
advised government that vacancy control would not be 
a good option to proceed with. I appreciate the member 
may have a different opinion than his predecessor.

We have been ensuring that we can do everything we 
can to support renters, by increasing housing supply, by 
beefing up the rules to make sure that people are protected, 
and we’ll continue to do that work as we go forward.

GOVERNMENT ACTION ON  
YOUTH MENTAL HEALTH AND  

ADDICTION ISSUES

Claire Rattée: An Indigenous youth in the riding of 
Kootenay Central, whose father reached out to me last 
week, needs help. She was turned away from Stepping 
Stones emergency shelter because of her age, and the next 
morning the staff there found her dead on the front steps. 
Dead, Mr. Speaker. She had to be revived with Narcan 
three times and is lucky to be alive.

This young woman’s case is a catastrophic failure 
across multiple ministries with numerous chances to 
intervene. Her father has pleaded for help from child and 
family services, from the Ministry of Health; from the lo-
cal MLA, the member for Kootenay Central, but his pleas 
have fallen on deaf ears.

What will it take? Does this young woman have to die 
for this government to finally intervene with compassion-
ate care?

Hon. Josie Osborne: Thank you to the member for the 
question.

It is terrible to hear of a story like this. I think all of us, 
our hearts go out to the family and to people connected to 
an individual like this.

That’s why this government is taking every step that 
we can to connect people with the care that they need: for 
youth, providing more supports in schools; establishing 
Foundries, a safe space for youth to go to be able to con-
nect with physical and mental health supports, substance 
use supports; continuing to build the housing and provide 
the wraparound supports for families in need.

[2:25 p.m.]
We’re not going to stop doing this work. We’re going to 

continue to do this in a place where everybody has the po-
tential to live a thriving life and the life that they deserve 
to have.

The Speaker: Member, supplemental.

Claire Rattée: To say that you’re going to continue do-
ing this work is completely unacceptable, because clearly 

what this government is doing has failed this young 
woman.

She just turned 18. She has a paralyzed leg, a brain 
growth and untreated neurological damage. Her father, 
a recovered addict himself, says that she has now lost all 
sense of agency. She has been begging for help since she 
was 14 years old. There were moments of hope, times she 
wanted treatment, but the system failed her every time.

She now sleeps in a tent in a drug camp. She has been 
repeatedly sexually assaulted over the last four years. If 
she doesn’t qualify for intervention, then who does?

Why won’t this Premier bring forward compassionate 
care legislation to prevent tragedies like this?

Hon. Ravi Kahlon: I can’t speak specifically to this 
case and this individual, but I can say, hearing from the 
member, that it aligns with what we’ve been saying and 
what we’ve been hearing, which is that encampments are 
not safe. They’re not safe for individuals living in them. 
They’re not safe for the community at large.

Interjection.

The Speaker: Member.

Hon. Ravi Kahlon: The member says that she was 
turned away from an emergency weather shelter, which 
are usually operated by the local government. We provide 
the resources to them, so we can certainly find out what 
happened in that particular case. People don’t get turned 
away from shelter unless there was some issue, and we 
don’t know what those issues are. We can look into them.

But I can tell the member that what we know for a 
fact is that there’s a lack of housing options for people, in 
particular with special needs. Thanks to the work that 
my colleague, the MLA for that riding, and many not-
for-profits…. We’ve actually been targeting, ramping up 
housing for those with special needs in particular.

I can share with the member that we’ve got a new 47-
unit building that just opened up there at the Lakeside 
Place redevelopment, another at 620 Nelson Avenue in Nel-
son and another one at 535 West Houston Street in Nelson. 
All of those focus on people who have, in particular, special 
needs.

I can’t, again, speak to the specifics of what the mem-
ber refers to because, again, the local governments operate 
the emergency weather spaces, but we certainly can make 
sure that the different ministries can follow up.

Á’a:líya Warbus: This individual’s story unfortunately 
gets worse. When she was 17 and turned away from the 
shelter, the technicality of her not being an adult ended up 
in the travesty that we heard from the member for Skeena. 
But as a youth, she was also harmed within the system.

She was molested in an Interior Health facility by a 
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male nurse, and he was later convicted. Despite repeatedly 
asking to not be placed under the care of male nurses due 
to the horrific traumas that she has endured, she was re-
peatedly put in the care of male nurses.

My question is this. Why does this government con-
tinue to retraumatize survivors like her instead of respect-
ing their most basic safety requests?

Hon. Josie Osborne: The safety and health of our youth 
has to be our top priority, the top priority of every single 
person in this House. We cannot see youth and children 
suffering from mental health issues, from substance use 
issues and from being traumatized by care. That’s why this 
government takes this issue so incredibly seriously and will 
continue to work in our health care system, eliminating all 
forms of racism, working with health authorities and 
health care workers to build an integrated, culturally safe, 
trauma-informed system of care for youth just like this.

I want to express my commitment to the member ask-
ing the question to continue to do everything that I can to 
support people in situations like these and to continue to 
work with her and other members on the other side of the 
House in this incredibly important work.

[2:30 p.m.]

JUSTICE SYSTEM STAFFING SHORTAGES

Hon Chan: Speaking of justice denied, the NDP said 
they have graduated several classes of sheriffs and have 
fixed the court sheriff shortage. But in the trial after the 
death of pastor Tom Cheung, his family informed this side 
of the House that one of the reasons why the sentencing 
was delayed was because of a B.C. chronic sheriff shortage.

How many more families will see delayed justice be-
cause this government cannot ensure adequate staffing in 
our justice system?

Hon. Niki Sharma: I want to start by saying how 
grateful I am for the work that sheriffs do every day in our 
court system. They truly are heroes of public safety and 
making sure that our court system runs smoothly.

We have made gigantic strides in our sheriffs, and we 
are very close. I’m really grateful for all the work that 
everybody has done to graduate more sheriffs. We’ve 
upped our classes, upped the numbers, and we’re very 
close to being at the full complement of sheriffs. We will 
continue to do that work to make sure that their much-
needed services are in the courtroom so trials can keep 
going.

I’m very grateful for all the team in my office that have 
put that work in, for that progress that we’ve made.

ATTACK BY REPEAT OFFENDER AND  
ACTION ON COMMUNITY SAFETY

Korky Neufeld: Well, here is the reality of Mother’s 
Day in British Columbia today. A mother was walking her 
baby in a stroller through downtown New Westminster 
when a man shoved her stroller and punched the mother 
in the face.

Now, the assailant was a repeat offender. Sound famil-
iar? This was a completely random, unprovoked attack in 
broad daylight, just crossing a crosswalk.

Through the Premier, what does it say about public 
safety in this province when even a mother can’t safely 
walk her child in a stroller down the street without being 
assaulted?

Hon. Garry Begg: Thank you to the member opposite 
for the question.

I said it before in this House, and I repeat. We all in this 
province want people to feel safe where they live, where 
they recreate and where they do their things.

Interjections.

The Speaker: Shhh.

Hon. Garry Begg: The incident that you refer to is un-
fortunate, and my heart goes out to the people involved. 
She deserves protection.

We have in this province a repeat violent offender 
program.

Interjection.

The Speaker: Member.

Hon. Garry Begg: It makes a difference so that people 
can get in control of their lives, unlike the member 
opposite.

For example, the Prince George ReVOII is a good ex-
ample of what we’ve done on this side of the House by 
monitoring people who present a threat to the public. A 
former ReVOII client recently stopped by the custody cen-
tre in Prince George. They shared with the staff there how 
they’ve successfully completed addiction recovery and 
have now been able to reconnect with their family.

Our actions are starting to make a difference. That’s 
important, and it’s important that that continues.

GOVERNMENT ACTION ON  
SEXUAL ASSAULT OF WOMEN

Reann Gasper: I’m sorry, but we’ve had eight years. 
These are real lives. These are victims.

In Abbotsford this April, a woman was walking alone 
in Mill Lake Park. She was lured into a conversation and 
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sexually assaulted by a stranger. Later that month another 
woman was forced into a car and assaulted while wait-
ing for a friend, again in broad daylight. And this week 
women were sexually assaulted on a B.C. Transit bus in 
Victoria, midday.

Why is the Parliamentary Secretary for Gender Equity 
standing idly by while women are assaulted daily on this 
government’s watch?

Hon. Niki Sharma: Sexual assault and how it shows up, 
particularly in the lives of women, is an issue that I take 
very seriously as Attorney General of this province. That’s 
why I’ve asked Dr. Stanton to do a full review of our jus-
tice system: to understand why it is that so many victims 
of this type of assault don’t come forward with this abuse.

We’ve invested in front-line services for sexual assault 
centres across this province. We’ve made sure that our 
gender-based action plan is in place, and the parliament-
ary secretary is hard at work at that.

[2:35 p.m.]
On this side of the House, we want to make sure that 

we’re there for every woman that experiences sexual as-
sault, no matter where they are, and that the resources are 
in place to do that. It’s something that I will continue to 
take very seriously, and I know we will on this side of the 
House.

Rosalyn Bird: Another review. I’m sure that women in 
B.C. are very excited to hear about that.

Even when women come forward and charges are laid, 
justice may still slip away. In Duncan, a sexual assault case 
involving two women was tossed out not because there 
wasn’t enough evidence but because of delays. Delays. 
The judge said it had run out of time under the Supreme 
Court’s 18-month ceiling.

How does this government expect survivors to trust a 
system when even a day in court is not guaranteed? How 
can this NDP government achieve their mandate of gender 
equity when women can’t even get justice?

Hon. Niki Sharma: The member raises a very serious 
issue, and that’s the Jordan stays and how Jordan stays are 
in our justice system. We have been making strides in B.C. 
to reduce the number of Jordan stays down to single digits. 
Compared to Ontario and other jurisdictions, it’s a low 
number, but one is too many.

I’m working with every level of our court system, and 
we’re focusing on figuring out how to make sure of the 
timelines, that when people come to court, they get access 
to a trial within the time limit set by this country. We’ll 
continue to do that work to bring down those numbers so 
we can reduce Jordan stays to zero.

SAFETY OF WOMEN AND SUPPORT  
AND JUSTICE FOR VICTIMS OF CRIME

Teresa Wat: How can women, including myself, feel 
safe and secure when this government is just talking the 
talk and not walking the walk?

Even when women report abuse, survive the justice 
system and ask for help, they still aren’t safe. In one case, 
a survivor’s confidential files were allegedly accessed by 
government employees without authorization, and her 
abuser may have learned what was in them.

How can this government claim to support victims 
when it can’t even protect their private information?

Hon. Niki Sharma: On this side of the House, we care 
about supporting victims of sexual assault. In fact, we care 
so much that we had to restore the funding that was cut 
by the opposition when they were in government — or 
some of them were in government and cut funding to 34 
sexual….

Interjections.

The Speaker: Members. Members. Order.

Hon. Niki Sharma: I want to talk a little bit about what 
that meant for people. I used to work and volunteer at a 
centre that received women that had just been sexually as-
saulted. The front-line groups of people that are there to 
support those women through the whole system…. They 
cut funding to those centres, so over 30 had to shut down 
across this province — 30.

So I find it really hard to take when they’re saying they 
care about victims on that side. We restored that funding, 
and we’re going to continue to do that work.

Scott McInnis: Tatyanna Harrison, a 20-year-old In-
digenous woman, was found dead, partially naked, on a 
yacht in Richmond in 2022. No clear cause of death, no 
rape kit, no explanation for how she got there. Her mother 
wasn’t told her body had been found until three months 
later. It has taken three years and an external forensic re-
view just to get a coroner’s inquest.

How can this government claim to care when women 
must fight for years just to get justice for their daughter’s 
death?

Hon. Niki Sharma: It’s vitally important that our jus-
tice system, from the front-line, which is the RCMP offi-
cers, all the way to the court hearing, is equipped to deal 
with these very important cases of sexual assault, to make 
sure that women feel safe to report and to go through the 
justice system and that they get their day in court in a 
timely way.

[2:40 p.m.]
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It’s something that I care so much about as Attorney 
General. Dr. Stanton is tasked with going around and 
speaking to all members of our justice system to make 
sure we can understand how to make every system there 
respond in the way that it should be responding. I’m going 
to be receiving that report in June, and I look forward to 
rolling up my sleeves and doing the work.

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO  
COMMUNITY HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES

Elenore Sturko: We’ve heard so many examples here 
today of failures by this government, failures to protect 
the physical safety and the well-being of people across this 
province.

A young Indigenous woman left to overdose on the 
steps of a shelter. A family without access to a doctor for 
eight years. A mother punched in the face while push-
ing her stroller across the street. And yes, I did check the 
court services online. This is a repeat offender who had 
already done an assault causing bodily harm and assault 
P.O. less than a month previously.

Domestic violence victims having their privacy 
breached, possibly their safety compromised. Sex assault 
trials tossed because of delays caused by NDP deficiencies. 
Seniors without health care, no matter what ministry — 
whether it’s Health, Housing or the Attorney General — 
NDP failures are placing people at risk.

How can this Premier assure British Columbians that 
they’ll be safe and that their well-being will be cared for 
when so many ministries are failing under his watch?

Hon. Niki Sharma: On this side of the House, we care 
about investing in people, investing in the programs that 
are going to show up to make a difference in people’s lives, 
to make it safer for women that are going through the jus-
tice system, to make it safer everywhere in our street.

When the Leader of the Opposition was in power, they 
cut programs to services. They cut victim services pro-
grams continually.

Interjections.

The Speaker: Members. Members.

Interjections.

The Speaker: Members, enough.
Attorney General.

Hon. Niki Sharma: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
We are going to stay focused on the investments that 

we know are making a difference. We’ve had a chance, 

through this question period, to talk about how those pro-
grams are making a difference.

Almost a full complement of sheriffs after decades of 
under-resourcing sheriffs. Reinvesting in sexual assault 
response centres across this province for victims of sexual 
assault. Making sure the ReVOII program is focused on 
repeat violent offenders in our system. Reducing Jordan 
stays compared to the rest of this country.

Interjection.

The Speaker: Member, let the Attorney….
Member.

Hon. Niki Sharma: We’re going to keep on doing that 
work.

[End of question period.]

Tabling Documents

The Speaker: Hon. Members, I have the honour to 
table the Legislative Assembly Management Committee 
report, 2023-24.

Reports from Committees

PRIVATE BILLS AND  
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BILLS COMMITTEE

Amna Shah: The Select Standing Committee on Pri-
vate Bills and Private Members’ Bills reports Bill M204, 
intituled Perinatal and Postnatal Mental Health Strategy 
Act, complete with amendment.

The Speaker: The Perinatal and Postnatal Mental 
Health Strategy Act will proceed to report stage during 
the next private members’ time.

Tabling Documents

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I have the honour to present 
the annual report of WorkSafeBC.

Orders of the Day

Hon. Mike Farnworth: In this House, I call continued 
second reading on Bill 14.

In the Douglas Fir Room, I call continued estimates for 
the Ministry of Children and Family Development.

In the Birch Room, House C, I call committee stage on 
Bill 11, to be followed by Bill 13.

[2:45 p.m.]

[Mable Elmore in the chair.]
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Second Reading of Bills

BILL 14 — RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECTS  
(STREAMLINED PERMITTING) ACT, 2025  

(continued)

Deputy Speaker: I call the chamber to order.

Korky Neufeld: I was cut halfway in between on Thurs-
day; we were so eager to get home. So I will continue with 
Bill 14, streamlined permitting.

While we should be finding ways to responsibly 
streamline permitting processes, we should never do it by 
cutting transparency. Decisions behind closed doors, with 
no public scrutiny, don’t build confidence. We shouldn’t 
do it by ignoring legislation and this Legislature — 93 
elected MLAs. We are accountable to the public, not the 
Energy Regulator. And it should never be done by silen-
cing community voices, especially those of Indigenous 
nations whose rights are directly affected. Streamlining 
should never mean silencing.

This legislation fails the test of good governance. It 
hands sweeping authoritarian powers to cabinet, to the 
Energy Regulator, and it undermines safety. It threatens 
environmental and cultural protections, and it also opens 
the door to political interference in land use and conserva-
tion decisions.

The NDP may sell this as a way to get wind turbines 
in the ground, but let’s not be fooled. Bill 14 is not about 
building energy infrastructure. It’s actually about build-
ing political power, unchecked power, unbalanced power 
and unaccountable power. I urge this House to carefully 
study, review the implications of this bill and demand a 
real pathway forward, one that supports renewable energy 
without sacrificing our democratic institutions, and that 
is debate in this House, without removing environmental 
safeguards which have been put in place and without los-
ing public trust.

I finished with clause 13 on Thursday, and I will now 
continue with clause 14, application of the Environmental 
Assessment Act. It carves out major projects from the EAA 
coverage, weakening the province’s commitment to en-
vironmental due diligence. This clause enables large-scale 
projects to proceed without cumulative impact assess-
ments, ignoring broader ecological consequences.

Clause 15, the Agricultural Land Commission Act, al-
lows industrial uses, subdivisions and exemptions on 
agricultural land, without needing justification through 
a land use plan. This undermines the integrity of the ALR 
land protections.

Clauses 16 to 19, other statutes. Each clause successively 
limits the application of otherwise robust statutes such as 
the Safety Standards Act, the Wildlife Act, etc., creating a 
patchwork of carve-outs that erode consistent regulatory 
application.

Here it gets really interesting: clause 20, cabinet regu-
lations. Again, it resembles bill 7, 2.0. It provides cabinet 
near-unfettered discretion to define the projects, to define 
the eligibility, to define fee regimes and to define stream-
lining levels; the ability to delegate to any public servant 
or agency, further centralizing control with minimal over-
sight mechanisms. You know, this is like putting lipstick 
on a pig. The pig is still a pig. This is Bill 7 with lipstick 
on it.

[2:50 p.m.]
Clause 21, validation. Retroactive validation of past ac-

tion undermines legal certainty and may shield improper 
regulatory conduct from challenge.

Clauses 22 and 23, transition provisions. Permitting 
cancellation of existing environmental assessment cer-
tificates without due process effectively voids already es-
tablished environmental obligations. It’s like with a pen, 
you’re just cutting through what has been in place for 
years, these environmental obligations. Replacing them 
with vague new conditions opens the door to less stringent 
and selectively enforced requirements.

Clause 24, the Agricultural Land Commission amend-
ments. This embeds statutory preference for energy pro-
jects over agricultural protection. This potentially sets a 
dangerous precedent for prioritizing development over 
food security. This bill does nothing to protect farmers 
who put food on our tables.

Clauses 25 to 26, the delegation and facility definitions. 
Delegation to the B.C. Energy Regulator without oversight 
increases risk of inconsistent and unreviewable decisions. 
If they make a decision that impacts someone, there’s no 
opportunity for recourse. You need to accept it because we 
need just to trust them.

Clause 27, commencement, allows government to delay 
enactment indefinitely. You heard it right. It allows gov-
ernment to delay enactment indefinitely, which introdu-
ces uncertainty for stakeholders and project developers 
alike.

I guess the question needs to be asked: how will this 
attract long-term investment? Investors rely on certainty 
to put millions and billions and years and years of invest-
ment in our province.

Now I want to read from an article that was written 
this last Thursday, May 8, by Jacqueline Gelineau. Here 
it states:

“The B.C. Wildlife Federation is f lagging major 
risks over the K2 wind energy project, a large-scale 
wind farm proposed for the Pennask Mountain area 
west of Peachland.

“The B.C. Wildlife Federation argues that the prov-
ince’s approach neglects critical environmental safe-
guards. The K2 project site lies within the Pennask 
watershed, home to the world’s largest known run of 
wildlife trout, it stated in a media release. These trout 
have been the primary source for B.C.’s hatchery sys-
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tem since 1927, supporting the stocking of approxi-
mately 150 lakes across the province.

“The B.C. Wildlife Federation director highlighted 
the need for a thorough environmental review.” He 
said: “It is essential that test excavations and a full en-
vironmental review be conducted before this project 
breaks ground.” The same executive director refer-
enced “a study commissioned by a local fish and game 
club, done in 2014, that warned of significant risks to 
the watershed’s habitat and trout populations due to 
potential metal leaching and acid rock drainage.”
Here it gets really interesting: “The B.C. Wildlife Fed-

eration also points to a historical precedent. In the late 
1980s, construction of Highway 97C, near the same area 
as the proposed wind farm, led to acid rock drainage and 
metal leaching, causing long-term environmental dam-
age. The B.C. Ministry of Transportation was prosecuted 
under the Fisheries Act, and remediation efforts have cost 
taxpayers millions over the years.”

They push things through without proper process, and 
then it costs the taxpayer. It doesn’t cost the government; 
it costs the taxpayer.

“The ministry has since constructed a water treatment 
facility to treat the water that has been affected.” How 
many millions of tax dollars will be spent because of ram-
ming through projects? This is why we do not recklessly 
move ahead with projects without the process.

“Construction of the K2 wind energy project is slated to 
begin in 2028.” End quoting from the article by Jacqueline 
Gelineau, May 8.

You see, ramming through projects without proper 
consultation and process can cost the taxpayer, similar 
to the way Highway 97 construction cost the taxpayer 
millions.

This bill represents a significant centralization of au-
thority. Here’s the problem. They dress it up with wind 
turbines. Actually, it is bill 7, 2.0 — extensive regulatory 
carve-outs, a reduction of environmental, agriculture and 
public oversight protections.

[2:55 p.m.]
While streamlining may support project efficiency, 

the extent of deregulation risks undermining sustain-
ability goals, public trust and long-term environmental 
stewardship.

This side of the House looks forward to the committee 
stage, where we’ll be asking this government to clarify the 
intent behind this bill.

I want British Columbians to know something. Your 
B.C. Conservative MLAs have consistently requested 
commonsense amendments to the government bills over 
the last month and a half, amendments that would protect 
your rights, only to have every one of them voted down. 
But they’re on record, and we will bring them back up.

We look forward to the committee stage, where we will 
dig deeper into this bill, uncovering the intention of this 

bill, talking about the glaring errors of this bill and talk-
ing about the overreach in this bill. We’ll get answers for 
the public, because that’s our job.

Introductions by Members

Deputy Speaker: Before we go to our next speaker, we 
have students from Sardis Secondary School here. I want 
to welcome teacher Kevin Gambell and folks from the 
school, on behalf of your MLA, the MLA from Chilliwack–
Cultus Lake. We’re here debating Bill 14, the Renewable 
Energy Projects Act.

I ask everybody in the House to please give them a very 
warm welcome here.

All right. We’re continuing with our debate and discus-
sion. I recognize the Minister of Social Development and 
Poverty Reduction.

Debate Continued

Hon. Sheila Malcolmson: Thank you, Madam Speaker, 
and welcome to the students.

For me, in the work that brought me to this place, this 
is pulling on a lot of threads.

On graduating university, for five years, I worked for 
an organization called Energy Probe. It was a time of 
enormous expansion of the electrical system in Ontario 

— 16 new nuclear plants, 15 new coal plants, natural gas 
and a lot of new hydro dams, almost universally opposed 
by First Nations — still with no permanent waste disposal 
system for nuclear power, let alone that at that time the 
cost of megaprojects was skyrocketing electricity prices.

These were all-hands-on-deck stop projects, and a lot 
of it was so that we could make room for the kind of re-
newable energy projects that I now have the great honour 
of being part of on a team in government that is building.

Following that work I spent 12 years working in local 
government, where, my goodness, we went through the 
minutiae of local government zoning, of land use plans, 
line by line, piece by piece. I had, honestly, community 
members saying: “Look, we just want to build the youth 
centre. Why can’t we just do that work? We have the inten-
tion, we have the donation, we have the land, and we cer-
tainly have the need. Let’s just get the work done.”

Let me say, just so briefly, that at the moment that we 
are in, where we have had a lot of really big power projects, 
many that we did not initiate ourselves but that a whole 
bunch of people in the province were working on — the 
Kinder Morgan TMX pipeline, for example — we’ve got 
skilled people ready to do work, with those federal pro-
jects finished.

We have got a lot of ambition, a lot of imperative, a lot 
of need to build the solar, to build the transmission lines, 
to move clean electricity in British Columbia. Knowing 
British Columbia’s deep reserves of clean hydro dam stor-
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age, it’s perfect twinning with our ambition around build-
ing more wind power, which is already happening across 
British Columbia.

The call for power has been so extremely successful, al-
most all of it with some kind of Indigenous partnership. 
This is an imperative for our government, to see First Na-
tions not just agreeing with projects but also actively in-
volved in their construction and design, because they’ll 
feel the most local impacts, and then also being investors 
and beneficiaries.

[3:00 p.m.]
Let me say, just so briefly, before I pass it back to the 

minister, that the imperative for us is not just to sign the 
contracts, to have the ambition and the vision to build up 
renewable energy and clean power in British Columbia; 
it’s also to get the work done.

We have got enough familiarity with the impacts of 
wind, solar and transmission line projects that we’re con-
fident about the ability to keep…. Notwithstanding the 
work that we’ve already done to streamline permitting 
and authorization systems to get faster, more efficient 
permitting, driving towards better outcomes, we know 
that that outcome can be either a yes or a no. But the slow 
maybe is, I understand, extremely frustrating for energy 
power developers.

With this legislation, Bill  14, we’re making progress 
towards permitting more quickly, but absolutely main-
taining environmental standards and doing the systemic 
overhaul to fix some of the really complex regulatory pro-
cesses that have slowed the actual construction and real-
ization of some of our ambition around renewable and 
electrical energy.

We have been reviewing permitting processes to make 
sure that we’re getting high-priority projects such as hous-
ing, hospitals and connectivity permitted faster by elim-
inating duplicative processes, focusing resources and 
seeking solutions. This particular legislation, focusing 
on wind and solar projects in the near term, will enable 
our existing B.C. Energy Regulator to oversee those pro-
jects, to cluster within one decision-making body, the one-
window approach that will accelerate permitting of those 
critical renewable energy projects.

Hydro, big dam projects are excluded. We’ve also heard 
widely that oil and gas are not part of this either. We’re 
really focused on the kind of projects that we can foresee 
the impacts. For wind power, the impacts are very well 
understood.

Acceleration of the process doesn’t necessarily mean 
project approval, but streamlining, getting a timely de-
cision to either a yes or a no, is what we’re hearing very 
much from British Columbians that we need to get.

Environmental protection and collaboration with In-
digenous people remain fundamental to every decision 
that we make as a government, and rigorous permitting 
that will include socio-economic impacts, including the 

construction impacts — what happens with communities 
when construction is underway, let alone operation.

This is a time, big picture, that we are needing to gener-
ate revenue within the province; needing to employ people 
within the province; and, especially, needing to have that 
imperative around self-sufficiency, internal resource reli-
ability, given the great pressures and the threats from the 
American president. This is a time for us to declare, as we 
have been over the last seven years and in this fall’s elec-
tion campaign….

British Columbians know what our intentions are 
around climate action, around energy self-sufficiency. 
With Bill 14, this is our way to get the decisions reached 
at quickly and then to get the construction in place as 
quickly as we can so that British Columbians can get the 
benefit of this work.

With that, Madam Speaker, thank you for the oppor-
tunity. I’ll end my time.

Linda Hepner: I rise today in opposition to this bill, 
a bill that would fundamentally weaken our democratic 
oversight and community input by allowing a single-
step approval process for renewable energy projects, par-
ticularly wind energy projects, and implementing a pro-
cess that allows the government regulator to change the 
Energy Resource Activities Act.

Let me be clear on what that does. That allows the 
regulator to change their own regulations without ap-
proval from the Legislature. On the face of it, that may 
sound expeditious. Or, on the side of reality, it just puts 
the cat among the pigeons.

[3:05 p.m.]
Let me be clear. I am not opposed to renewable energy. 

I support a responsible transition to a cleaner, more sus-
tainable energy future. But I cannot support a process that 
prioritizes speed over scrutiny and blanket approvals over 
balanced local decision-making.

This bill focuses primarily on wind farms. It strips 
away the vital layers of consultation and review that en-
sure these projects are not only environmentally sound 
but also socially responsible, economically justified and 
locally supported. The purported holy grail of clean 
energy, wind farms, despite their benefits, are not impact-
free. They alter landscapes. They affect local ecosystems. 
They raise concerns about noise, land use and even hu-
man health in some communities.

Yet under this bill, such concerns would be swept aside 
with a single signature. That is not good governance; that 
is expediency masquerading as progress.

Let’s talk about the environmental impacts that are too 
often ignored with wind farms. The more well-known im-
pact is that the wind turbines kill hundreds of thousands 
of birds and bats every year, many of them protected or 
migratory species. These projects disrupt local habitats 
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and fragment ecosystems, especially in rural or sensitive 
areas.

However, there are lesser-known impacts. Beneath 
every turbine lies a massive concrete foundation, some-
times up to 60 feet deep, made up, often, with up to 1,000 
tonnes of concrete and steel. These are permanent scars on 
the land, and the turbines themselves contain hundreds of 
gallons of petroleum-based lubricants — that’s right, fossil 
fuel — which must be replaced regularly. And then when 
these machines reach the end of their life, which I under-
stand to be around 20-25 years, their blades, made of non-
recyclable composite materials, are sent to landfills, where 
they remain forever.

So yes, wind energy reduces emissions at the point 
of generation, but let’s not pretend these projects are en-
vironmentally invisible or impact-free.

Notwithstanding those comments, worse still is 
the policy overreach built into this bill. In the name of 
streamlining, cabinet is now empowered to approve new 
projects at its sole discretion. No hearings, no local im-
pact, no environmental review, just a rubber stamp from 
the top down. No government should be charged with the 
omnipotent power of picking winners and losers in the 
energy arena.

They’re calling it streamlined. Let’s be honest. It’s a 
power grab. It’s a dangerous precedent when a few minis-
ters can override community opposition, sidestep scrutiny 
and impose infrastructure without meaningful consent. 
This isn’t efficiency; it’s erosion, erosion of regulatory con-
sistency, erosion of local democracy and erosion of public 
trust.

This government would never allow fossil fuel pro-
jects to move forward with such little oversight. They 
have vehemently opposed that in the past. So why should 
wind energy be treated differently? Because, I think, this 
government is relying on the public’s blindness about 
any environmental impacts regarding wind farms in the 
hope that they can tick off the box for speed on energy 
advancement, a plan that could have been advanced some 
eight years ago. Now, when we are facing a real energy 
shortfall, the caped crusader arrives as if it’s a brand new 
phenomenon.

In Surrey, we have been asking for a stronger power 
grid in Campbell Heights for years. In fact, I met just re-
cently with businesses there, and the problem has now 
grown. A local food services business looking to expand 
in Campbell Heights, with more than 500 jobs, cannot be 
accommodated. That’s not good planning or any exercise 
of economic priority.

[3:10 p.m.]
There’s an old saying: “The arsonist doesn’t deserve 

applause for showing up with a bucket of water.” Yet that 
is exactly what this government is asking for. For years, 
this government has piled regulation upon regulation and 
treated every economic activity as something to be micro-

managed from the top down, imposing complex permit-
ting systems, procedural delays, bureaucratic bottlenecks. 
Infrastructure has stalled, and investment has fled.

Now, miraculously, they say they’ve seen the light. 
They’re calling it efficiency, streamlining, even common 
sense. But let’s be clear. This is not the product of vision. 
It’s the product of failure, a failure they now want to re-
package as reform. They created a problem, let it fester and 
now expect congratulations for cleaning up the mess they 
made.

Yet their idea of streamlining isn’t consistent or fair. It’s 
selective. They haven’t proposed comprehensive reform to 
remove burdens across the board. They’ve simply chosen 
a few pet sectors, like wind energy, to fast-track. Instead 
of fixing the system, they’re playing favourites. That’s not 
responsible governance; that’s convenience disguised as 
principle.

Let me ask you this. Where was this sudden clarity 
when energy producers were strangled with compliance 
rules and outright disdain for many years? This govern-
ment has had every chance to listen. It chose control over 
collaboration, and it chose delay over delivery. Now, under 
pressure and failing public trust, they want to f lip the 
script.

We welcome any government that is finally willing to 
reduce red tape, but you cannot forget the years of damage 
caused by the very policies they now quietly abandon. We 
won’t allow them to trade one form of overreach for an-
other, pushing through large-scale projects without over-
sight simply because the reality of their previous position 
has had to shift, out of pure necessity.

True reform means accountability. It means con-
sistency. It means applying that same fair, transparent rule 
to everyone. What this government is doing is not reform; 
it’s rebranding, and the public knows the difference. So no, 
they don’t get to call themselves heroes for walking away 
from a fire they helped ignite. And they certainly don’t get 
to centralize more power in the name of fixing a broken 
process they designed.

We need real regulatory reform, not selective deregu-
lation. We need leadership, not damage control, and we 
need to stop pretending that political convenience is the 
same as political courage.

The urgency of energy action does not now give us li-
cence to abandon that good governance. We must reject 
the false choice between clean energy and democratic ac-
countability. We can and must do both. This bill, in its 
current form, undermines local voices, bypasses environ-
mental oversight and concentrates far too much power in 
the hands of a few. It dresses up central control as effi-
ciency and calls it progress. But progress built on exclu-
sion, overreach and unchecked authority is not progress at 
all. It’s regression.

Let’s support renewable energy the right way — trans-
parently, responsibly and with the people, not against 
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them. This bill in its current form is a Trojan Horse. It 
rides in on the promise of sustainability, but once passed, 
it delivers deregulation by fiat.

It hands sweeping unprecedented authority to cabinet 
and to the B.C. Energy Regulator — authority to change 
rules without legislative oversight, authority to override 
heritage protections, authority to scrap environmental as-
sessments, authority to cancel angling and trapping per-
mits, and all of it done behind closed doors with no input 
from the people who will actually live with these projects 
in their community.

[3:15 p.m.]
Let’s review definitions. The bill defines renewable re-

sources to include wind, solar, geothermal, biomass, bio-
gas and ocean-based energy. Here’s the catch. Cabinet can 
expand that list by regulation. That means the scope of 
the legislation is not fixed; it’s f luid. It can grow at any 
time without returning to this House, without any public 
debate. What does that mean in practice? It means this 
bill may start with wind projects, but it won’t end there. In 
fact, the government has already signalled its intention to 
use it for the North Coast transmission line and any other 
project that it deems convenient.

The Environmental Assessment Act is explicitly dis-
applied to these projects. That’s not an oversight. It’s not 
an error. It’s a choice. We are talking about removing en-
vironmental review for industrial-scale infrastructure 
across vast swathes of British Columbia. Wind farms, 
transmission lines and beyond. No assessment. No stud-
ies. No accountability. Just go.

Clause 2 of the bill designates the nine wind farms and 
the North Coast transmission line as streamlined projects 
and gives cabinet the power to designate any other pre-
scribed renewable project the same status in the future. 
That may sound harmless, in fact even inviting in some 
cases, but in practice it allows cabinet to bypass consul-
tation, to fast-track projects and exempt entire develop-
ments from any democratic review, all by regulation.

It’s important to understand what “streamlined” ac-
tually means here. It means exempt from public inquiry. 
It means stripped of obligations under the Environmental 
Assessment Act, the Agricultural Land Commission Act, 
the Heritage Conservation Act and the Safety Standards 
Act. And perhaps most alarming of all, it allows the regu-
lator to amend the very act that governs its own activities. 
That’s right, under this bill, the B.C. Energy Regulator can 
unilaterally change the Energy Resource Activities Act 
without seeking approval from this Legislature.

We are not just delegating authority here; we are aban-
doning it. And levels 2 and 3, streamlining under Bill 14, 
remove key sections of the Energy Resource Activities Act, 
sections governing environmental protection, sections 
that define how long permits last, sections that deal with 
abandoned or orphaned sites, sections that define who 

owns what, sections that let the public request investiga-
tions — gone.

It doesn’t stop there. The regulator can suspend Safety 
Standards Act for certain projects. Yes, the same Safety 
Standards Act meant to protect workers, ecosystems and 
communities. It can suspend or cancel hunting, trapping 
and angling permits — think about that — without no-
tice or process. The regulator could suspend traditional 
land use rights that have existed in some communities for 
generations. Why? To make room for a project the com-
munity had no say in, no environmental review of and no 
recourse against.

Clause 15 allows renewable energy projects to proceed 
on agricultural land reserves, including exemptions from 
the soil and fill restrictions that protect our farmland. 
Again, this may sound technical — in fact, it does sound 
technical — but the implications are real. Our most fertile 
and protected agricultural lands are now open to being 
carved up by cabinet order. The irony is rich. The NDP 
spent years telling us that they were the protectors of the 
ALR, and now with one stroke of the pen, they’ve turned 
those same protections into Swiss cheese.

[3:20 p.m.]
The bill also allows for the creation of a new orphan 

fund for renewable projects, similar to the fund that exists 
for orphan oil and gas wells. But here’s the problem: it of-
fers no structure, no rules, no limitations on liability, just 
a blank cheque. And who pays for it? That’s also left open.

The regulator can impose fees, levies and taxes, even 
retroactively to 2024. Imagine that your company fol-
lowed every rule in good faith, and suddenly you’re 
handed a retroactive tax bill. Is that the kind of business 
climate we want in B.C.?

Bill 14 uses renewable energy as a shield to hide a deeper 
agenda: centralized control, deregulation by stealth and 
the erosion of public accountability. We owe it to our com-
munities, our workers and our future to call this bill what 
it truly is. It is not a clean energy plan but a dangerous 
blueprint for regulatory overreach.

As I continue my remarks on Bill 14, I want to focus a 
little bit about what this legislation means at the ground 
level for residents, for municipalities, for businesses and 
for anyone who believes in transparent governance. This 
bill doesn’t just weaken our laws; it undermines our 
process.

Let’s be clear about what happens when you remove 
environmental assessments, public consultations, minis-
terial accountability for major energy infrastructure deci-
sions. You silence communities, you silence landowners, 
you silence those that have a right to speak, and you re-
place democratic oversight with unilateral discretion.

Streamlining — let’s unpack that term. The government 
claims it means cutting red tape. But what they really mean 
is that it’s cutting the public out of the process. Under 
clause 2, the government can designate any future project 
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as streamlined at any time. This is not a one-time list of 
nine wind farms and a transmission line. It’s an open-
ended pipeline — no pun intended — for unreviewed, un-
consulted projects to move forward without regard to who 
they may impact.

Let’s think about that from the perspective of a local 
government — a mayor, a town council, a community that 
suddenly finds a 100-metre wind turbine project or a high-
voltage transmission corridor being fast-tracked through 
their agricultural zone beside a residential development. 
Under Bill 14, that community has no official say. There 
is no environmental assessment, no public hearing, no re-
quirements to consider the cumulative impact on wildlife, 
infrastructure or water system. That is not how you build 
public trust; that is how you destroy it.

Clauses 4, 7 and 10 allow the Energy Regulator to not 
only administer the act but to delegate its functions even 
further, down to individual employees or outside con-
tractors. So not only does cabinet get to make decisions 
behind closed doors, but now the regulator gets to offload 
key decisions to people who may or may not be public of-
ficials at all.

What’s next? Letting consultants sign permits? Let-
ting project proponents police themselves? This is not ad-
ministrative efficiency. This is a system designed to avoid 
responsibility, a system built to shield decision-makers 
from scrutiny when something goes wrong. Let’s be clear. 
Something will go wrong, because when you remove en-
vironmental reviews, when you ignore land use policies 
and exempt projects from safety regulations, the risk can-
not help but multiply.

Now I want to spend a moment on clause 12. This pro-
vision allows the government to impose levies — effect-
ively, new taxes — retroactively, which I spoke of earlier.

[3:25 p.m.]
Let that sink in. The Legislature is being asked to give 

the regulator the power to bill project developers the past 
costs they had no knowledge of, based on rules they didn’t 
even know existed at the time, and those fees don’t need to 
be approved by the full House. They can be set by regula-
tion or sub-delegation.

How is that fair? How does that promote investment 
certainty? What kind of a message does that send to re-
newable energy investors looking to do business in British 
Columbia? Let me tell you. It says: “We’ll change the rules 
after the fact, and you’ll pay the price.” This is a surefire 
way to drive investment out of the province, especially 
when there are jurisdictions across Canada and around 
the world offering better regulatory certainty, lower per-
mitting risks and higher levels of public support.

Then we come to clause 13, perhaps the most constitu-
tionally concerning clause in the entire bill. It allows cab-
inet to make regulations modifying the Energy Resource 
Activities Act itself, not just how it’s administered but how 
it legally applies to projects.

I don’t want to sugar-coat this. We’re saying, for the 
first time, that the executive branch can change the ap-
plication of a provincial statute without bringing a bill be-
fore this Legislature. We are saying that cabinet can over-
ride sections of a statute or even disapply them entirely by 
regulation.

That is not how parliamentary democracy is supposed 
to work. Statutes are written by legislators, not regulators. 
Accountability must run through this House, not around 
it. This is executive overreach, plain and simple.

If it’s allowed here, who’s to say it won’t be used again 
or on other statutes, in other sectors, on other projects? 
Today it’s energy. Tomorrow it could be housing, health 
or education. We are setting a precedent that undermines 
the foundation of legislative oversight and authority.

If you’re a rancher, a farmer or a guide-outfitter who 
relies on stable access to land, then this bill makes your 
life more uncertain too. If you’re a rural resident who 
fought for years to preserve a wetland or a wildlife cor-
ridor, you’ve just been erased from the conversation. This 
is not progress; this is regression dressed up in renewable 
clothing.

Let me close by saying that the NDP government wants 
to say this bill is about renewable energy, but at its core, 
it’s about cutting people out of the decision-making pro-
cess. It is not consistent with the principles of sustainable 
development or reconciliation. If we allow it to pass in this 
form, we are not only undermining environmental pro-
tection, we are undermining the very legitimacy of the 
Legislature.

Let’s confront what I see as a double standard in this 
bill. If an oil and gas company asked to build a pipeline 
through ALR land without an environmental assessment, 
every NDP MLA in this chamber would be on their feet 
in outrage. But under this bill, a transmission corridor for 
a wind farm can run through farmland, disrupt wildlife, 
impact heritage sites and override local zoning, all with 
the stroke of a pen.

Suddenly, that’s good. We’re supposed to cheer. That’s 
not environmentalism; that’s ideology masquerading as 
energy policy. We must hold all energy projects to the 
same standard. Renewable does not mean invisible. Green 
doesn’t mean good by default.

As I bring my remarks to a close, I want to return to 
where I began, not with the technical f laws of this bill — 
though there are many, as I see it — but with its deeper 
implications for how we govern.

[3:30 p.m.]
Bill 14 is not just a bad piece of legislation; it’s a betrayal 

of the very principles that should guide public decision-
making in this province. The NDP will tell us this bill is 
about renewable energy, about climate action, about seiz-
ing the future. But I would challenge every member in the 
chamber to ask: “At what cost?”

The cost here is high. We are being asked to hand over 
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unchecked authority to cabinet; to allow the B.C. Energy 
Regulator to rewrite its own rule book; to exempt major 
projects from environmental review, land use restrictions 
and Indigenous consultation; to validate retroactive deci-
sions that would never stand up to scrutiny in real time.

This is not bold vision; this is legislative cowardice be-
hind green branding. We lose transparency. We lose ac-
countability. We lose the confidence of communities that 
have worked hard to protect this environment, the econ-
omy and their rights.

Worst of all, we lose credibility. When we say we be-
lieve in clean energy projects but push them forward with 
the same heavy-handed tactic we would never accept from 
other energy suppliers, we send a message: process only 
matters when it is now politically convenient. We under-
mine the very environmental movement that you claim to 
support.

The transition to renewable energy has got to be rooted 
in respect for communities, for the rule of law and for sci-
ence. Bill 14 turns renewable energy into a simple blank 
cheque. It tells the public: “Trust us. We know what’s best.” 
It tells municipalities: “You’re no longer needed.” It tells 
First Nations: “We’ll call you when the bulldozers arrive.” 
And it tells this Legislature: “Don’t worry. We got this.”

This is not good government; this is executive fiat. If 
we allow it to pass unchallenged, unamended, unchecked, 
we will have no one to blame but ourselves when the pub-
lic turns and says: “Why were we never consulted?” British 
Columbians deserve better than this.

What could we be doing instead? We could modernize 
the environmental assessment process to be more efficient 
without eliminating it entirely. We could develop a true 
regional planning framework for renewable projects, en-
suring that development aligns with local needs and eco-
logical capacity. We could invest in grid reliability where 
it’s actually needed, like Campbell Heights, the Kootenays 
or north Vancouver Island. We could build participation 
with Indigenous communities into energy development 
from day one, not as an afterthought. We could make re-
newable energy a source of pride, not division.

But that takes work. And most of all, it actually takes 
humility, the humility to admit that fast isn’t always fair 
and progress isn’t always streamlined.

History tells us what happens when governments over-
reach, when they ignore process in the name of speed, 
when they cut corners and call it courage. We end up 
with legal challenges, with environmental damage, with 
projects stalled by public backlash, not advanced by pub-
lic support. We’ve seen it with Site C. We’ve seen it with 
Coastal GasLink. We’ve seen countless megaprojects 
rushed through without proper process, only to be mired 
in controversy for years.

Do we really need to repeat those mistakes, or can we 
not learn from them?

Brennan Day: I rise today to speak against Bill 14, the 
Renewable Energy Projects (Streamlined Permitting) Act, 
a piece of legislation that, on the surface, claims to pro-
mote renewable energy development but, underneath, re-
veals a troubling pattern of centralized control, legislative 
overreach and democratic erosion. It’s simply Bill  7 in 
steel toes and a vizi-vest.

[3:35 p.m.]
On the topic of PPE, the members opposite probably 

want to stick on their hearing protection now.
This government wants British Columbians to believe 

that Bill  14 is about progress, about clean energy and 
about the future. Let’s not be fooled by the branding and 
title. This bill isn’t about wind turbines and transmission 
lines. It’s about consolidating power in the Premier’s of-
fice a second time this session and slapping a green label 
on it to make it go down a little bit easier.

After eight years of saying no to development in this 
province, they are trying desperately to rebrand them-
selves as the party of yes. But they can’t decide whether 
they’re wearing work boots or Birkenstocks.

The NDP is the party of no. Site C? No. LNG Canada? 
No. LNG Canada 2? No. Trans Mountain? No. Only af-
ter being pushed and prodded did we get these at all, not 
because of the NDP but despite them. These are projects 
that, despite government opposition, managed to keep our 
anemic provincial economy breathing — barely.

Now the same folks who wanted to cancel or delay 
everything that moved a few short years or months ago 
are trying to rebrand themselves as champions of invest-
ment in the province of British Columbia. As our former 
speaker referred to, it’s the arsonist with the garden hose 
showing up with a bucket when the fire is already started.

This is not a miraculous pivot by this government; it’s a 
power grab by the Premier’s office. Bill 14 hands sweeping 
authority to cabinet to designate projects as streamlined. 
Translation: exempt from environmental assessments, In-
digenous input, local government input, safety standards 
and, in some cases, basic logic. This isn’t streamlining; 
it’s scorched-earth administration. It is a Humvee with a 
Green Party sticker slapped on the back, and it’s almost 
as subtle.

But the good news: just like a Humvee in the parking 
lot, this bill is extremely hard to ignore. This bill divides 
projects into three tiers of streamlining. Think of it as a 
pyramid scheme for regulatory exemptions. The higher 
up the ladder, the fewer rules you follow and the less likely 
it is anyone gets to ask why.

If you’re thinking that surely there must be some over-
sight baked in, allow me to introduce the B.C. Energy 
Regulator, formerly a neutral referee, now fully deputized 
as Rule Writer-in-Chief. Under this legislation, the regu-
lator can rewrite the Energy Resource Activities Act, be-
cause apparently, the Legislature is now just a suggestion 
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box. That includes all the members outside of the Pre-
mier’s office.

Now they can waive safety standards — as if industrial 
accidents are just, maybe, character-building moments — 
unilaterally decide what is not heritage land, cancel hunt-
ing, trapping and angling permits on a whim and impose 
taxes and levies retroactively — which, last I checked, was 
frowned upon in most democracies.

If you’re wondering whether this bill comes with a 
sense of proportion, it doesn’t, but it does come with a 
staggering sense of entitlement. The Legislature exists for 
one very specific reason: to prevent this exact kind of 
legislative overreach, to ensure that the rule of law isn’t 
written behind closed doors by whoever holds the pen in 
the Premier’s office.

Yet, here we are debating a bill that essentially puts an 
entire class of industrial activity on an express train to 
cabinet approval. Journalist Rob Shaw said it best: “Bill 7 
in a safety vest.” Just a small cabal of decision-makers in 
the engine room, hands on the throttle, are going to wave 
at democracy as they speed past.

Given the red tape and stagnation this government 
has become famous for, this should be a step in the right 
direction. But in typical fashion, the NDP is going to try 
and maintain control and try to pick winners and losers 
as they flail to meet even the most basic emissions targets 
and struggle to explain exactly how we get to net zero in 
this province.

[3:40 p.m.]
This government has perfected announcements. 

Hordes of communications people in the background 
prove that. But they always come up short on a real plan to 
actually get us there.

The definition of renewable resources in this bill is elas-
tic. It includes solar, geothermal, wind and biomass — all 
good things, especially here on Vancouver Island, where 
we desperately need to look for sources of more renewable 
power. But it also leaves the door wide open for cabinet to 
add anything else they like by regulation — not by legisla-
tion but by regulation.

Today it’s nine wind farms and a transmission line. To-
morrow, who knows? Maybe we should streamline the 
definition of “streamlining” while we’re at it. At least then 
we’d all be playing by the same rules, from the same rule 
book.

Here’s what’s not a joke: this bill takes a chainsaw to 
local government authority and throws meaningful In-
digenous consultation straight into the biomass gener-
ator. The Union of B.C. Municipalities, not exactly a rad-
ical group or typically offside with this government, has 
sounded the alarm, loudly, about this overreach. They’ve 
said this bill strips communities of the ability to deter-
mine what happens on their own land, from zoning and 
land use to public safety and environmental risk.

These are the same municipalities that already have to 

fight tooth and nail for infrastructure funding and hous-
ing support. Now they won’t even be part of the conversa-
tion about major projects in their own backyard. That is 
quite the pivot.

I’ll take a bit of a detour here because I’ve observed 
something that this government seems to be struggling to 
recognize. With an $11 billion deficit, they’ve seemingly 
run out of carrots to hand out to municipalities that toe 
the line and meet cabinet targets. So now they’re relying 
solely on the stick.

Bill 14 is just that. It is all stick and no carrot. We ask 
municipalities to manage wildfire response on the front 
lines, the homelessness that plagues our communities, 
emergency services, health care, infrastructure and cli-
mate adaptation. But when it comes to massive energy 
infrastructure in their backyard, the message from this 
cabinet is clear. The Premier knows best.

Joining UBCM is the Union of B.C. Indian Chiefs. 
They’ve raised an equally damning critique of this legisla-
tion. This bill enables the B.C. Energy Regulator, not the 
First Nations whose territory is affected, to decide what is 
or isn’t a site of cultural or spiritual significance. One per-
son appointed, no consultation required. That’s not rec-
onciliation; that’s regression. That’s 19th century colonial 
governance with a Green Party sticker slapped on top of it 
for cover. Have you really no shame?

To put it charitably, the government’s environmental 
values since the election have been extremely f lexible — 
perhaps, maybe, since 2021 leadership, when they elected 
a Premier offside with the will of the party.

We say we want to honour Indigenous rights, but this 
legislation strips away input from nations before the first 
shovel hits the dirt. This government constantly tells us, 

“Nothing about us without us” until it gets inconvenient.
We need to work through permitting challenges and 

delays along with our First Nations partners, not in spite 
of them. Is there work to do on restoring investment sta-
bility in British Columbia around this issue? One hundred 
percent. Both sides can agree that that work needs to hap-
pen. But this is not the way to have that conversation. All 
stick, no carrot. All pomp, no plan.

Let’s review what we’re actually doing here. No re-
quirement for environmental assessments, because fast is 
more important than responsible. ALR protections? Gone. 
Farmland is now just future space for solar panels instead 
of sweet potatoes. Safety standards? “We’ll see.” Heritage 
and cultural protections? Left to the discretion of a regu-
lator. Community input? “Meh, we don’t need that either.” 
Legislative oversight? Not by this government. God for-
bid somebody points out the f laws in this bill: “How 
inconvenient.”

[3:45 p.m.]
It’s a Green Party bumper sticker on a Humvee. But 

don’t worry. It’s all fine because it’s “green.” Apparently, 
that word now means whatever cabinet wants it to mean, 
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whenever they need it to mean something. Great job with 
the new communications department hires. They are cer-
tainly earning their keep with the flip-flopping principles 
of this government. They are certainly earning their pay-
cheque, trying to figure out what exactly the position of 
this government is from day to day.

What exactly is the point of having a legislative process, 
of gathering in this chamber, debating, amending and vot-
ing if the government can simply rewrite the rules after 
the fact with the stroke of a regulatory pen?

We’re going to talk a little bit about clause  13. This 
clause grants cabinet the power to amend, disapply or 
reapply entire sections of the Energy Resource Activities 
Act retroactively, if they so feel. That isn’t legislation; it’s a 
choose-your-own-adventure book where every ending is 
being ghostwritten by the Premier.

And clause 21? That one takes it even further. It valid-
ates any regulatory action taken since April 1, weeks be-
fore this bill was even introduced to this House.

So let me get this straight. They’ve already acted like 
this bill was law, and now they want us to rubber-stamp 
it after the fact to apply retroactively. I know this govern-
ment is fond of invoking the Wayback Machine when it 
suits their messaging. We heard it earlier today in ques-
tion period. They love a good stroll down memory lane 
when they can spin it in their favour. It all lands f latter 
these days, since they are the previous government. And 
they are asking us to trust them to fix their mistakes. I 
don’t trust them.

But using retroactivity to cover their own backsides for 
regulatory overreach they didn’t have the authority for in 
the first place? That’s not nostalgia. That’s legislative fraud 
dressed up as efficiency, wearing a Green Party bumper 
sticker. Is this law, or is it improv theatre? I truly would 
like to know. Most days I cannot tell.

I ask with all sincerity: is this what democracy looks 
like in British Columbia? Decisions made behind closed 
doors, authority concentrated in cabinet, this House and 
this Legislature neglected as a ceremonial afterthought, 
brought in only to retroactively justify whatever the Pre-
mier has already decided.

British Columbians deserve a lot better than that. They 
deserve a renewable energy policy that is transparent, ac-
countable and rooted, truly rooted, in local and Indigen-
ous consultation, not a pipeline of politically favoured 
projects rammed through by insiders, exempt from scru-
tiny, competition or even basic logic.

If this government truly believes in renewable energy, 
and I genuinely hope they do, then build the public trust 
to match. Let the projects stand on their own merit. Let 
the communities be heard. Let the public actually see the 
process, not just the press release after the fact, not just 
the bumper sticker slogan. When you exempt projects 
from scrutiny, you don’t speed up progress. You speed up 
skepticism, and I am certainly skeptical.

When you concentrate every meaningful decision in 
one office, you don’t just remove accountability. You also 
centralize blame. So yes, at least we’ll know exactly who 
to blame when this bill delivers exactly the fallout we’re 
warning about today. This is not hidden. The stakehold-
ers have been very vocal about their opposition to this bill. 
We on this side are speaking up for those stakeholders, 
hoping somebody over there doesn’t have their hearing 
protection in today.

Let’s be honest. We’ve seen this movie before. The gov-
ernment pushes through legislation without meaningful 
consultation, and then when the backlash hits, when the 
unintended consequences of failed consultation start pil-
ing up, they feign surprise, blame the feds or the Presi-
dent or, frankly, whoever is convenient, and spend a for-
tune trying to spin their way out of it. Bill 14 will be no 
different.

[3:50 p.m.]
When all else fails, no problem. Just give the bloated 

government comms team another budget bump, hire 
a few more well-connected advisers and start work on a 
fresh distraction for next week’s news cycle.

As a British Columbian and a student of political sci-
ence, the practice and the theory of politics could not 
be further apart in this province. This bill is yet another 
symptom of a broken system. While they’re managing op-
tics, it’s the people on the ground, the farmers, the local 
councils, First Nations and small business owners who are 
going to ultimately pay the price for this bill.

I think some members may know of the wind turbine 
on Hornby Island, if you’ve ever been to Ford’s Cove. It’s 
the perfect example of green policy in action in an area 
where we have division — Hornby Island, an extremely 
progressive region. I have many friends from there. I love 
the area, love visiting Tribune Bay, an absolute gem in the 
Gulf Islands.

It took them eight years, on Hornby Island of all places, 
to get a privately built quarter-million-dollar wind tur-
bine active at Ford’s Cove, to meet the regulatory require-
ments, because there was opposition. There were other 
considerations. This legislation would absolutely sidestep 
those considerations for expediency and not safety. When 
we marginalize the very people that this House is meant 
to represent, we do more than sideline their voices; we 
make a mockery of this chamber.

I won’t stand here and pretend every regulation we 
have is perfect. We’ve tied the hands and feet of economic 
development in British Columbia in red tape for way too 
long. We need to unwind ineffective and economically 
damaging regulation and overreach. Lord knows we’ve 
got red tape in places we didn’t even know we had places.

B.C. has a serious efficiency problem, but the answer 
isn’t to light the whole framework on fire, call it stream-
lining and hope the flames distract everybody from the 
actual problems — unless, of course, arson is now being 
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considered a renewable resource, unless that’s the new re-
newable resource this government is pushing.

Burning public trust for fuel seems to be, certainly, in 
demand. That’s easy. This government is pretty happy to 
run around with a can of gas and figure out how to put the 
fire out later. How about we try and avoid lighting it in the 
first place?

There are certainly amendments to this bill that could 
be made by this government to fix the problems of their 
poor consultation in advance. I often hear members prais-
ing the Nordic model, the cradle-to-grave social safety 
net of Scandinavian countries. It’s become something of 
a touchstone for this government. What’s consistently left 
out of that conversation is how those countries actually af-
ford it. Bill 14 attempts to start to square that circle.

Norway, Denmark and Sweden didn’t build world-class 
public services by accident. They built them by establish-
ing a clear and honest social contract that responsible re-
source development is not a threat to progress but a way 
to fund it. They understood that you can’t have a robust 
public sector without a thriving private one. They didn’t 
shy away from developing those natural resources. They 
embraced it, regulated it properly and used the revenue to 
build social infrastructure that works for everyone.

We should be doing the same here in British Columbia 
and across this country, but this bill doesn’t come close to 
doing that. It avoids the hard work of reforming the regu-
latory maze that is a massive problem in this province. It 
ducks the tough conversations about normalizing respon-
sible resource development across all sectors, not just the 
ones the Premier’s office finds politically convenient at 
the moment.

Instead, this bill gives the illusion of action, a handful 
of handpicked projects pushed forward under the guise of 
climate policy, while the government waves a green flag in 
one hand and buries its economic failures with the other. 
We need to do better not just for the economy but for the 
integrity of our democratic institutions and for the long-
term sustainability of the public services that British Col-
umbians count on and that rely on resource revenue.

[3:55 p.m.]
This bill doesn’t strengthen democracy; it simply by-

passes it. This bill doesn’t improve the permitting process; 
it eliminates the process altogether for the politically fa-
voured few. It doesn’t lift the burden of red tape across the 
board, which desperately needs to happen in this province. 
It shifts decision-making into back rooms, into cabinet 
meetings and into corridors, where public scrutiny has no 
access and where accountability has no seat at the table.

Let’s not forget what else this bill does. I’ll just remind 
everybody. It neuters the Environmental Assessment Act. 
It strips decision-making away from municipalities. It 
empowers unelected regulators to impose fees and levies 
retroactively. It allows the Premier’s office to decide, alone, 

which projects matter and which ones don’t. This is pay-
for-access politics at its absolute worst.

It gives the regulator the ability to override protections 
for cultural heritage, agricultural land and even basic 
safety standards if it feels fit. It hands the government 
the power to act first and legislate later, then retroactively 
validate it through clauses like clause 21.

[Lorne Doerkson in the chair.]

Through it all, it completely skirts meaningful consul-
tation with the very people this is going to affect the most: 
not the downtown Vancouver people, not the downtown 
Victoria people, but local communities in rural B.C. and 
Indigenous communities across this province, who will 
end up eating the sandwich of this government’s failure. 
That isn’t how you build trust with rural British Colum-
bia. That’s not how you demonstrate leadership. That isn’t 
even how you govern in a functioning democracy.

Bill 14 is not good for democracy in British Columbia. 
It’s not good for municipal autonomy in British Columbia. 
It is not good for reconciliation in British Columbia. It’s 
not good governance, and it’s not a good bill.

This bill won’t bring regulatory certainty. It does bring 
more regulatory manipulation. It does not create fairness 
in our system; it institutionalizes favouritism in B.C.’s 
energy industry. It does not support investment; it creates 
confusion and distrust, the very things that investors and 
capital fear most and the thing that they most bring to my 
attention when they look to invest in this province.

While the Premier’s office may see this as getting things 
done, what they’re really doing is cutting corners and cut-
ting out the very people who are supposed to have a say. I 
urge all members here in this House to vote against Bill 14, 
because this bill isn’t about streamlining; it’s about strong-
arming. This bill isn’t about green energy; it’s about green-
washed authority. It is a bumper sticker on a Humvee.

Once you accept this kind of overreach in the name 
of convenience, you normalize a style of governance that 
treats the rule of law as a suggestion and this Legislature 
as a formality. If the shoe were on the other foot, I ask the 
members that are here and paying attention, would you 
support this bill?

We can do better. I know the other side of the House 
can do much, much better. The people of British Colum-
bia — every community, every First Nation and every cit-
izen who expects transparency and fairness from their 
government — deserve nothing less.

Lynne Block: Well, we are here today to discuss a piece 
of legislation before us, Bill 14, the Renewable Energy Pro-
jects (Streamlined Permitting) Act. Its stated purpose, as 
you can gather from the title, is to provide for the regula-
tion of renewable energy projects by the British Columbia 
Energy Regulator at different levels and to accelerate the 
approval process through streamlining. This is achieved, 
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supposedly, by modifying or disapplying the application 
of the Energy Resource Activities Act and other statutes 
in relation to these projects.

[4:00 p.m.]
While the goal of accelerating approvals might sound 

appealing on the surface, the method employed by this 
bill has drawn significant criticism, and rightly so. It is 
seen as a form of fast-tracking that bypasses democratic 
checks and balances, consolidates power with the regula-
tor and reduces public and local government oversight.

What are some of the key mechanisms within this bill 
that lead to these concerns? First, and perhaps most fun-
damentally, the bill dictates that the Environmental As-
sessment Act simply does not apply in relation to specific, 
streamlined projects. This is alarming, especially if you’re 
an environmentalist or a person of the Green Party. This 
includes projects like the selected wind energy projects, 
the North Coast transmission line project and certain pre-
scribed wind energy or related electric transmission line 
projects.

For existing wind projects that become level 3 and are 
prescribed, any existing environmental assessment cer-
tificate is outright cancelled. The conditions from that 
cancelled certificate are then merely deemed conditions 
under a permit issued under the primary act. This whole-
sale bypassing of the standard environmental assessment 
process is significantly watering down environmental 
protection and oversight. This is egregious.

Beyond the Environmental Assessment Act, the bill 
also provides for the disapplication of crucial provisions 
from the primary act, the Energy Resource Activities 
Act, for level 2 and level 3 streamlined projects. Subject 
to regulations, entire sections and divisions of this act, 
which are normally intended to provide oversight and ac-
countability for energy resource activities, simply will not 
apply. Again, egregious.

Consider what this means in practice. For level 2 pro-
jects, the general permit requirement itself may not apply. 
Provisions related to permit expiry or obligations upon 
cancellation also may not apply. Specifically, for both 
level 2 and level 3 streamlined projects, subject to regula-
tions, several key provisions of the primary act generally 
do not apply.

Which ones are they? They’re 7(2), 10, 55 and 59. Div-
ision 2.1, expanded responsibility of Part 3, does not apply 

— specifically, 7(2)(f), 10(c), 56, 60 and 91. What about Part 
3.1, regarding dormant sites? Doesn’t apply — specifically, 
7(2)(g), 10(d), 56, 60, and 91. And Part 4, regarding orphan 
sites, again does not apply. What specifically? It’s 7(2)(h), 
10(e), 57, 60 and 91.

These specific parts and divisions of the primary act 
are typically the established mechanisms that ensure re-
sponsibility for the cleanup and the reclamation of aban-
doned sites. Their non-application for level 2 and 3 pro-
jects means that the standard framework for addressing 

dormant or orphaned sites and enforcing expanded re-
sponsibility for sites is bypassed.

Why is that? What are the consequences when there is 
no responsibility for cleanup? What are the consequences 
when there is no responsibility for the sites and reclama-
tion of abandoned ones?

While the Lieutenant Governor in Council has the 
power to make regulations, including potentially apply-
ing Part 4, regarding orphan sites, or establishing a fund 
similar to the fund for orphan sites under the primary act, 
specifically 13(1)(c), 20(3), 64 and 75, the default position 
for level 2 and 3 projects as stated in this bill is the non-
application of these critical provisions, again specifically 
7(2), 10, 55, 59, and 91.

[4:05 p.m.]
This disapplication creates a significant gap in future 

accountability for the potential environmental impacts 
and the required cleanup and reclamation of sites associ-
ated with these streamlined projects. The NDP claim that 
they care about the environment, but how can they say 
this when this bill completely negates this?

In addition, the disapplication of the public request for 
investigation provision under the Energy Resource Act for 
level 2 and level 3 streamlined projects under this bill has 
significant implications for public consultation, people’s 
voices and accountability. Specifically, for both level 2 and 
level 3 streamlined projects, Division 3.1, “Public Requests 
for Investigation” of Part 5 of the primary act generally 
does not apply, subject to — what regulations? — 13(k), 
16(f), 57(k), 60(f) and 91.

This provision is part of the standard framework 
within the Energy Resource Activities Act. Its non-appli-
cation is cited as an example of how the bill could be seen 
as reducing oversight and accountability by bypassing ex-
isting rules for energy resource activities.

In practice, the non-application of this provision means 
that a specific formal avenue for public voices and over-
sight regarding the activities of these streamlined projects 
is removed. Within the typical regulatory structure gov-
erned by the primary act, the public request for investiga-
tion mechanism would presumably allow members of the 
public to formally request that the regulator investigate 
potential non-compliance or other issues related to energy 
resource activities.

By removing this mechanism for level 2 and 3 stream-
lined projects, the bill directly limits the ability of the 
public to initiate such formal inquiries. Again, this is 
egregious. This contributes significantly to the concerns 
raised by critics that the bill’s streamlining processes 
lead to reduced public and local government, which that 
includes municipalities and landowners, oversight and 
involvement.

The ability of the public to request investigations is a 
form of accountability, allowing external stakeholders to 
trigger regulatory action when they perceive issues. When 
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this ability is removed, the accountability framework 
shifts, relying more solely on the regulators’ internal pro-
cesses or other, potentially less accessible, avenues for rais-
ing concerns.

Furthermore, this reduction in formal public input 
mechanisms, alongside the disapplication of other provi-
sions related to environmental protection and site cleanup 
accountability, fuels the broader criticism that Bill 14 in-
volves bypassing democratic checks and balancing and 
involves consolidating power in the regulator. Established 
statutory processes, often including mechanisms for pub-
lic input and investigation, are bypassed, reducing layers 
of review and transparency.

This also touches upon concerns regarding the prov-
ince’s commitments to the alignment of laws with UN-
DRIP, which is relevant given that streamlining processes 
could impact consultation with Indigenous peoples.

Therefore, the removal of the public request for in-
vestigation mechanism is a tangible example of how the 
streamlining under Bill 14 can reduce the formal avenues 
available for the public — including directly affected resi-
dents, landowners and farmers — to engage with and en-
sure accountability from large energy projects. There is 
no avenue for the public, no framework for the public, no 
ability for any public member to be able to voice concerns 
or issues. Or should I say “no public oversight”? Or should 
I say “unhealthy” or “non-democratic” processes?

In essence, the removal of the public request for inves-
tigation provision means that part of the public’s potential 
role in holding project proponents accountable through 
formal, regulatory process is diminished for these specific, 
streamlined projects, leading to concerns about the over-
all level of public oversight and the health of democratic 
processes in relation to these projects.

[4:10 p.m.]
For level 2 prescribed projects, even sections concern-

ing environmental protection and management under the 
primary act may not apply. The disapplication of the pub-
lic request for investigation provision for level 2 and level 3 
streamlined projects under Bill 14 has significant implica-
tions for local residents, landowners and farmers, affect-
ing their ability to participate in consultation, have their 
voices heard and ensure accountability.

Specifically, for both level 2 and level 3 streamlined 
projects, division 3.1 of part 5 of the primary act gener-
ally does not apply. Subject to these regulations, within 
the standard regulatory framework established by the 
primary act, this provision typically allows members of 
the public to formally request that the regulator conduct 
an investigation into potential non-compliance or other 
issues related to energy resource activities. By explicitly 
stating that this provision does not apply for these pro-
jects, Bill 14 removes a direct and formal avenue for pub-
lic voices and oversight regarding the activities of these 
specific projects.

For people, like I say, who live in the vicinity of these 
projects — such as local residents, such as local land-
owners, such as local farmers — this disapplication is par-
ticularly significant. These individuals are often the most 
directly impacted by the construction and operation of 
large infrastructure projects, like transmission lines and 
wind farms, which can affect their land, environment, 
quality of life, way of life and property values.

Under the standard Energy Resource Activities Act 
framework, the public request for investigation could 
serve as a mechanism for these affected parties to formally 
trigger a regulatory review if they observe activities they 
believe are non-compliant or harmful to the environment; 
for example, environmental damage, safety concerns or 
impact on their specific land use. Again, the removal of 
this mechanism means they lose the specific legal tool 
to initiate a formal investigation, potentially making it 
harder for them to raise concerns and ensure that the pro-
ject proponent and the regulator are held accountable for 
adhering to regulations.

This limitation on the ability to formally initiate inves-
tigations contributes to the broader concerns that Bill 14’s 
streamlining processes lead to reduced public and local 
government oversight and involvement. The ability to re-
quest an investigation is a key component of that account-
ability, allowing external stakeholders to prompt action 
from the regulator. Its removal means that accountabil-
ity relies more heavily on the regulator’s proactive mon-
itoring, if there is some, and enforcement, again if there is 
some, or on other less formal or direct means for the pub-
lic to voice their concerns. This can feel like their voices 
are diminished within the regulatory process compared 
to standard projects.

Furthermore, this issue is compounded by the dis-
application of other key provisions, such as those related 
to environmental protection and site cleanup. That means 
expanded responsibility, dormant sites, orphan sites. The 
non-application of these cleanup provisions also directly 
impacts local communities and landowners, as it creates 
a significant gap in future accountability for the costs and 
responsibilities of cleaning up abandoned sites, potentially 
leaving the public or future generations to bear the burden.

Similarly, the disapplication of standard environmental 
protection requirements for level 2 projects means that lo-
cal residents lose the assurance that these projects will be 
subject to the usual environmental safeguards under the 
primary act.

[4:15 p.m.]
For the North Coast transmission line project, identi-

fied as a level 2 streamlined project, the potential to bypass 
established agricultural land protections and processes is 
a consequence stemming from how the bill modifies the 
application of the Agricultural Land Commission Act.

Subject to regulations, the bill allows the regulator to 
permit non-farm use, soil or fill use, or subdivision of land 
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within the Agricultural Land Reserve for a streamlined 
project. Critically, specific sections of the Agricultural 
Land Commission Act that would normally govern these 
uses and subdivisions do not apply in relation to land use 
or subdivision permitted under this bill or its regulations. 
This mechanism allows the project to potentially bypass 
established agricultural land protections and processes.

Further centralizing authority, the bill allows for the 
delegation of powers under acts like the Heritage Con-
servation Act and the Wildlife Act to the regulator. This 
means the regulator could exercise powers that would 
otherwise fall under the purview of the ministries, the 
ministers or officials responsible for those acts, potentially 
altering how these important pieces of legislation are ap-
plied to streamlined projects.

Compounding these concerns about process, the bill 
includes a validation provision. This section retroactively 
deems valid all actions taken by the board, commissioner, 
regulator or their staff between April 1, 2024, and the act’s 
commencement date, provided those actions would have 
been valid under the new act. This validates actions taken 
before the legal framework for streamline permitting was 
officially in place. Egregious. This is unacceptable and 
undemocratic.

Criticism of this bill is focused on the approval pro-
cess established for these projects. The concern is that by 
bypassing standard environmental assessments and re-
ducing other regulatory checks, the bill creates a system 
where the potential for negative environmental outcomes 
is increased due to a lack of stringent review and oversight. 
The major criticism is directed at the method of approval 
and regulation, not an assertion that the projects them-
selves lack environmental merit. It is the method of ap-
proval and regulation.

However, there are environmental concerns with each 
of these projects. One of these specific projects explicitly 
subjected to this streamlined process under Bill 14 is the 
North Coast transmission line project. This project in-
volves upgrading and operating existing lines and con-
structing new lines from around Prince George to around 
Terrace. It is designated as a level 2 streamlined project. 
This project raises specific concerns regarding fast-track-
ing, environmental oversight and process bypassing.

One of the most significant points of this project is 
that the Environmental Assessment Act does not apply. 
I’ll repeat that. The Environmental Assessment Act does 
not apply in relation to the North Coast transmission line 
project. This is seen by critics as bypassing the standard 
environmental assessment process and watering down en-
vironmental protection and oversight.

As a level 2 streamlined project, numerous provisions 
of the primary act, the Energy Resource Activity Act, do 
not apply in relation to the North Coast transmission line 
project. This includes provisions intended for oversight 
and accountability for energy resource activities, specific 

provisions related to environmental responsibility and 
public process that do not apply and which raise huge 
concerns.

What are they? Provisions addressing expanded re-
sponsibility, specifically division 2.1 of part 3. They do not 
apply. Provisions addressing dormant sites, part 3.1. They 
do not apply. Provisions addressing orphan sites, part 4, 
specifically. They do not apply.

[4:20 p.m.]
This is most concerning because orphan site provisions 

typically address responsibility for reclaiming abandoned 
sites. While regulations could potentially establish a sim-
ilar fund for orphan sites, the default under this bill for 
these projects is non-application of these critical provi-
sions. This creates a potential gap in future accountability 
for cleanup and reclamation.

The North Coast transmission line project does not pro-
vide the right for the public to initiate investigations 
through public requests for investigation, ignoring a public 
avenue for oversight and investigation related to this pro-
ject’s activities, and sections concerning environmental 
protection and management under this act, as well as the 
general permit required, itself, do not apply. Egregious.

This bill modifies how the Agricultural Land Commis-
sion Act applies to streamlined projects, including, pot-
entially, the North Coast transmission line project, if it 
involves land in the agricultural land reserve. Subject to 
regulations, the regulator may permit non-farm use, soil 
or field use, or subdivision of land within the agricultural 
land reserve.

Importantly, specific sections of the ALC Act that 
would normally govern these uses and subdivisions do 
not apply in relation to land use or subdivision permitted 
under this bill or its regulations. This allows the project 
to potentially bypass established agricultural land protec-
tions and processes.

To make matters worse, the bill allows for the dele-
gation of powers under acts like the Heritage Conserva-
tion Act and the Wildlife Act. They leave it to the regula-
tor. This means the regulator could exercise powers that 
would otherwise fall under the purview of the ministers 
or officials responsible for those acts. While not explicitly 
stating environmental flaws, this centralization of author-
ity could potentially alter how these acts, which relate to 
heritage and wildlife protection, are applied to stream-
lined projects, compared to how they would be applied by 
the original managing bodies.

The streamlined processes established by Bill  14, in-
cluding those applied to the North Coast transmission 
line project, raise concerns about whether the province 
is upholding its commitments regarding the alignment 
of laws with the Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
Peoples Act. This is relevant given the potential for these 
streamlined processes to impact consultation.

These points collectively illustrate how the bill’s ap-
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proach to streamlining, as applied to the North Coast 
transmission line project, is achieved through disapply-
ing fundamental environmental and regulatory laws and 
reducing public and local government oversight and in-
volvement, which critics view as problematic fast-tracking.

What about prescribed streamlined projects? This cat-
egory can include any renewable energy project prescribed 
by regulation, like the prescribed electric transmission 
line, projects related to the North Coast transmission line, 
as well as the prescribed wind energy projects.

It was in December 2024 that B.C. approved nine new 
wind energy projects without requiring environmental 
reviews, raising concerns about the potential oversight of 
ecological and social impacts. For prescribed wind pro-
jects under section 14, the Environmental Assessment Act 
does not apply. For level 2 and 3 prescribed projects, many 
of the same provisions of the Energy Resource Activities 
Act do not apply, subject to regulations raising similar 
concerns about responsibility and oversight.

What are the concerns with the selected wind energy 
projects, the nine wind energy projects selected by B.C. 
Hydro in 2024 call for power? For these projects, the En-
vironmental Assessment Act, again, does not apply. If they 
become level 3 streamlined projects and are prescribed, 
any existing environmental assessment certificates are 
cancelled. Again, egregious.

What are some of the negative environmental impacts? 
One such negative environmental impact is wildlife dis-
ruption. Wind turbines can pose risks to birds and bats, 
particularly migratory species. Proper siting and monitor-
ing are essential to mitigate these impacts. But because of 
the so-called streamlining process advocated in this bill, 
there would not be the much-needed oversight, consul-
tation and collaboration to ensure that proper siting and 
monitoring would take place.

[4:25 p.m.]
Then there is habitat fragmentation caused by the con-

struction of wind farms, including access roads, transmis-
sion lines, which can lead to habitat fragmentation, affect-
ing local ecosystems. With this bill, such vital and neces-
sary planning and coordination is not a priority. The only 
priority for this bill is speed. It’s only been eight years, so 
why the hurry now?

What about social and community concerns? There 
are visual and noise impacts. Wind turbines can alter the 
visual landscape, leading to opposition from local com-
munities who value natural vistas. Noise pollution is an-
other issue with wind turbines. The operation of turbines 
generates noise, which some residents find disruptive, pot-
entially affecting quality of life. And once again, without 
adequate consultation with Indigenous and local com-
munities, it could lead to tensions and concerns over land 
rights and cultural impacts.

While branded as a path to streamline permitting, 
Bill 14 achieves this by disapplying or modifying funda-

mental, environmental land use and regulatory laws. The 
significant concern raised that this approach, applied to 
these specific projects, constitutes fast-tracking that weak-
ens critical oversight and protection mechanisms, ultim-
ately centralizing power with the regulator and reducing 
public and local government involvement.

While these projects may contribute to B.C.’s renew-
able energy goals, it’s crucial to address the challenges and 
issues associated with each through comprehensive plan-
ning, community engagement and robust, I say robust, en-
vironmental assessments to ensure sustainable and equit-
able development.

To do all of this, we need to ensure that this stream-
lining bill is not the template for future energy develop-
ment in our province, especially when there is blatant dis-
regard and disapplication of crucial provisions from the 
primary act, the Energy Resource Activities Act, as well as 
the Environmental Assessment Act.

Whether you are an environmentalist or not, this is not 
the issue. It is the disapplication and the disregard of im-
portant and critical best practice legislation that is at the 
core of our concerns. This bill is an attack on our demo-
cratic processes. Therefore, I am not supporting Bill 14.

Scott McInnis: It’s my pleasure today to speak against 
Bill 14.

I’m here really for one reason only, and that’s to repre-
sent the people of Columbia River–Revelstoke. Earlier to-
day there was a very important release, and I want to share 
a couple of quotes from that release. I live in Kimberley, 
which is on the traditional territory of the Ktunaxa people. 
I have to say, the Ktunaxa are a very easygoing people, and 
it takes a lot to fire them up.

Today, we did have a release from ʔaq̓am, known as 
the St. Mary’s Band, one of the communities of the Ktu-
naxa. I’m just going to read a couple of quotes here, if I 
may. “ʔaq̓am chief and council are deeply disappointed 
and alarmed by the announcement of British Columbia’s 
recently introduced Bill  14 and 15 and demand the im-
mediate withdrawal of these bills.”

My second quote: “Bills 14 and 15 were developed with 
no meaningful consultation with First Nations.”

I quote again: “A trust model does not work, and the 
province needs to implement its interim approach with re-
spect to this proposed legislation to ensure it aligns with 
UNDRIP, as per its legal commitments.”

I’m going to take a little bit of a different approach be-
cause, as I said, my first and foremost priority here is to 
represent the wonderful people of Columbia River–Revel-
stoke, and I’m going to look at a couple of specific sections 
of this bill which are concerning to the people I’m here to 
represent.

[4:30 p.m.]
I’m not here just to speak today to this piece of legisla-

tion but to voice the growing concern and unease of many 
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British Columbians, particularly those in Columbia River–
Revelstoke, folks who see this bill, Bill 14, as a shift in how 
this government treats land, people and power.

At first glance, Bill 14 appears to be about renewable 
energy. We can all agree renewable energy is extremely 
important. It’s the path forward. But it’s this process we’re 
going through which people are extremely alarmed about. 
This cause finds widespread support across our province 

— renewable energy. Beneath that promise lies something 
far more troubling: a legislative structure that concen-
trates authority, sidelines local voices and undermines 
some of the very values we claim to hold dear. Nowhere 
is this more apparent specifically than in clause 18, which 
I’m going to address.

This clause grants the B.C. Energy Regulator the au-
thority to suspend or cancel permits issued under the 
Wildlife Act. That includes and is not limited to hunting 
licences, trapping permits and angling authorizations, ac-
tivities that, in regions like mine, are far more than recrea-
tional pastimes. They’re are part of our identity. They’re 
about putting food on the table for our local residents. 
They are expressions of culture, heritage and, as I men-
tioned, a key part of our identity. They’re how families in 
the Columbia Valley have lived for generations, all people 
in the Columbia Valley.

In Revelstoke, Golden and throughout the Columbia 
River Basin, hunting and fishing are embedded in the 
rhythms of daily life. They’re how we teach our children 
responsibility and respect for the animals, for the land 
and for each other. It’s how elders pass on lessons that go 
far beyond the mechanics of a hunt or the placement of 
a trapline. These are acts of stewardship, part of an un-
broken chain of knowledge that ties people to a place and 
in a way no government office or urban policy ever could.

There’s a growing divide in the riding which I represent. 
People are becoming increasingly concerned and aware, 
and there’s a general feeling that on the eastern corner of 
this province, this government no longer represents them.

Let me be clear. For many families, especially in more 
remote parts of my riding, this isn’t an aesthetic or life-
style choice. It’s an economic necessity. Groceries, ob-
viously, as we’ve canvassed before, are very expensive. Fuel 
is expensive. Access to affordable, healthy food is already 
strained. Wild game and fish are essential to household 
food security, particularly in the off-season, when jobs are 
scarce and incomes are stretched thin.

Clause 18 is very concerning for the people of Colum-
bia River–Revelstoke. A freezer full of wild meat can mean 
the difference for many families, especially seniors who 
are still able to hunt. This is the difference between resili-
ence and hardship.

Our communities are very intertwined. People share 
their wild game. This clause 18 really puts that in jeopardy 
in Bill 14.

When legislation proposes to hand over the authority 

to cancel that access, to revoke it without notice, without 
consultation, without even requiring justification, we’re 
not talking about a technical change in policy. We’re talk-
ing about a potential rupture in the social and cultural 
fabric of entire communities.

It would mean a government-appointed regulator, 
likely based in the Lower Mainland or Victoria, who 
could decide unilaterally that a local family’s right to hunt 
or fish no longer aligns with the province’s priorities for 
energy development. That is an alarming concentration 
of power, particularly when exercised over something so 
vital, so intimate as access to the land.

[4:35 p.m.]
What’s more, the Wildlife Act already contains pro-

visions for ecological protection. If a species is at risk, if 
a population needs time to recover, the minister has the 
authority, guided by science and process, to impose clos-
ures or limitations. That framework already exists, and it 
includes transparency, public rationale at times and time-
bound decisions. So we must ask: why bypass it?

Why allow an energy regulator whose primary man-
date is approving projects, not managing ecosystems, to 
suddenly hold the power to cancel hunting or fishing 
permits, potentially? It raises a troubling possibility that 
when faced with a conflict between a project and a com-
munity, the solution could be to remove people — not 
through consultation, not through compromise.

This is not theoretical. Consider the mountain val-
leys east of Revelstoke or the Kinbasket reservoir corri-
dor, areas rich in biodiversity and also heavily targeted for 
transmission corridors and, potentially, wind exploration. 
What happens when those development ambitions inter-
sect with long-standing hunting routes or traplines? If 
clause 18 were to stand, we already know the answer. The 
human presence will be the first thing to go.

In a region that has already borne the burden of past 
energy policy, from the flooding of farmlands and habitat 
under the Columbia River treaty to the displacement of 
small communities and disruption of ecosystems, we can-
not afford to repeat history under, potentially, a greener 
name. Bill 14 allows an unelected regulatory body to re-
voke those permits as it sees fit. There’s no requirement 
for consultation, no expectation of public notice and no 
built-in appeal process. The regulator is not even asked 
to provide evidence or rationale for its decision. That is 
a radical departure from the principles of fairness and 
accountability.

In places like the upper Arrow Lakes, where families 
have hunted moose for generations, or around Trout Lake, 
where small trapping operations continue to steward ani-
mal populations, the threat of being arbitrarily removed 
from the land is not theoretical. It’s real, under Bill 14. It 
cuts to the heart of who we are, and it gets worse.

Bill  14 gives the regulator the power to determine 
whether a renewable energy project is subject to environ-
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mental assessment. It determines whether safety stan-
dards apply. It determines whether traditional land use 
will stand in the way of industrial expansion. If there’s a 
conflict between a wind project and a wildlife corridor, 
or between a transmission line and a community’s back 
country, there is now a legal mechanism to remove the hu-
man element — no mitigation, no redesign, just revoca-
tion of access by fiat.

I really want to talk about wind energy for a second. 
Perhaps we can canvass this more in the committee stage. 
As I understand it, a lot of this infrastructure is not made 
in B.C. or in Canada. It comes from somewhere else. That 
is not responsible environmental policy. That is not plan-
ning. This is overregulation.

This approach is not limited to non-Indigenous com-
munities. Across the province, and especially in regions 
like mine, First Nations have exercised hunting and trap-
ping rights for millennia. These rights are not discretion-
ary. They are constitutionally protected under section 35 
of the Constitution Act.

There’s a lot of ambiguity around what’s happening 
with Bill 14 in relation to rights and title. If permits are 
suspended on traditional territories without consent or 
consultation, this government would be in violation of its 
own legal obligation.

[4:40 p.m.]
More than that, it will be sending a message that at 

times, under its choosing, reconciliation can be optional 
when it’s inconvenient and that Indigenous stewardship 
can be overridden when development is the goal.

Then there is clause 20, the clause that ties all others 
together and reveals the underlying philosophy of this 
legislation. Clause  20 hands sweeping authority to the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council, cabinet, to make regula-
tions on nearly every fundamental aspect of the act. Cab-
inet can define what qualifies as renewable, decide which 
projects are streamlined, exempt them from environ-
mental assessments and even override the protections of 
the Agricultural Land Commission.

It doesn’t stop here. The pattern continues with 
clause 15. This provision allows the province to author-
ize non-farm uses on lands protected under the agricul-
tural land reserve, including subdivisions and exemptions 
of soil conservation, so long as they are deemed related to 
renewable energy development.

At first glance, the rationale may seem practical. Good 
agricultural lands in this province are few and far be-
tween. Renewable energy infrastructure — solar arrays, 
substations, wind installations — often requires flat, open 
terrain, and the government wants to ensure that agricul-
tural zoning doesn’t stand in the way of that progress.

This is British Columbia. We don’t have an abundance 
of flat, open terrain. When you step out of the policy brief 
and into the land itself, particularly in a region like mine, 
we have the Purcell mountain range to the west and the 

Rockies to the east. The Columbia River trench is very 
narrow. There’s not a lot of room for renewable energy 
projects here.

This picture becomes far more complicated. In places 
like the Columbia wetlands, ALR land isn’t just f lat and 
accessible. They’re ecologically significant, agriculturally 
productive and culturally important. They’re home to lo-
cal food systems, critical wildlife habitat and traditional 
Indigenous harvesting grounds.

Once again, this clause contains no requirement to 
consult with First Nations whose unceded territories 
intersect with these landscapes. There is no legal obliga-
tion to assess how traditional land use, food sovereignty or 
cultural heritage will be impacted. There is no cumulative 
impact assessment. Each project can be assessed in isola-
tion, as though it exists in a vacuum.

We know better. One transmission line leads to an-
other. One access road opens away for more. Slowly, acre 
by acre, the integrity of the land can be eroded, not just 
by a single decision but by the absence of a bigger picture.

It is a piecemeal approach to land management in a re-
gion already carrying the weight of past industrial com-
promise. As I said before, the Columbia River treaty has 
been a net benefit for my region, but it hasn’t come with-
out its growing pains. In the Columbia Basin, we still live 
with the legacy of the Columbia River treaty. We remem-
ber what it meant to be told that agricultural land would 
be flooded, homes relocated and ecosystems submerged in 
the name of hydroelectric power.

The voices of those who lived on that land, settler and 
Indigenous alike, were at times ignored until the damage 
was already done. To see history repeat itself under the 
banner of clean energy is not just ironic; it’s painful. We 
support renewable energy. We understand its importance, 
but we also understand what it means when the means to 
that end are imposed, not shared.

This brings us to clause 20, the clause that pulls the 
thread on the entire fabric of Bill 14. Again, the Lieuten-
ant Governor in Council is to make regulations on every 
foundational element of this act. Clause 20 permits these 
decisions to be delegated, passed down to a single minister, 
a regulator or even a civil servant.

[4:45 p.m.]
In other words, decisions that could alter the legal, en-

vironmental and cultural landscape of entire regions, like 
Columbia River–Revelstoke, could be made by someone 
who may never have set foot there.

There’s no requirement to consult the public, no duty 
to inform the Legislature, no obligation to consider In-
digenous input, no mechanism to account for local con-
cern or cumulative impacts. It is government by regula-
tion, executive discretion without democratic accountabil-
ity. For communities like the ones I represent, where land 
use decisions are not abstract policy but lived experience, 
the consequences are very real.
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These extraordinary powers don’t need to be exercised 
by cabinet directly. They can be delegated — again, the 
B.C. Energy Regulator. That means decisions with prov-
incewide environmental, cultural and economic implica-
tions could be made without ever being debated in this 
House. That’s very concerning to all of us here on this side 
of the House.

In places like Golden and Edgewater, citizens are deeply 
involved in land stewardship. Local governments, com-
munity groups and Indigenous leaders have been working 
to balance environmental protection with economic de-
velopment, sometimes under tough circumstances. Bill 14 
makes this a challenge. This bill tells them that their work, 
their voices and their knowledge can be set aside with the 
stroke of a pen.

Across Columbia River–Revelstoke, both Indigenous 
and non-Indigenous residents are working to heal the 
past. There are efforts underway to restore ecosystems, 
co-manage the land and plan a sustainable energy future 
together, one that reflects shared values and mutual re-
spect. It’s a cooperative approach, something that Bill 14 
is sorely lacking.

British Columbians want a clean energy future. We 
want to reduce emissions. We want to invest in renewables. 
We want to build infrastructure that ref lects both eco-
nomic opportunity and environmental care, but we will 
not get there by concentrating power, as in Bill 14, in just 
a few hands. We will not get there by excluding commun-
ities, by sidelining debate, overriding rights or ignoring 
the lessons of our past.

Bill 14, as it stands, reflects a vision of energy develop-
ment that prizes speed over consultation, efficiency over 
equity, and regulation over representation. That is not a 
future that my constituents can support.

Deputy Speaker: A reminder to both sides of this 
House for silence on their electronic devices.

Kristina Loewen: Today I rise to speak to Bill  14, a 
piece of legislation that claims to streamline the approval 
process for energy projects in B.C. Let me begin by stat-
ing clearly that we agree with the intention. We agree that 
energy projects — whether transmission lines, generating 
infrastructure or other essential systems — are taking far 
too long to get off the ground in this province.

We hear it from industry, from local communities and 
from everyday British Columbians: the current process is 
too slow, too fragmented and too costly. Developers are 
stuck navigating a maze of ministries, timelines stretch 
on for years, and good projects, projects that would bene-
fit our economy and energy reliability, are often stalled or 
abandoned because the permitting process has become a 
burden. That needs to change.

British Columbia should be a place where investment is 
welcomed, where jobs are created and where critical infra-

structure can be built without getting lost in a bureau-
cratic dead end. That’s something this side of the House 
has consistently advocated for.

To the extent that Bill 14 attempts to address that, we 
support that direction, but what concerns us, and what 
should concern every member in this chamber, is not 
what this bill claims to do but how it goes about doing it.

[4:50 p.m.]
This bill doesn’t just cut red tape; it cuts out the role of 

the Legislature. It gives the cabinet the power to designate 
projects without public input, to waive oversight mechan-
isms and to hand broad regulatory authority to unelected 
officials. It allows the B.C. Energy Regulator to rewrite 
the rules that govern its own actions without ever com-
ing back to this House for debate, approval or accountabil-
ity. It even allows for retroactive decisions, including the 
power to impose levies or fees on proponents for actions 
taken months ago, before this legislation even existed.

That is a dangerous precedent. When government be-
gins to bypass public scrutiny in the name of efficiency, 
what we end up with is neither fast nor fair. We get con-
centrated power, unstable rules and a system that serves 
neither developers nor the public.

While the government is positioning this bill as a 
breakthrough for energy permitting, I see something 
else: a deeply concerning expansion of executive authority, 
with few safeguards and almost no accountability. That’s 
what I’ll be addressing in greater detail today, because 
we can do better. We can support faster project approv-
als without sacrificing the role of this Legislature and the 
trust of the people that we serve.

Before I get into the more troubling aspects of this 
legislation, I want to take a moment to acknowledge where 
we do find common ground, because there are parts of 
this bill that reflect priorities that we’ve been calling for in 
this House for some time.

Let’s start with something that’s been long overdue: a 
single-window approach to permitting. For years, project 
proponents, whether they’re working on energy trans-
mission lines, regional generation projects or emerging 
technologies, have faced a confusing, time-consuming 
approval process that spans multiple ministries and regu-
latory bodies. This isn’t just inefficient; it’s a barrier to 
investment.

Too many good projects have died on the vine not be-
cause they were f lawed but because the system around 
them was too slow, too convoluted or too uncertain to 
navigate. So the move towards consolidating permitting 
under a more unified framework is welcome. If done 
properly, with proper oversight and transparency, it can 
absolutely help get important energy infrastructure mov-
ing again.

Let me say this as clearly as I can. We want to see 
energy projects move forward in B.C. We support respon-
sible development. We support investment, and we sup-
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port jobs. We support building the infrastructure that will 
allow our province to meet its growing energy demands, 
not five or ten years from now but today. We understand 
that B.C. cannot remain competitive or reliable if we keep 
sending investors the message that “maybe someday” is 
the best we can offer.

We have heard time and time again from project de-
velopers that they don’t just want speed; they want clarity, 
certainty and consistency. They want to know what the 
rules are. They want to know the timelines. They want 
to know that if they meet the requirements, they will get 
a fair hearing and a fair shot. That’s not a partisan issue. 
That’s just good governance. For far too long, we haven’t 
had it.

Yes, the Conservative caucus supports the core goal of 
making energy permitting in this process faster, more effi-
cient and more navigable. We support changes that reduce 
unnecessary delays and duplication. We support making 
the B.C. Energy Regulator more responsive and better re-
sourced to handle modern project timelines.

We also support something else, something that this 
bill unfortunately starts to cast aside, and that’s account-
ability. If we want to build a system that works for Brit-
ish Columbians, one that earns their trust, attracts in-
vestment and gets shovels in the ground, then we have 
to ensure that the reforms we make are rooted in trans-
parency, in legislative oversight and in public confidence. 
That’s the balance this government could have struck with 
Bill 14, and that’s the balance we’ll be fighting to restore 
through debate and proposed amendments.

As I outlined just moments ago, there are aspects of 
Bill 14 that are worth supporting, ideas that could help 
streamline the path forward for energy development in 
our province. But this is where the agreement ends. While 
the government presents this bill as a commonsense up-
date to reduce duplication and delay, the legislation itself 
goes much farther — too far.

[4:55 p.m.]
What Bill 14 actually does beneath the headlines and 

press releases is hand sweeping, unchecked authority to 
the cabinet and to the B.C. Energy Regulator.

Let’s start with what I believe is the most egregious 
overstep. This bill gives cabinet the power to fundamen-
tally change how energy projects are reviewed and ap-
proved without ever coming back to this Legislature. 
Under this bill, the Lieutenant Governor in Council can 
declare by regulation what constitutes a streamlined pro-
ject. That means they can add, remove or redefine projects 
behind closed doors, without debate, without input and 
without any obligation to explain those decisions publicly.

It doesn’t stop there. The bill goes on to grant cabinet 
the power to exempt entire projects from the environ-
mental assessment process — again, not by legislation but 
by regulation. Not only are the criteria unclear; they are 
entirely discretionary. If cabinet says a project is exempt, 

then it’s exempt — full stop. No hearings, no public sub-
missions, no independent evaluation.

Now, that might be acceptable if this was limited to a 
narrow, clearly defined set of projects, but it’s not. This 
bill leaves the door wide open for any project to be added 
later and for all the usual safeguards to be switched off. 
That should concern every member in this House, not just 
those on this side.

It gets worse. Bill 14 also allows the B.C. Energy Regu-
lator to change, suspend or even eliminate parts of the 
very act that governs its activities, the Energy Resource 
Activities Act, again without legislative input. Let’s pause 
on that for a moment. We are literally giving a regulator 
the power to rewrite its own rulebook —no vote, no ac-
countability, no transparency. If that wasn’t alarming 
enough, the bill also gives the regulator the authority to 
impose fees and levies retroactively, all the way back to 
April 1, 2024.

Let me be clear. We’re not talking about future costs or 
predictable fee schedules that proponents can plan for. We 
are talking about rules that haven’t been debated yet, costs 
that haven’t been disclosed and obligations that could be 
applied months after the fact. What business, what de-
veloper, what investor would feel confident operating in a 
jurisdiction where rules can be changed retroactively and 
arbitrarily?

This is not regulatory reform; this is legal instability. 
We have to call it what it is: a profound shift in how de-
cisions are made in this province. We are witnessing the 
slow erosion of democratic process, replaced by a growing 
reliance on regulation, ministerial direction and executive 
orders. It’s a pattern we’ve seen before with Bill 7, Bill 15 
and now again with Bill 14.

Let’s not kid ourselves. This is not about getting pro-
jects built faster. This is about government getting out of 
the way, not for the sake of the public but for the sake of 
consolidating control.

British Columbians are not opposed to efficiency; they 
are opposed to being shut out of decisions that affect their 
future. As members of this Legislature, regardless of party, 
we should be concerned whenever government attempts 
to sidestep the very institution we were elected to uphold.

We are not here to rubber-stamp cabinet decisions. We 
are not here to hand over our authority to regulators. We 
are here to represent the people, the people of our ridings, 
and to ensure that when laws are made, they are made 
here with transparency, debate and accountability. That 
is the role of this House, and that is the line that Bill 14 
crosses, not just in one place but throughout the entire 
framework of this legislation.

I’ll be addressing even more of these powers in detail, 
including the ability to suspend established rules around 
safety standards, environmental oversight and public 
rights of appeal. But for now, let me just say this. Stream-
lining is not a licence to override democracy. We cannot 
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— we must not — let efficiency become a Trojan Horse for 
unchecked executive power.

One of the most frustrating challenges we hear from 
project proponents, whether they’re in energy infrastruc-
ture or construction, is not simply the amount of regu-
lation they face. It’s the uncertainty of it all, uncertainty 
about timelines, uncertainty about requirements, uncer-
tainty about what rules apply or whether those rules will 
change midstream.

[5:00 p.m.]
I want to be clear. Bill 14 does not solve that problem. It 

deepens it. While this bill is being sold as a way to bring 
clarity and speed to energy permitting in B.C., what it ac-
tually introduces is a whole new level of unpredictability, 
and it does so in some deeply troubling ways.

Let’s begin with retroactivity. Clause 12 of this bill al-
lows the B.C. Energy Regulator or individuals it delegates 
authority to, to impose fees, levies or other financial obli-
gations retroactively to April 1, 2024. Now, think about 
that. We’re telling project developers that decisions they 
made in good faith based on rules as they existed at the 
time could be revisited and re-costed under a completely 
different regime, a regime that wasn’t even law when they 
acted.

What’s worse, there’s no requirement that these retro-
active levies be reasonable, predictable or appealable. 
They’re simply imposed after the fact, and project propon-
ents are expected to comply. This is a dangerous precedent.

How do you attract investment into this province when 
businesses can’t rely on the rules staying consistent for 
even a matter of months, when a project that was fully 
permitted in March could be hit with unexpected fees by 
July, not because anything changed on the ground but be-
cause government rewrote the terms after the fact? This 
isn’t just poor planning. It’s a signal to every potential in-
vestor that B.C.’s regulatory system is unstable, unreliable 
and subject to political whim.

Unfortunately, this bill doesn’t stop at retroactive costs. 
It also gives cabinet and the B.C. Energy Regulator the 
power to designate, redefine or remove entire classes of 
projects from existing oversight at will. Under clause 20, 
the Lieutenant Governor in Council may, by regulation, 
decide what qualifies as a renewable resource, whether 
a project is subject to environmental assessment or not, 
whether a particular project is eligible for streamlining 
and what level of streamlining it receives and whether cer-
tain safety or reporting requirements should apply.

Now, this may sound procedural, just background 
policy stuff, but let’s not miss the point. These are deci-
sions that used to be predictable, debated and codified in 
law. Under Bill 14, they are turned into moving targets, 
subject to change at any time by regulation, with no guar-
antee of public consultation or advance notice. That is the 
exact opposite of regulatory certainty.

Let me put it another way. This bill trades transparency 

for flexibility in the most one-sided way possible. Govern-
ment gets the f lexibility. Developers get the uncertainty. 
And for British Columbians? They’re left in the dark.

Consider this. A project could begin its development 
process under one framework, based on publicly available 
criteria with a reasonable understanding of its obligations. 
Then partway through, or even after completion, cabinet 
could issue a regulation that reclassifies the project, im-
poses new costs or removes protections that were previ-
ously in place.

What message does that send? It tells investors that 
the goal posts can and will be moved. It tells commun-
ities that their input can be erased. It tells regulators that 
they’re no longer implementing law; they’re rewriting it on 
the fly.

I would argue that all of this does more harm to energy 
development in this province than the red tape this gov-
ernment claims to be cutting. At the end of the day, de-
velopers don’t just want speed. They want stability. They 
want to know that once a rule is established, once a permit 
is issued, once a plan is approved, it will hold — not in-
definitely, not without accountability, but with the basic 
fairness that says: “We stand by the rules we gave you 
when we started.”

Bill 14 throws that principle out the window. It replaces 
a f lawed system — yes, one that needs reform — with a 
discretionary system governed by regulation and open to 
sudden change.

That makes it harder, not easier, to build the kind of 
long-term energy infrastructure this province needs, be-
cause serious investors don’t chase political unpredictabil-
ity. They look for jurisdictions where the rules are clear, 
the process is fair and the decisions are consistent. That’s 
what we should be aiming for. Instead, we are left with 
legislation that undercuts the very certainty it claims to 
deliver.

[5:05 p.m.]
While the Premier and his ministers may be congratu-

lating themselves on this so-called streamlining, I urge 
every member in this chamber to look closer and to ask 
the question: are we making it easier to build or easier for 
government to change the rules whenever it wants?

In a democracy, when government seeks to expand 
its power, there is always one critical question that must 
be asked. Who is watching? Who is checking those deci-
sions? Who is holding that authority to account? Who is 
ensuring that the public, the people who sent us here, have 
a voice in how that power is used? Unfortunately, Bill 14 
doesn’t just concentrate authority in cabinet and the regu-
lator. It also eliminates nearly every meaningful mechan-
ism for public oversight.

Let me start with one of the most alarming features of 
this legislation. Clause 14 explicitly removes the applica-
tion of the Environmental Assessment Act from a broad 
range of projects, including the nine designated wind 
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energy projects, the North Coast transmission line and, 
critically, any additional projects cabinet chooses to add 
by regulation. This is not a temporary exemption. It’s not 
a narrowly scoped exemption. This is a structural change, 
a long-term bypass of a process that exists to protect the 
public interest.

Environmental assessments are not just about ecology; 
they are about transparency. They require a project to be 
reviewed holistically, to undergo technical analysis and 
to include public consultation. They ensure communities 
can ask questions, raise concerns and have a formal role 
in decision-making. By removing this requirement, Bill 14 
is not just speeding things up; it’s cutting the public out. 
We should all be clear-eyed about what that means: fewer 
voices at the table, less access to information and zero 
obligation for the government to explain its decisions.

Now, the government may argue that these exemptions 
are only for low-impact or strategic projects, but let’s be 
honest. Those terms are never defined in the bill. There 
are no thresholds, no specific criteria, no requirement for 
impact measurement. Cabinet decides, and the rest of us 
are expected to accept it.

It’s not just the environmental process that gets gutted. 
Bill 14 also gives the B.C. Energy Regulator the ability to 
delegate core functions to unnamed officials, private con-
tractors or government employees, with no oversight from 
this Legislature and no clear reporting obligations to the 
public.

Think about that. We’re talking about a body that 
can impose retroactive fees, suspend or rewrite regula-
tory obligations and now delegate those powers to others, 
without needing to disclose who is making the decisions 
or how they are being made. Where is the transparency in 
that? Where is the basic accountability?

Under normal democratic practice, when government 
exercises authority, there are checks and balances. There 
are public hearings, published reports, standing commit-
tees and appeal mechanisms. But in Bill 14, there are none 
of these. Instead, it explicitly removes them.

Even under the Wildlife Act, Safety Standards Act and 
Heritage Conservation Act, we see the same pattern re-
peated. Government decides by regulation whether these 
protections apply or whether they don’t. That’s not how 
good governance works. The people of this province have 
every right to expect that major decisions, especially those 
with broad environmental, cultural or community impli-
cations, will be made with them, not around them. Yet 
time and again, this bill says the opposite. It says: “We’ll 
let you know when it’s done.”

That approach is not just wrong; it’s corrosive. It breaks 
down trust between citizens and government. It makes 
communities more skeptical, not less. And it fuels the very 
resistance and delay this bill claims it will avoid. When 
people feel excluded from the process, they push back, 
they organize, and they challenge. They often do so not 

because they’re against development but because they 
were never brought in at the start. It’s ironic, really. By try-
ing to avoid public involvement, the government may well 
end up creating more conflict, not less.

We’ve seen this pattern before. We’ve seen it in Bill 7, 
where the cabinet sought sweeping powers to override 
local governments. We see it in Bill 15, which bypasses 
democratic controls in the name of speeding up infra-
structure. And now with Bill 14, we’re seeing it again, this 
time with the added danger of regulatory and financial 
discretion being placed in the hands of unelected officials.

[5:10 p.m.]
The pattern is clear. This government is slowly but 

steadily rewriting the role of this Legislature, reducing it, 
bypassing it and, in some cases, outright ignoring it. I ask 
my colleagues on all sides of this House: is that a direction 
we’re truly comfortable with?

Regardless of how any one of us feels about a specific 
energy project, we should all feel uneasy about how this 
bill was written. We are not here to be spectators to cab-
inet rule. We are here to be legislators, to scrutinize, to 
debate and to represent our constituents in the full light 
of day. That’s what public accountability is and what it’s 
all about: not just following the rules but making sure the 
people who are affected by those rules can see how they 
were made. That is the trust we were elected to uphold. 
With Bill 14, that trust is being undermined.

We’ve now spent a great deal of time going through 
what’s in this legislation and, just as importantly, what’s 
not. We’ve seen a bill that claims to streamline energy de-
velopment but instead centralizes authority, removes over-
sight and silences public input. We’ve seen a government 
that tells British Columbians they’re making the system 
faster when, in reality, they’re just making it harder to 
challenge, harder to question and harder to see.

We’ve seen a troubling pattern, one that has unfolded 
across multiple pieces of legislation, where legislative 
power is being shifted behind closed doors into the hands 
of cabinet, regulators and appointed officials with virtu-
ally no checks, no balances and no guarantees.

But it doesn’t have to be this way. We can absolutely 
achieve the goal of faster project approvals. We can reduce 
red tape. We can provide clarity for investors. We can still 
do all of that without sacrificing the principles that define 
good governance. So what should happen instead?

First, and most critically, we must restore the role of 
this Legislature. There is simply no justification for giving 
cabinet the authority to rewrite the rules of energy regula-
tion by decree. The powers to redefine project eligibility 
impose retroactive levies, exempt assessments and modify 
safety or environmental protections. Those powers must 
be subject to debate, to scrutiny and to vote in this House.

If the government believes a project warrants special 
treatment, then let them make that case publicly. Let them 
bring that case here, where every MLA can review it, ques-
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tion it and speak to the people that they represent. That is 
how democracy works. That is how trust is earned.

Second, this bill must include firm guardrails on 
retroactive authority. It is one thing to charge fees or 
impose conditions on future developments. That’s ex-
pected. That’s reasonable. But to reach back in time and 
penalize project proponents under rules that didn’t even 
exist when decisions were made? That is unfair, and it is 
unprofessional.

Let me say this plainly. Retroactivity is not a tool for re-
sponsible government. It’s a warning sign, a warning that 
the government does not value certainty, that it does not 
respect its own legislative timelines, that it will change the 
terms of engagement after the fact and expect businesses 
to bear the cost without recourse. That’s not how you en-
courage investment. That’s how you scare it away.

If this bill is to proceed, it must include clear limits on 
what can be applied retroactively and include a require-
ment on any new levies, fees or regulatory changes and 
how they are communicated in advance and applied pro-
spectively, not punitively.

Third, this bill must reinstate mechanisms for public 
input and accountability. This means ensuring that key 
oversight processes like the environmental assessment, 
the public request for investigation mechanisms under the 
Energy Resource Activities Act and community consulta-
tions are not simply waived by regulation.

British Columbians have a right to know what’s hap-
pening in their backyards. They have a right to ask ques-
tions. They have a right to understand how decisions are 
being made and by whom. This government, any govern-
ment, has a duty to respect those rights. When we involve 
communities in the process, we allow for dialogue instead 
of dictation, and we build stronger projects and stronger 
public support for those projects.

Fourth, we need transparency in delegation. Bill 14 al-
lows the B.C. Energy Regulator to delegate core author-
ities to individuals or groups with no clarity on who those 
people are, what their qualifications are or what criteria 
they’ll use to make decisions. If we’re going to allow dele-
gation of regulatory powers, then that process must be 
fully transparent and subject to reporting requirements.

[5:15 p.m.]
British Columbians deserve to know who’s making de-

cisions that affect them and how those decisions are be-
ing monitored. We can’t afford to create a shadow system 
of energy permitting, one that operates outside of public 
view without recourse or oversight.

Finally, I want to speak briefly to the broader tone of 
this legislation and this government’s approach in recent 
months. We are now seeing bill after bill that appear to be 
less about solving real problems and more about concen-
trating control. Bill 7 tried to give this cabinet the power 
to override local governments. Bill 15 will let them bypass 
legislative approvals for infrastructure. Bill 14 hands them 

the keys to energy regulation while closing the door to 
transparency, accountability and the public interest.

This is not just a policy trend. It’s a governance shift, 
one that every member of this House, regardless of party, 
should view with serious concern. If we allow this shift 
to continue unchallenged, we risk turning the Legislature 
into little more than a ceremonial venue, a place where de-
cisions are announced, not debated. Let me say directly: 
that is not why I ran for office. That is not why any of us 
are here.

We are here to represent, to question and to challenge, 
to give voice to the people who entrusted us with their 
vote and their future. That means insisting on laws that 
are debated in the open, applied fairly and built to last.

I will close with this. The Conservative caucus stands 
ready to support the streamlining of energy approvals in 
this province. We want to see projects move forward. We 
want to see B.C. grow, invest and lead. But we will not sup-
port a process that strips away oversight, silences the pub-
lic and gives unelected officials the power to rewrite our 
laws behind the scenes.

There is a better path forward, one that respects both 
the need for efficiency and the need for accountability. 
Until this government is willing to take that path, until 
they’re willing to amend this legislation to reflect the val-
ues of democratic governance, we must oppose this bill as 
it’s written.

When the stakes are this high, when the powers are 
this broad and when the consequences are this far-reach-
ing, we cannot afford to get it wrong. We owe British Col-
umbians better than that.

Deputy Speaker: Member, could I ask that you ad-
journ debate just for a moment? We’ve got one of the other 
Houses that needs to report.

Kristina Loewen: I’d like to adjourn debate.

Kristina Loewen moved adjournment of debate.

Motion approved.

Reporting of Bills

BILL 11 — EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS  
AMENDMENT ACT, 2025

Nina Krieger: Section C reports Bill 11 complete with-
out amendment.

Deputy Speaker: When shall the bill be read a third 
time?

Hon. Adrian Dix: Now, hon. Speaker.
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Third Reading of Bills

BILL 11 — EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS  
AMENDMENT ACT, 2025

Deputy Speaker: Members, the question is third read-
ing of Bill 11.

A division has been called.
[5:20 p.m. - 5:25 p.m.]

[The Speaker in the chair.]

The Speaker: Members, the motion before the House 
is the third reading of Bill 11, intituled Employment Stan-
dards Amendment Act, 2025.

Motion approved unanimously on a division. [See 
Votes and Proceedings.]

[5:30 p.m.]

The Speaker: Bill 11, Employment Standards Amend-
ment Act, has been read a third time and has passed.

Hon. Mike Farnworth: In this chamber, I call con-
tinued debate, second reading, Bill 14.

In the Douglas Fir Room, Section A, the estimates for 
the Ministry of Children and Family Development.

In the Birch Room, Section C, committee stage, Bill 13.

[Lorne Doerkson in the chair.]

Second Reading of Bills

BILL 14 — RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECTS  
(STREAMLINED PERMITTING) ACT, 2025  

(continued)

Deputy Speaker: Thank you, Members. We’ll bring 
the House back to order now.

Harman Bhangu: Today I rise not only to speak to 
Bill 14, the so-called Renewable Energy Projects (Stream-
lined Permitting) Act, but to stand on behalf of count-
less British Columbians who believe that environmental 
progress must go hand in hand with democratic integrity. 
This NDP government has framed this bill as a forward-
looking reform, an effort to modernize, to reduce red tape, 
to accelerate the green energy transition. They see it as a 
step towards climate leadership, a necessary pivot, a prag-
matic fix. They’ve called it a streamlining measure, a red-
tape cutter, a fast track for progress.

But let’s not confuse slogans with substance. The re-
ality is far less noble and far more dangerous. Bill 14 is 
not about efficiency; it’s about control. It grants sweeping 
and unprecedented authority to provincial cabinet, pow-
ers that can override existing rules, skip environmental 

review and bypass meaningful consultation both with In-
digenous nations and with local communities. All of this 
is justified under the guise of urgency and streamlining.

Let me be clear. We all understand the need for renew-
able energy. We all want to see a cleaner, more sustainable 
British Columbia. That’s not up for debate. But what is up 
for debate is how we get there. And this bill takes us in the 
wrong direction. This bill does not build trust; it breaks it. 
It does not modernize governance; it centralizes it. And 
it does not strengthen the environmental protection; it 
weakens it.

Let’s unpack this bill and its implications, because bur-
ied within the technical language is a significant and dan-
gerous shift in how major decisions will be made in this 
province.

One, the cabinet override. At the heart of Bill 14 is a 
provision that allows cabinet to declare any renewable 
energy project as a prescribed undertaking. Once that 
declaration is made, the rules change — not some of them. 
all of them. Environmental assessments? Waived. Permit-
ting reviews? Optional. Public consultation? Skipped. Lo-
cal bylaws? Overridden. Indigenous consultation obliga-
tions? Severely diluted or avoided entirely. This is not a 
tweak or a minor adjustment. This is a blank cheque for 
the cabinet to approve projects with near-total discretion.

[5:35 p.m.]
While the government insists this is about accelerat-

ing renewables, the mechanisms being created here are 
not limited. They are not confined to emergencies. They 
are broad. They are open-ended powers that will become 
baked into the norm of decision-making. Today it’s solar, 
wind. Tomorrow it could be highways, mines or ports. The 
scope is broad, and the cabinet wants it to be. This bill ef-
fectively turns the provincial cabinet into a one-stop shop 
of green-lighting major infrastructure — no independent 
review, no third-party assessment, no grassroots input, 
just a rubber stamp from the top.

Two, the red tape is an essential safeguard. The govern-
ment has tried to sell this bill with one of its oldest tricks 
in the playbook, by demonizing red tape. They say Brit-
ish Columbia is burdened with bureaucracy, that the regu-
lations are obstacles, that consultations are a delay tactic, 
that transparency is inefficient. But let’s be honest. Not all 
red tape is bad. Much of what this government calls red 
tape is, in fact, critical oversight.

These are rules that exist to ensure transparency in 
large-scale developments; protect delicate ecosystems and 
endangered species; enforce consultation with Indigenous 
Peoples, as required under section 35 of the constitution; 
and give local residents a voice in decisions that affect 
their water, land and way of life. These aren’t nuisances; 
they’re democratic protections.

What this government sees as barriers, I see as pro-
tection — protection against abuse, mismanagement, ir-
reversible environmental damage. When you cut corners 
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in the name of speed, you don’t just fast-track progress. 
You fast-track mistakes.

Three, a pattern of centralization. This bill is not an 
isolated incident. It fits into a larger, troubled trend we’ve 
observed over the past several years, a pattern where this 
NDP government consolidates power at the top while 
eroding the voices of those on the ground.

We saw it in housing, where provincial legislation gave 
the minister sweeping authority to override local zoning 
rules and development processes. In many communities, 
residents and councils were blindsided by the mandates 
they had no opportunity to shape. The message was clear. 
Your local context is secondary to provincial objectives.

We saw it in education, where the autonomy of school 
boards was dismissed, diminished. Local trustees, people 
elected by parents and community members, found them-
selves cut out of key decisions. Curriculum changes, fund-
ing allocations and policy shifts were dictated from Vic-
toria with little consultation.

And now, in the realm of renewable energy, we’re 
watching the same blueprint unfold. Decisions that should 
involve collaboration, consensus and careful scrutiny are 
instead being pushed through with a top-down model. 
This is not how you build trust. This is how you build 
resentment, especially in rural areas already skeptical of 
centralized governance.

What we are witnessing is not leadership. It’s overreach. 
It’s a government that seems more comfortable ruling by 
fiat than fostering open, democratic dialogue. That should 
alarm us all.

Four, trust is a fragile thing. Public trust is not some-
thing governments are entitled to. It’s something they 
must earn. And it is a gift that can be broken with a single 
misstep. Once broken, it is difficult, sometimes impos-
sible, to restore. Trust, once lost, doesn’t just fade away. It 
fractures, erodes and takes years, even decades, to rebuild, 
if it can be rebuilt at all.

Trust isn’t built on good intentions alone. It is built 
through actions that are transparent, accountable and 
participatory. When people see decisions being made be-
hind closed doors, without consultation, without genuine 
dialogue, they feel abandoned. They feel sidelined. That is 
when they begin to disengage.

[5:40 p.m.]
What we’re dealing with here is not just a permitting 

issue; it’s a democratic issue. This is about the very foun-
dation of governance and relationship between the gov-
erning and the governed.

The moment people feel that they are no longer part of 
the process, when they feel that their voices do not matter, 
they begin to withdraw. They stop showing up to public 
consultation. They stop participating in civic processes. 
They stop believing that their opinion can make a dif-
ference. That is the real danger here. When people disen-
gage from our democratic process, the legitimacy of the 

government itself begins to erode. The consequences are 
far-reaching.

We see it already in communities, where people are 
no longer involved in consultations, believing that out-
comes are already decided by a distant, centralized gov-
ernment. We see it in municipalities, where local leaders 
feel powerless in the face of provincial mandates. We see it 
in Indigenous communities, where consultation becomes 
nothing more than a token gesture and afterthought 
rather than meaningful partnership.

What happens when trust erodes? It leads to a climate 
of cynicism. It breeds suspicion and conspiracy. It erodes 
the social fabric. People start questioning the motives 
of their elected leaders. They become skeptical of every 
new policy, every new proposal and every new initiative. 
Eventually, that mistrust manifests in unrest, in protests, 
in litigation. We have seen it before. It’s the price we pay 
when the people feel unheard and unrepresented.

Ultimately, the irony is this. The very changes this gov-
ernment claims to fast-tracking, whether in energy, hous-
ing, or health, will slow to a crawl when people stop be-
lieving that they have a voice in the process. You don’t ac-
celerate change by bulldozing those who have questions. 
You accelerate resistance. You invite further division and 
opposition. The true cost of this bill is not just in legal 
shortcuts or regulatory simplification. It is in the trust 
that will be lost. And that is something no government 
can afford to sacrifice.

Five, real solutions ignored. Now let me ask the obvious: 
if the permitting process is truly too slow, why hasn’t this 
government taken the necessary steps to fix it? Why hasn’t 
there been a significant investment in the staffing or per-
mitting agencies? These agencies are responsible for en-
suring that projects are reviewed thoroughly and respon-
sibly, yet we’ve seen a chronic shortage of personnel, lead-
ing to delays, backlogs.

Where is the funding to hire more experts to expedite 
these reviews without sacrificing quality or accountabil-
ity? Where is the investment in digital upgrades and im-
proved coordination systems that could streamline com-
munication between agencies, reduce redundant paper-
work and make the permitting process more effective for 
all involved? We live in a digital age where technology can 
be leveraged to make processes faster and more trans-
parent, yet there is no effort to modernize the system to 
keep pace with the demands of a growing and evolving 
industry.

Where is the training for environmental analysts, who 
must evaluate the potential impacts of these projects on 
the ecosystem, wildlife and local communities? They need 
ongoing education and resources to adapt to new chal-
lenges, technologies and environmental considerations.

Where are the resources for Indigenous liaison of-
fices, to ensure that the rights and concerns of Indigen-
ous communities are not only heard but fully respected? 
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The government has promised reconciliation, but where 
is the concrete support for those offices to carry out their 
mandate effectively?

And where is the capacity building for local govern-
ments? They’re the ones who know their communities 
the best and should have the support they need to engage 
in decision-making processes. Yet we see municipalities 
struggling to meet the demands of complex projects with 
limited resources.

[5:45 p.m.]
None of these critical steps are being addressed in this 

bill. Why? Because this government is not actually inter-
ested in strengthening and improving the existing system. 
What this bill represents is an attempt to bypass the very 
checks and balances that are there to protect us all. By 
taking away the power of local authorities and independ-
ent agencies, this government is not cutting red tape. It’s 
dismantling the safeguards that keep our environment, 
our communities and our democracy intact. That’s not 
streamlining. That’s surrendering to convenience.

It is about removing obstacles, yes, but not to achieve 
progress. Instead, it’s about avoiding accountability, re-
ducing scrutiny and cutting the brakes because you don’t 
want to fix the engine. By ignoring real solutions, this gov-
ernment is choosing the easier path. The path? Expedi-
ency and the cost of long-term trust, transparency and 
good governance.

Six, renewable energy deserves better. Let’s also talk 
about the irony in this all. Renewable energy is often pre-
sented as more than just an energy source. It’s held up as a 
moral imperative. We are told that it’s the path to a cleaner, 
more ethical and sustainable future. For many British 
Columbians, that vision resonates deeply.

But there is the contradiction: while we preach the 
values of clean energy, the bill proposes to launch those 
very projects through a dirty process, one that sidesteps 
scrutiny, silences communities and undermines trust. If 
renewable energy is truly the future, shouldn’t we hold it 
to the highest standards? Shouldn’t solar, wind, hydro and 
geothermal projects reflect our best values, not our worst 
habits? Shouldn’t they be the models of integrity, trans-
parency and collaboration?

We cannot afford to undermine the credibility of the 
renewable sector by linking it to executive overreach. That 
will only undercut public buy-in and fuel opposition, es-
pecially in regions where trust is already fragile. Clean 
energy must mean more than clean emissions; it must 
mean clean governance.

Seven, the dangerous precedent set. Finally, let me issue 
a warning. Once you grant extraordinary authority, once 
you normalize the bypassing of oversight, it is extremely 
difficult to put that genie back in the bottle. What starts 
as an expectation now becomes the new norm. This bill 
sets a precedent that when things are politically inconven-
ient, due process can be suspended. Today it’s for renew-

ables. Tomorrow it could be used for resource extraction, 
infrastructure expansion or land expropriation. We must 
not build the future on shortcuts. We must not sacrifice 
democracy at the altar of expedience.

In closing, we must choose better. British Columbians 
want action on climate. They want renewable energy. 
They want clean air, sustainable jobs and a better future 
for their children. They also want and deserve good gov-
ernance. They want leadership that respects the rule of 
law, strengthens our institutions and brings people along 
through dialogue and transparency.

Bill 14 is not that. It is not bold climate action. It is not 
democratic innovation. It is not reconciliation in prac-
tice. It is a retreat from accountability, a concentration of 
power and a slap in the face of those who believe process 
and participation matter.

[5:50 p.m.]
We can do better, and we must do better. Let us not 

confuse urgency with recklessness. Let us not mistake 
control for competence. Let us not trade our democratic 
values for speed. Once we lose public trust, once we give 
up the checks and balances that protect us, it’s not just the 
environment at risk. It’s the very foundation of our prov-
ince’s democracy.

I will be voting against Bill 14. I urge my colleagues to 
do the same. Let’s build a future that is not only green but 
just, inclusive and governed with integrity.

Bryan Tepper: I rise today to speak against Bill 14, the 
so-called Renewable Energy Projects (Streamlined Per-
mitting) Act.

Let me start by saying that I’m all for renewable energy. 
Wind farms, solar panels, geothermal — let’s bring it 
on. Who doesn’t want clean energy powering our homes, 
businesses and maybe even the odd electric skateboard 
zipping down Government Street?

But here’s the thing. This bill isn’t just about making 
it easier to build a few wind turbines. It’s a Trojan Horse 
stuffed to the brim with unchecked power, sneaky exemp-
tions and a whole lot of, “Trust us; we’ve got this” from the 
NDP government.

Spoiler alert: I don’t trust them, and neither should you.
Let’s unpack this. Bill 14 is being sold as a shiny new 

tool to streamline approvals for nine wind farms and the 
North Coast transmission line. Streamlining sounds great, 
right? Cutting red tape, getting projects moving, creat-
ing jobs — sign me up. But when you dig into the fine 
print, you realize this isn’t just about trimming bureau-
cratic fat, the very fat this NDP government put in place. 
It’s about giving the NDP and the B.C. Energy Regulator 
a blank cheque to do whatever they want, whenever they 
want, with barely a nod to the Legislature or the people we 
represent.

The government claims this bill simplifies the approval 
process for renewable energy projects. Currently, develop-
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ers must navigate multiple ministries to get the green light. 
Fair enough. Nobody loves a bureaucratic maze. Or wait, I 
thought the NDP might have, because they’re the govern-
ment that built that maze.

Instead of creating a clear, transparent process, Bill 14 
hands the keys to the kingdom to the B.C. Energy Regula-
tor and the NDP cabinet. They get to decide what counts 
as a renewable resource project — wind, solar, biomass, 
biogas, geothermal, you name it — and if they want to 
add something new to the list, no problem. An order in 
council, a quick scribble behind closed doors and — poof! 

— it’s included. No debate, no oversight, no pesky elected 
officials asking questions.

Now, I’m no conspiracy theorist, but this kind of un-
checked power makes me nervous. The bill allows the 
regulator to write its own rules under the Energy Re-
source Activities Act. That’s right. The regulator gets to 
regulate itself. It’s like letting the fox guard the henhouse, 
except the fox also gets to redesign the henhouse, cancel 
the security cameras and declare itself vegan for good 
measure. This isn’t streamlining. It’s a power grab dressed 
up in green wrapping paper.

Let’s talk about the exemptions to this bill, because 
they’re a doozy. Bill 14 lets certain projects, starting with 
those nine wind farms and the transmission line, skip the 
Environmental Assessment Act entirely — no environ-
mental review, no public consultation, no accountability. 
The government says they’ll fix this later with changes to 
the Environmental Assessment Act, but they can’t tell us 
when. “Trust us,” they say. “It’s coming.”

[5:55 p.m.]
I’ve heard better promises from my son when he swears 

he’ll clean his room later. I think he might be watching 
and not cleaning his room right now, as he’s supposed to 
be.

It gets worse. The bill lets the regulator decide whether 
a piece of land qualifies as heritage under the Heritage 
Conservation Act. That’s right. One person, handpicked 
by the regulator, gets to say: “Now, that culturally signifi-
cant site — not significant enough.” No appeal. No over-
sight. Just a single person with a clipboard and a god com-
plex. This isn’t just bad policy. It’s a recipe for disaster.

Then there’s the agricultural land reserve. Bill  14 al-
lows renewable energy projects to carve up ALR land, 
subdivide it and bypass rules about soil and fill use. Our 
farmland is precious. It feeds our communities, supports 
our farmers and keeps our province resilient. But this bill 
treats it like a blank canvas for wind turbines and trans-
mission lines. I can just imagine the pitch. Why grow food 
when you can grow power lines?

Here’s the kicker. For the highest level of streamlined 
projects, level 3, the bill waives the Safety Standards Act. 
That’s right. Safety standards, those pesky rules that keep 
workers and communities safe, can be tossed out the 
window.

I don’t know about you, but when I think of renewable 
energy, I’d like to know the wind turbine isn’t going to 
topple over because someone decided safety was optional. 
We’ve seen what happens when corners are cut. We’ve 
mourned workplace accidents, grieved preventable tra-
gedies. We had a member speak of the Ironworkers Me-
morial Bridge just today. Why would we gamble with 
safety for the sake of expediency?

Now, let’s talk about the bill’s more authoritarian flour-
ishes. Bill 14 gives the B.C. Energy Regulator the power to 
cancel hunting, angling and trapping permits on a whim. 
No explanation needed. No appeal process. Just a snap of 
the fingers, and your permit is gone.

I can picture it now. You’re out in the woods, ready to 
cast your line, and a regulator official rolls up in a golf 
cart and shouts: “Sorry, Bob, your fishing trip has been 
vetoed by the wind farm.” It’s absurd, but it’s also deeply 
troubling. These activities aren’t just hobbies. They’re part 
of a way of life in British Columbia. They sustain families, 
connect us to our land and deserve better than arbitrary 
cancellation.

Then there’s the retroactive power grab. Clause 12 al-
lows the regulator to impose fees and levies, essentially 
taxes, on projects dating back to 2024. That’s right. They 
can reach into the past and slap a bill on someone’s desk 
for a project that’s already underway. It’s like getting a 
parking ticket for a car you parked perfectly last year.

This retroactive taxation isn’t just unfair; it’s a deter-
rent to investment. The NDP claims they want to attract 
renewable energy projects. But who is going to invest in 
B.C. when the rules can change after the game has already 
started?

The bill also creates a separate orphan fund for renew-
able energy projects, distinct from the existing orphan 
well fund. On the surface, this sounds responsible: set 
aside money to clean up abandoned projects. But here’s 
the catch. There’s no clarity on how this fund will be man-
aged, who pays into it or how it’s enforced. It’s like promis-
ing to save for a rainy day but forgetting where you put the 
piggy bank.

[6:00 p.m.]
Without transparency and accountability, this fund 

risks becoming a slush fund for the regulator to dip into 
whenever it feels like it.

I want to take a moment to reflect on what’s at stake 
here. British Columbia is blessed with breathtaking land-
scapes, vibrant communities and a rich cultural heritage. 
We have responsibilities to protect these treasures for fu-
ture generations. Bill 14 puts that legacy at risk.

By bypassing environmental assessments, sidelining 
safety standards and undermining our agricultural land, 
this bill prioritizes short-term gains over long-term stew-
ardship. We’ve seen the cost of hasty decisions before: 
eroded trust, damaged ecosystems, fractured commun-
ities. We cannot afford to repeat those mistakes.
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This bill also erodes the democratic process. By hand-
ing sweeping powers to the B.C. Energy Regulator and the 
NDP cabinet, it sidelines this Legislature and the people 
we serve.

We are the voice of British Columbians. We debate. We 
scrutinize. We hold the government to account. But Bill 14 
says: “Don’t worry. We’ll handle it.” That’s not just an in-
sult to us. It’s an insult to every voter who sent us here.

Let’s talk about the NDP’s track record for a moment. 
For years, they’ve piled on regulations, making it harder 
and more expensive to get projects off the ground. They’ve 
scared off investment, leaving B.C. lagging behind in re-
newable energy development.

Now they’re suddenly champions of streamlining? For-
give me if I’m skeptical. This isn’t a road-to-Damascus 
moment. It’s a political pivot. Bill 14 is their attempt to 
have it both ways, look green while consolidating power.

They claim it’s about nine wind farms and a transmis-
sion line. But the bill’s scope is far broader. Any project 
can be added later, no questions asked. It’s like ordering 
a coffee and getting a five-course meal you didn’t ask for, 
except the meal comes with a side of authoritarianism.

We can do better. We can streamline renewable energy 
projects without sacrificing oversight, safety or democracy.

Interjection.

Bryan Tepper: I am glad the minister agrees.
We can attract investment without retroactive taxes 

or arbitrary permit cancellations. We can protect our en-
vironment, our farmland and our heritage while building 
a clean energy future.

Bill 14 isn’t the answer. It’s a shortcut that takes us down 
a dangerous road. I urge this House to reject Bill 14 and 
send it back to the drawing board. Let’s work together, 
across party lines, to craft legislation that truly serves Brit-
ish Columbians, legislation with clear rules, robust over-
sight and respect for the land and the people we represent.

[6:05 p.m.]
We have a chance to get this right, to build a renewable 

energy sector that’s sustainable, accountable and inclusive. 
Let’s not squander it on a bill that puts power in the hands 
of a few at the expense of many.

In closing, I ask my colleagues to think about the leg-
acy we want to leave. Do we want to be remembered as the 
Legislature that rubber-stamped a power grab disguised 
as progress, or do we want to be the ones who stood up for 
democracy, for accountability, for the future of our prov-
ince? I know which side I’m on.

We need to fix the bureaucratic maze that has been cre-
ated. This is the House in which we can do that. We don’t 
need ultimate power placed in the hands of a regulator.

I’m voting against Bill 14, and I urge every member of 
this House to do the same.

Anna Kindy: Cutting red tape and fast-tracking and 
streamlining — it all sounds great, doesn’t it? You might 
think so, but this government managed to debase those 
concepts and instead just repackage their continued de-
sire for authoritarian power in the form of the Renewable 
Energy Projects (Streamlined Permitting) Act.

This legislation gives all the authority to the govern-
ment and the Energy Regulator, including the changing 
of rules that govern the regulator, and all without the ap-
proval of the Legislature for those changes. The govern-
ment claims that with this legislation they are simply ad-
vancing nine wind farms and transmission lines, but in 
reality, they are giving themselves unlimited power over 
any project they choose.

The Renewable Energy Projects Act is the government’s 
attempt to appear like they’re streamlining wind farms in 
B.C., but the clauses of this legislation dig much deeper 
than that. Allow me to illustrate.

In my riding of North Island, and in many more rural 
ridings in general, hunting and fishing are part of people’s 
everyday lives, of subsistence, recreation, and a huge part 
of their livelihoods. This has been that way for many, 
many generations. If implemented, Bill 14 could put detri-
mental restrictions on hunting and fishing in B.C. The 
government would be enabled to cancel guide-outfitting, 
hunting, angling and trapping permits as it sees fit.

I echo the concerns of my colleague the member for 
Cariboo-Chilcotin, who has been voicing that under 
Bill  14, unelected bureaucrats will be empowered to in-
definitely suspend or cancel guide-outfitters, hunting, 
angling and other Wildlife Act licences without hearings, 
without appeal, without compensation.

[6:10 p.m.]
British Columbia guide-outfitters, hunters, anglers 

and others need protection against government overreach. 
Thousands of jobs in family-owned businesses across B.C. 
depend on these licences. Now they are facing a climate of 
uncertainty. Jobs, businesses and communities as a whole 
are now at risk, and the British Columbians who work in 
these professions are stewards of the land.

When we speak of guide-outfitting, we are talking 
about a $160  million-per-year industry, which sustains 
2,000 jobs and attracts 5,000 visitors annually. I wonder. 
Is there any limit on the number of guide-outfitter, hunt-
ing or angling licences that can be permanently cancelled 
without a hearing under this bill? This sounds very famil-
iar, with this government and this minister.

Does the ministry have an estimate of how many li-
cences or permits may need to be suspended or cancelled 
to implement and move forward just the main projects, 
like transmission lines, in this bill? I guess we’ll just have 
to wait and see how many people become losers as the 
government picks their winners and losers.

This government announced many months ago that 
they would be approving nine wind farms, and those wind 
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farms would bypass environmental impact assessments 
because they are economically important. After years — I 
repeat, years — of driving investments out of British Col-
umbia, out of my riding of North Island, this government 
now seems to have realized what we’ve known all along: 
encouraging investments creates jobs, builds commun-
ities and benefits everyone in this province.

Their realization comes after years of heaping on regu-
lation after regulation, complicating people’s lives, making 
it nearly impossible and prohibitively expensive for many 
projects to get off the ground. I will repeat the words of 
the member for Richmond Centre. This bill is not so much 
about streamlining as being a rush job, a last-minute at-
tempt to expedite projects, only after realizing it’s far too 
late, that we are on the verge of an energy shortfall.

To me, this seems to be a trend with this government. 
They avoid issues and are idle until the moment they de-
cide to do something as an emergency, an emergency like 
the tariffs. Then they use their cooked-up urgency to try 
to quickly push through their agenda. The agenda is sim-
ple: it’s to gain more power so that they don’t have to de-
bate legislation among all 93 elected officials in this House.

This is called a democracy. They want to erase the 
voices of some of the members in this House, thus eras-
ing the voices of those who elected each member. Each 
of those 93 elected officials represents voters of British 
Columbia.

As a refresher, the location of these recently announced 
wind farms are as follows. There’s one in Merritt, one in 
Kelowna, one near Campbell River, two near Logan Lake 
and four in the North and the Peace. We saw B.C.’s cattle 
ranchers and guide-outfitters link arms with environ-
mentalists in urging the province to reconsider the en-
vironmental impact assessment exemptions for new wind 
farms.

[6:15 p.m.]
Something we haven’t seen very often is cattle ranch-

ers and eco-activists alike and many other British Colum-
bians warning about unforeseen impacts to wildlife, land 
and water from these wind farms. As my colleague the 
member for Delta South said: “What do cattle know that 
this Premier doesn’t?”

This is because cows are spooked by wind turbines, 
whether it’s the sound, the vibrations or what have you. 
Let’s imagine you have a grazing lease where you have a 
cattle operation. If the government decides to build a wind 
farm where your cattle graze, you’re out of business with 
a snap of some fingers. There’s no recourse for you. This 
government has decided.

If this government wanted to reform the environ-
mental assessment process to make it more efficient, then 
that would be a different story, but this is not about re-
form. This is straight up about removing oversight, and 
it really displays a lack of care for wildlife, water systems 
and land. It displays a lack of care for people — cattle 

ranchers, guide-outfitters and all those making their liv-
ing from the land with small family-sized operations.

I really want to emphasize that it’s in rural and north-
ern B.C. that the brunt of these decisions will be felt. 
When we’re talking about wide-open spaces where fisher-
men fish, hunters hunt and ranchers ranch, we’re not talk-
ing about urban zones. However, this bill sets a troubling 
precedent with far-reaching consequences for every Brit-
ish Columbian. Many people in cities fish and hunt. This 
model of governing, unfortunately, could become a blue-
print for future governance. Again, we live in a democracy.

With regard to ALR land, it is currently very difficult 
to remove land from this designation, but suddenly the 
government is singing a very different tune. The ALR land, 
which is connected to food security, will become vulner-
able under this bill. This bill allows the regulator to single-
handedly make changes to the agricultural land reserve.

The agricultural land reserve, our ALR, exists to pro-
tect lands that feed us. It was established to safeguard food 
security, not as a convenient location for energy infra-
structure. But Bill 14 opens the door for renewable pro-
jects to be sited on protected farmland, without any clear 
requirement for local consultation or even a full evalua-
tion of how food production could be impacted.

That land isn’t just empty space waiting for a wind tur-
bine or a solar panel. It’s where families have farmed for 
generations. Once the land is gone, we don’t get it back. 
That’s a legacy we cannot afford to lose in the name of 
expedience.

Something very important to me is heritage land. 
Under this bill, the Energy Regulator will be enabled to 
single-handedly decide what land is heritage and what 
land is not. Yes, this means heritage designation that was 
previously given can be taken away.

[6:20 p.m.]
When you think of heritage land, you think of it as 

something long-lasting, something meaningful for fu-
ture generations to enjoy, not something that can be given 
or taken away on a whim because a government, at one 
point in time, decided they wanted to boost their image 
by building one more wind farm. We don’t even know yet 
to what extent this legislation will be impacting culturally 
significant Indigenous lands.

I also want to register my concern about how Bill 14 
will change the role of the Energy Regulator. This bill 
will allow the regulator to change its own regulations as it 
sees fit, once again without any approval from the Legis-
lature. Let me remind this government that we live in a 
democracy.

This legislation also enables the regulator to introduce 
fees and levies and costs that can be implemented retro-
actively. All of this is being done with little oversight, lit-
tle accountability and insufficient reporting requirement. 
It all, once again, sounds very familiar to me with this 
government.
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This is also being done with little regard for safety. 
This bill creates three levels of streamlining of renewable 
energy projects and removes the application of the safety 
act when it comes to a level 3 streamlined project. What 
does that mean? Little regard for safety.

British Columbians support renewables, but they also 
expect transparency and fairness. This bill overrides 
environmental assessments, safety standards and local 
decision-making, handing sweeping powers — I repeat, 
sweeping powers — to a government with little oversight. 
As my colleague the member for Surrey–White Rock said 
so succinctly: “It’s not streamlining; it’s steamrolling.”

No one should have the authority to, and I’ll use this 
term as I’m watching the member in front of me, f lip-
pantly bypass environmental laws, waive safety rules or 
cancel livelihoods without accountability. In my riding, 
these are multi-generational livelihoods. But this bill does 
exactly that, and it leaves the door wide open to political 
favouritism and corruption. When you have no oversight, 
it leads to corruption.

My constituents roundly rejected Bill 7. Many came to 
my office and talked to me about this government over-
reach. Like me, they repeated: “Why is this government 
doing this? We live in a democracy.”

[6:25 p.m.]
I must voice my opposition to Bill 14, which is simply 

the same power grab rewritten to apply to energy. Let me 
remind this House about the Bill 7 debacle and why I am 
comparing Bill 14 to part 4 of Bill 7, which so many of my 
constituents could not believe that a democracy in British 
Columbia could try to pass such a bill.

It was just in March that the Premier had to very pub-
licly backtrack on Bill 7, the Economic Stabilization Act, 
after he got called out by former Premiers, policy profes-
sionals, professional organizations, the entire opposition 
and tens of thousands of B.C. residents for trying to grant 
himself and his cabinet two years of total power. The Pre-
mier tried to pass this legislation so that he wouldn’t need 
to run anything further by the Members of the Legislative 
Assembly.

Deputy Speaker: Member, just to remind you that we 
are discussing Bill 14. I appreciate the history, but if we 
could get back to Bill 14, it would be appreciated.

Anna Kindy: Bill 14 has very many similarities. It is 
autocratic, dictatorial and undemocratic. At the heart of 
Bill 14 is a dangerous philosophy that centralization is the 
path to progress; that a small group of insiders can make 
better decisions than the people who actually live off the 
land and know the land; that democracy is too slow, too 
messy and too burdensome to deal with when you’re in 
a hurry to score political points and play political games.

There is a right way to approve energy projects. It in-
volves listening. It involves balancing priorities. It involves 

rules that are consistent, processes that are fair and deci-
sions that can withstand public scrutiny. This bill fails on 
every one of those counts, and it doesn’t empower com-
munities. It empowers cabinet at the expense of every-
one else. British Columbians know when something is 
rammed through. They know when words like “stream-
lining” are just a mask for stripping away protections and 
shutting down debate.

I have to ask: did municipal councils even cross the 
mind of this government when they wrote this bill? How 
do municipal councils factor in here? Where are their 
decision-making powers? Let’s call this what it is: a grab 
for power dressed up as progress.

Like many who have spoken before me, I support re-
newable energy. I believe it has an essential role to play in 
a province’s future. But support for renewables should not 
mean endorsing an unchecked expansion of government 
authority, and that’s what Bill 14 represents.

We’re not debating here whether renewables are im-
portant. What we are debating is how we get there, and 
Bill 14 is the wrong way. It is not democratic.

[6:30 p.m.]
I want to see British Columbia succeed. I want to see 

energy projects move forward. I want to see investments 
come to this province, bringing innovations, good jobs 
and a brighter future for our children, but this is not the 
way to do it.

In summary, I don’t support this bill, not because I’m 
opposed to clean energy, not because I don’t want faster 
approvals but because I believe deeply and sincerely and 
unshakably that the people of the north Island and the 
people of this province deserve better. They deserve a 
voice in a democracy.

Claire Rattée: I appreciate the opportunity today to 
rise and speak to Bill 14, the Renewable Energy Projects 
(Streamlined Permitting) Act.

While this bill is presented as a step forward in mod-
ernizing and streamlining renewable energy development 
in British Columbia, what we have before us is not simply 
a bill about wind farms or clean energy. This is a sweeping 
piece of legislation that fundamentally alters how energy 
projects are approved, regulated and monitored in this 
province. It raises serious questions about accountabil-
ity, transparency, regulatory overreach and democratic 
oversight.

We all support the development of renewable energy. 
We support reducing red tape where it makes sense. We 
support investments that bring economic opportunity, 
environmental sustainability and energy resilience to our 
communities. But we cannot support a Trojan Horse that 
delivers authoritarian powers under the guise of climate 
action.

Make no mistake. This bill may carry the language of 
climate urgency, but what it delivers is political conven-
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ience. It grants cabinet and the B.C. Energy Regulator 
sweeping discretion to decide what counts as renewable, 
who gets fast-tracked and which laws apply or don’t. It 
does this without returning to this Legislature for debate, 
without clear criteria and without safeguards for the pub-
lic or the land.

The government claims that this is about clean energy, 
but when you strip away the branding, what you see is a 
deliberate move to centralize power. When that power 
comes at the cost of community voices, environmental re-
view, Indigenous consultation and local autonomy, it’s not 
progress. It’s a step backward.

British Columbians want more clean energy, but they 
also want it built with care, consultation and consent. 
They want to know that their rivers, their traplines, their 
farmland and their heritage are protected. They want a say 
in what gets built in their backyards. This bill cuts them 
out of the process, and that should concern every one of 
us in this House.

Let’s start with the basic premise of this bill. British 
Columbia’s energy sector has long faced regulatory grid-
lock, requiring project proponents to navigate a tangled 
web of ministries and approval processes. This has dis-
couraged investment and driven clean energy developers 
out of our province. The government now acknowledges 
that reality after years of making the situation worse 
through overregulation and policy uncertainty.

For years, developers have faced a gauntlet of con-
flicting requirements, unclear timelines and inconsistent 
rules between ministries. Projects stall not because com-
munities oppose them but because the system itself is dis-
jointed and dysfunctional. Multiple permitting bodies, 
contradictory mandates and bureaucratic backlogs have 
slowed down even the most straightforward proposals.

I know about this better than most, because my com-
munity that I represent has dealt with this time and again. 
We’ve seen a number of different energy projects proposed 
and fail in my region because of the difficulty of dealing 
with government and dealing with all of these systems. 
We’ve also seen some that have come to fruition, but it has 
taken years beyond what it should have if this process had 
actually been properly streamlined.

[6:35 p.m.]
Now the very government that contributed to this grid-

lock is using it as justification to sidestep oversight alto-
gether. Instead of fixing the system through meaningful 
reform, Bill 14 throws the rule book out. This isn’t about 
solving the root problem. It’s about sweeping it under the 
rug and giving cabinet a blank cheque to push through 
what they want, when they want.

If the government was serious about addressing regu-
latory delays, it would have brought forward focused re-
forms, targeted timelines or a streamlined, interminis-
terial framework. Instead, we’re being asked to accept a 
bill that replaces complexity not with clarity but with un-

checked authority, which seems to be the norm with this 
government.

Is streamlining necessary? Absolutely. But stream-
lining should not mean sidelining oversight. It should not 
mean giving one regulator unilateral power to rewrite the 
rules, to cancel permits, to override heritage protections 
and to change land designations, all without returning to 
this House for approval.

Streamlining should mean improving efficiency, not 
dismantling transparency. It should mean making pro-
cesses faster, not less fair. British Columbians deserve 
a system that is responsive and coordinated but not one 
that places absolute discretion in the hands of a few, be-
hind closed doors and without recourse. We should never 
accept streamlining as code for bypassing democratic 
checks. A faster process is only worth it if it still respects 
the public interest and community voices that we are all 
here to protect.

Bill 14 creates a centralized permitting regime that may, 
at first glance, appear efficient. But in reality, it transfers 
unchecked authority to the B.C. Energy Regulator and to 
cabinet, bypassing the democratic institutions that are 
supposed to protect the public interest. This isn’t coordin-
ation; it’s consolidation. One regulator will now control 
everything and do so with minimal public input or over-
sight. What once required debate, evidence and commun-
ity involvement can now be rewritten through regulation.

This centralization doesn’t just streamline processes. It 
steamrolls local governments, Indigenous voices and the 
checks and balances that keep decision-making grounded 
in public accountability. What this bill sets up is a system 
where the rules can be changed on the fly without legisla-
tive debate and where major decisions about land, water, 
heritage and safety are made unilaterally by bureaucrats 
that are empowered by cabinet.

A truly modern regulatory system would still involve 
transparency, independent review and democratic safe-
guards. But this bill goes in the opposite direction, clos-
ing doors instead of opening them, shrinking the space 
for public participation and pushing power further away 
from the communities that are most affected.

The government is touting this bill as a way to advance 
nine wind farms and the North Coast transmission line. 
However, the legislation goes far beyond that. Clause 2 al-
lows cabinet to designate any prescribed renewable pro-
ject as streamlined by regulation. There is no requirement 
to return to this Legislature to debate what projects are 
added in the future.

The definition of renewable resource in clause 1 is ex-
pansive — biomass, biogas, geothermal, solar, wind, ocean 
and even any other resource that cabinet chooses to in-
clude. This is not narrow legislation. It is broad and am-
biguous. Because cabinet alone defines what qualifies as 
renewable, there is nothing in this bill stopping them from 
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including questionable projects under the guise of green 
energy.

British Columbians deserve clarity, not ambiguity. 
They deserve to know exactly what’s being authorized, 
why, how the decision was made and with what level of 
scrutiny.

This means any energy project, except for those involv-
ing a hydro dam, for now, can be fast-tracked with limited 
oversight. All cabinet has to do is file an order in council. 
The scope is potentially unlimited.

Let’s understand what fast-tracking really means in 
this context. It means cutting out local voices, skipping en-
vironmental review and concentrating decision-making. 
It means taking massive projects that could fundamen-
tally alter ecosystems, agricultural land and entire regions 
and rushing them through without the usual checks and 
balances that exist to protect the public interest.

[6:40 p.m.]
Fast-tracking shouldn’t mean removing every guard-

rail that protects communities from harm. It should not 
mean eliminating obligations to consult or listen to those 
who will be most affected. It certainly shouldn’t mean re-
placing transparent legislative oversight.

We should make attempts to cut bureaucratic red tape, 
but it must be done right. We must be careful because 
fast-tracking, when rushed and done incorrectly, silen-
ces voices and sacrifices transparency, all in the name of 
expediency.

Perhaps the most alarming element of this bill is 
the way it guts the environmental assessment process. 
Clause 14 disapplies the Environmental Assessment Act 
for selected wind energy projects, the North Coast trans-
mission line and any other project that cabinet designates. 
This means no comprehensive public review, no analysis 
of cumulative impacts, no duty to consult affected com-
munities in a meaningful way. The government has said 
changes to the Environmental Assessment Act will come 
later to cover wind, but has provided no timeline. Mean-
while, projects are exempted now.

This is not responsible governance. It is rule by regu-
lation. This legislation demonstrates that this govern-
ment believes it is best to move forward first and figure 
out oversight later, which means projects can be built with 
minimal scrutiny while the legal and environmental stan-
dards are left undefined. That, to me, is a reckless way to 
govern and a dangerous precedent to set for future pro-
jects, renewable or otherwise.

We know what happens when corners are cut. It starts 
small — a regulation skipped here, a consultation delayed 
there — but the consequences accumulate fast. Projects 
move ahead without proper safeguards, communities are 
left in the dark, and when something goes wrong, no one 
can be held accountable.

The cost isn’t just environmental degradation. It’s the 
erosion of public trust — trust in government, in consul-

tation processes and in the integrity of our institutions. 
That trust is hard-earned and easily lost. Once you aban-
don transparent decision-making, you can’t just snap it 
back into place.

It is often the public who pays the price, and more 
importantly, it is the vulnerable communities that pay 
the highest price. Cutting corners doesn’t just leave eco-
systems vulnerable. It leaves governments vulnerable, too, 
because when people no longer believe that their voices 
matter, when they see decisions made behind closed doors 
with no recourse or explanation, they disengage, and that 
can threaten democracy.

If this government truly believes in responsible renew-
able energy development, then it should lead with consul-
tation and oversight, not gut them as a precondition for 
progress. Streamlining should mean making things more 
efficient, not making them less accountable.

Bill  14 goes even further still. It overrides key safe-
guards in multiple pieces of legislation. Clause 15 weakens 
protections under the Agricultural Land Commission Act, 
allowing non-farm use and subdivision of ALR land. This 
means farmland meant to protect long-term food security 
can be reclassified and built over for industrial projects, 
with no community consultation or agricultural review. 
There is no assurance that this land will be restored, pre-
served or compensated for if a project fails. This is par-
ticularly concerning for my riding, where we struggle im-
mensely with food security challenges. The potential im-
plications of this could be massive.

Clause 16 grants the regulator discretion over heritage 
designations, including cultural sites significant to First 
Nations. The regulator even gets to pick the person who 
decides whether land has heritage value. This, again, is 
very important for my riding. We have a very large In-
digenous population, and I know that the people in my rid-
ing don’t want to see legislation like this passed, because 
they know what this could potentially mean for them.

Clause 17 removes the application of the Safety Stan-
dards Act for certain projects. That means that critical 
safety protections for workers, engineers and emergency 
responders can be removed entirely.

Clause  18 allows the regulator to suspend or cancel 
hunting, trapping and angling permits at its discretion. 
These activities are not just recreational. They’re cultural 
traditions and economic lifelines in rural B.C.

[6:45 p.m.]
There are also no guarantees of hearing, notice period 

or appeal process if your permit is revoked. Again, the im-
plications that this can have for my riding are very signifi-
cant. A lot of people in my riding rely on fishing, on trap-
ping and on hunting as a way to feed their families. These 
are not small administrative tweaks. These are fundamen-
tal shifts in how we balance industrial development with 
safety, food security and cultural preservation.

Bill 14 allows the B.C. Energy Regulator to change key 
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sections of its own governing legislation, the Energy Re-
source Activities Act, without approval from this House. 
Clauses 13, 20 and 25 give cabinet and the regulator 
sweeping powers to amend, disapply or apply parts of the 
act as they see fit. This includes retroactive levies and fees, 
suspension of safety and environmental requirements, 
cancellation of hunting and fishing permits and redefin-
ing what qualifies as a streamlined project or a renewable 
resource.

In addition, clause 21 validates any actions taken by 
the regulator since April 1, 2024, even though this bill is 
not yet law. This is an incredibly dangerous precedent that 
undermines the rule of law. This is retroactive immunity. 
It means that the regulator can take actions outside the 
current legal framework, and this legislation will cover 
their tracks after the fact. This is not just bad policy. It’s an 
affront to legislative accountability and the principle that 
no one is above the law.

The bill establishes three levels of streamlined permit-
ting. Level 1 projects are granted the fewest exemptions 
but still bypass multiple steps. Level 2 and level 3 projects 
receive far greater leeway, exempting them from large por-
tions of the Energy Resource Activities Act.

For level 2, even basic requirements like permit expira-
tion rules, ownership verification, reporting obligations, 
dormant site monitoring and environmental protections 
are removed.

Level 3 is even more concerning. It exempts projects 
from public requests for investigation and further reduces 
transparency. These streamlined tracks do not just cut red 
tape. They sever public accountability entirely.

Despite claims of reconciliation, this legislation em-
powers the regulator to decide whether a project is exempt 
from heritage or environmental laws, with no requirement 
to engage Indigenous communities unless it is convenient. 
This raises serious questions about consent, consultation 
and respect for Indigenous rights and title.

Rural communities, often the host sites for these pro-
jects, may find themselves cut out of decision-making al-
together. With no requirement for local consultation or 
community benefits agreements, the people most affected 
by these projects may have no voice in how they unfold.

My community has been in this situation many times 
before, where a project is proposed and the residents, as 
the people most affected by it, have had the opportunity to 
make their voices heard on whether the benefits outweigh 
the potentially negative impacts. We have seen the results. 
Some projects, such as LNG Canada, have received over-
whelming support and community buy-in, while others, 
such as Enbridge northern gateway, received a clear and 
resounding no.

These processes are instrumental in encouraging pub-
lic engagement and consultation and ensuring that the 
people living in the affected communities can see more 
positive impacts rather than negative ones. It also encour-

ages faith amongst British Columbians in our fair and 
democratic system. But this bill achieves the opposite.

Bill 14 sets a dangerous precedent by undermining the 
very mechanisms that allow rural communities to partici-
pate in decisions that directly affect their land, livelihoods 
and futures.

[6:50 p.m.]
There’s no commitment in this bill to local jobs, local 

hiring or even revenue sharing with rural municipalities; 
no requirement for impact assessments that consider how 
a new transmission corridor could affect hunting grounds, 
traplines or traditional gathering areas; no plan for how 
to handle conflicts when Crown land is reallocated for 
energy infrastructure without community approval.

This bill creates a two-tiered system where urban 
voices still benefit from organized planning and account-
ability while rural voices are overridden by distant deci-
sions made in Victoria. The message it sends is that rural 
concerns are expendable, collateral damage in the race to 
check off political priorities. We know better than that 
in the North. We know that you can build projects with 
strong public support when you include the public in 
the process. We also know the harm that’s caused when 
people are cut out completely.

As for the environment, Bill 14 opens the door to de-
velopment without any guarantee of ecological protection 
or restoration, especially if orphaned sites are left behind 
with no enforceable obligations on project proponents.

One positive aspect of this legislation is the creation 
of a separate orphan fund for renewable energy pro-
jects. This recognizes that not all projects succeed and 
that cleanup costs should not fall to taxpayers. However, 
Bill 14 does not specify how much must be contributed, 
when contributions are required or how the fund will be 
managed. It enables the regulator to issue certificates re-
quiring payment but offers no guarantees of sufficiency 
or transparency. Without strict financial rules and public 
reporting, this provision risks becoming symbolic rather 
than substantive.

To further illustrate the dangers of this bill, let me walk 
through just a few of the most troubling clauses. Clause 13 
allows cabinet to override sections of the Energy Resource 
Activities Act, effectively letting them rewrite the rules on 
a whim. Clause 18 gives the regulator authority to cancel 
hunting and trapping permits with no clear standards or 
appeal process.

Clause 21 validates any potentially unlawful actions al-
ready taken by the regulator since April 1, 2024. Clause 23 
allows the government to cancel existing environmental 
assessment certificates and deem those projects fully ap-
proved with no conditions. This is retroactive deregula-
tion. It is policy by fiat, not by democratic debate.

Let me be clear. If the government had brought forward 
a narrowly tailored bill to streamline permitting for a few 
key projects while retaining environmental safeguards 
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and legislative oversight, I would have supported it. We 
need clean energy, we need investment, and we need to 
move fast. But this bill is not just about speed; it is about 
control. It consolidates power in cabinet and a single regu-
lator. It undermines this Legislature and cuts out the very 
communities that we are supposed to represent.

British Columbia deserves better. We can build re-
newable energy responsibly. We can streamline without 
steamrolling. We cannot let the urgency of climate ac-
tion be used as a justification to dismantle democratic ac-
countability. We have a duty to build a sustainable energy 
future, but we also have a duty to uphold the integrity of 
our laws, protect our environment and respect Indigenous 
rights. Bill 14 fails on too many of these fronts.

Representing a rural riding like Skeena means carrying 
the voices of communities that are often overlooked, com-
munities where people rely directly on the land for their 
livelihoods, food, culture and identity. In the North, we 
don’t have the luxury of abstraction. We see and feel the 
impacts of industrial development in our backyards, in 
our rivers, on our traplines and on the forests that sustain 
us.

Bill 14 poses a unique and serious threat to regions like 
mine because it strips away the very checks and balances 
designed to protect rural communities. It allows projects 
to move forward without proper environmental assess-
ments, without meaningful consultation and without re-
specting heritage or agricultural land protections. That 
means decisions about massive wind farms, transmission 
corridors or other developments could be made behind 
closed doors, without any input from the people who will 
live with the consequences.

When a regulator can cancel hunting permits, override 
cultural protections or subdivide farmland with no ac-
countability, it’s rural communities that pay the price. Our 
way of life isn’t a line item in a policy document. It’s some-
thing real, something fragile and something that deserves 
to be protected, not sacrificed in the name of expediency.

[6:55 p.m.]
The hypocrisy of this government’s approach to energy 

development is both glaring and troubling. When in op-
position, the NDP vehemently opposed LNG projects, yet 
upon forming government, they reversed their stance, not 
only approving LNG projects but also attempting to claim 
credit for initiatives they had previously fought against.

Obviously, I am grateful for this change in attitude, but 
it presents a puzzling realization. If the NDP can change 
their minds so frequently about which energy projects 
they do or don’t support, what does this bill mean for Brit-
ish Columbians? This pattern of opposition followed by 
appropriation raises serious questions about their con-
sistency and reliability. Now, with Bill  14, they seek to 
grant themselves unchecked authority to approve pro-
jects at their discretion without the safeguards of environ-
mental assessments or public consultation.

Given their history of shifting positions, how can Brit-
ish Columbians trust that future decisions will be made in 
the public’s best interest rather than for political expedi-
ency? This legislation doesn’t just streamline processes; it 
streamlines power into the hands of a government whose 
track record on energy policy is anything but steady.

We vehemently support industry in this province. We 
want to see more projects built, more jobs created and 
more investment f lowing into our communities, espe-
cially in rural and northern B.C. We’ve seen how respon-
sible development, like LNG Canada, can bring real op-
portunity when it’s done right, when it’s guided by clear 
rules, meaningful consultation and respect for the land 
and the people.

Bill 14 misses the mark entirely. Instead of fixing the 
broken permitting system with transparency and ac-
countability, it concentrates power in the hands of cabinet 
and a single regulator. It sidesteps environmental over-
sight and opens the door to decisions that could be made 
without public input or community buy-in.

Fast-tracking development shouldn’t mean bulldozing 
safeguards. We can build more in B.C., but we have to do 
it the right way. I urge this House to reject this overreach-
ing legislation and send it back for a full, public and trans-
parent process.

British Columbians deserve clean energy, but they 
also deserve clean government. We all want to see more 
projects built. We want to see jobs created and red tape 
slashed. But none of that can come at the expense of public 
trust, local democracy or meaningful oversight. Stream-
lining cannot be used as a smokescreen for centralizing 
power.

This bill, in its current form, does not reflect the val-
ues of fairness, transparency or respect for communities 
in B.C. It reflects a government that has grown too com-
fortable with bypassing scrutiny, too comfortable making 
massive decisions behind closed doors.

We cannot allow urgency, whether economic or en-
vironmental, to become an excuse for encroaching closer 
to authoritarianism tendencies. British Columbians de-
serve to have a voice in what gets built in their backyards. 
They deserve to know that their safety, their land, their 
culture and their laws won’t be cast aside.

Gavin Dew: The notional purpose of Bill  14 is to 
streamline approvals for energy projects in B.C. That pur-
pose is a laudable goal, and I agree with that goal. Why? 
Because on this side of the House, we are the party of yes 
and because it takes too damn long to get to yes in Canada.

We seem to be in a crisis of indecision, the land of the 
slow, maybe, where we lack conditions for investment. We 
don’t get stuff done as fast as we could. That is creating 
serious challenges in terms of investment in this province 
and in this country, because delay and indecision drive up 
costs.
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People don’t build things for fun in business. They 
don’t build them for political ribbon cutting. They don’t 
build them for the side benefits. They don’t build them for 
photo ops for politicians. They build them because they 
serve a commercial function and because the numbers 
pencil, because the project works. Too often, risk, delay 
and uncertainty make those numbers not work, or they 
make those numbers harder to make work.

[7:00 p.m.]
At the end of the day, it comes down to return on in-

vestment and risk-adjusted return. That is the cold, hard, 
brutal reality of making investment decisions. Indeci-
sion, delay, the inability to get decisions and Kafkaesque 
bureaucracy, where we never know quite what the basis for 
a decision is going to be, are all things that deter invest-
ment in this country and in this province.

Too often we make things take too long and be too 
high-risk, and then we subsidize them back to life. To 
quote Ronald Reagan: “If it moves, tax it; if it keeps mov-
ing, regulate it; and if it stops moving, subsidize it.”

I’ve spent a lot of time dealing with major projects both 
in my academic research and in my applied business life. I 
can say that in Canada, we tend to conflate safety and risk. 
We imagine that because we don’t typically have armed 
militias, we don’t typically have kleptocratic regimes, that 
we are a low-risk jurisdiction. No, we’re a safe jurisdiction.

We’re actually quite a high-risk jurisdiction in many 
instances: because we have arbitrary changes to the na-
ture of the very processes that drive the way that we do 
or do not get to yes; because you can suddenly have a new, 
nine-month process imposed midstream in the middle of 
a project process; because the conditions you’re expected 
to meet can arbitrarily change; and because there can be 
new, informal demands that are required of you in order 
to get to yes.

We have a problem in B.C. and in Canada when it 
comes to actually building things, a real problem. Yes, I 
support the streamlining of major projects. Our party 
certainly supports the importance of getting major pro-
jects to yes, and there are parts of Bill 14 that reflect pri-
orities that are overdue, like a simplified single-window 
approach to permitting.

For far too long, project proponents all over B.C. and 
all over this country, at all different levels of government, 
in trying to build all different things, have faced a con-
fusing array of overlapping processes requiring a lot of 
lawyers, a lot of permitting specialists and a lot of costs 
that, in some instances, are not directly contributing to 
the safety or effectiveness of the project.

That doesn’t mean we should have no regulation; it 
means we should have smart regulation. It means we 
should have well-designed, well-constructed processes 
that are clear, that are predictable and that are forward-
looking. Uncertainty and changes increase costs on ma-
jor projects that have significant capital backing, that have 

significant regulated tolling outcomes, things of that na-
ture. But that kind of complexity can kill smaller projects 
in their infancy, before they even begin.

We have challenges; we have problems. We have a sys-
tem that isn’t just inefficient; it’s a barrier to investment. 
Far too many good projects have died on the vine not be-
cause they were inherently f lawed and not because they 
didn’t make commercial sense but because the system 
built around them was too slow, too convoluted or too 
uncertain to navigate. It created conditions where either 
investors could not make them pencil or investors simply 
were not willing to wade through an ocean of complexity 
and red tape to get to yes.

The move toward consolidating permitting under a 
more unified framework is a good thing. It’s a good con-
versation to be happening. If done properly, with proper 
oversight, proper transparency and a desire to make a 
long-term, functional process, it can absolutely help to get 
important energy infrastructure, as well as other major 
projects, moving again.

The problem is that this bill doesn’t do that. This bill 
picks winners and losers. This bill hands arbitrary power 
to government in an effort to paper over its own years of 
failure and years of anemic economic growth that it has 
presided over, contributed to and created.

[7:05 p.m.]
The reality is that this bill has been brought forward 

in the height of hypocrisy. This government has decided 
in recent months that it wants to be the party of yes, the 
party of trade diversification, the party of major projects, 
the party of the resource sector. Now, I may be new to this 
House, but I’ve been around this province long enough to 
know how wildly hypocritical that is. Picking and choos-
ing winners and losers and then arbitrarily deciding 
whether and how to enforce rules is not how government 
should operate.

Let’s cast our mind back to how this government has, in 
fact, operated on a subject that has raised its head again in 
this House in recent days, a project that this government 
picked not as a winner but as a loser: the Trans Mountain 
expansion project. It was primarily a federally regulated 
project, but this government decided to use every tool in 
its provincial toolkit to obstruct that project because of its 
arbitrary political direction.

On the basis of ideological, partisan preference, of poll-
ing and of a snap decision in the middle of an election, 
this government, both in opposition and in government, 
picked a loser. It used its arbitrary power to obstruct that 
project that it had decided it knew better on.

Now, the Minister of Energy has in recent days tried 
to shrug off the years his party spent going out of its 
way, pushing the very boundaries of its powers, legal and 
democratic, and using every tool in the toolkit to oppose 
the Trans Mountain expansion project. It’s a project where 
he now stands in this House, shrugs and says, “Hey, we’ve 
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got to make the most of it, now that it’s built” — a project 
he can’t remember the capital cost of.

It’s a project that he now wants us to shrug and say that 
this government has completely changed its position on, 
has gone from being avowed opponents of this project 
to being totally on board with dredging Burrard Inlet to 
allow fully loaded Aframax tankers to get Canadian oil 
from Westridge marine terminal, at the terminus of that 
pipeline, to international markets, to diversify us away 
from a monopsony with the American market.

Political direction changes, the moment changes, and 
this government arbitrarily changes what it’s for and what 
it’s against. It wants to have the arbitrary power to do that 
in a way that creates tremendous uncertainty for anybody 
operating in this marketplace.

Now, I know that story of what happened with this gov-
ernment on Trans Mountain well, because I worked on it 
for three years. We saw delay after delay, obstruction after 
obstruction from this government and their allies, who 
had decided, on a political basis, that they were against 
a project and that the process as it was supposed to work 
wasn’t good enough for them, because they had picked a 
loser.

The people of Canada and the people of British Colum-
bia paid for their political preference, expressed through 
their arbitrary weaponization of the toolkit available to 
them in order to stop something they were politically op-
posed to. That’s not right.

What did that cost us as Canadians? Let me tell you. 
This is important, because it speaks to the arbitrary pow-
ers in this bill and to how, if used improperly, they can 
have tremendous consequences because government picks 
a winner or a loser on the basis of arbitrary political pref-
erence or of friends of government rather than on an ap-
propriate, rigorous and predictable process.

If we look at that project, a study conducted by the 
Canadian Energy Research Institute in 2020 looked at 
the actual cost for the Trans Mountain expansion project 
and the Coastal GasLink pipeline and found that the esti-
mated capital expenditure as a result of a one-year regula-
tory delay is $344 million for a natural gas pipeline and 
$812 million for a crude oil pipeline. That same project 
found that pipeline projects take, on average, 13 months 
longer in the U.S. than Canada.

[7:10 p.m.]
Again, going back to the arbitrary use of power by 

government on the basis of its political preference, Trans 
Mountain was delayed by at least three years by regula-
tory and judicial delays driven by this government and 
its allies. That is literally billions of dollars in added cost 
because of the arbitrary utilization of power by a govern-
ment driven by ideology.

If you look at the bottom line on that project, which 
I think is a very good example here, the original Trans 
Mountain pipeline was built in 1953. It took 18 months. It 

cost $93 million. That’s $1 billion in today’s dollars. By the 
time this government and their arbitrary power, the kind 
of arbitrary power they want to claim for themselves with 
this bill, were done with it, along with other factors, it took 
ten years, and it cost $34 billion.

It wasn’t just the initial capital cost that was significant; 
it was the fact that that capital cost will be expressed in 
perpetuity, in tolls on that pipeline asset that are based on 
capital cost. Forevermore, shippers moving Canadian oil 
through that pipeline will pay three, four times as much as 
they otherwise would have because this government drove 
up the cost through their arbitrary use of their powers to 
obstruct a project.

The years in which it wasn’t built also led to oppor-
tunity costs, in which Canada was not able to tighten the 
spread between West Texas Intermediate and west coast 
select. We could go on about that forever and ever, but let’s 
not. The bottom line is this: when this government, or any 
government, decides that it knows best and that it should 
exercise arbitrary power, we should be very wary.

What worries us on this side of the House is not what 
this bill claims to do but how it goes about doing it — not 
its intent. This government is always all about intent, but 
when you ask them about effect, they shut down quickly. 
They don’t want to talk about what a bill actually might 
do with its unintended, or fully intended, consequences.

This bill doesn’t just cut the red tape; it cuts out the 
Legislature and the appropriate oversight. It gives sweep-
ing, unchecked authority to the cabinet and to the B.C. 
Energy Regulator. It gives cabinet the power to funda-
mentally change how energy projects are reviewed and ap-
proved without ever coming back to this House. It gives 
government the power to pick winners and losers on an 
arbitrary basis.

It leaves open the possibility of real or perceived in-
fluence peddling and cash-for-access. Who decides, and 
who influences the people who decide? We have appropri-
ate, rigorous, arm’s-length regulatory structures in this 
province, in this country and in democracies for a reason. 
They are intended to be safeguards against the arbitrary 
use of power by governments to prioritize politics, to pri-
oritize friends and insiders and to prioritize ideology over 
economic fundamentals.

While this government is positioning this bill as some 
breakthrough for energy permitting, what I see is a deeply 
concerning and precedent-setting expansion of executive 
authority with almost no accountability, not enough safe-
guards and, frankly, not enough trust by the public in this 
government to grant that kind of a blank-cheque authority 
to do whatever they think is right.

Under Bill 14, cabinet can declare, by regulation, what 
constitutes a streamlined project. They can define, add, 
remove, decide exactly what that means, however they 
want, behind closed doors. If cabinet says it’s exempt, it’s 
exempt. What happens when the Premier wakes up one 
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day, reads a book on something and decides: “Hey, that’s 
exempt now”? There you go. It doesn’t come back to this 
Legislature. No public hearings, no public submissions, no 
independent evaluation — arbitrary power.

[7:15 p.m.]
So when this Premier decides he’s done being Premier 

and there’s a leadership race, and it has the character of 
the last leadership race that the NDP had, and there are, 
all of a sudden, dramatic new potential directions in terms 
of where this province could go based on who wins that 
next NDP leadership race, whenever it comes, whether it’s 
this fall, a year from now or two years from now…. Who-
ever that is, they inherit those unchecked powers. They in-
herit the ability to decide what constitutes a streamlined 
project. They inherit the ability to exercise unchecked 
power with little oversight. That’s not right.

Fundamentally, who will inf luence those decisions 
about the application of unchecked and unaccountable 
power by this government? What factors will guide them? 
Will it be politics, timing, location, labour model? Will it 
matter whether it’s in a swing riding, whether it’s conven-
iently timed relative to an election or if the proponent vol-
untarily agrees to a labour model that is the ideological 
preference of this government?

Who knows? We won’t know. It’ll come down to the 
political flavours of the moment, not long-term economic 
fundamentals. That’s very worrisome because this creates 
a black box within which cabinet can arbitrarily decide 
what constitutes a priority project. Instead of fixing the 
broken conditions for investment in this province, this 
government, instead, is trying to bypass them for their 
chosen political priorities. Whether those priorities are 
partisan, ideological, transactional or whatever they are, 
those are going to bypass process. Everything else can 
wait.

This is a government that thinks it can legislate pros-
perity instead of trying to legislate opportunity by creat-
ing stable, predictable, forward-looking conditions for in-
vestment in which a wide range of different project appli-
cants can look at this province and say: “I see what I have 
to do in order to build something here.”

Today the signal this government is sending is: “What 
you have to do in order to build a project here is that you 
have to curry favour with this government. You have to 
hire the right people. You have to know the right people. 
You have to make sure you frame your project in such a 
way that this government will deem it to be a priority.”

Do we fundamentally believe that communications 
staff in the Premier’s office have a better understanding of 
what constitutes an economically viable or economically 
significant project for this province than companies, pro-
ject proponents, individuals trying to move forward pro-
jects on the basis of sound economics and sound decision 
analysis? That’s very worrisome.

Picking winners and losers doesn’t encourage a funnel 

of new projects. When proponents know that it’s arbitrary 
government decisions and not stable, predictable condi-
tions for them that will affect their ability to move for-
ward, they have to make decisions very differently.

Companies that want to be able to understand the basis 
for decision-making are going to think twice about this 
province. They’re going to know that these arbitrary pow-
ers belong to this government today, but when there’s a 
change of government, will those priorities still be the 
priorities? Will my project still be in the same process, or 
does it depend? If there’s a change in the leadership of the 
government, if there’s a change in government, do I ac-
tually know what I’m signing up for?

That’s why we don’t have these kinds of arbitrary 
decision-making powers vested in the political heart of 
governments, as this government is trying to do.

One of the most frustrating challenges we constantly 
hear from project proponents — whether they’re in con-
struction, infrastructure or energy — is not just the 
amount of regulation they face. It’s the uncertainty. Bill 14 
does not solve that problem; it deepens it. It creates a situa-
tion in which the uncertainty of regulation is exacerbated 
by the political uncertainty of if, when, how and on what 
basis this government will make arbitrary decisions that 
can make a project viable or not viable.

This bill is being sold as a way of bringing clarity and 
speed when it really just adds a whole additional level of 
unpredictability, in some very troubling ways. That in-
cludes retroactivity.

[7:20 p.m.]
Clause  12 of the bill allows the B.C. Energy Regula-

tor, or individuals it delegates authority to, to impose 
fees, levies or other financial obligations retroactively. 
So you’re mid-streaming a project, and your fundamen-
tal project economics are changing because the regulator 
decides to impose arbitrary retroactive fees. Is that be-
cause government has decided they don’t like your pro-
ject? Is that because the rules have changed? Again, more 
unpredictability.

Capital thrives on stability, predictability, being able to 
look forward and to know what’s ahead. How do you at-
tract investment into this province when businesses can’t 
rely on the rules staying consistent? You don’t.

This bill is not just poor planning. It’s a signal to every 
potential investor that B.C.’s regulatory system is unstable, 
unreliable and subject to political whim. That’s in a tricky 
swing riding. Subject to: “Nah, we don’t like those guys.” 
Subject to: “They’re not really playing ball.” Subject to the 
implicit expectation that there’s a quid pro quo and that 
the right hiring will happen, the right consultants will 
be on the project, the right photo ops will be delivered 
and the right political messages will be framed around a 
project.

That’s not how capital investment and major projects 
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are supposed to work in any jurisdiction, and it sure as 
heck is not how it should work here.

The kinds of decisions that are outlined under 
clause 20 include what qualifies as a renewable resource, 
whether that gets changed, whether a project is subject 
to environmental assessment or not, whether a project is 
eligible for streamlining and what level of streamlining it 
receives, and whether safety or reporting requirements 
should apply. These are really, really important things, 
and they’re decisions that used to be predictable, debated 
and codified in law. Under Bill 14, they’re all turning into 
moving targets, and that is the exact opposite of regula-
tory certainty.

Let’s put this a different way. This bill trades transpar-
ency for flexibility — flexibility for government, flexibility 
to politicize, flexibility for arbitrary decisions to be traded 
transactionally by well-connected NDP insiders.

I don’t mean to suggest anything nefarious has hap-
pened. What I mean is that the risk of even the slightest 
perception that currying political favour or hiring the 
right consultant, hiring the right lobbyist, means that 
you’ll be at the front of the line…. That is a dangerous, 
dangerous situation for this government to create, with 
the potential for immense consequences not only on the 
political front, the legal front, the investability front…. It’s 
a very, very dangerous situation to be f loated out there, 
but that’s exactly what this bill does. It creates the possi-
bility. It creates the concern that the goalposts might move.

Well, how do you move the goalposts? How do the goal-
posts get moved on you? There will be endless speculation 
as to how different projects were brought to the front of 
the line. That is not healthy for creating a sound, competi-
tive, well-regulated, stable, predictable market in which 
you want people to explore, advance and invest in major 
projects.

Oversight is a huge issue here. Who watches the super-
powered watchers created under this bill, the NDP-ap-
pointed authorities? Who makes sure that none of that 
arbitrary decision-making is happening in a way that is 
untoward or inappropriate? What are the consequences if, 
in fact, there is politicization of the process?

Big void in terms of those elements. In fact, it appears 
as if this bill is pushing in the opposite direction, remov-
ing accountability rather than adding accountability. 
That’s very problematic in terms of the signal that it sends.

This bill eliminates nearly every meaningful mechan-
ism for public oversight. It chooses a broad range of pro-
jects, applies a wide exemption, takes away all that over-
sight and does so on a basis that is not transparent, that is 
not accountable.

[7:25 p.m.]
Under normal democratic process, when governments 

exercise authority, there are checks and balances. There 
are public hearings. There are published reports, standing 
committees and appeal mechanisms. Bill 14 offers none 

of those. Instead, it removes them and gives power on an 
arbitrary basis to government.

We’ve seen this movie before. We saw it with Bill 4, the 
consumer protection act, where government was uninter-
ested in actually hearing from business. It wanted to talk 
a big game about what it was doing, but it actually ignored 
completely the input that it received from small businesses 
affected by the unintended consequences of the bill. We’ve 
seen it with Bill 7, which was a massive power grab. We’ve 
seen it with parts of Bill 15. Now with Bill 14, we’re see-
ing it with the added danger of regulatory and financial 
discretion being placed in the hands of unelected officials.

This government is eroding democracy, eroding over-
sight, eroding transparency and asserting itself as the ul-
timate arbitrary authority. On this side of the House, we 
did not seek office and we were not elected to be spectators. 
In the name of good intentions and getting stuff done, this 
bill erodes basic democracy. It centralizes authority, re-
moves oversight and silences public input. That’s not okay.

Our Conservative caucus stands ready to support mov-
ing major projects forward faster in this province. We 
want to see investment move ahead. We want to see B.C. 
grow, invest and lead. We are a party of yes.

We need to get stuff done again in this province, but 
there is a better way than what is being put forward in this 
bill. We can get stuff done without compromising demo-
cracy. We need to actually fix things in long-term, struc-
tural ways, not just spray paint over the cracks, not just 
make arbitrary declarations in order to solve a problem of 
our own making, like this government has done.

Eight years in, they’ve decided they want to be for eco-
nomic development. Eight years in, they’ve decided they 
want to get stuff done. Now they want arbitrary power to 
bypass their own broken processes. That’s not how this is 
supposed to work.

Let’s get things done again in this province, but let’s do 
it the right way — a way that works for the long term and a 
way that works for the people of British Columbia.

Reann Gasper: Oh, here we are. Let us call this bill 
what it truly is: not a clean energy initiative but a sweep-
ing administrative restructuring of how power is held and 
exercised in this province. Bill 14 proposes to consolidate 
decision-making authority for renewable energy projects 

— projects that span hundreds of millions of dollars, en-
tire geographic regions and decades of environmental 
and economic consequence — into the hands of a single 
regulator, with virtually no direct oversight from this 
Legislature.

For the public to understand this bill, there is a clause…. 
Clause 13 explicitly empowers cabinet to modify, apply or 
disapply portions of the Energy Resource Activities Act 
without returning to this House. This is not an adminis-
trative detail. This is a structural shift in how British Col-
umbia governs itself.
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Clause 21 goes further. It retroactively deems any ac-
tion taken by the B.C. Energy Regulator since April 
1, 2024, to have to be lawful, even if those actions had no 
legal footing at the time. Let me be plain. This bill doesn’t 
just set a precedent; it rewrites the past.

[7:30 p.m.]
Why does this matter? Because when we allow this 

government to legalize decisions after the fact, we are not 
practising transparent governance. We are authorizing 
power without accountability. We are telling the people of 
British Columbia that what happens behind closed doors 
can be made right not by process, not by ethics, not by 
standards but by rewriting the rules after the play is over.

For every British Columbian watching, imagine you 
were issued a fine or you had your land impacted by a 
regulator acting without legal authority, and then you 
were told later: “We passed a bill. It’s legal now.” Would 
you call that justice, or would you call that a breach of 
trust?

This House must never become a rubber stamp for 
retroactive authority. We are the safeguard, the final 
checkpoint. If we relinquish that role, who holds the pen 
when the next set of powers is granted, and who stops it?

The members opposite will argue that this is about effi-
ciency and that streamlining is necessary to build urgently 
needed infrastructure. But efficiency without boundaries 
is not innovation. Streamlining does not require bypass-
ing democracy. You can’t fast-track climate goals by slow-
walking accountability. This bill’s structure not only 
weakens our checks and balances; it erodes them.

If the government insists on calling this a renewable 
energy bill, then let the public see clearly. What is being 
renewed here is not just our power grid. It is the power 
structure itself, and not in the people’s favour. Can I ask: 
how can any member of this House look their constituents 
in the eyes and tell them that a vote for Bill 14 is a vote for 
fairness?

What this bill proposes is not renewable energy over-
sight. It is renewable authority, authority that renews itself 
without input, without review and without consent. With-
out consent, it is not the hallmark of a free and democratic 
society.

We are not just lawmakers; we are stewards. When it 
comes to the stewardship of British Columbia’s natural 
environment, the stakes could not be higher. Clause 14 of 
Bill 14 removes the application of the Environmental As-
sessment Act for nine selected wind energy projects, the 
North Coast transmission line and, critically, any future 
project that cabinet prescribes by regulation. This in-
cludes transmission infrastructure and renewable energy 
developments tied to wind, solar, ocean, geothermal and 
more.

In short, virtually any major energy project in Brit-
ish Columbia, save those involving a dam, can be exempt 
from environmental oversight with the stroke of a pen. 

This should stop us cold, because the environmental as-
sessment process is not an inconvenience; it is a corner-
stone. It is the due diligence we owe to the land, to wild-
life, to the communities whose health, safety and cultural 
heritage depend on more than promises. It is the space 
where concerns can be raised, data can be tested and con-
sequences can be anticipated, not just discovered after the 
fact.

Ask any British Columbian, from the Kootenays to 
Kitimat, whether they think less transparency is what this 
province needs right now. Ask them if they want fewer 
checks on projects that cut through their forests, cross 
their rivers and alter the view from their windows and the 
future of their watersheds. They will tell you that environ-
mental oversight is not red tape; it is red flags, and this 
government is rolling them up.

We are told that these projects are low impact and that 
assessments will be addressed later under a reformed en-
vironmental assessment act. But where is that reform? 
Where is the framework that replaces what we are elim-
inating? It’s not in this bill, it’s not on the table, and it’s 
certainly not before us in this House today.

[7:35 p.m.]
What are we being asked to do? We’re being asked to 

approve permanent exemptions with the promise of tem-
porary solutions. We’re being asked to green-light the re-
moval of one of the most important accountability mech-
anisms in our province’s toolbox, on the basis of urgency.

This province knows too well what happens when we 
move too fast and consult too little. We have lived the con-
sequences of projects that didn’t fully account for land-
slides, habitat destruction, groundwater loss, Indigenous 
title and local health effects. The bill doesn’t account for 
these, because it refuses to ask the questions.

If this is what streamlining looks like, what else are 
we willing to overlook? For the residents of British Col-
umbia, this matters more than they might realize. When 
they lose the right to a public environmental assessment, 
they lose their right to have a say in what happens on their 
doorstep. They lose the ability to ask: “What will this do 
to our farmland, to our fisheries?” They lose the power to 
ask, “Why?” and that is the beginning of losing the power 
to say no.

This government tells us that this is about unlocking 
clean energy, but there’s nothing clean about silencing 
the public. There’s nothing clean about building without 
consent. There’s nothing clean about cutting down trees 
you claim to protect so that you can install the infrastruc-
ture you refuse to regulate. If you think that sounds harsh, 
then read the bill. The harshness isn’t in my tone. It’s in 
the text.

Again I ask: how can we call this a climate solution if 
the cost is the environment itself? If this bill passes un-
challenged, we are not just setting a precedent for renew-
able energy. We are setting a precedent for renewable eva-
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sion — evasion of oversight, evasion of transparency, eva-
sion of responsibility — and British Columbians deserve 
better than that.

There are some things in this province that, once 
lost, cannot be recovered, and farmland is one of them. 
Clause 15 of Bill 14 allows the B.C. Energy Regulator to 
authorize non-farm use and subdivision of land within 
the agricultural land reserve, land that was set aside by vi-
sionary leaders to ensure that British Columbians would 
always have access to local food, local farming and local 
sovereignty over the soil we depend on.

Under this bill, the regulator — an appointed body, not 
an elected one — may permit industrial energy projects to 
take precedence over food production. Clause 24 of this 
same legislation goes so far as to amend the Agricultural 
Land Commission Act itself, stripping its authority away 
from any project designated under Bill 14.

Let’s be clear. This is not streamlining. This is land 
reclassification through the back door. This cabinet, 
through regulation, is deciding that farmland can be 
carved up without full public oversight.

Why does this matter? Once farmland is reclassified 
and industrialized, it’s rare if it ever returns to its original 
use. If you pave it, wire it and fragment it, you don’t just 
lose an acreage; you lose generations of agricultural future.

[7:40 p.m.]
British Columbians are already watching the costs 

of groceries skyrocket. They are already watching local 
farmers struggle to survive. Now, under Bill 14, they are 
being asked to protect agricultural land to power pro-
jects that they had no meaningful say in, for returns that 
they may never directly see, and under a system that can 
change the rules at any time.

We are told these impacts are minimal, but if they are 
so minimal, why is the government writing legislation to 
override the ALC entirely? Why amend the law if the ef-
fect is negligible?

This isn’t about whether renewable energy is import-
ant. It is, but so is food security, so is responsible land use 
and so is the fundamental belief that some lands should 
be protected from political convenience, no matter how 
green the excuse.

This bill asks us to weigh wind turbines against wheat 
fields. In doing so, it sets a precedent that farmland is op-
tional, that food can be sacrificed for infrastructure, that 
energy trumps agriculture every time. I reject that logic, 
because the people of British Columbia know climate 
policy that ignores food policy is not sustainable. It is 
shortsighted. It is a temporary fix dressed as a long-term 
solution.

More than that, it sends the wrong message to the next 
generation of farmers, our sons and our daughters who are 
asking to stay on the land, to build their lives in rural B.C., 
to feed our cities, while climate volatility grows. What are 

we telling them when we say this land is protected unless 
we decide otherwise?

I ask the members opposite, without accusation but 
with full seriousness: is this ambiguity by design? Are we 
leaving the language open so we don’t have to be account-
able for what we take?

Make no mistake. This bill does not just allow develop-
ment on farmland; it pre-clears it. It tells developers they 
don’t need to worry about the Agricultural Land Commis-
sion standing in their way because government already 
has their back. That’s not just a shift in process; it’s a shift 
in values. I believe this House and this province is still ca-
pable of better than that.

There are threads in the fabric of British Columbia that 
run deeper than roads, power lines or politics; threads 
that carry the stories of this land, its culture, its ances-
tors, its truth. These threads are protected, in part, by 
the Heritage Conservation Act — until now. Clause 16 of 
Bill 14 rewrites that act not to clarify it and not to improve 
it but to transfer authority.

Specifically, it allows the minister responsible to dele-
gate heritage powers to the B.C. Energy Regulator. Once 
delegated, the regulator may authorize any of its own staff 
to decide whether something qualifies as heritage. Not a 
historian, not a cultural leader, not an Indigenous elder, 
no — an employee of the Energy Regulator, appointed, in-
ternal, lacking independence. This is not a technical ad-
justment. It is a profound degradation of what we protect 
and how we protect it and who gets to decide.

Why does this matter to British Columbians? Because 
our history, our true history, is not something that can be 
rubber-stamped. It can’t be appraised by project managers 
under time constraints. It most certainly cannot be dele-
gated to entities whose mandate is to improve, expedite 
and streamline energy infrastructure.

[7:45 p.m.]
This clause removes a layer of independent assessment, 

of accountability, of cultural-informed judgment, and for 
the people of British Columbia, especially our Indigenous 
communities, this is not hypothetical.

You know what it feels like to have sacred sites paved, 
burial grounds ignored and traditional territories reclassi-
fied as development zones. You know what it’s like to be 
consulted after the plans are drawn and the equipment is 
staged and the timeline is set.

This bill puts the decision of whether something is 
heritage, whether it’s sacred, whether it’s worth preserv-
ing into the hands of those tasked with getting projects 
approved quickly. This is a conflict of interest enshrined 
in legislation. We are told again and again this is about 
streamlining, but streamlining heritage protections is 
not efficiency. It’s saying in legal language: “We’ll protect 
what we choose to see, and the rest can be cleared.”

Let me be very clear to the members opposite. I’m not 
suggesting bad intent. I’m not suggesting wilful disrespect. 
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But I am highlighting what the law allows. If a law allows 
harm through inaction, through omission, through un-
checked authority, then we are complicit if we let it pass.

This is not a rejection of renewable energy. It is a de-
mand that we build the future without bulldozing the past.

[Mable Elmore in the chair.]

We cannot afford to get this wrong. Once a sacred site 
is disturbed, it cannot be restored. Once a history is ig-
nored, it cannot speak for itself.

If we as legislators are willing to give up the independ-
ence of heritage protection in the name of administrative 
convenience, then I ask you: what does that say about the 
value we place on truth, on reconciliation and on legacy? 
If the story of our land is written by those who build on it 
and not those who live on it, then we haven’t just lost the 
plot; we’ve rewritten it. The future generations will won-
der why we stood in silence.

There is a reason we have laws that govern safety, stan-
dards and the stewardship of wildlife. These are not cere-
monial laws. They are structural — quiet, perhaps, but es-
sential. Yet within the machinery of Bill 14, entire sections 
of protective legislation are quietly switched off.

Clause 17 treats the Safety Standards Act as optional 
when it comes to level 3 streamlined projects. Projects, 
by definition, are prescribed at the discretion of cabinet. 
The law is rewritten as though a renewable energy facil-
ity does not need the same safety and scrutiny as other 
energy infrastructure. The implication is not argued; it is 
assumed.

Clause 18 goes further, allowing the minister respon-
sible for the Wildlife Act to delegate broad powers to the 
B.C. Energy Regulator. Those powers include the author-
ity to issue, suspend or cancel permits relating to hunt-
ing, angling, trapping and even bonding requirements 
for environmental responsibility. This is not an adminis-
trative note. This is a shift in balance between resource 
development and the natural world we are charged with 
protecting.

Not so long ago British Columbians were reassured 
that no corner of policy would override conservation. We 
were told that clean energy would be pursued with integ-
rity, that progress would not mean compromising core 
protections.

[7:50 p.m.]
This legislation edges us towards a different reality — a 

reality where safety is conditional, where wildlife protec-
tions are granted or withheld not through a public process 
but through private delegation, and where regulated zones 
and responsible access are no longer governed through 
long-standing legislation but through a process that is not 
subject to appeal.

I feel like I’m just talking on the same thing.
In saying it, when I think of leadership…. You cannot 

lead without hearing the entire picture. The opposite of 

leadership in this moment, what’s coming to me, is dicta-
torship, a one-sided process. Even the words on the paper, 
everything that I’m talking about, about process, about 
due diligence, about making sure we consult and the 
changes in this bill that offer no consultation to the dif-
ferent sectors that will be greatly affected — I cannot help 
but think that is not leadership.

Madam Speaker, I feel like to get my point across, I 
keep saying the same thing. You can understand, and I 
hope the public understands.

So many people that may see this may not take the 
time to read an entire bill. The wording may get confus-
ing, and they won’t go clause by clause to understand: 
what is this actually saying? But the ones on this side of 
the House who have gone through this bill have picked out 
the clauses that seem so detrimental to good governance.

I hope the members opposite can actually vote in a way 
that says, “We want to be the leaders you voted for,” when 
it comes to governing the people with integrity, when it 
comes to governing the people without making something 
feel so dictatorial.

When people elected this government, there was an 
element of building on trust. They were expecting certain 
things to happen, because certain things were promised. 
Like I just read, there were things promised — “Oh, this 
is not going to change” — and we have a bill before us 
that’s changing literally everything that was promised to 
the people of British Columbia. I don’t know how, in good 
conscience, you could vote for this. You’re going to lose 
the people’s trust.

The residents of British Columbia are not just asking 
for clean energy. They are asking for clarity, for confi-
dence, for a government that doesn’t force them to choose 
between progress and participation. If this House passes 
Bill 14 as it stands, we are telling them that their say is 
secondary, that decisions affecting their land, their water, 
their safety and their future can be made by regulation, 
exemption and delegation and that accountability is nego-
tiable when the project is big enough.

[7:55 p.m.]
Clean energy deserves clean government. A clean gov-

ernment demands more speed. It demands scrutiny, it de-
mands structure, and it demands laws that can be trusted 
not just to deliver outcomes but to reflect the values we 
promised when we ran for office in the first place.

Today we can choose to stand for something deeper 
than efficiency. We can stand for balance. We can stand 
for transparency. We can stand for the long view, for the 
idea that how we build matters as much as what we build.

Heather Maahs: Today I rise in this House not only as 
an MLA but as a voice for the community I serve — people 
who believe in fairness, accountability and a future built 
on democratic integrity — to speak against Bill 14, the Re-
newable Energy Projects (Streamlined Permitting) Act.
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Bill 14 may seem like a measure to achieve progress on 
clean energy, but it is far more troubling. It is a dangerous 
expansion of unchecked power, buried in technical lan-
guage and bureaucratic authority. Here we are thinking 
that Bill 7 would be put to rest; instead, this bill builds on 
the same troubling foundation that Bill 7 laid.

British Columbians support renewable energy and re-
sponsible management of the province’s resources, and 
this bill seemingly carries that forward. However, it grants 
unprecedented power to this government, again without 
accountability or any proper oversight. We can’t seem to 
catch a break over here.

This bill hands sweeping power to the B.C. Energy 
Regulator and essentially gives the ability to override en-
vironmental assessments, to remove safety standards that 
have been previously put in place for very good reason and 
to silence the voices of our constituents who have elected 
us into this Legislature. It’s almost like cutting the power 
and then expecting praise for lighting a candle.

This government frames the proposal as a focus on 
nine wind farms and a transmission line, but when we dig 
into the details, that claim falls short. There are no firm 
limits, and this gives cabinet the authority to tack on more 
projects at will without having to bring them back to the 
House for debate. I don’t know about you, but I don’t see 
any accountability here. These additions would most def-
initely carry real consequences for our local governments 
and communities and for the broader economy.

This isn’t actually about efficiency; it’s about exclusion 
by removing vital decisions from public oversight and 
shifting them into closed-door meetings that are con-
strained to their small circle. Giving cabinet the power 
to eliminate key safeguards that are put in specifically to 
protect people doesn’t make sense.

The dangers don’t end there. Even basic safety proto-
cols under the Safety Standards Act could be brushed 
aside. Now the government is no longer required to dem-
onstrate the safety of these projects and doesn’t have to 
justify their actions, period, to those who may be affected.

It is now incredibly clear what this government strategy 
has become: expanding authority and reducing account-
ability. That most definitely sets off alarm bells, and the 
consequences on actual British Columbians are just as ser-
ious. Not only does this type of approach, as demonstrated 
in Bill 14, undermine trust in our government, but it also 
sets a dangerous precedent, going forward, for how much 
power the government can concentrate and get away with.

[8:00 p.m.]
We, as opposition, believe strongly in the values of 

transparency, fairness and accountability in governance. 
Unfortunately, this bill disregards all three. I will specify 
concerns about the implications of this bill.

Bill 14 isn’t just a matter of administrative housekeep-
ing. Instead, it poses a direct threat to employment, small 
enterprise and regional economies, especially in rural 

parts of British Columbia. All the concerns that have been 
raised by guide-outfitters, hunters and anglers are valid 
and urgent. And they’re right. This bill hands sweeping 
authority to unelected bureaucrats, allowing them to re-
voke or suspend licences at will, without notice, without 
hearings or any semblance of due process.

In addition, these licences are far more than regula-
tory documents. They implicitly represent generations of 
work. They implicitly represent vital incomes for families, 
economic lifelines for many rural communities. Picture a 
family-run guiding operation that has hosted visitors for 
decades, contributing to both the local economy and sus-
tainable wildlife stewardship. Under this bill, their liveli-
hood could vanish overnight — no warning, no justifica-
tion, no compensation and no recourse.

The legislation does not include any binding provi-
sion to ensure financial compensation when a licence is 
suspended indefinitely. That means hard-working British 
Columbians could be left with nothing but losses, whether 
it be financial, personal or cultural. This isn’t some hypo-
thetical scenario. Rather, it is a real and immediate risk, 
exacerbated by Bill  14, to businesses and communities 
that have built their way of life around these permits.

Here’s the kicker. Under the bill, the power to disman-
tle all of that rests with individuals who face no require-
ment to answer to those affected or provide any justifica-
tion or explanation at all. The government may talk about 
improving efficiency, but in reality, it’s not as clear as it 
seems. There is a complete lack of boundaries, oversight 
and protections.

This bill has been introduced with implications on li-
cence holders, all across the province, who don’t just face 
uncertainty as a result but are exposed to unchecked ad-
ministrative decisions with no recourse. That is why, as 
opposition, we are demanding meaningful changes to 
Bill 15, changes that allow for clear criterion guidelines, 
enforceable rights to hearings and appeals and some sort 
of guaranteed compensation for those who have had their 
licences unfairly suspended or revoked.

An increase in power cannot be done without an in-
crease in accountability. Bypassing democratic norms isn’t 
what our constituents deserve.

Let’s be clear. The implications of this bill don’t stop 
at rural communities. It sets a dangerous precedent that 
could always be replicated in the future, which would then 
affect every British Columbian.

We cannot allow for unchecked authority to become 
a model for future governance. This type of leadership 
only works to undermine public confidence and discour-
age future investment. This is simply a step backwards for 
democratic governance, and we are determined to speak 
up against it on this side of the House.

In fact, British Columbians expect more from their 
government. The values I mentioned earlier of fairness, 
transparency and accountability aren’t just words to throw 
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around rhetorically. They represent pillars of democratic 
governance, and as it stands, Bill 14 puts it all at risk.

[8:05 p.m.]
To take a closer look at the troubling details of Bill 14, 

because the real issue lies beneath the surface…. At first 
glance, one of the most glaring issues is the potential harm 
this bill poses to our agricultural land, the ALR. This bill 
allows projects to bypass the usual protective measures on 
ALR land, which has been carefully preserved for food se-
curity and agriculture sustainability. What once stood as a 
safeguard for farmland can now be repurposed, yet again 
with minimal oversight, all under the guise of progress.

In Chilliwack North, this is a very big deal and reality, 
and it’s very serious.

If we actually take a moment to consider the implica-
tions, we uncover the fact that this isn’t about a routine 
administrative change. It’s actually about dismantling the 
protections for some of British Columbians’ most vital 
agricultural land.

Those who best know how to manage and preserve 
these lands, including local farmers and local councils, 
are most affected. Instead of input that is thoughtful and 
driven by leaders in the community who are elected by the 
community, with experience, bureaucratic decisions that 
no one asked for now have all the decisions and authority.

Moreover, Bill 14 opens the door to potentially ignor-
ing essential environmental safeguards. Regulations de-
signed to prevent spills or protect communities from haz-
ardous materials — take, for example, oil or toxic chem-
icals — could be waived without justification. Again, this 
type of scenario isn’t hypothetical. It’s a real potential 
consequence that has now been allowed due to the vague 
and sweeping language of this bill, giving unrestrained 
authority with no clear criteria or transparency.

Another concern is how this bill also poses serious 
threats to our cultural and historical heritage. The legisla-
tion allows regulators to override established protections 
for heritage sites, including those that hold deep signifi-
cance for Indigenous communities and different sites that 
hold historical significance.

Yet again, we see the fact that the decision-maker in 
these scenarios isn’t some democratically accountable fig-
ure but, instead, is an appointee of the same regulator who 
has been given these sweeping powers. How is this not a 
fundamental erosion of what we commit to safeguarding 

— cultural, historical legacies found at heritage sites?
Our position has always been clear. We have constantly 

advocated for governance that strikes a fair balance be-
tween fostering economic growth and protecting our 
communities and environmental stewardship. Unfortu-
nately, Bill 14 completely misses that mark. This isn’t just 
about simplifying processes. It’s about dismantling vital 
safeguards and accountability, leaving British Colum-
bians vulnerable to decisions made in the dark.

This bill does more than just tweak regulations. It ac-

tually fundamentally changes how we approach decisions 
on land use, environmental protection, the preservation of 
cultural heritage and economic activity in our province. It 
does so without meaningful public input, transparency or 
proper oversight.

British Columbians simply deserve better. They don’t 
deserve this repackaging of Bill 7. They expect fairness, 
transparency and actual consultation, not this Bill 14.

Here’s another concerning aspect of Bill 14: the exten-
sive power it grants unelected regulators to impose fees 
and levies with little oversight and almost no account-
ability, another cause for concern for us. In particular, sec-
tion 22(2) allows the B.C. Energy Regulator commissioner 
to issue certificates that mandate projects’ proponents to 
pay unspecified — unspecified — sums. Alarmingly, this 
bill places no limits on the size of these levies, nor does it 
provide any clear guidelines for determining the amounts. 
Again, more unchecked authority, this time to unelected 
officials.

[8:10 p.m.]
This lack of transparency sets the perfect stage for arbi-

trary decision-making, which again is concerning. Hypo-
thetically speaking, two similar renewable energy pro-
jects could, under this bill, be charged vastly different fees 
without any explanation or standardized criteria.

Now, given that scenario, how can we expect our busi-
nesses or investors to feel secure in such an uncertain en-
vironment? Without clear boundaries or regulations, we 
risk creating a system prone to inconsistency, unfairness 
and the potential abuse of power.

Another troubling element that has now been intro-
duced by this bill is the granting of retroactive powers. 
This government is seeking the ability to validate actions 
and decisions made before the bill was even debated or 
discussed, let alone passed. Retroactive validation directly 
goes against the values of fairness and good governance, 
and it’s oddly unusual as well. It goes even further to dis-
rupt an already complex regulatory framework and intro-
duces uncertainty, undermining confidence for investors, 
which, in turn, undermines our province’s economic sta-
bility as well.

Another hypothetical scenario to consider. If there was 
a business that had always followed the rules, complied 
with all the regulations, investing with certainty, they 
could now be at risk of changed rules after the fact, new 
levies or altered requirements now destabilizing the busi-
ness. That’s what Bill 14 has the power to do. Yes, it does.

This government can stand up and rhetorically sug-
gest that that would never happen, but with the vague lan-
guage and sweeping powers granted, there is always a risk 
when making decisions on legislation. Those risks need to 
be addressed and considered.

The issue is that the door has been left open for these 
types of scenarios to occur. That’s the danger in Bill 14. 
These scenarios are not only unjust but massively destabil-
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izing to businesses trying to make long-term decisions for 
themselves. This bill now sends a very clear and very dis-
couraging message to those considering long-term invest-
ments and expansions in our province.

Beyond just economic consequences, this bill further 
erodes the democratic authority of our local governments. 
Bodies such as municipal councils and regional districts, 
those which interact closest to their own communities, 
could now find themselves in situations that render them 
powerless to oppose or even influence projects that this 
government deems streamlined.

Decisions that were once made with input from lo-
cal residents are now increasingly centralized, stripping 
everyday British Columbians of a voice in the decisions 
that directly affect them. We’ve seen this clearly. City 
councils are not allowed to have public participation or 
comment on changes made in their own community and 
their own backyards.

Another specific section in Bill 14 that grants cabinet 
sweeping powers to amend primary legislation through 
regulations is section 13(1)(b). This section allows cabinet 
to modify provisions of the primary act for streamlined 
projects. Disturbingly, these changes could be delegated to 
any B.C. government employee or even the regulator itself, 
allowing them to rewrite the laws governing their own 
operations. This essentially makes the regulator both the 
banker who deals the cards and the player, with the ability 
to change the rules mid-hand.

We must ask ourselves this question, then: are we com-
fortable handing over such far-reaching legislative power 
to unelected officials? Are we prepared to accept a sys-
tem where bureaucrats can alter the framework without 
scrutiny or oversight from this elected Legislature? This is 
completely unacceptable, in my opinion.

Provisions like these in Bill 14 show a troubling con-
centration of power, free from democratic oversight and 
accountability. British Columbians deserve transparency, 
fairness and a decision-making process that is clear and 
open, not one based on opaque actions and unchecked 
discretion.

[8:15 p.m.]
Again, as lawmakers it is our duty to challenge such 

overreaches of power and ensure that the rights and in-
terests of our citizens are protected. When decisions are 
made in back rooms and local communities are left out 
of the conversation, it’s no surprise that public faith in 
government starts to crumble. People don’t want sym-
bolic gestures after the fact. They want a real seat at the 
table when the decisions that shape their futures are being 
made. Bill 14 shuts that door.

British Columbians aren’t opposed to development. 
They support clear, effective regulation when it’s done 
right, but speeding things up by cutting out fairness, 
transparency and local government isn’t reform; it’s reck-
lessness. You can’t call it progress if it leaves people behind 

and shuts them out. This legislation doesn’t just tweak the 
rules; it undermines trust, dismisses the voices of those 
on the ground and opens the door to retroactive decisions 
that create chaos instead of clarity.

British Columbians expect better. They expect leader-
ship that respects process, protects rights and earns trust. 
Bill 14, as it stands, misses the mark by a wide margin. Ef-
ficiency should never come at the expense of accountabil-
ity, yet that’s exactly what this bill proposes. We’ve learned 
time and time again that when too much authority is 
placed in too few hands, the result isn’t streamlined gov-
ernance. It’s confusion, inefficiency and sometimes even 
misconduct. Decisions made out of public view rarely pri-
oritize the people they’re meant to serve.

Here’s another concerning aspect of this legislation. 
Under Bill  15, safety is treated as optional, as core pro-
tection under the Safety Standards Act can be waived for 
certain projects. This means critical safeguards meant to 
protect workers and emergency personnel could simply 
be ignored. The government hasn’t explained why these 
standards should be compromised or why people’s safety 
should be treated as negotiable. No project, no matter how 
urgent, justifies exposing lives to unnecessary risks.

The bill also threatens to roll back environmental over-
sight. Environmental assessments are not bureaucratic 
speed bumps; they are foundational to sustainable de-
velopment. Stripping them away removes one of the few 
tools we have to weigh long-term impact on biodiversity 
and ecosystems before the damage is done, and costly 
cleanups are left for future generations.

Worse still, Bill  14 centralizes control in a way that 
shuts out the very people who will feel its consequences. 
It gives unelected administrators the power to suspend 
or cancel permits without due process or accountability. 
For small businesses, this kind of arbitrary authority cre-
ates deep uncertainty. How can anyone plan for the fu-
ture if the rules can change without warning and without 
recourse?

This legislation does more than speed things up. It re-
shapes who gets a say, who gets prioritized and how much 
scrutiny decisions receive. It strips local governments of 
inf luence, weakens safety and environmental protec-
tions and concentrates decision-making power away from 
elected representatives and the public. British Columbians 
expect more than efficiency for efficiency’s sake. They ex-
pect thoughtful, transparent leadership that values safety, 
fairness and long-term planning. This bill falls far short of 
that standard.

We should not allow haste to replace responsibility or 
openness to be sacrificed in the name of convenience. Our 
constituents deserve laws built to protect them, not to by-
pass them. At the heart of Bill 14 lies a quiet but deeply 
dangerous proposition: that government decision-making 
doesn’t need to be consistent, transparent or accountable.

[8:20 p.m.]
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Under this bill, the rules surrounding project ap-
provals, fees and exemptions are so loosely defined that 
they can be twisted to favour some while disadvantaging 
others, with no clear justification required. The channels 
this bill opens for political favouritism and potential cor-
ruption are very concerning for this reason.

How can two projects of the same size and scope be 
treated entirely differently not because of merit or public 
interest but because of who’s backing them and who’s lob-
bying for them? That simply isn’t efficiency. Instead, it’s 
a prime example of opportunism. It paves the way for fa-
vouritism, opens the door to backroom influence and in-
vites political interference where fairness should rule.

In this vague and unbalanced framework, well-
connected developers or corporations with the right polit-
ical allies could find themselves breezing through approv-
als, while their competitors are stuck navigating red tape, 
delays and unexpected costs. This is how trust erodes, 
when outcomes begin to look less like policy and more 
like politics.

There are no guardrails in this legislation to ensure that 
decisions are based on clear standards or even made pub-
lic, no requirement for fairness in how levies are imposed, 
no obligation to explain why one project is fast-tracked 
while another is stalled. It raises a troubling question: who 
really benefits from this system?

Bill 14 also grants the government the ability to side-
step environmental safeguards and retroactively revise 
regulatory conditions. That kind of power exercised with-
out public visibility or legislative oversight doesn’t just 
weaken accountability; it invites favouritism and over-
reaches of authority. How are communities expected to 
have confidence in environmental protections when they 
can be changed behind closed doors?

Let’s not pretend this concern is hypothetical. British 
Columbians have seen the revolving door between govern-
ment and lobbying firms. They’ve watched major donors 
get access and attention that ordinarily citizens never re-
ceive. In this context, the sweeping powers granted by 
Bill 14 are not just problematic; they’re dangerous.

If the government wants to assure the public that this 
bill won’t be used for political convenience, then it should 
welcome full transparency. Publish who meets with whom. 
Disclose why certain projects are prioritized. Set clear pub-
lic criteria for decisions. But none of that is in legislation.

Without clear boundaries, without consistent rules, 
without meaningful oversight, we are inviting a govern-
ance model where influence matters more than integrity. 
British Columbians deserve a system where all players are 
treated fairly; where outcomes are based on facts, not fa-
vouritism; and where decisions that shape our commun-
ities are made in daylight, not in the shadows of political 
convenience. Bill 14, as written, fails the test, and we can-
not let it pass unchecked.

To conclude, after examining the full scope of what 

Bill 14 entails, it has become too clear that this legislation 
really poses a serious risk to the integrity of our govern-
ance and, as a result, the well-being of British Columbians. 
While it may claim to streamline processes and encourage 
renewable energy, the devil is in the details. Details show 
that there are vague provisions, unchecked powers and an 
overall lack of accountability, which accumulates to make 
it a very dangerous precedent for future governments to 
be modelled after.

This bill strips away transparency, bypasses public 
oversight and accountability and grants unprecedented 
authority to unelected bureaucrats, without clear cri-
teria or any justification. It opens up these processes to 
be tainted by political favouritism, where decisions are 
ultimately influenced by connections rather than merit, 
where key safeguards, which are there to protect public 
safety, the environment and local communities, can be 
waived at will.

[8:25 p.m.]
The key point is that British Columbians deserve bet-

ter than this. They expect a government that respects the 
democratic process, that listens to their concerns, that en-
sures fairness in all decisions affecting their lives. This bill, 
as it stands, does the opposite. It erodes trust, undermines 
local input and concentrates power in the hands of a few, 
with no checks or balances.

Deputy Speaker: Recognizing the member for Kam-
loops Centre and noting the hour.

Peter Milobar: Don’t we have to go right until half-
past? I’m just checking.

The Speaker: Noting the hour, so we have to have an-
other vote at 8:30.

Peter Milobar: Oh, okay. Sorry. I wasn’t sure if the vote 
had to happen at 8:30, or if we note the hour ahead of that.

I will reserve my right and, noting the hour, adjourn 
debate.

Peter Milobar moved adjournment of debate.

Motion approved.

[The Speaker in the chair.]

Jessie Sunner: Committee of Supply, Section A, reports 
progress on the estimates of the Ministry of Children and 
Family Development and asks leave to sit again.

Leave granted.

George Anderson: Section C reports progress on Bill 13 
and requests leave to sit again.
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Leave granted.

Reporting of Bills

BILL M202 — ELIGIBILITY TO HOLD  
PUBLIC OFFICE ACT  

(continued)

The Speaker: Members, earlier today during private 
members’ time, a division was requested that Bill M202, 
intituled Eligibility to Hold Public Office Act, be con-
curred in at report stage. Pursuant to Standing Order 25, 
the deferred division will take place now.

[8:30 p.m. - 8:35 p.m.]
Members, the question before the House is that Bill 

M202, intituled Eligibility to Hold Public Office Act, be 
concurred at report stage.

[8:40 p.m.]

Motion approved on the following division:

YEAS — 46
G. Anderson Blatherwick Elmore

Sunner Toporowski B. Anderson
Neill Osborne Brar

Davidson Kahlon Parmar
Gibson Beare Chandra Herbert

Wickens Kang Morissette
Sandhu Krieger Chant

Lajeunesse Choi Rotchford
Higginson Routledge Popham

Dix Sharma Farnworth
Eby Bailey Begg

Greene Whiteside Boyle
Ma Yung Malcolmson

Chow Glumac Arora
Shah Phillip Dhir

Lore
NAYS — 42

Sturko Kindy Milobar
Warbus Rustad Banman

Wat Kooner Halford
Hartwell L. Neufeld Dew
Gasper Day Block
Bhangu Paton Boultbee
Chan Toor Hepner

Giddens Rattée Davis
McInnis Bird Luck
Stamer Maahs Tepper

Mok Wilson Clare
Williams Loewen Dhaliwal
Doerkson Chapman McCall
Valeriote Botterell Kealy

Hon. Mike Farnworth moved adjournment of the 
House.

Motion approved.

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

The House adjourned at 8:41 p.m.

Proceedings in the  
Douglas Fir Room

The House in Committee, Section A.

The committee met at 2:54 p.m.

[George Anderson in the chair.]

Committee of Supply

ESTIMATES: MINISTRY OF  
CHILDREN AND FAMILY DEVELOPMENT

The Chair: Good afternoon, Members. I call Commit-
tee of Supply, Section A, to order. We are meeting today to 
consider the budget estimates of the Ministry of Children 
and Family Development.

On Vote 18: ministry operations, $2,442,836,000.

The Chair: Minister, do you have any opening remarks?
[2:55 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I do, Chair. Thank you.
It is an incredible honour for me to be here today to 

have discussions about the budget for the Ministry of 
Children and Family Development. I want to start by 
making an introduction of ministry staff that are here to 
support us through the coming hours.

First and foremost, I have our deputy minister, Keith 
Godin. We also have available and working with us to-
day our ADM of Indigenous child welfare, Jeremy Y’in 
Neduklhchulh Williams. We have Denise Devenny, ADM 
of partnerships and Indigenous engagement.

We have ADM of finance and corporate services, Fis-
nik Preniqi. We have ADM of strategic services, Marnie 
Mayhew. We have ADM of policy, legislation and litiga-
tion, Emily Horton. We have ADM of service delivery div-
ision, Kelly Durand. We have ADM of practice and quality 
assurance, Cory Heavener.

We also have joining us executive director of service, 
provincial priorities, Dayna Long; chief human resources 
officer, Soji Bryant; chief financial officer, Nicole Ander-
sen; deputy director of child welfare, James Wale; and 
executive director of quality assurance, Jackie Lee.
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I want to give a special thanks to the staff that are here, 
for supporting me in the last couple of months and getting 
us ready for budget estimates.

I also want to thank my critics, the member for Pentic-
ton-Summerland and the member for Chilliwack North, 
for the work that they’ve done in preparation for these 
estimates.

I have incredible respect for the role of the opposition. 
I once stood in the opposition in this very room and 
asked questions to the Minister of Children and Family 
Development and the Minister of Education, so I hope 
that we can have a very fruitful, transparent conversation 
about how the ministry operates and how we look forward 
to the future and doing good things for children, youth 
and families in this province.

I just want to start by thanking you for being here to-
day and the efforts and the work that you’ve done.

I want to quickly take the moment to say how unbeliev-
ably honoured I am to be the Minister of Children and 
Family Development. I love children. I have two children 
of my own. I always say that I’ve been a fighter for chil-
dren since I was a child myself.

I believe, and I think that our government believes, that 
children are our most precious resource in this province. I 
think that this ministry is crucial in advancing our prov-
ince in good ways and looking out for the future of all our 
children, particularly the most vulnerable.

Families come into contact with my ministry at some 
of the most difficult times, so this work is incredibly im-
portant to me, and it hits me in very personal ways. I, first 
and foremost, am a mom to a 15-year-old and a 19-year-
old, both who haven’t always fit into the normal box of 
how they need to be supported in life. So I have had both 
personal and professional experience with my ministry.

My very first job when I moved out to British Columbia 
when I was 17 years old was to care for a young girl with 
cerebral palsy. Megan and her family taught me about 
resiliency, about compassion and about challenges in ac-
cessing the right services and how early intervention can 
really change the trajectory of a child’s life and a family’s 
life.

I’ve been passionate about these services my entire 
adult career. I’ve had the opportunity to work with hun-
dreds of families in our province, helping them advocate, 
helping them learn about programs and services. The fact 
that I have the opportunity to stand here in this position 
is an honour of a lifetime and something that I will adore 
for my entire life.

I want to quickly chat about the work that our govern-
ment has done, because I am proud of a lot of the work our 
government has done. We have seen the largest increase 
in investment in this ministry this year of an additional 
$321 million.

We’ve also seen the number of children in government 
care decline. We have the lowest number of children in 

government care in over 20 years, and we are the first 
province to recognize Indigenous jurisdiction of child and 
family services in legislation.

[3:00 p.m.]
I think that those are really important steps in the right 

direction and things that I’m really proud that our govern-
ment has done. I want to take a moment to thank our dir-
ect service staff, the thousands of staff that we have work-
ing in the Ministry of Children and Family Development 
delivering these crucial services. They go to work every 
day in very challenging circumstances and do their level 
best to ensure that children, youth and families are cared 
for.

To the social workers, to the team leads, to all of our 
staff: I just want to say that I am grateful for the work that 
you do. I know that it is difficult, and I will work every day 
to support you in those roles.

I also want to take a moment to thank the thousands 
of organizations that we also have delivering services in 
our province. We contract to thousands of organizations 
to deliver very important specialized care to children and 
youth, and they do that work incredibly well.

I know that there is more work to do, and I’m standing 
here in this role because I do think that we can do better. 
I do think that there are things that we can do to improve 
our services, to remove barriers for families. I know that 
we are going to do that work over the coming years.

In my mandate, central to everything is honouring our 
commitments to B.C.’s Declaration on the Rights of In-
digenous Peoples Act. We are working with First Nations 
to support their resumption of jurisdiction over their chil-
dren and families. I know that children belong with their 
parents, with their grandparents, with their aunties, with 
their uncles and in community. The best outcomes that 
children can have is when that happens.

We have signed six community agreements and five 
coordination agreements, and we have 14 other negotia-
tions underway. This work is transformational and will 
be transformational to our child welfare system. It is work 
that across the country…. We are being looked at and 
what we are doing here in British Columbia.

We are also leading work across government on a com-
prehensive child and youth well-being plan and outcomes 
framework. We know that we need to do things differently. 
We know we need to meet children and families before 
they get to a place of crisis. This work will really look at 
getting children, youth, their families and their extended 
families the support they need prior to being in a crisis.

Finally, working to strengthen and realign our services 
and supports for children and youth with mental health 
and support needs. We have engaged in exhaustive con-
sultation with families. We have heard that families want 
us to remove barriers to increase access to some of our 
most vulnerable, and I’m excited about the work that we 
have ahead of us on that.
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I look forward to canvassing a wide variety of topics 
and providing the opposition with the information that 
they’re looking for. I look forward to the next couple of 
hours, and I’m just really proud to be here today.

With that, I will hand it over to the opposition.

The Chair: Would you like to make any opening 
remarks?

Heather Maahs: Well, I’d like to acknowledge the huge 
responsibility of this department and the work of this 
ministry and the individuals who care deeply for children 
and youth and families who require assistance and sup-
port of the services provided through MCFD.

Thank you, Minister Wickens, to your staff and the 
vast array of service providers supporting this work.

Without further ado, I’m just going to jump in here. My 
first question to you today is: has MCFD had an external 
financial audit? If so, when and by whom, and how often 
are these conducted?

The Chair: Before we continue, I’d just like to remind 
members that questions are through the Chair.

[3:05 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: Every year, as a standard process, 
as a part of Public Accounts, the Auditor General audits 
my ministry and all ministries in government. That hap-
pens annually.

Heather Maahs: Was this an external financial audit?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: The Auditor General is an in-
dependent body of the B.C. Legislature, so that would be 
considered an external audit.

Heather Maahs: The March 29, 2022, news release 
from RCY said that MCFD’s system for allocating funding 
is so broken that it is not possible to link ministry funding 
with the commitments to reconciliation government has 
made or to outcomes for children. This is a sobering and 
terrifying admission.

Recognizing that there are approximately 4,900 con-
tracted social service agencies in B.C. besides the 4,500 
full-time staff, and considering the complexities of this 
ministry and the challenges in monitoring and provid-
ing oversight for such a vast, multifaceted ministry, what 
has MCFD done to streamline the relationship between 
the federal government and the province to provide a 
more comprehensive and consistent ability to hold people, 
agencies and contractors accountable for funding regard-
ing their roles and responsibilities associated with this 
ministry?

[3:10 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I would say that we have multiple 
fiscal arrangements with the federal government. All are 
typically multi-year agreements. They’re established. They 
have tracking and outcome agreements that we have with 
the federal government. They’re on par with other minis-
tries, across our government, with how we interact with 
the federal government and have to account for those 
agreements and report on those agreements.

MCFD has a very robust public portal that you can go 
into and look at our outcome measurements in a variety 
of places. We track the number of kids in care. We track 
the number of Indigenous kids in care. We track a num-
ber of things that any member of the public, opposition or 
otherwise, can go and look at. There are rigorous practices 
in place for our relationship with the federal government.

Heather Maahs: As of 2021, Stats Canada census said 
68 percent of the children in care are Indigenous, yet In-
digenous are only 5.9 percent of the population. How does 
$821 million allocated over three years for children in care 
specifically target the needs of the Indigenous children 
and youth?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I want to start by saying how 
transformational the work is that we are doing in the Min-
istry of Children and Family Development with respect to 
recognizing the inherent rights of Indigenous commun-
ities, Indigenous governing bodies, around jurisdiction of 
child and family services.

[3:15 p.m.]
Firstly, we, importantly, provide funding to Indigenous 

child-and-family-serving agencies across this province to 
provide direct services, child welfare services, to Indigen-
ous communities. That’s one way that we provide services 
for Indigenous children and families.

We also have taken a generational shift. Indigenous 
leaders, communities, Indigenous governing bodies have 
done generational work to work with MCFD to sign a 
number of historic agreements. We have signed a num-
ber of community agreements, a number of coordina-
tion agreements. That ensures that those Indigenous gov-
erning bodies that strike their own laws provide child wel-
fare services as they determine for their community.

In our budget for child welfare services, there is a num-
ber…. Much of that budget goes directly to Indigenous 
governing bodies, to Indigenous child-and-family-serv-
ing agencies. I think that we have seen some of the results 
of that. We are seeing a lower number of children come 
into care. We have far more, particularly, Indigenous chil-
dren in out-of-care agreements, being cared for by family 
members, community members. We’re seeing a shift in 
the right direction because of the work that’s happening 
in this ministry.

Heather Maahs: In my question, I was asking for 
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specific targets for the needs of the children. The minister 
is telling me that hiring contractors…. I think the ques-
tion that I was asking was more about the specific needs 
of these Indigenous children and youth, not the hiring of 
people.

I’m looking for a more concrete example of how that is 
helping the Indigenous children and youth, if that makes 
sense.

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I just want to clarify that our In-
digenous child and family service agencies aren’t…. That’s 
not us contracting. Our work with Indigenous governing 
bodies is not us contracting. That is Indigenous commun-
ities reclaiming their right to provide services for their 
children, their youth and their families.

The services that are required for child protection 
and child welfare are outlined in our Child, Family and 
Community Service Act. Any of those services that are 
required are delivered by MCFD. They’re also delivered 
by Indigenous child-and-family-serving agencies, and 
they’re delivered by Indigenous governing bodies and In-
digenous communities.

Heather Maahs: All right. I’m going to move on here.
What amount of the MCFD budget is targeted for In-

digenous children and youth?
[3:20 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I think it’s important to recog-
nize that no matter who you are as a child, a youth or a 
family, or where you are, you have access to services 
through MCFD. There are a couple of things that I’m just 
going to talk about.

Firstly, if you are an Indigenous family that wants to 
access MCFD services through, let’s say, a child develop-
ment centre in a community, that Indigenous child and 
that family has access to those services. If an Indigenous 
child requires access to child and youth mental health 
services or any number of services that we provide in the 
Ministry of Children and Family Development, all of it is 
available to any child or any youth.

Beyond that, we also have specific line amounts of 
budgets that we provide to Indigenous child and family 
community-servicing agencies. We also have specific 
amounts that we provide with respect to the signing of 
community agreements and coordination agreements 
specifically for Indigenous governing bodies and Indigen-
ous communities that want to resume jurisdiction.

Trevor Halford: The minister just moments ago talked 
about early child development. Is the minister familiar 
with Semiahmoo Family Place?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: Yes, I am.

Trevor Halford: Does the minister know how many 
families are served by Semiahmoo Family Place?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I don’t know the specifics of the 
number of families that are served by Semiahmoo Family 
Place, but I am very familiar with family resource centres. 
I’m very familiar with the work that family resource cen-
tres do across our province and the numbers of families 
that they serve.

In previous roles, I was directly responsible for oversee-
ing the services that family resource centres delivered. I’m 
very familiar with the work, and I’m happy to chat with 
the member on this very specific case. I’m aware of it and 
can likely provide some information to the member.

Trevor Halford: Really glad the minister is familiar 
with Semiahmoo Family Place. Actually, there are hun-
dreds of families that they provide services for, whether 
it’s single moms, new immigrants, parents or moms that 
have fled domestic violence.

It’s a great, great place. I visited there a lot. They’re re-
ducing their hours now. They’re actually looking at clos-
ing their doors.

[3:25 p.m.]
Can the minister confirm in this fiscal, previous fis-

cal, how much MCFD has provided specifically to Semi-
ahmoo Family Place?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: To the member, I can provide 
him with the specific numbers after, at a later time, later 
today or tomorrow.

What I can say, though, in general, around these par-
ticular services is that they are typically procured at the 
local level. The local community organizations come 
together to decide how an array of services in the com-
munity are delivered in partnership with local ministry 
offices like the director of operations and the contractor.

There are a number of reasons why services may 
change or adapt. It could be that local operators have 
come together to look at the needs in different parts of the 
community or there’s been a change of need in the com-
munity. There are all kinds of reasons why, when a con-
tract is delivered, it may change over time.

I can certainly work with the member on what has 
happened in this situation, get the numbers and sort out 
things further. For sure.

Trevor Halford: Okay, I think it should be a pretty 
simple question to the minister. Can the minister confirm 
that the number is zero?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I would say that we are happy to 
look it up. There are thousands of contracts in the Min-
istry of Children and Family Development — thousands. 
Just for the member opposite, a contract for a family re-
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source centre would be one very small contract, out of all 
of those thousands of contracts we are delivering.

Again, there would have been a comprehensive pro-
curement process that happened at the local level, that was 
a decision made with the local organizations on how they 
wanted to deliver services for children and families. I can 
assure the member, however, that there have been no cuts 
to services, and there have been no cuts to family resource 
centres.

Trevor Halford: I think the minister and I have a dif-
ferent definition of what the word “cut” means. Semi-
ahmoo Family Place was receiving funding to keep their 
doors open. It’s a small contract. We’re talking about a 
couple hundred thousand dollars. They’re serving hun-
dreds of families — hundreds. Their funding has been cut. 
The minister can try and find out what the numbers are. 
The number is zero. Whatever it is, they’re not able to keep 
their doors open.

To me, if you’re funding something and you’re no 
longer funding it, I define that as a cut. The minister can 
try and say whatever they want, but right now this place is 
looking at closing its doors because it was getting funding 
from MCFD that it’s no longer getting. That to me is a def-
inition of what a cut is. If you are funding something and 
then you no longer fund it, you have cut it.

[3:30 p.m.]
I don’t understand. The minister said she’s familiar 

with Semiahmoo Family Place, not familiar with the fact 
that they are getting zero dollars from MCFD right now, 
not familiar with the fact that they are actually having to 
close their doors on certain days and turn families away.

We’re talking about a fairly small contract. Again to the 
minister…. Like, I define that as a cut. When you’re turn-
ing families away and no longer providing services, no 
longer funding important programs, that, to me, is a cut. 
Again, I’m going to be a huge advocate because I see the 
work that they do every day. I see what they do for families 
that are coming in there. It’s very, very important.

The fact is that for the last number of years, this or-
ganization has done almost everything they can to try 
and secure funding, and it’s fallen on deaf ears. Again to 
the minister, can she please commit today to take a look 
at Semiahmoo Family Place? I can assure her that it’s an 
adequate program, with great people running it, but this 
government has left them out in the cold.

I think, again to the minister…. This is exactly what 
people are expecting MCFD to be funding, but right now 
they are absolutely struggling to keep their doors open. 
That means that moms that are on the brink that are try-
ing to find those few hours to interact with other parents 
and have their kids interact with other kids, that new im-
migrants that are coming in that have language barriers 
and that are finding this a safe place even to get healthy 

meals…. This government has gone completely cold on 
this group, and I find that completely unacceptable.

I’m hoping, through this process, the minister will 
commit to give this another second look, because this 
is very, very important not just to me but to Surrey and 
White Rock, and I find it unacceptable. The fact is that 
they’re not even giving any funding to such an important 
organization.

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I really appreciate the member’s 
advocacy for this organization and the care and compas-
sion and advocacy for the programs and services that are 
delivered through crucial programs like family resource 
centres. What I would like the member…. I will offer to 
follow up with the member, but I would encourage the 
member to understand that family resource programs are 
a part of a suite of services that are delivered in commun-
ity with respect to early childhood development and early-
years services.

Those contracts are delivered through organizations. 
Semiahmoo may have a contractual relationship with 
another organization. There are decisions that are made 
at local levels on how to best support the community. 
MCFD in general leaves those decisions up to the local 
organizations.

I understand this because I was responsible for con-
tracting many of those programs and services, and I had 
to make decisions on what programs and services…. I 
sometimes would have to close a program because of a 
variety of issues that may not be clear to the member op-
posite. There are right now leasing issues. There are chal-
lenges with space. There’s a whole wide array of reasons 
why the local community may make a decision.

I will look into the specifics of this particular family re-
source centre and work with the member opposite to pro-
vide the information that he needs on why the decisions 
have been made that have been made.

Heather Maahs: My next question is: how is the 
$821  million allocated over three years for children in 
care distributed to alternative care contractors, specific-
ally those involving Indigenous child and family services?

Would you please give us a budget breakdown for, for 
example, foster care, specialized homes, independent liv-
ing programs or Indigenous-led care homes?

[3:35 p.m. – 3:40 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I want to first start by answering 
this question by saying that the numbers that we spend on 
children who are in care in a variety of placements are not 
static. They change, and they are based on what the need 
of that child might be. Children — when they come into 
contact with the ministry, there needs to be an assessment 
of what that need is and what type of care is going to be 
arranged or that they are going to go into.
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That care arrangement can also change over time. 
What I can say is that the priority that we have, and the 
expectation, is always that, wherever possible, we ensure 
that children stay in the care of their family or in kinship 
care arrangements.

We’ve done work to harmonize the rates for kinship 
care with rates for foster care to ensure that family care 
givers are being provided at the same rates that foster care 
givers are provided. Our budget really is driven by the 
number of care in each of those placements. It changes.

I would also say that our specialized care is very com-
plex and costs far more. So if, for whatever reason, a child 
needs to come into one of those specialized homes, we do 
have to be dynamic in how we are providing funding, be-
cause it is based on that child and that need.

Heather Maahs: So I’m not getting a budget break-
down is what that boils down to.

I understand the complexity that this ministry is deal-
ing with. However, I would have thought that there would 
be certain amounts of money in different buckets that are 
centralized for each of the individual categories. Anyways, 
we’ll move on.

Does MCFD transfer all responsibility of Indigenous 
children and youth in care through the Child, Family and 
Service Act, CFCSA, to the Indigenous…?

[3:45 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I just want to talk about the 
uniqueness of this work. It really is work that the ministry, 
MCFD, does in collaboration, in partnership and with 
Indigenous communities. It’s a gradient of how we work 
with Indigenous communities and Indigenous governing 
bodies.

We support Indigenous communities to increase their 
involvement and authority and resume jurisdiction over 
child welfare through a number of pathways that they can 
choose.

First is through community agreements. These are 
under section 92.1 of the CFCSA, which pertains to con-
sultation and cooperation with an Indigenous commun-
ity on child safety work with their families, such as as-
sessments, investigations, development of care plans and 
placement decisions when Indigenous children come into 
care. That’s one pathway.

We have delegation-enabling agreements under sec-
tion  92 of the CFCSA where a director enters into an 
agreement that delegates any or all of the director’s pow-
ers, duties or functions to an Indigenous child and family 
service agency to deliver family support services and child 
protection of Indigenous communities. Those delegation 
agreements are varying based on the Indigenous child and 
family community service agency, the community they’re 
in and what has been agreed on between that agency and 
MCFD.

There are joint and consent-based decision-making 
agreements setting out how the province and Indigenous 
governing bodies share decision-making about child and 
family services under the CFCSA and sections 6 and 7 of 
the Declaration Act.

There’s also exercising jurisdiction through processes 
set out in the federal act, including those under section 20, 
where the Indigenous governing body provides notice of 
its intention to exercise its legislative authority without 
a coordination agreement to the Minister of Indigenous 
Services Canada and the province or territory in which 
the community is located.

Under section  20.2, the Indigenous governing body 
submits notice to the Minister of Indigenous Services 
Canada and each province or territory in which the In-
digenous community wishes to exercise jurisdiction to en-
ter into a tripartite coordination agreement in relation to 
child and family services.

Once an agreement is reached or after a year of reason-
able efforts, the Indigenous law will have the force of fed-
eral law.

Self-governing agreements negotiated with the First 
Nation, B.C.’s Ministry of Indigenous Relations and Rec-
onciliation and Canada, such as treaties or reconciliation 
agreements…. These agreements may also be bilateral be-
tween the First Nation and Canada only.

There are a number of different agreements that we 
are working with and can certainly provide sort of a 
breakdown of the Indigenous communities, Indigenous 
governing bodies, where we have Indigenous child-and-
family-serving agencies, where we have coordination 
agreements and where that work is currently at.

Heather Maahs: I’m just going to preface this next 
question. With all of the agencies and different organiza-
tions and responsibilities that the minister has mentioned, 
I’m going to hearken back to the report called Don’t Look 
Away. One of the complaints that the director stated was 
that it didn’t seem like the right hand knew what the left 
hand was doing, which led ultimately to the death of this 
ten-year-old boy, in that report.

[3:50 p.m.]
There are so many moving parts and so many players 

in this ministry. From the moment I received this port-
folio, I began a quest for a flow chart, and it’s impossible. 
There is no means for a f low chart — or none that has 
been provided to me.

Ultimately, my question, then, is: what responsibility 
does the MCFD retain, in this big web of people, where 
these Indigenous children, who are at great risk, are 
concerned?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I would start by saying that we 
have a collective responsibility with respect to the safety 
and well-being of children and youth in this province.
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[3:55 p.m.]
The Representative for Children and Youth would say 

— I’ve often heard her say this — that we need to take a 
cross-government approach in the way that we ensure 
their safety and well-being. That includes our education 
system, our health care system and MCFD.

To the member’s question around accountability, you 
know, I gave a long list of the varying ways that First Na-
tions, Indigenous governing bodies and Indigenous child 
and family service agencies may provide services to In-
digenous children. It’s varying, and wherever the Indigen-
ous governing body or agency does not provide service, 
it is MCFD’s responsibility to ensure that that service be 
provided.

Just to give an example, the co-development of our work 
with First Nations was really about ensuring that there is 
a seamless system of support. If an Indigenous child were 
in need of protection or support through interaction with 
a social worker, once that social worker concluded that 
there was involvement from a First Nation, that social 
worker doesn’t just step away. They also coordinate, com-
municate and work with that nation to ensure that all the 
services required for that child are provided.

Really, it is a collective responsibility, one that can be 
complex, for sure. I have had the opportunity to meet 
with Indigenous child and family service agencies, to 
meet at our local offices with local social workers who talk 
about the very important, collaborative work that they do 
together.

Certainly, I think there is a lot of work being done right 
now, in partnership, to discuss roles, responsibilities and 
ways of communicating so that children don’t fall through 
the cracks.

Heather Maahs: What means of accountability are 
provided to MCFD — the government, the public — re-
garding follow-up data and accountability for the Indigen-
ous children?

[4:00 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I think that I’ve understood the 
question, but I’m going to ask the member to just clarify 
the question again, please.

Heather Maahs: I’ll just read the question again. What 
means of accountability is provided to MCFD, the gov-
ernment and the public regarding follow-up data and ac-
countability from the agents, from the providers, for the 
money?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: The answer to this question 
really depends on what domain we are talking about with 
respect to delivery of services. If we are talking about In-
digenous child and family serving agencies, those agencies 
have Aboriginal operation practice standards and indica-

tors that they are required to abide by and to work with 
the ministry to provide reports and outcomes and data 
with respect to those agencies.

[4:05 p.m.]
If we’re talking about Indigenous governing bodies, 

where they have exercised their own laws…. I just want to 
be very clear that I believe in the inherent right of Indigen-
ous jurisdiction, that First Nations have every right to care 
for, to raise and to love their own children in accordance 
with their laws. When a First Nation has struck their own 
laws, MCFD would not have oversight.

With respect to MCFD agencies and organizations 
and data and accountability, there are a number of things. 
We have oversight bodies that are independent from this 
Legislature. We’ve talked about the Representative for 
Children and Youth, the Ombudsperson and the OAG.

We also have our public portal that reports on numbers 
of children and youth served, outcomes. There are rigor-
ous reporting standards for contractors across MCFD that 
report on the number of children served, their outcomes, 
service hours, so it is dependent on the service. It is de-
pendent on what the relationship is with MCFD and the 
contracted agency or in the situation of a First Nation 
exercising their inherent rights.

Heather Maahs: First of all, just a point of clarification, 
what is OAG?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: The Office of the Auditor General.

Heather Maahs: Thank you so much.
We know we have MCFD. We have nations. Through 

the MCFD, nations have contractors. I guess what I’m ask-
ing is: if there is a contractor who has a really bad track 
record, where is the accountability? Who is ultimately re-
sponsible, especially if it’s through nations?

I concur with the minister in that the ultimate goal is 
to have the Indigenous families looking after their own. 
Obviously, that is what we all want. However, when there 
are contractors who are hired who have a bad track rec-
ord, at what point is there data? Is there follow-up? Does 
MCFD step in and say: “Okay. Hold on a second. Time-
out. We are seeing that we’re not getting good results here.”

Where does the buck stop? Basically, that is what I’m 
asking.

[4:10 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: Firstly, any child, Indigenous or 
non-Indigenous, that receives services under the Child, 
Family and Community Service Act…. Ultimately, MCFD 
is accountable and responsible for those services, whether 
that is ICFSA or a ministry-contracted organization that 
isn’t ICFSA. I’m going to get tired of using acronyms: In-
digenous child-and-family serving agency. Ultimately, 
MCFD is responsible for that.
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There are practice audits that occur, and where there 
are needed adjustments to practice or any sort of quality 
assurance or things that need to be changed, MCFD would 
work closely with that Indigenous child-and-family serv-
ing agency. Where services are delivered under Indigen-
ous law, we would not intervene in any sort of contractor.

[4:15 p.m.]
I would say that we also have, like I mentioned before, 

the standards and indicators that Indigenous child-and-
family serving agencies are responsible for. Also, when 
those agencies contract with another provider to provide 
a home, the contract overseeing those contracts is in the 
purview of the delegated agency. So there are times where 
those contracts are discontinued or other contractors are 
used.

Heather Maahs: The RCY stated in No Time to Wait, 
Part Two that a review of the workforce capacity of the In-
digenous child and family service agencies would require 
a separate and distinct approach.

In light of the fact that approximately two-thirds of all 
children in care are Indigenous, when can we expect the 
minister to address the concerns coming out of the Don’t 
Look Away report?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I just want some clarification 
from the member opposite. Is she inquiring about the 
Don’t Look Away report or the No Time to Wait report?

Heather Maahs: It was the No Time to Wait report that 
I was referring to.

[4:20 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I would say…. In respect to No 
Time to Wait, the No Time to Wait, Part Two was released 
in February. There are a number of actions that are under-
way. Within weeks of the No Time to Wait, Part Two re-
port the ministry released a comprehensive workforce 
plan that addresses a number of the recommendations by 
the Representative for Children and Youth. I can certainly 
provide that workforce plan to the member opposite.

We also undertook rigorous health and safety planning 
based on some of the feedback with ministry staff. We 
have increased our direct workforce by up to 20 percent. 
The two-year staffing levels have increased, year over year, 
since the pandemic, so that was really comprehensive 
work that the ministry has done, really important work to 
ensure that we’re supporting a wide range of work that our 
social workers do and the recommendations of the Repre-
sentative for Children and Youth.

[4:25 p.m.]
We know that there is quite a bit more work to be done 

with respect to our direct service staff. I’ve had the op-
portunity over the last number of months to go around 
the province — the Lower Mainland, Kelowna — to visit 

social workers, protection social workers, resource social 
workers, CYSN social workers, team leads, to hear directly 
from them about the important work that they do, to hear 
about the challenges they’re facing and the supports that 
they need, going forward.

We’ve been able to talk about the things that are go-
ing well, the investments that they are seeing happening 
in the workforce, training opportunities, incentives to re-
cruit more social workers, things that we need to do to re-
tain our workforce. This is vitally important work as we 
move forward, and it’s ongoing. I can provide the work-
force data to the member opposite.

Heather Maahs: To the minister: thank you. I would 
appreciate any and all data that you have. That would be 
great.

I’m just going to circle back to the last question that I 
asked about responsibility. For clarification, if nations had 
hired a contractor who, under their watch or jurisdiction, 
continually had children die, abuse take place — generally 
speaking, a very bad reputation — is it your contention 
that MCFD has no jurisdiction and would not take any 
jurisdiction in that situation?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I just want to clarify for the 
member that Indigenous communities do love their chil-
dren and have the right to care for their children and to 
raise their children. And where a First Nation has struck 
their law, that law is paramount.

I think we all have a collective responsibility to the 
well-being of children and youth in this province. Any 
time a child or youth is at risk, where the children are re-
ceiving services under the Child, Family and Community 
Services Act, my ministry has a responsibility.

First Nations laws are paramount in this province. I 
just want to clarify that.

The Chair: Members, we shall take a ten-minute break 
and return at 4:38 p.m. This committee is in recess.

The committee recessed from 4:28 p.m. to 4:37 p.m.

[Susie Chant in the chair.]

The Chair: I call Committee of Supply, Section A, back 
to order. We are currently considering the budget estimates 
of the Ministry of Children and Family Development.

Heather Maahs: I just have to go back to the question 
that we were discussing. I didn’t ever contend that people 
didn’t love their own children. That is obviously…. They 
are precious to them. But I’m just wondering….

Again, this is not a matter of law. This is a matter of re-
sponsibility. If a known contractor is not providing good 
care and actually jeopardizing lives, whose responsibility, 
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ultimately, is it when children’s lives are lost, as has been 
the case?

[4:40 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I need to correct the member op-
posite, because this is a matter of law.

The responsibility that we have as the ministry…. We 
are responsible under the Child, Family and Community 
Service Act to provide services to all children in the prov-
ince with respect to their safety and well-being.

Where a First Nation or Indigenous governing body 
has struck their own law, we do not have oversight, and 
that is crucially important to understand. We have a 
government-to-government relationship with First Na-
tions who have struck their own law. So it absolutely is a 
matter of law.

With respect to concerns about care providers provid-
ing services contracted by Indigenous community–serv-
ing agencies or an organization contracted by MCFD to 
provide a service, there are…. First and foremost, anytime 
there is a concern, the expectation is that that concern is 
reported. That is also written into our child, family and 
community services law.

Where there is a concern about the service delivery or 
a contractor, we have protocol investigations. Those inves-
tigations happen in real time. When an investigation oc-
curs, there are recommendations that are made out of that 
investigation. Where there are contractors contracted by 
a delegated agency, that delegated agency is a part of that 
investigation and makes a decision about that contractor. 
We take these concerns very seriously.

Then, as far as oversight and accountability go, MCFD 
is accountable to our oversight bodies, to the Representa-
tive for Children and Youth, to the Ombudsperson, to the 
Auditor General and to the public.

[4:45 p.m.]
I think we’ve seen in this session so far that when there 

is a concern, when there is something that happens to a 
child or a youth that is heartbreaking and concerning, I, 
as the minister, have to answer questions about that. Our 
ministry is held accountable to that. I think that happens 
on a regular basis.

Amelia Boultbee: Thank you to the minister for that 
answer.

If I could just clarify what the question is. In this case, 
we’re talking about a hypothetical scenario where there’s 
full jurisdiction, so the delegated Indigenous agency has 
their own laws. According to what I’m understanding 
from the minister, it’s no longer under the CFCSA. It’s 
under their laws — full jurisdiction. In that case, if there’s 
a problem after there has been an investigation…. If I’m 
understanding what the minister just said, it would be re-
portable. An investigation would take place.

Should no changes occur to the quality of the outcomes 

after that investigation, what, if any, mechanism does 
MCFD have to either (a) intervene and assure the quality 
of outcomes, if any, or (b) remove funding?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I just want to specifically answer 
the member’s question about an Indigenous governing 
body and a First Nation striking its own law. That would 
be a government-to-government relationship, like a rela-
tionship between B.C. and Alberta.

The jurisdiction of child and family services, when an 
Indigenous governing body and a First Nation have struck 
their own law, is government-to-government. We do not 
have jurisdiction over their children and their families 
when they have struck their own law.

Amelia Boultbee: Thank you for that answer. I think 
I’m starting to understand.

In other words, once jurisdiction is fully vested in the 
Indigenous governing body, it is lost forever vis-à-vis 
MCFD and the government of British Columbia, correct?

[4:50 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: It’s a little bit more nuanced than 
how the member has described it. Where an Indigenous 
governing body, a First Nation, has struck their own laws 
with respect to child and family services and the delivery 
of those services pursuant to those laws, they are account-
able for those services.

We have a situation where we have a multi-juris
dictional approach to jurisdiction that is different in every 
single situation. Where we have coordination agreements 
with First Nations, we work closely with them as they ex-
ercise their own laws and jurisdiction. We work collabora-
tively with those nations to ensure that there is an ongoing 
understanding of how services will be delivered and how 
we will work in partnership or alongside.

It really is up to the First Nation to determine what 
they want that to look like.

Heather Maahs: What you’re telling us is that the story 
of the boy in Don’t Look Away, which was written about 
July 2024….

The Chair: Member, if I can remind you to refer to “the 
minister,” rather than “you” — “What the minister is tell-
ing us....”

Heather Maahs: Oh, sorry. Yes.

The Chair: Thank you so much. I do appreciate your 
help on that.

Heather Maahs: Yes, thank you, certainly.
The minister’s contention, then, would be that this 

report is nobody’s fault. The boy was in a home under a 
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nation’s jurisdiction, yet he was tortured and murdered. 
MCFD says, “Well, nations have their own laws, and we 
don’t interfere,” but ultimately, this boy falls under MCFD 
jurisdiction.

The Chair: If I may interrupt for just a minute, Mem-
ber. Please, no props in the room. That’s considered a prop. 
Waving the report around is considered a prop.

Heather Maahs: Oh, okay. Certainly, no problem.

The Chair: Thank you so much.

Heather Maahs: Yep, thank you.
I don’t know how much further I want to go on this 

line of questioning. It seems preposterous to me.
I’ll ask another question. What role do Indigenous 

communities play in the decision-making process regard-
ing placement of Indigenous children in care?

[4:55 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I disagree completely with the 
premise of the member’s question and have to clarify a 
couple of things. I think the member has missed what hap-
pened, in the Don’t Look Away report, in the case of Colby, 
and has misunderstood what jurisdiction actually is.

The First Nation did not have jurisdiction with respect 
to the services provided to the child in that report. For the 
services that were being provided in that situation, MCFD 
was responsible. Those were services that were delivered 
under the Child, Family and Community Service Act.

I think the line of questioning is concerning and can 
do incredible damage to First Nations communities, 
which have an inherent right to care for their own chil-
dren. The Don’t Look Away report was a collective failure 
of multiple different places in government, in community. 
There were multiple times — the Representative for Chil-
dren and Youth, rightly, points out multiple touchpoints — 
where we could have done better for Colby and his family. 
It is a devastating outcome, something that should have 
never happened.

However, I need to underscore that that was absolutely 
not a failure of jurisdiction or of First Nations’ inherent 
right to care for their own children and to deliver services 
the way they deem that those services should be delivered 
in their community. That is exactly one of the recommen-
dations that the Representative for Children and Youth 
made in that report. One of the recommendations that she 
made was to ensure that MCFD did the work necessary 
with nations, with Indigenous governing bodies, to en-
sure that we did a better job of looking at communications, 
information-sharing, roles and responsibilities, and how 
we work with nations.

We’ve canvassed the various agreements that nations 
can pursue, but I really have to underscore that the Don’t 

Look Away report was a collective responsibility of every-
body, and those services were being delivered under the 
Child, Family and Community Service Act.

Heather Maahs: That was my preamble, and then I 
asked the question: what role do Indigenous communities 
play in the decision-making process regarding the place-
ment of Indigenous children in care?

[5:00 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: There are multiple different scen-
arios and multiple different roles that a First Nation, In-
digenous community and the ministry play in the place-
ment of a child, in a variety of different ways. The process 
can be very complex.

When a report gets made, when there’s a concern for 
protection, the first step is always that a social worker 
investigates that report. Wherever possible, they will do 
safety planning with that family to ensure that the child 
can stay connected to their family and then work with 
that family on the potential supports or services that they 
may need.

When a child is needed to come into care because of 
safety concerns, the social worker needs to let the nation 
involved know that that child has come into care. Then 
there is a hearing, where there is a process where the feed-
back from the family, the nation and, if the child is old 
enough and appropriate…. That feedback comes into 
place on the placement of that child and where it is best 
suited for that child to go.

[5:05 p.m.]
My expectation is, wherever possible, that child is 

placed connected to their community, their culture and 
their family.

With respect to the placements, there are home stud-
ies that are done for providers. There are criminal record 
checks. Placement families, individuals, are screened and 
assessed for the appropriateness of the placement.

Like I said, wherever possible, we try to ensure that child 
is kept connected to their family and their community.

Heather Maahs: Okay, maybe this is an easy one. How 
many Indigenous children in care are being cared for in 
and/or by their community?

[5:10 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: For the member, the number…. 
We had 3,277 Indigenous children in care. Of those 3,277 
children, 1,603 were in out-of-care agreements, meaning 
in kinship care or in community.

Of important note is that 87 percent of Indigenous chil-
dren in care were able to reunite with their families. Also, 
the numbers of children in care are broken down between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous on our public portal that 
is available to members opposite and the general public.
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Heather Maahs: Thank you for that answer; 87 percent 
is an encouraging number. Absolutely.

How many Indigenous children are missing right now?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: Of the Indigenous children who 
are under care of the director through the Child, Family 
and Community Service Act, there are currently no 
missing children in care that do not have contact with a 
caregiver or guardianship worker in some form.

Heather Maahs: Thank you for that answer. I may 
come back to that.

What safety and precautionary measures have been im-
plemented to ensure the health and safety of Indigenous 
children in care so that injuries and deaths are reduced or, 
better yet, no longer occur at all?

[5:15 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I’m going to talk about Indigen-
ous children and, by extension, all children. MCFD is re-
sponsible through the….

[The bells were rung.]

The Chair: I’ll draw the committee’s attention to the 
fact that division has been called in the chamber, so we 
will take a recess at this time and reconvene immediately 
after the chamber finishes the vote.

Thank you so much. See you soon.

The committee recessed from 5:19 p.m. to 5:32 p.m.

[Susie Chant in the chair.]

The Chair: I call Committee of Supply, Section A, back 
to order. We are currently considering the budget estimates 
of the Ministry of Children and Family Development.

Heather Maahs: In the early years of Colby’s life — 
this is the fictitious name of the person from Don’t Look 
Away — one of the difficulties identified was the hardship 
for his parents, who could not afford specialized formula, 
costing $200 a month, which forced them to water down 
the formula that he was being given.

What actions have been taken to ensure that finan-
cial hardship in circumstances such as this are addressed 
today?

I’m going to add two more parts to this. What is the 
ministry doing to help struggling families with early 
intervention and prevention strategies with, of course, the 
Indigenous nations?

[5:35 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I want to start by just saying 
that our budget for child safety, family supports…. The 
historical budget…. When we came into government in 

2017, the budget was $603 million. This year our budget 
is $1.327 billion. We have made incredible investments in 
supports for children and families.

There are a couple of things in response to the ques-
tion. Medically complex children in our province are eli-
gible for our at-home program, where specialized formula 
would be paid for, for the family. One of the things that we 
know from the Don’t Look Away report is that even when 
services and supports are available, those services and 
supports are hard to navigate, and families don’t always 
know what they have access to. We need to do a better job 
of ensuring that navigation and coordination of services 
is available.

Our direct workforce, our social workers, also have 
access to discretionary funding. When they are working 
with a family that has financial hardships or needs addi-
tional support, there is discretionary funding available. 
We haven’t always clearly communicated that policy in a 
way that social workers all understand, so we have done 
work to address that issue from the Don’t Look Away re-
port. That recommendation will be complete by June.

I would also just say that there are a number of support 
programs and preventative programs that are delivered in 
our communities. There are family preservation and re-
unification programs in community. When there is a con-
cern that a child may need protection, a social worker can 
refer to some of these programs in the community. Those 
family support workers can work with families to refer 
them to other programs.

As an example, in my community, when we have a pres-
ervation and reunification program, those family support 
workers can work with a family directly and refer them 
to parenting programs — things like Nobody’s Perfect, 
Mother Goose programs. They can connect them with 
tenant support or look at their housing situation.

[5:40 p.m.]
We talked a little bit earlier about the family resource 

programs, where families come together and can ac-
cess various things, get connected to the local food bank. 
There are so many programs and services that are deliv-
ered in our communities, and I know from experience 
that sometimes it’s incredibly difficult to navigate or ac-
cess, or we don’t do the best job of supporting families to 
know how to get what they need. We are working consist-
ently in the ministry to ensure that we do a better job of 
providing support to families early on so they don’t end 
up in crisis.

The example that the member gives of a family not hav-
ing access to formula is an example of just a heart-wrench-
ing thing that didn’t need to happen. I think that that’s a 
part of a number of the things that I mentioned when we 
began estimates today on my mandate and the different 
direction that we need to take in this ministry. It’s all a 
part of what the member speaks of.
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Heather Maahs: I appreciate the frank answer from 
the minister.

Also from the report Don’t Look Away, one senior 
staffer shared the possibility that MCFD social workers 
might have had concerns but didn’t feel safe to speak up 
for fear of being labelled racist.

Are there whistleblower safety measures in place so that 
information is shared regarding children’s best interests 
and ensuring that the needs of the children come first?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: Firstly, it’s important to outline 
that every single British Columbian has a responsibility 
under the Child, Family and Community Service Act to 
report when they feel a child is unsafe, whether that be a 
social worker, an MLA in this House or a teacher. Any-
body that feels that there are concerns is required by law 
to report that concern, and contravention of that law can 
come with a fine. It’s taken incredibly seriously.

[5:45 p.m.]
We also have what is called our provincial centralized 

screening. There is a large team in place around our prov-
incial centralized screening, where social workers can 
report, where community members can report, and that 
is all anonymous. Even if you identify yourself through 
that report, you stay anonymous through that reporting 
process.

I am actually incredibly impressed with our provincial 
centralized screening. It is an incredibly important tool 
that we have in this province and receives hundreds of 
thousands of calls a year. I have personal experience using 
the screening myself. That is just the responsibility that 
people have in the province.

With respect to whistleblower policy, our Public Ser-
vice Agency has a governmentwide whistleblower policy, 
and every ministry has an ethics adviser for all staff to ac-
cess. These are robust policies that staff are aware of, and 
there should not be a concern for any sort of reprisal or 
reprimand for reporting a concern.

Heather Maahs: These policies were in place during 
the time frame of the Don’t Look Away report. This comes 
right out of Don’t Look Away, so obviously, it is a problem.

I’m well acquainted with the whistleblower policy that 
came into place through this government, being on the 
board of education, and the changes that were made. I 
guess it’s there, and that’s great, but monitoring, perhaps, 
might be something that this government might want to 
be interested in, if there is confidence, because this was in 
place when Don’t Look Away was written.

I’m just going to move to a different question. What 
type of safeguards have been put in place to prevent those 
with sexual abuse charges from being contractors for 
MCFD?

[5:50 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: Firstly, it’s the ministry’s policy 
that staff — MCFD direct staff or contracted staff — have 
vulnerable person criminal record checks. Those are of 
higher intensity and look into individuals more deeply, 
with respect to criminality, than a regular community 
criminal record check.

Those criminal record checks are centrally done. Each 
person that has that criminal record check…. It follows 
the person. It isn’t about the contracted agency. If there’s 
a person that works at one contracted agency and then 
moves, their criminal record check follows them. MCFD 
has access to that centrally.

We also have regular audits of criminal record checks. 
Contracted agencies that are contracted for over $500,000 
with MCFD are required to go through an accreditation 
process. That accreditation process would include en-
suring that all employees of that contracted agency have 
criminal records on file. If an agency didn’t have crim-
inal records on file, that could jeopardize their continued 
contract.

Heather Maahs: In Don’t Look Away, the couple fic-
titiously named Staci and Graham were being recom-
mended for permanent custody, and they actually had…. 
There was a record of sexual assault in, I believe it was, 
Graham’s records. What action has this ministry taken to 
ensure that there are adequate processes in place to be fol-
lowed to prevent such an atrocity from happening again?

Now, I know the minister has just stated that there is a 
process, but that process was in place when this situation 
happened as well. What further actions can the ministry 
take to prevent this from happening again and hold all 
accountable?

[5:55 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I want to acknowledge, and we’ve 
acknowledged, that what happened to Colby shouldn’t 
happen to any child and that the things that were missed 
for him and his family were devastating. I share with the 
member that when I read the report, I was horrified. It’s 
just a horrific situation.

There are a couple of things that we have done to en-
sure that oversight happens in a better and different way. 
One of the things is establishing a caregiver registry where 
there is one central place where there’s provincial over-
sight for caregivers that includes all of the screening and 
the prevention things that I mentioned. I think that there 
are lots of examples where we have that in other service 
delivery, where it does really provide a tool and an ability 
for service providers to look someone up and ensure that 
they are qualified and credentialed.

We have the ECE registry. In the autism community, 
we have the autism service provider registry, where people 
can go on that registry and look up a service provider and 
ensure that they have what they say they have. Ensuring 
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that we have this caregiver registry is one piece of provin-
cial oversight that will help with respect to this.

We also are now able to audit in real time, ensuring all 
contracted care has what I mentioned by way of criminal 
record checks and standards.

[6:00 p.m.]
We implemented a standardized electronic tool for 

documenting and tracking visits for children and youth 
in and out of care. At any point in time, staff can go into 
the system and pull up a child’s file and look at when a 
visit occurred, what happened at the visit and whether we 
are ensuring that that is happening in the timelines, to 
prevent the unfortunate tragedy that was outlined in the 
Don’t Look Away report.

Heather Maahs: I’m going to now turn it over to my 
colleague MLA Boultbee, who will take some additional 
time.

Amelia Boultbee: Could we just have a two-minute 
recess?

The Chair: We will have a short recess. If everybody 
could be back in their seats, I’m going to say, in five min-
utes. I can’t work with two minutes. A short recess.

The committee recessed from 6:01 p.m. to 6:07 p.m.

[Susie Chant in the chair.]

The Chair: I call Committee of Supply, Section A, back 
to order. We are currently considering the budget estimates 
of the Ministry of Children and Family Development.

Amelia Boultbee: Just to cap off my friend’s line of 
questioning before I get into a different topic, can the 
minister please provide how much provincial funding is 
allocated to delegated Indigenous agencies or Indigenous 
governing bodies? Whether it’s full jurisdiction, and they 
have control over their own affairs, or it’s the half delega-
tion, please let us know, expressed as a number, what the 
funding annually is.

[6:10 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I want to just express that the 
numbers that I’m providing for child, family and com-
munity serving agencies are for 2023-2024. The reason 
that we’re using that number is because we provide fund-
ing in real time, as well, based on caseload. That number 
would be reported out, and I would be able to get you ac-
cess to that number once we know what we’re providing 
based on the caseload in Indigenous-serving agencies.

For that year, we spent $247  million on child-and-
family safety services, children-in-care services.

We provide other sources of funding to Indigenous 
child and family serving agencies for programming that 

wouldn’t be included in that line item. Those might be dif-
ferent types of programming related to children and youth 
with support needs, family support types of programming 
that’s not included in that number.

With respect to Indigenous governing bodies, it’s 
$13 million for coordination and community agreements.

Amelia Boultbee: I appreciate that answer. Taking a 
look at the voted appropriations, a lot of them in the de-
scription say that it also includes transfers to Indigenous 
governing bodies.

[6:15 p.m.]
Based on the minister’s answer, in addition to those 

numbers that I was just provided, it sounds like there are, 
embedded in other line items, other transfers as well. I 
would appreciate a follow-up after estimates with the total 
number up till today’s date, please.

Since the Premier was sworn in, in November 2022, the 
Ministry of Children and Family Development has issued 
approximately 127 contracts over $10,000, totalling more 
than $35.5 million. While some contracts may have sup-
ported aspects of service delivery, nearly half that total, 
approximately $15 million, has been spent on five high-
priced consultants.

These funds were not used to directly hire front-line 
staff or expand access to care. Instead, they were spent 
on external firms, often with little public visibility. This 
reflects a pattern of choices that favour bureaucracy and 
consultants over front-line services and the children who 
rely on them.

While families across the province wait months for 
mental health supports, while social workers report crush-
ing caseloads and while children with support needs re-
main stuck in limbo, this government is quietly spending 
millions on consultants to develop strategy documents, 
internal evaluations and frameworks — not to deliver dir-
ect care.

I had a series of questions seeking to elicit numbers as-
sociated with particular contracts, but I was informed at 
the break that that level of granularity is not available to us. 
So with the Chair’s discretion, I’ll give a small overview.

The numbers speak for themselves. Deloitte, one of the 
largest global consulting firms, secured $2.3 million across 
five contracts. KPMG received $1.37 million through just 
two contracts. MNP, a frequent fixture in NDP outsourc-
ing, was paid nearly $600,000 for three contracts. Elevate 
Consulting was issued nine separate contracts, totalling 
$1.85 million. But the largest share, over $9 million, or ap-
proximately one-quarter of all contracted amounts, went 
to one firm alone, Deetken Enterprises, through 15 separ-
ate contracts.

While this unfolds, the ministry continues to sign 
off on contract after contract with external consultants. 
Meanwhile, this year’s budget quietly cuts $4.1  million 
from adoption services.
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This raises a fundamental question. If the government 
has $15 million to spend on five high-priced consultants, 
why isn’t that money being used to hire more clinicians, 
fund more respite care, support the front-line workers 
holding the system together or reverse the cuts to adop-
tion services? The priority should be getting services to 
children, not getting invoices to consultants.

With that, what specific services has Deetken Enter-
prises been contracted to provide under its contracts with 
the ministry, and why was this particular vendor selected 
so frequently over others?

[6:20 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I want to start by just saying that, 
wherever possible, we use in-house support for a wide var-
iety of things.

When we are looking at large systems changes and 
transforming how we deliver programs and services — I’ll 
get to the list of things that we have done — it is important 
for us to look at how we can do that most effectively and 
efficiently and as least costly as possible. We have a strin-
gent and robust procurement process that looks at those 
very things and has criteria whenever we are going to use 
a third party or contract with a provider or a consultant.

I want to talk about adoption services. There have been 
no cuts to adoption services. In general, there haven’t 
been any cuts at all to any services in MCFD. We saw a 
$321 million increase to this ministry this year. Since we 
formed government, we have invested year over year more 
than, I think, probably, the decades before.

The way that adoption services happen in this province, 
the landscape of adoption services, has changed. There 
are fewer children being adopted because more children 
are staying with their families. We have seen the biggest 
decrease to children in care in over a decade, so we are 
spending less on adoption. It doesn’t mean we are cutting 
services. The landscape has changed, and how we deliver 
services in our province changes over time.

I also just want to say that we have had big policy shifts 
in this ministry since forming government. One example 
is our SAJE program, our strengthening adults and jour-
neys of empowerment. When we formed government, 
there were very few young adults that were getting ser-
vices into adulthood when they turned 19.

[6:25 p.m.]
We went from seeing approximately 600 young adults 

being supported to almost 4,000 young adults. We trans-
formed that program. Those types of project management 
and change management take resources to be able to im-
plement and deliver.

Like I said, wherever possible, we do things in-house. 
Actually, there are times where contracting is a cost-sav-
ing exercise, because we need temporary support. We 
don’t need to add staffing internally. These are projects 
that happen over a period of time. The project is done, the 

change management is done, and then we no longer need 
those services.

I just want to reiterate that we have not had any cuts to 
my ministry or any services in the ministry.

Amelia Boultbee: With all due respect, I didn’t hear 
an answer to my question. My question was: what specific 
services has Deetken Enterprises been contracted to pro-
vide? Why was this particular vendor selected so fre-
quently over others?

[6:30 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: A couple things. The contracting 
out that the member is pointing to is $8.4 million this year, 
out of a $2.4 billion budget. With respect to the particular 
provider, we have core policies and procedures in govern-
ment with respect to procurement and contracting.

The Deetken Enterprises that the member mentions 
went through an open procurement and selection process. 
There is criteria in that process that any vendor can bid 
for a contract, and there is evaluation of that. If there was 
someone that got a contract, it was because of that open 
and clear process.

I would also say, with respect to some of the things that 
Deetken Enterprises has supported the ministry with, we 
have implemented a specialized home and support ser-
vices. We contracted the same way for these services for 
over 30 years. A transformation of how we do that work is 
a massive undertaking. It’s massive change management. 
It involves many different contracted agencies, so they did 
some work around that.

We are doing quite a bit of work on co-development 
of a funding model with respect to jurisdiction and First 
Nations.

Just a couple things, as a part of some of the recom-
mendations out of the No Time to Wait workload model-
ling tool, and looking at how we’re looking at workload. 
There are a number of tools, engagements that need to 
happen. Those are just a couple of the things that Deetken 
Enterprises was engaged on.

Amelia Boultbee: Listening to what the minister has 
just given us of a few examples that Deetken does…. With 
respect to developing a model of funding for Indigenous 
jurisdiction, my understanding is that there was a report 
done on this quite some time ago and that the funding 
model chosen was block funding — in other words, lump 
sums of funding passed along without specific line items. 
Do I have that wrong?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: Yes, that’s incorrect. The funding 
model is currently being co-developed with First Nations. 
It’s a commitment that we made under our DRIPA action 
plan.
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It would be premature to talk about what that funding 
model includes, and it’s under development.

[Jessie Sunner in the chair.]

Amelia Boultbee: I’m going to return to my line of 
questioning on Deetken and contracts. But since the min-
ister brought up staffing modelling…. I believe she said 
it’s something Deetken was doing. I’d like to ask about the 
workforce modelling tool that the ministry developed and 
was fully developed in 2019. In fact, I would like to know 
what in particular that tool cost.

On April 16, at the meeting of the Select Standing 
Committee on Children and Youth, Alan Markwart, exec-
utive lead for legislation and special initiatives at the Of-
fice of the Representative for Children and Youth, shared 
deeply concerning information about the ministry’s long-
standing workforce challenges.

[6:35 p.m.]
He confirmed that in 2019, MCFD developed and im-

plemented a workload measurement tool that found the 
ministry needed 636 additional full-time positions to 
achieve 85  percent compliance with practice standards. 
That’s not full compliance; that’s 85 percent. Yet between 
2019 and 2024, the workforce grew by only 3 percent, and 
despite this well-documented need, the ministry aban-
doned the tool.

My question is: what did that tool cost, and why was it 
abandoned in 2019, necessitating Deetken to do that work 
apparently over again?

[6:40 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I want to just express that some 
of the numbers that were read with respect to the select 
standing committee are not in alignment with some of 
the numbers that the ministry has with respect to work-
force. I’m happy to loop back with the Representative for 
Children and Youth and the member opposite on some of 
those numbers.

I would say in response to the workload tool…. The 
workload tool that was mentioned was a tool that was de-
veloped in 2016. Since that time, social work has changed 
fundamentally. The profession has evolved fundamentally.

[6:45 p.m.]
How we are working with Indigenous governing bod-

ies and how we have to do our work in coordination with 
First Nations have drastically changed. So the tool itself 
from 2016 has been stood down.

The work with Deetken is to look at what things, as a 
recommendation of the Don’t Look Away report or the No 
Time to Wait report, we can use from that and learn from 
that. How do we move forward better?

But since the tool that the member opposite was talk-
ing about, things have changed drastically.

Amelia Boultbee: We can loop back on the matter of 
85  percent versus 100  percent compliance. But as it re-
lates to the workload management tool, somebody in this 
meeting asked Alan Markwart, who was the witness, why 
MCFD stopped using the tool and whether it was because 
it was creating an administrative burden or was no longer 
useful.

He responded: “No, I don’t think that was the reason it 
stopped. It’s a bit of a mystery as to why it stopped. I don’t 
know if this is true, but I used to be an ADM at MCFD. 
I suspect they didn’t want it documented how short they 
were.”

So with respect to the work that Deetken is now doing 
— since according to the minister, this workload tool has 
been abandoned for some years now — what is Deetken 
forecasting that MCFD requires in terms of FTEs?

[6:50 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: It would be premature for us to 
identify the number of FTEs required currently, particu-
larly before we implement the recommendations of the No 
Time to Wait report. We are in the early stages of looking 
at the workload tool and, to that end, looking at the les-
sons learned, what needs to be changed, what needs to be 
adapted.

What I can say is that we are doing a number of pieces 
of work to address No Time to Wait. We’ve seen an almost 
20 percent increase, as I’ve mentioned before, in ministry 
staffing levels, with year-over-year increases. The exit 
rates for staff totalled 1,300 employees in 2022. That de-
creased to 792 employees in 2024.

I think there is work to be done, absolutely, in looking 
historically at what has worked or what hasn’t worked in 
development of what we need in the future. But I think 
it’s premature to give a number, when we have to imple-
ment recommendations, consult with our front-line staff 
and do a lot of very large pieces of work before we can get 
to that place.

Amelia Boultbee: With all due respect to the min-
ister, it doesn’t make sense to me that the recommenda-
tions would have to be implemented, and then you’d fig-
ure out how many FTEs you need. That seems very like 
the cart before the horse. You’re going to have to figure 
out how many FTEs you need in order to implement those 
recommendations.

I’m assuming that this deliverable is somewhere in the 
contractual relationship with Deetken. What is the time-
line? When can the public expect to have that report back 
from Deetken telling us how many FTEs we need in the 
ministry?

[6:55 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I just want to say that we aren’t 
waiting for a new tool or a report from Deetken at this 
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time. Our consultation with Deetken has been about the 
tool that was stood down, the learnings from that, how 
the workforce has changed significantly since 2016 and to 
that time.

I would also say that our ministry’s workforce plan ad-
dresses many of the recommendations. Work is underway 
to look at our onboarding processes to see where oppor-
tunities exist and to expand new-hire training, complet-
ing a feasibility analysis around regulation of social work-
ers and expanding the cumulative stress management pro-
gram to be available in all program areas. Our health and 
safety action plan has been developed and will be fully 
implemented.

Looking at the Guarding Minds at Work survey, ad-
ministered every two years, to gain feedback from staff.

Revise the incentive strategy and submit to the Public 
Service Agency as bargaining.

Increase emphasis on ensuring cultural events and in-
vitations are distributed to staff, encouraging participa-
tion and developing mentorship positions.

These are all things that are underway and are a com-
prehensive part of the workforce strategy. Yes, there are 
increases to direct service staff, but there were a number 
of recommendations made that our ministry is imple-
menting and committed to.

Amelia Boultbee: Thank you for that answer.
I find it very surprising that social work has changed 

so much in those ensuing years. You would think, if that 
were the case, that there would be a slew of people leaving 
social work because they no longer fit the job description 
for which they were hired and that we would be seeing a 
total, radical change in job descriptions being put out for 
social workers. To my knowledge, that hasn’t happened.

Before I move on, I would just like to note that I have 
not yet received an answer as to what the original work-
load tool cost. If that information is not available, I would 
appreciate it in a follow-up.

[7:00 p.m.]
Of the five major consulting firms — Deetken Enter-

prises, Deloitte, KPMG, MNP and Elevate Consulting 
— how many of these contracts were awarded through a 
sole-source or limited competitive process? If so, what 
justification was provided for not opening those contracts 
to public competition?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: We’re going to have to go back 
and look and provide the information once we have a 
chance to take a look at that.

What I will say is that, again, we follow all of the poli-
cies and procedures around procurement. We proactively 
disclose any time that situation might occur with respect 
to what the member is meaning with respect to sole source. 
Anyone, once they see that proactive disclosure, can chal-
lenge that.

There are processes that we use in the ministry that 
are calls for response where providers are prequalified, 
based on their qualifications. In situations where there 
is no other firm, organization, entity available to do the 
particular type of work that we are procuring, then there 
would be an award.

[7:05 p.m.]
Again, that would be proactively disclosed and can be 

challenged by the public or another organization or firm 
at any time.

Amelia Boultbee: Thank you. I appreciate that answer, 
and I will follow up with the minister’s office to get some 
further detail, in particular, what the timeline and pro-
cedure is for challenging such a contract.

I have a series of questions that I’ll be following up 
with the minister’s office regarding some details on how 
they decide when a project requires external consulting 
rather than being completed by internal public servants, 
especially for core policy and planning functions as she 
alluded to from the Don’t Look Away report.

That being said, noting the hour, I’d like to turn to a lit-
tle bit of a contracting matter, which is: what does MCFD 
pay monthly and annually in legal fees?

[7:10 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I’m going to provide the member 
opposite with the annual amount because it would f luc-
tuate monthly in a way that would be difficult to break 
down.

This year, $30 million. More than half of that is spent 
on directors counsel. That would be for local legal matters, 
when there’s a court hearing with respect to child safety, 
with respect to custody, things like that. We also fund in-
dependent legal advice for children who are in care, and 
we fund mediation services for families as well.

Amelia Boultbee: Would the minister be able to pro-
vide me with the number or proportion of that $30 mil-
lion that is not directors counsel, not independent legal 
advice, not everyday corporate matters but, rather, on-
going litigation?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: So $4.5 million for litigation.
[7:15 p.m.]

Amelia Boultbee: Is that a pretty typical annual cost 
for litigation for MCFD, or does it vary over, say, the last 
five years to a great degree — more than $1 million, let’s 
say?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: We can get the member the num-
bers for the last five years. It fluctuates, and we don’t have 
those numbers handy.
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Amelia Boultbee: Thank you, I would appreciate that.
My next question is: what has MCFD paid in either 

court-ordered or out-of-court settlements over the last 
five years?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: The Ministry of Children and 
Family Development doesn’t pay settlements. It’s done 
through the Ministry of Finance, through the Crown Pro-
ceedings Act, and that question would be better directed 
towards that ministry.

Amelia Boultbee: Speaking of staffing, according to 
page 82 of the November 2024 ministry transition binder, 
approximately 77 percent of the ministry’s 5,500 staff are 
classified as direct service employees. The remaining 23 
are identified as administrative support, excluded man-
agement or other corporate roles. The transition binder 
further acknowledges that the average employee age is 
43.5 years, with an average tenure of nearly ten years, an 
indicator that significant succession planning challenges 
are on the horizon in addition to lack of retention.

As outlined on page 85 of the transition binder, the 
ministry references a range of recruitment efforts and in-
centive programs, including incentive pay, regional sup-
port measures and staff wellness initiatives. But it does 
not present a measurable or fully developed strategy for 
rebuilding the front-line workforce at the scale required to 
meet the current demand, and external oversight bodies 
have validated these concerns.

In No Time to Wait, Part One, released in July 2024, the 
Representative for Children and Youth described MCFD’s 
social worker workforce as being in a state of crisis, 
marked by persistent and substantial understaffing, un-
manageable workloads, an inability to meet practice stan-
dards and an unhealthy work environment characterized 
by undue stress, burnout and fear.

No Time to Wait, Part Two, released in February 2025, 
echoed those findings, confirming that the same condi-
tions still exist. On page 24, the report highlights super-
vision and mentorship gaps across the province, with 
front-line staff reporting inconsistent access to support 
and team leaders too overwhelmed to provide meaning-
ful guidance.

Despite internal recognition and repeated external 
warnings, the ministry still lacks a measurable plan to sta-
bilize, support and scale its workforce. Until that happens, 
service expansion efforts will continue to run aground, 
not because of ambition but because of capacity.

According to page 82 of the November 2024 transition 
binder, 77 percent of MCFD staff are working in front-line 
service roles. Can the minister explain why nearly one-
quarter of the ministry’s staffing resources are allocated 
to non-service delivery roles, given the large number of 
children who remain unserved?

[7:20 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I appreciate where the question 
comes from. I think that we can recognize the incredible 
importance of direct service staff in providing, particu-
larly, the very important services for Children and Family 
Development. But I have to point out that there are a num-
ber of staff and there are a number of functions of the 
ministry that are required to actually support those direct 
service staff.

We have eight divisions of the ministry that directly 
also support service delivery in many different ways. I’m 
someone who comes from direct service delivery and 
from community where we had direct service staff, but 
we needed a ton of support around that with respect to 
finance and ensuring people get paid, with respect to hu-
man resources, with oversight and supervision.

We have thousands of direct service staff that need ac-
cess to technology. Our provincial centralized screening is 
a really good example of the requirement for IT support. 
We have policy and litigation that we just overviewed the 
need for.

We have numbers of FTEs that are actually responsible 
for directly getting payments into the hands of families so 
that they can access supports and services. Those aren’t 
considered direct service staff. When we have people that 
are approving invoices, for example, for autism funding or 
for the At Home program and medical benefits…. When 
we have people doing work that is around supporting fam-
ilies but not directly supporting families, that’s a part of 
the entire workforce.

[7:25 p.m.]
I recognize that we need to ensure that we have the dir-

ect service staff required to deliver these services, but dir-
ect service staff can’t actually do the important work that 
they need to do if we don’t also have the entire comple-
ment of the workforce that needs to support them.

We have a whole department around partnerships and 
Indigenous engagement. Those staff are integral in en-
suring that we are transforming our child welfare system 
and working in partnership with Indigenous community–
serving agencies.

I believe in the importance of our entire workforce. Yes, 
we have more work to do to increase our direct workforce, 
but the important work that other members of the min-
istry do is crucial to ensure that that direct service staff 
can do their work as well.

Amelia Boultbee: Where I’m going with this is that I 
believe the RCY identified that the recommended number 
of case files for a front-line worker, either a child protec-
tion or social worker, was 17. The report identified indi-
viduals with cases over 80, 150.

My question is: what is the average number of case files 
per front-line worker, specifically child protection or so-
cial workers?
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Hon. Jodie Wickens: I just want to recognize that we 
know that caseloads for a variety of direct service staff in 
the workforce are high, and this isn’t just specific to Brit-
ish Columbia. It’s across North America, and it’s across 
varying jurisdictions. We have seen unprecedented popu-
lation growth. An additional 550,000 people came to this 
province over the last number of years, so we absolutely 
are grappling with caseloads and needing to increase our 
workforce.

I just want to acknowledge that. Whether it is a front-
line social worker, a speech and language pathologist, a 
family doctor, a clinical counsellor…. All of these very 
important professions in our province, in our country, 
are struggling with high caseloads. We are doing every-
thing that we can to recruit regulated professionals in this 
province.

We’ve made gains, as we’ve canvassed quite a bit — an 
increase in the direct workforce and the increase in our 
workforce in general — and we will continue to do that 
work.

Amelia Boultbee: Does the minister have a number 
for me of the average number of case files per front-line 
worker?

[7:30 p.m. - 7:35 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: A couple of things. What I can 
offer to the member is that we can come back and provide 
a bit of a range of caseload in a service delivery area, for 
example.

The challenge with talking about caseload in a static 
way is that it is very varied and very dependent on the type 
of social worker or direct service staff and the situation 
and the complement of families that come in through in-
take. For example, there are guardianship social workers. 
There are resource social workers. There are family sup-
port social workers.

Those are all very different types of work that are hap-
pening. Then the types of families and children or youth 
would also be very different and need varying intensities 
of support. So in general, what I would say, because I had 
to oversee clinical staff, is you would look at caseload in a 
very holistic way.

One staff person may have, and these are just general 
numbers, a caseload of five. Someone else may have a 
caseload of 25, but it’s very different based on the needs of 
those children and those families. It’s not a static number, 
and it’s not something that is easily available. But what we 
can do….

We track every single intake that we get through our 
provincial centralized screening and other areas. We are 
able to generally see what we will need based on that and 
able to provide a range to the member once staff has been 
able to go back and get that.

Amelia Boultbee: I appreciate what the minister is say-
ing. I appreciate that there are different types of front-line 
workers and that it could be anywhere from five to 30 
cases. However, all the reports that I have read indicate 
that without exception, across the board, front-line work-
ers have far more cases than what they are recommended 
to handle.

In fact, the RCY examined in what proportion of cases 
front-line workers were actually able to meet their practice 
standards when it came to documentation. In the vast ma-
jority of cases, they were not able to meet it due to having 
too many cases.

If I wanted to save the ministry $9 million, we could 
go and figure out how many cases they’re all supposed to 
have, how many they do have, figure out from there how 
many FTEs from front-line workers and save $9 million 
from Deetken.

My question is: how many current job openings are 
posted right now for front-line workers, including child 
protection and social workers, in British Columbia?

[7:40 p.m. - 7:45 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I can say that internally, the min-
istry moves a lot of staff around based on the needs of the 
ministry, as things change, as positions come up, or if 
there are things that we need to do for capacity.

What I can also say is that we currently have 45 post-
ings open to the public for direct service staff.

Amelia Boultbee: I’m very surprised to hear that the 
number is 45. That sounds very low to me, given that six 
years ago, we know, we were 600 FTEs short.

That said, my question to the minister is: how many of 
the front-line staff are actually social workers, as opposed 
to child protection workers — expressed as a number or a 
percentage, please?

[7:50 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: We have 3,800 direct service staff. 
Of those, 1,010 are child protection direct service staff. 
Of those 1,010 child protection service staff, 65 percent 
have a degree in social work, and the rest have preferred 
credentials.

Amelia Boultbee: I just want to make sure that I’m 
understanding this correctly. Are you saying that…? Out 
of the 3,800, 1,100 are child protection workers, so they’re 
not social workers. I’m assuming, since the minister is 
saying 65 percent have a degree in social work, ostensibly 
a lot of them could, in theory, be eligible for registration.

Is the minister saying that the other 2,700 are social 
workers, or are they something else?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: To clarify, the roles include 
things like child protection, resource, adoption, children 
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and youth with support needs workers, as well as CYMH 
clinicians and youth justice roles.

Amelia Boultbee: I appreciate what the minister has 
said, but with respect, she has danced around answering 
my question.

In fact, MCFD does not track the number of employ-
ees who are registered with the college because it is not 
required for employment. The college also does not keep 
up-to-date records on the number of registrants who are 
MCFD employees.

[7:55 p.m.]
Anecdotally, it is believed that only a small proportion 

of MCFD child welfare workers are registered, again be-
cause it is not a requirement of employment.

In 1995, the Gove report — that’s almost 30 years ago — 
had a strong recommendation, which has been repeated in 
several reports since then, that all child protection work-
ers in British Columbia be social workers. In fact, this gov-
ernment has gone in the opposite direction of the Gove 
recommendations.

In 2019, the ministry moved in the opposite direction 
by expanding accepted educational qualifications for new 
social workers. I believe it’s only two years of relevant ex-
perience at this time. Data provided by MCFD indicates 
that 82 percent of current child welfare staff have a pre-
ferred credential, with 72 percent of those having a bach-
elor of social work. This translates into 58 percent of the 
current complement of child welfare staff appearing to 
qualify for registration with the college.

I believe one of the last reports from RCY said that 
in order to close this gap and achieve the goal of having 
100 percent social worker registrants, it would, even if all 
the resources were poured into it, take ten years.

My question to the minister is: where in this budget is 
funding to expand the number of seats in the college of 
social work and to attract additional applicants?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I want to say, firstly, that seats for 
post-secondary education wouldn’t be in my ministry or 
my budget. That would be a question that would be more 
appropriate for the ministry of post-secondary and skills 
training.

I just want to also highlight that there’s been a mis-
understanding of the recommendation for the Repre-
sentative for Children and Youth. The recommendation 
actually recognizes that mandating registration of all 
MCFD workers is a complex issue and that imposing the 
mandatory requirement according to the current criteria 
for registration with the college would be unfeasible and 
unsafe.

The representative does not agree that a degree in so-
cial work is necessary to perform the functions of a child 
welfare worker and certainly not necessary to carry out all 
of the broad range of roles and functions of these workers.

We have to very carefully contemplate our workforce 
to ensure that children and youth are kept safe. First and 
foremost, the safety and well-being of children is our top 
priority. Ensuring that we can recruit a front-line work-
force and retain that workforce, and that children, youth 
and families have someone that can support them is the 
number one priority.

[8:00 p.m.]
We are working with partners to explore how we would 

have a regulatory body on child protection work in general.

Amelia Boultbee: With respect, I have not misunder-
stood the report. I do understand that the RCY has said 
that it would be dangerous to impose this overnight be-
cause, as we’ve seen, hundreds, if not the majority, of child 
protection workers would immediately not be eligible. So 
I agree that that would be unsafe to snap your fingers and 
mandate it, because there would be an even worse staffing 
shortage than the one that we’re already facing.

However, it’s very clear to me that it is important that 
child welfare, child protection workers have a four-year 
degree of relevant experience and that they’re registered 
with an independent regulatory body. Anecdotally, when I 
get complaints that come across my desk, it’s very difficult 
when they’re not a social worker because there isn’t any-
one at arm’s length to complain to.

It is anomalous that virtually all other professions 
across sectors — many of whom work with vulnerable 
children, youth and families — are subject to oversight by 
an independent regulatory body. Yet MCFD child welfare 
workers, who work with the most vulnerable children in 
the province, are largely not.

My next question is: does MCFD conduct exit 
interviews?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: Yeah, we do. They are voluntary.

Amelia Boultbee: At what point did MCFD start con-
ducting exit interviews? Has this always been a policy, or 
is it new? My understanding is that MCFD was not con-
ducting exit interviews.

Hon. Jodie Wickens: There has always been an oppor-
tunity through the Public Service Agency to provide in-
formation through an exit interview for public servants.

With respect to MCFD specifically, it has been at the 
discretion of the local service agency. The ministry cre-
ated a corporate policy around exit interviews beginning 
last year.

[8:05 p.m.]

Amelia Boultbee: Just so I have this right, according 
to the last two reports from RCY, the stress, burnout and 
lack of retention are leading this ministry to be at crisis 
levels. By the minister’s own admission, 1,300 people 
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exited in 2022. And 792, if I heard her correctly, is the 
number given for 2024. Again, incredibly high numbers 
of turnover.

It seems to me only appropriate that there be an im-
mediate implementation of exit interviews in all cases to 
try to get some feedback on what is needed to actually 
retain people in this profession. To that end, one of the 
pieces of feedback that I receive regularly from front-line 
workers, whether it’s a social worker or a child protection 
worker, is that their wages are very low.

My question to the minister is, where in this budget 
will I see a salary increase for front-line workers such as 
social workers and child protection workers?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: The Public Service Agency is the 
bargaining agency for government that would bargain 
wages. Our front-line staff receive their wages through a 
collective agreement, so those would be negotiated at the 
bargaining table.

MCFD has been consulted by the Public Service Agency. 
I will say that Budget 2023 saw a 17 percent wage increase 
through the shared recovery mandate, so front-line staff 
would have received that 17 percent wage increase over 
three years. We wouldn’t see what is reflected in that, go-
ing forward, because it’s currently going through a collect-
ive bargaining.

Amelia Boultbee: If I understand the minister cor-
rectly, they won’t look at it again until 2027. Do I have that 
math right?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: The terms and conditions are be-
ing bargained right now, so we won’t know until that is 
completed.

Amelia Boultbee: Thank you. I appreciate that.
Noting the time, I’m trying to move to a compact sec-

tion, seeing as we only have a few minutes here before 
we’re getting called to a vote. This might be a good time to 
talk about the integrated case management system.

[8:10 p.m.]
When I clerked on one of the longest-running child 

welfare cases in Canadian history, back in 2015, we heard 
a lot of evidence about ICM and how it was a very bad sys-
tem. It wasn’t user-friendly. In fact, it was so difficult to 
use that it created safety issues.

Imagine my surprise to become an MLA ten years later, 
and I’m reading reports that are saying the exact same 
thing. According to my research, it was launched in 2008 
as a partnership between MSDSI, MCFD and Citizens’ 
Services. It was completed in November 2014, at a total 
capital cost of $182 million. I’ve got about half a dozen re-
ports in front of me here: an Auditor General report from 
2015, an RCY ICM backgrounder 2012, B.C. ICM Privacy 
and Security, 2013.

The quite comprehensive BCGEU report from 2014 
had an entire chapter dedicated to ICM, how it crashed, 
that it doesn’t work, that it’s not user-friendly. I myself re-
ceive a lot of those types of reports today, in 2025.

My question to the minister is: is there a level of aware-
ness, at the ministerial level, of what a poor tool ICM is? 
If so, is there any funding allocated in this year’s budget 
to actually do something about this non-functional tool?

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I do want to recognize that 
$182 million is a significant investment in an IT system. 
It is a major IT system, which we are making regular up-
dates and improvements to. It’s very difficult to just throw 
a system to the side that costs $182 million and build an 
entirely new one.

[8:15 p.m.]
I’ve worked in community around case systems, IT 

systems, client-management systems, a variety of differ-
ent ones. There are challenges across the board in having 
systems that work really well for everyone. I have yet to 
personally experience a system that does everything that 
every service user wants it to.

As far as our information management and technol-
ogy investments that we have made, approval has been se-
cured for almost $8 million of capital funding, over three 
years, to proceed with child safety information manage-
ment and technology enablers. This investment will allow 
for social workers to electronically enter notes when they 
are in the field rather than making handwritten notes and 
uploading them later, which will free up time.

Social workers will be provided with access to central-
ized and consolidated information to inform decision-
making. Then the process for teachers, counsellors, police 
and other professionals to report concerns has also been 
streamlined.

I also know that we have invested quite a bit in our 
system to ensure there’s an applet for real-time reporting 
around child safety visits. We’re able to track that in real 
time to ensure that we’re meeting our desired standards 
of visits.

Amelia Boultbee: I’m satisfied with that answer. I do 
appreciate that $182 million is a lot of money to spend. So 
I’m really glad to hear that there’s $8 million in funding 
and other recognition that some additional support for 
technology and streamlining is being done.

I’ve had the opportunity to just refer back to No Time 
to Wait, Part Two. I just want to state for the record, that 
there was a question mark about this. According to the 
report, the child protection workload model developed 
in 2019 found that there was a huge gap of 636 full-time-
equivalent additional staff required to achieve 85 percent 
compliance with child protection practice standards — 
i.e., there is empirical validation of significant levels of 
understaffing and consequent excessive workload.
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There has not been an appreciable increase in child 
welfare social worker staffing levels between the time 
of the measurement of the significant shortfall and as 
of March 31, 2024. The workload measurement tool was 
abandoned by the ministry in 2021. The average number 
of cases, at least for CYSN, as of 2024 is 186.

And 81 percent of social workers and team leaders re-
sponding to the representative’s survey said that their 
workload does not permit them to effectively support the 
children, youth and families on their caseload. More than 
two-thirds, 68  percent, of MCFD managers shared the 
views of the social workers and team leaders.

My respectful request to the ministry would be: please 
don’t wait any longer to implement further recommen-
dations or to get a report from Deetken, or whatever it is. 
Clearly, there’s a huge need for more front-line workers, 
and 45 people is nowhere near what’s going to cut it.

Noting the hour, Madam Chair, it’s 8:19. Am I correct 
in understanding that we are closing this House down at 
8:20 in anticipation of the 8:30 vote in the main House?

The Chair: Yeah, we can adjourn at 8:20 or 8:25, what-
ever is suitable.

Amelia Boultbee: Madam Chair, if it means that I lose 
the time off my estimates, then I will continue. But if ad-
journing just means that we’re not going to cut it off in the 
middle, then I would be fine to adjourn now in anticipa-
tion of the vote in the main House.

[8:20 p.m.]

Hon. Jodie Wickens: I just want to respond that we 
have a net increase of front-line staff by about 502 FTEs. I 
think that we have done an incredible amount of work to 
increase our front-line staff. That work isn’t waiting.

I would also just again say that with respect to caseload, 
particularly on the CYSN side of things, that is very nu-
anced and that not every child needs the same thing.

There’s currently a lot of work underway in community 
to look at what is defined on that caseload. There would, 
on that 186 number, potentially be quite a number of chil-
dren who are not required or in need of direct service. So 
caseload is not a static number, as we’ve canvassed in this 
House previously.

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

Motion approved.

The Chair: Thank you, Members. This committee 
stands adjourned.

The committee rose at 8:21 p.m.

Proceedings in the  
Birch Room

Committee of the Whole

BILL 11 — EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS  
AMENDMENT ACT, 2025

The House in Committee, Section C.

The committee met at 2:53 p.m.

[Darlene Rotchford in the chair.]

The Chair: Good afternoon, Members. I’ll call Com-
mittee of the Whole on Bill 11, Employment Standards 
Amendment Act, 2025, to order.

On clause 1.

Kiel Giddens: Welcome, everyone, back to the Birch 
Room today. I’m very pleased to see the Labour Minister 
here in person. Last week we spent a lot of time together, 
but it was, of course, virtually. So this is great to have folks 
in the same room.

Welcome to the staff; I really appreciate your work. 
Also, thank you for the technical briefing that you pro-
vided on this bill prior to our discussion.

As we heard in second reading, myself and my col-
leagues did support that phase of the bill. But we do have a 
number of questions that I’m going to go through, and I’ve 
got a number of questions that stakeholders have provided 
as well. We’ll have a chance to go through these parts of 
the bill.

[2:55 p.m.]
With that, maybe just to start off, I realize this was in 

the NDP government’s platform last fall. I’m wondering, 
maybe just to give the minister a bit of an opportunity to 
start: when did discussions with Doctors of B.C., in par-
ticular, occur to inform these amendments going into it? 
What was the initial thinking there?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Thank you to the critic for 
the welcome. It’s good to be back in person today.

I just wanted to acknowledge that I’m joined by staff 
from the Ministry of Labour: Lorie Hrycuik, the Deputy 
Minister of Labour; Michael Tanner, the executive director 
from labour policy and legislation; and Lydia Zucconi, the 
senior policy adviser from labour policy and legislation.

I guess just by way of background to the bill, as we’ve 
canvassed…. A number of organizations have been call-
ing for this legislation. A number of health professional 
organizations have called for this provision for some time. 
I expect that we will have an opportunity to engage dir-
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ectly with Doctors of B.C. during the consultation process 
on the regulation.

Kiel Giddens: I’m wondering if the minister could 
maybe describe a little bit when the drafting of the bill 
began. Part of the reason I’m asking is I just want to 
know… I’m trying to understand the thinking around 
saving the consultation to the later phase, I guess. Ob-
viously, the regulations are going to be where some of that 
consulting, as I understand, comes forward. But when did 
that drafting begin, and why couldn’t the consultation 
have happened a little bit sooner, I guess, before the bill 
was presented to the Legislature?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Maybe I can just, again, fur-
ther illuminate the context for this particular change. We 
are, I think we recognize, since COVID, in a new period, 
since our experience with the pandemic. Frankly, we’ve 
experienced, over the last 25 years, a number of pandem-
ics or epidemics. We had SARS in the early 2000s; we 
had H1N1 in 2009, 2010; and then, of course, the global 
pandemic, COVID-19. So we understand the necessity of 
changing our response to respiratory illness season.

We wanted to have the statutory framework in place 
in this session, so that we can do the consultation with 
a view to having the regulations in place for the respira-
tory season which we know will hit again later this year. 
So this is enabling legislation to allow for that process of 
consultation.

Kiel Giddens: I appreciate that this is enabling legis-
lation, certainly. But I’m wondering still: has the govern-
ment had requests for consultation prior?

Obviously, this was in the platform, and it was well 
known that this was going to be likely brought forward. 
So have there been any consultations that have happened 
prior to the legislation being introduced, and if so, who 
was that with?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I would just say that there 
have been calls from many organizations, many very pub-
lic calls from the Canadian Medical Association, from 
Doctors of B.C., from family practitioners, from the B.C. 
Federation of Labour, many individual unions calling for 
relief of the administrative burden on physicians due to 
the burden of being requested by employers for employ-
ees to provide sick notes for short-term absences. This is 
a response to that very public call from many different 
organizations.

[3:00 p.m.]

Kiel Giddens: I’m just trying to understand how the 
process of drafting had started with the bill. But I appre-
ciate, I guess, the…. We’re not going to quite understand 
fully when that began.

But I guess I’m going to get into some of the definitions 
though. Under the definitions, I’m wondering why (a), (b) 
and (c) are specified separately in the bill. Could the min-
ister maybe just describe what that definition of “health 
practitioner” means, if that can be described for the public 
benefit?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: It’s necessary to have the dif-
ferent professionals who are implicated in this work iden-
tified separately. So (a) a medical practitioner speaks to, 
essentially, a physician; (b) covers individuals who are es-
sentially in nursing occupations; (c) are other designated 
health professionals who may be designated through regu-
lation at a later date; and (d) is all of the health professions 
who are concerned here but in a jurisdiction other than 
British Columbia.

Kiel Giddens: Thank you very much to the minister for 
that clarification.

Just a little bit more granular…. Under subsection (b), I 
just want to confirm that that includes RNs, nurse practi-
tioners and licensed practical nurses. Is that all the nurs-
ing professions included?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Licensed practical nurses are 
not contemplated by section (b).

Kiel Giddens: A helpful clarification, just to under-
stand for the nursing professions.

Under subsection (c), as the minister stated, these pro-
fessions are added by regulation. I’m wondering if the 
minister could maybe just provide some examples of the 
types of health practitioners that could presumably be in-
cluded under this section, just as examples. Is that possible 
in any way?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: It could technically be any 
occupation, any profession, that’s designated under the 
Health Professions Act. The ones that I would suggest 
likely would be psychologists, for example, or potentially 
psychiatric nurses or dentists.

We will elicit, through the consultation process, 
whether there are other kinds of short-term conditions 
that might be connected to other practitioners other than 
doctors and nurses, wherein we may find it helpful to 
identify a different kind of health professional.

Kiel Giddens: Thank you to the minister for the 
response.

Under health-related leave, can the minister just clarify 
what is meant by prescribed individual and maybe why 
that is needed? Within that, is there a list that perhaps is 
already created of that entity?

[3:05 p.m.]
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Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: A prescribed individual 
would be an individual other than the person themselves 
who is ill. That reference is to the health and illness or in-
jury of a prescribed person. That means that if the em-
ployee would miss work to take care of a prescribed per-
son, for example a child, who is ill or injured, the employer 
could not request a sick note for that short-term leave or 
absence.

There are currently no prescribed persons. It will be de-
termined through consultation whether or not there will 
be prescribed persons in the regulation.

Kiel Giddens: I do think that’s an important one for 
stakeholders and interested groups to note for the consul-
tation, so I appreciate that.

Under the same kind of lines, I do think that speci-
fied circumstances seems to be an important definition to 
maybe just expand on a little bit further so that the pub-
lic has an idea. Can the minister please provide clarity on 
why “specified circumstances” is needed, and a little bit 
more about this definition?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: The specified circumstances 
is the way in which we are describing the particulars of 
the circumstances. These are what will be determined 
through regulation.

It’s the instances, actually, that the critic enumerated 
very clearly in their second reading response, where in dif-
ferent jurisdictions across the province, there are varying 
numbers of days that are considered to constitute a short-
term illness. As well, there are varying provisions in other 
jurisdictions around the number of instances that might 
be subject to a prohibition on sick notes.

In some jurisdictions, it’s after two instances of a cer-
tain short-term absence or after a total number of cumu-
lative days. So those are the specifics that we will canvass 
during the consultation on the regulation to determine 
the total number of days that should constitute a short-
term illness and what we should be saying with respect to 
number of instances throughout a period of time.

Kiel Giddens: I do think, yeah, there will be lots of, 
probably, helpful feedback during that consultation on 
what those circumstances are. I guess, as the province is 
looking at it, if the minister can indulge this, are there any 
provinces that are doing things well that could be a model 
for stakeholders to look at that the province had contem-
plated when looking at this?

[3:10 p.m.]

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I think, as is well known, 
there is quite a variety of specified circumstances in dif-
ferent jurisdictions across the country, and there isn’t one 
particular regime that was in our minds in drafting the 
legislation.

We’ll really want to hear from stakeholders, to hear 
from folks about what they think would work well for 
British Columbia. In that process of consulting on the 
regulation, we’ll also work with our colleagues across the 
country to identify what’s working well in their particular 
regimes, what isn’t working well and what learnings are to 
be had from other jurisdictions.

Kiel Giddens: Actually, that’s a helpful response. I 
think I made that comment in second reading debate as 
well — that I think B.C. should look across Canada as 
much as we can. So I fully agree with the minister on that 
basis.

Of those specified circumstances, the short-term basis 
is also going to be, probably, an important one for stake-
holders to consider. Is that something, fully, that is part 
of the consultation process, or is that something that’s al-
ready contemplated or defined in some way?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I think what we’ve really 
heard from health care professionals is a concern about 
appointment times being taken up and time being spent 
writing administrative notes when there’s no meaningful 
medical intervention or clinical intervention that can be 
made, such as with somebody who has a bad cold or a bad 
flu. Really, they just need to be at home resting, not expos-
ing other patients in a waiting room to a potentially conta-
gious disease or going to work while they’re sick.

It really is targeted on those circumstances that are of 
a very short duration and on situations where there’s no 
clinical intervention that’s going to be helpful for the in-
dividual, not circumstances where medical information is 
required to assist in a return-to-work process or in deter-
mining what functional limitations may be necessary in 
cases where there’s an accommodation.

You know, I think there’s sort of a line to be drawn 
across where there is, very appropriately, a health profes-
sional’s involvement in determining and providing infor-
mation to an individual and, potentially, their employer, 
but this is not meant to be those circumstances. Again, I 
think we’ll get to this during consultation on the regula-
tion piece.

[3:15 p.m.]

Kiel Giddens: I guess it may be important to note that 
at second reading, this is where perhaps we differed a little 
bit on that need and the benefit of sick notes overall. It 
is that chance to engage with the primary care provider, 
where just the act of getting that sick note may also help 
with an undiagnosed illness. It may help with the pre-
scription that may be better for the long-term health of 
that patient. We do want the public to have good access to 
our health care system.

In a moment, I’m going to turn it over, just for a few 
questions, to our Health critic. Before I do, just want to 
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make sure that the public understands the government’s 
overall intent in the Employment Standards Act amend-
ment, as it is.

Under section  49.1, under the original act, it states: 
“The employee must, as soon as practicable, provide to the 
employer reasonably sufficient proof that the employee is 
entitled to leave.” Then it goes, really…. Sick notes have 
become the normal course of doing this, of course, but 
medical bracelets, as an example, and some other proof 
have been used as well.

In drafting this amendment to the Employment Stan-
dards Act, the government intends to ensure that a sick 
note is not required as proof of illness. In effect, employ-
ees are able to provide their own statement of illness — or, 
in other words, their own attestation — without needing 
medical evidence, in most cases.

Is that a fair characterization, that employee attestation 
is sort of the default, going forward?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I think our starting place 
for this provision is to assume that people are conducting 
themselves as reasonable adults in the course of their work 
life and that if they say they’re sick, they’re sick.

Anna Kindy: Just looking at this bill in the context of 
patient safety, I see the intent is to basically decrease ad-
ministrative load of primary care providers. We also have 
to think of patient safety.

I just was wondering what percentage of doctors’ notes 
were related to respiratory illnesses. Then, what percent-
age of the sort of f lu-like illnesses progressed to other 
diagnoses — for example, pneumonias? What percentage 
of people requiring doctor’s notes ended up progressing to 
hospitalization?

[3:20 p.m.]

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I just want to stay focused 
on really what the intent of this legislation is. This is en-
abling legislation that is removing the ability of employers 
to require, as proof of illness in order to pay an employee 
for sick leave or to grant sick leave, that the employee has 
gone and seen a doctor, requested a sick note and brought 
that sick note to the employer. This is not about an indi-
vidual’s access to health care. Of course, if people are sick 
and they need the care of a doctor, they should absolutely 
go see a doctor.

Kiel Giddens: I just want to recognize my colleague. 
The member for North Island was a family physician 
for 38 years and has been a physician for a long time so 
is quite used to this system and has helped me with just 
understanding how physicians look at this overall.

I can understand what the minister has said about 
treating people like adults. That’s fair. Obviously, other 
forms of mechanism for verifying short-term illness 

would be problematic. I wouldn’t agree with something 
like just employer discretion or something like that.

Were there any other mechanisms that were considered 
by the ministry besides this, as government was looking 
at options? Again, perhaps there could be other methods 
that other provinces might be doing that I’m not aware of.

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Again, I would just say that 
this is a fairly narrow change. It is a response to what we 
have heard from health practitioners, who have said that 
from their perspective, sick notes for illnesses of a short 
duration, where they can’t really make a clinical interven-
tion or provide any meaningful medical information, are 
not helpful. It clogs up the system, it takes up appointment 
time, it’s unnecessary, and it contributes to an administra-
tive burden.

Really, what we’re seeing across the province is a shift 
to just take this issue out of the realm of employers to be 
able to require of employees, so that we are contributing to 
both the reduction of an administrative burden for health 
practitioners and also just easing the burden on people 
who are sick; who need to be at home getting well; and 
who need to, often, not be paying out of pocket for notes. 
That is often the case with respect to doctors, physicians — 
charging for such notes.

[3:25 p.m.]

Kiel Giddens: Thank you to the minister.
Again, my colleague, as the Health critic, wanted to 

make sure that….Obviously, I would assume the Ministry 
of Health has been consulted and any of their concerns 
have been addressed and all that.

Perhaps a simple question: can that be verified, that the 
Ministry of Health was fully consulted?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Yeah, absolutely. We’re 
working very closely with the Ministry of Health on this 
issue. Of course, the Ministry of Health and the Ministry 
of Jobs, Economic Development and Innovation will also 
be involved in the consultation as well.

Kiel Giddens: Thanks very much to the minister for 
the verification.

Reasonably sufficient proof is still, obviously, language 
that exists in the act, as it would be amended in this case.

I’m wondering if the ministry can confirm it will be 
issuing regulations, guidelines or templates to help em-
ployers to understand what constitutes reasonable proof 
under the new framework.

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: There are, in fact, guidelines 
currently on the employment standards branch website to 
aid employers in this regard. It points to things such as 
prescription receipts and hospital bracelets.
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Kiel Giddens: Just for stakeholder benefit, would those 
guidelines be updated with some of these new rules? 
Would it be clarified, under the new circumstances, what 
that reasonable proof would look like? Is that something 
that needs to be updated at all with this change, would 
you foresee?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I think that the updates 
would be to clarify the circumstances under which an em-
ployer is not able to require proof of illness.

Kiel Giddens: Obviously, we’ll get into it later in the 
bill when it takes into account…. Royal assent isn’t until it 
comes into force by regulation, but I’m wondering.

The minister did describe trying to get this accom-
plished before the respiratory season. Is there any clarity 
for folks, just so they have an idea of the dates we’re look-
ing for…? I guess a little bit more granular in that window 
of time that the public can expect this to take force.

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: We’ve already done some 
preliminary work around initiating consultation. The in-
tent would be to have that conducted over the spring and 
early summer, and then make recommendations to cab-
inet for passage of the regulation. Again, our intention 
would be to have this in place in advance of the respira-
tory season in the fall of 2025.

Kiel Giddens: Maybe just moving on. I’ve got a number 
of questions that were passed to me by various stakehold-
ers, so I’m just going to go through a few.

[3:30 p.m.]
Under what circumstances will an employer still be 

able to request additional proof beyond an employee’s 
own statement of illness — for example, in the case of sus-
pected abuse or pattern absenteeism?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Again, the regulations 
would prescribe the circumstances in which an employer 
cannot require a proof of illness. Anything beyond that 
would be subject to the employer’s discretion.

I would just note that there’s nothing in this bill that 
prevents the employer from…. They have the right in law 
to manage attendance, and nothing in this bill changes 
that.

Kiel Giddens: Maybe an example. Could an employer 
make a distinction between first-time absences versus re-
peated short-term absences when it comes to allowing fur-
ther evidence? Is that something that employers…?

Obviously, not having sick notes is one thing. If there 
was some sort of repeat pattern — with that, I think they’d 
need just a little bit of guidance on what that would look 
like — is that something that is in their realm of possibil-
ity for managing their workplace?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Well, I would just say that 
I’m sure we’re going to hear from stakeholders about this 
very point over the course of the consultation, about what 
number of days should be considered a short-term ab-
sence and how many instances it would be reasonable to 
expect over the course of a period of time.

Anything outside of that would be, again, subject to 
the employer’s discretion. We’ll know what that sort of 
threshold is once we’ve been through the establishing of 
the regulations.

Kiel Giddens: I think, some of the employers that were 
asking me the questions, the context of their questions is 
that, of course, B.C., within the current act and in regula-
tion…. It’s notable that we’re one of the only jurisdictions 
that does have the automatic five paid sick days after 90 
consecutive days of employment with an employer.

In terms of how these changes interact with that cur-
rent policy, was there any analysis of how the amendments 
proposed would work in practice, with that current policy 
in place?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I would suggest that it’s 
really immaterial whether or not the leave is paid, whether 
it’s the five days paid sick leave or the unpaid leave that’s 
covered by the Employment Standards Act or other leave 
that the employer provides. The issue here, really, is about 
establishing a threshold and identifying circumstances in 
which an employer is not permitted to require a sick note.

Kiel Giddens: Maybe another question that I received. 
We talked about specified circumstances earlier — the 
definition — and those are important in terms of the 
regulation-making in this case.

[3:35 p.m.]
Just so I’m clear, presumably, certain specified circum-

stances could also be exempted by regulation. Could we 
add regulations in place that would enable sick notes in a 
certain circumstance prescribed by regulation in that case, 
if there was a certain specified circumstance?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: The answer is yes. There 
is specified in clause  49.2(1) the definition of a health-
related leave: “In relation to an employee, means leave or 
other absence from work that is related to the health, ill-
ness or injury of the employee or a prescribed individual, 
other than the leave in sections 50, 51, 52.1 and 52.11 and 
a type of leave or other absence from work specified in 
regulations.”

Essentially, what we wanted to do is allow for a circum-
stance in which a physician or a health professional might 
say: “Yes, in this circumstance, it would be appropriate, in 
a short-term illness.” I’m not sure what that would be, but 
health professionals will know whether there is a circum-
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stance wherein it might be appropriate, so there is a provi-
sion to allow for the capturing of that in the regulations.

Kiel Giddens: I do think that’s helpful, that that health-
related leave section is where…. If folks do have questions 
about that, that’s a good point in the regulation-making 
where that could be a sufficient part for that discussion, 
so thank you for clarifying. I don’t have exact examples 
in mind, either, so I’m not going to get into hypotheticals 
back and forth here.

So maybe just moving on, another question I had from 
employers: has the ministry assessed how this change may 
affect small and medium-sized businesses that rely on 
predictable staffing?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: In part, really, that’s the 
whole point: to take measures to ensure that it’s sort of an-
other tool around stable and predictable staffing, because 
if people know that they can actually take sick leave, that 
they’re not going to have to pay out of pocket for a note, 
they hopefully are going to stay home and not put at risk 
their co-workers by coming to work sick and potentially 
bringing a contagious disease into the workplace.

[3:40 p.m.]
I think that these very sorts of questions, with respect 

to how the very nitty-gritty details of this regulation will 
work, are precisely why we’ll be wanting to hear from 
business and employer organizations, as well as everybody 
else, when we’re in the consultation period.

Kiel Giddens: Thank you to the minister.
I think part of it is, obviously, businesses are trying. 

We have 98 percent of the businesses in B.C., obviously, 
that are small businesses. I think they’re just particularly 
interested.

Managing, when you have a smaller overall workplace, 
has a relatively larger impact. I think they’re just trying 
to make sure that they understand the rules. Again, they 
want their employees to come to work healthy. I fully 
agree with that. They also want to make sure that they can 
still run their businesses and that there are not going to be 
disputes or things like that.

I’m wondering if the employment standards branch or 
WorkSafeBC had any specific comments on the bill that 
would be relevant for the public to understand at this time 
as well.

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I think the role of the em-
ployment standards branch is really important, as we had 
a chance to canvass in estimates last week, with respect to 
supporting both employers and workers on their respect-
ive rights and obligations under the Employment Stan-
dards Act.

I just want to note again, with respect to sick leave, that 
we’re definitely evolving our views and our understanding 

about sick leave. That has advanced significantly from our 
experience during COVID.

We know, through studies that have been done, that 
paid sick leave helps to increase productivity. It reduces 
absenteeism by preventing outbreaks and the chance of 
workplace closures. That was a report that was done by 
the Ontario COVID-19 science advisory table.

In our own province, the B.C. seniors advocate re-
viewed COVID-19 outbreaks in long-term care and as-
sisted living and concluded that the amount of paid sick 
leave in those worksites had an influence over whether 
those outbreaks were large or small.

We know, with all the concerns that we all have around 
predictability and stability, that it’s important to have clear 
rules in place with respect to how much time constitutes a 
short-term leave, how many instances. Of course, the em-
ployment standards branch will be there, once the rules 
are clear, to provide support and guidance to employers 
and employees in ensuring that those rules are applied.

Kiel Giddens: We discussed at length in estimates that 
the employment standards branch is a critical tool for em-
ployees and for employers to be able to go to. I’ll have a 
couple of questions on that in a minute.

[3:45 p.m.]
This timing of the consultation is going to happen 

pretty quickly here. We’re in the spring, and the spring 
is going to turn into summer, and then we’ll be getting 
ready for this. I just wanted to maybe ask a little bit more 
in depth the breadth of the consultation in which labour 
and employer groups will be included.

Is that able to be specified so that groups know…? Is 
there a list? How they are going to be contacted? That type 
of thing, or do they have to put up their hand? Should 
we be letting them know? I think it would be helpful to 
understand what that process is going to look like if it’s 
well underway already.

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: There are a number of or-
ganizations. There are public sector employer groups, and 
that will largely be coordinated through the Public Sector 
Employers Council.

There are unionized work organizations, which I 
know the member is familiar with: the B.C. Federation of 
Labour; of course; in particular, health care unions who 
represent workers who may be in a position of actually 
producing some of the sick notes; obviously, the colleges; 
the health-professional representative bodies; the Employ-
ment Standards Coalition; the local government groups; 
Union of B.C. Municipalities; Business Improvement 
Areas of B.C.

There are Indigenous partners, business associations, 
BCBC, the chamber of commerce, CFIB, the boards of 
trade and a number of industry-specific groups that we 
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have ongoing relationships with and that I know have a 
keen interest in this.

I’m happy to provide the list that we have for consulta-
tion to the member, if there are other organizations that 
he thinks would benefit from having us contact them. I’m 
happy to do that. Likewise, any of these organizations can 
reach out to other groups that they think should have an 
opportunity to weigh in.

Kiel Giddens: I appreciate that fulsome list. I think 
that’s exactly what I had in mind. I was just making sure 
that that was clear, and it would be appreciated if the min-
ister’s office could provide that to me as well.

Maybe if the minister would indulge me on this one, 
because I do represent a northern, rural riding. There 
are unique employer-employee relationship challenges 
there. I’m just wondering if the government would con-
sider northern chambers of commerce — for example, 
the Prince George chamber, being probably the largest 
in northern B.C. They have a good network. I was former 
president of the Prince George chamber.

They could help collate information from the cham-
bers of commerce across the North. Would that be some-
thing that the government could consider?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: The B.C. Chamber of Com-
merce group, as a provincial organization, is on the list. I 
assume that they will reach out to their members and pro-
vide their members with an opportunity to weigh in. Yes, 
of course, absolutely.

Kiel Giddens: I’ll let the folks in the North know about 
that. I appreciate it.

Getting into a little bit more, we talked about the em-
ployment standards branch and its role here. I just want 
to make sure that there’s an understanding of how the 
amendments might work with the branch and how they’re 
preparing for this.

There could be employees coming to complain about 
an employer if they don’t follow the rules. That’s one scen-
ario. There could be employer disputes of an employee’s 
attestation of illness. Those happen currently. I fully agree.

[3:50 p.m.]
There could be some around the semantics of the chan-

ges here. I’m just wondering if there will be any changes 
for the way the employment standards branch resolves 
these disputes. Will it be the regular mechanisms, com-
plaints and appeals and all that process that is in effect 
currently?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: It will be the regular mech-
anism. There isn’t going to be a separate mechanism set 
up for these changes to the ESB. I certainly hope that the 
regulations that we develop and draft are drafted in such 

a way that they are very clear and don’t lead to confusion 
out in workplaces.

Kiel Giddens: I do agree that the regulation-making is 
going to be critical for making sure that clarity exists.

So with that, will employers…? I’m assuming employ-
ers will still be required to keep any form of documen-
tation to protect themselves from potential employment 
standards complaints related to sick leave. That would be 
standard. Is that correct?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Yes, that’s correct.

Kiel Giddens: Did the employment standards branch 
raise any particular concerns about their own capacity 
in any way? I mean, we’ve already canvassed that in es-
timates, so I’m not going to get into it. But was there any-
thing that they’re trying to mitigate? Was there anything 
with this change in particular that they raised that they 
had wanted to mitigate as part of that?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I’d say no. Again, it goes to 
the benefit of having very clearly worded regulations and 
also the role of ESB — and the role of all of our stakehold-
ers, really — to ensure that everybody is aware of what the 
rules are so that we minimize any opportunity for confu-
sion and complaints at the board.

Kiel Giddens: As we talked about in estimates, I think 
we all want to try to work towards the employment stan-
dards branch reaching their target of 80 percent of cases 
being resolved within 180 days. So yeah, we’ll keep look-
ing, keeping an eye on that one, for sure.

We’re monitoring for the sake of the employment stan-
dards branch, who have to manage any complaints. We 
don’t want any flood of new complaints coming in, as the 
system is already a bit stretched.

Could, perhaps, the ministry, as an example, require 
some sort of anonymized reporting on employer requests 
for documentation to ensure the system is not abused by 
either side, actually, employee or employer? Is that some-
thing that the ministry could perhaps collect data on to 
ensure the system is functioning as it’s intended?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I would just note that there 
are no reporting requirements currently for any of those 
provisions under the employment standards branch. So 
it would require the creation of a whole new system, the 
staffing of a whole new system — you know, staff to ana-
lyze whatever data came out of that system — and I’m not 
frankly sure really to what end.

[3:55 p.m.]
I mean, our objective here really is to reduce admin-

istrative burden. We wouldn’t really want to be replacing 
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one administrative burden with another, brand-new ad-
ministrative burden.

I would also just note that we have an opportunity. We 
certainly canvassed the question of sick leave very, very 
thoroughly during the development of the paid sick leave 
provision.

In our consultation reports, I didn’t see a huge empha-
sis on concerns around sick leave being used appropriately, 
and in fact, 70 percent of workers who had paid sick leave 
indicated that they didn’t even use all of their entitlement 
during the year. I think we have to be very careful about 
making sure that we’re not replacing one administrative 
burden with another.

Kiel Giddens: Overall, I just wanted to get clarity on 
monitoring for effectiveness. I agree that we don’t want 
to create bureaucracy and red tape that’s unintended, but 
monitoring for effectiveness is something that a policy 
within the ministry does, obviously. Maybe a simple an-
swer: is there effective capacity for the ministry to monitor 
this for effectiveness, going forward?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I would say we don’t have 
the data systems or the mechanisms to do that. Those 
have not been built around the current provisions. It 
would require the development of an entirely new system 
to do that.

Kiel Giddens: I guess part of it is…. Again, I’m going 
to go back, maybe, to the differences at second reading 
that we perhaps had.

As I talked about it, I’m of the view that it’s a reality that 
this bill is needed, because of access problems to primary 
care in the province. It’s very difficult for people to access 
our health care system, so those notes are very difficult to 
get as it is. It is a reality that this change needs to be made. 
Of course for doctors, the reality for them is that the 
bureaucracy is just too difficult for them at the moment. 
I think taking away that paperwork burden is important.

Is this something that the ministry and the govern-
ment would see as a permanent change? If the conditions 
of primary care improved, is this something that the gov-
ernment would consider reviewing at some point?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: This bill really is not at all 
about conditions in our primary care system, in the sense 
that the estimate is that 1.6 million sick notes were written 
last year. That’s the estimate from the Canadian Medical 
Association and the Doctors of B.C. That is a significant 
amount of administrative time taken up for no clinical 
purpose.

What we have heard from physicians is that the writ-
ing of sick notes, when somebody has got a cold or a flu or 
something of that order, to take to their employer in order 
to prove to their employer that they’re sick when they say 

that they’re sick, that they’re sick and they need to be at 
home resting, is a poor practice. It’s just a poor practice. It 
puts other patients at risk in their waiting rooms. It takes 
up an appointment time that they could be spending on 
somebody who actually requires a clinical intervention.

No, this is clearly what is emerging across the country 
as a best practice, not only of the efficient use of primary 
care but of how we actually work to keep people safe. It’s 
to keep workers in place and to keep workplaces safe, so 
that people aren’t showing up to work sick because they 
can’t get in to see somebody for a note or they can’t afford 
to pay for a sick note.

[4:00 p.m.]
This is a best practice that is evolving and how we are 

treating the reality that we live in a world where there are 
very nasty, contagious, respiratory bugs and other sorts of 
conditions that mean that people need to take short-term 
sick leave.

Kiel Giddens: Again, this is a point of difference of 
opinion on this portion of the bill. I think that monitoring 
the effectiveness of this and monitoring this is something 
that is reasonable.

With that, I just want to move a proposed amendment 
to the bill, put forward by the opposition.

[Clause 1, by deleting the text shown as struck out and add-
ing the underlined text as show:
(2)	 Without limiting sections 52.12 (5) and 52.13 (6) and sub-

ject to the regulations, if the specified circumstances apply 
to an employee’s healthrelated leave,
(a)	 the employer must not request that the employee pro-

vide a specified health record to the employer in rela-
tion to the healthrelated leave, and

(b)	 the employee is not required to provide a specified 
health record to the employer in relation to the health-
related leave. , and

(c)	 and the Minister responsible for this act is required 
to review section  49.2, through public engagement 
and consultation, once every two calendar years after 
Royal Assent is granted.]

The Chair: Member for Prince George–Mackenzie, do 
you wish to make any short remarks on it?

Kiel Giddens: I do, yes.
This amendment would really require a formal review 

of the effectiveness of this and require a period of “pub-
lic engagement and consultation, once every two calendar 
years” once this bill is approved in royal assent.

As I said previously, I do think this is a necessary step 
to take, but it’s a challenging one to take because we are 
removing a step with people’s primary care provider. That 
relationship with a family doctor is absolutely critical. 
And I agree, we don’t want to burden family doctors at this 
time with extra administrative burden. We don’t want to 
cause that. We need to find ways….

We also need to make sure people do have adequate ac-
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cess to our health care system. That relationship with your 
family doctor is personal. When we remove that extra en-
gagement, there is a cost to that, to the system overall.

I think that continuous relationship with family prac-
tice, in particular general practitioners, allows us to en-
sure that we are looking at those cases of an undiagnosed 
illness. If there are things that are a pattern over time, a 
family physician can more easily diagnose an issue if 
they’re seeing their patients more frequently.

In this case, I just think that as we look at our health 
care system, we all want to see improvements. We all 
want to see our primary care improving in this province. 
I think it’s reasonable to say that once every two calendar 
years, this is something that, through more consultation, 
we could take a review of — this particular section of the 
act — to see if it still meets the needs of employees and 
employers in British Columbia.

I think that’s all I’ll have for comments today, but I 
would encourage all members to consider this as an op-
tion for amending this bill.

The Chair: Thank you, Member.
We will take a short recess while we go and see if the 

amendment is in order.

The committee recessed from 4:03 p.m. to 4:25 p.m.

[Darlene Rotchford in the chair.]

The Chair: I’d like to call the committee back to order.
After reviewing the proposed amendment, the place-

ment of paragraph (c) under section (2) renders the clause 
unintelligible. For this reason, I find the amendment to be 
out of order.

Amendment ruled out of order.

Kiel Giddens: Madam Chair, yes, I realize the amend-
ment has been ruled out of order. That’s fine. I guess the 
point in making the amendment is that the opposition 
only has so many tools at our disposal. This one was ob-
viously not executed too well in this particular case, but 
the point is that requiring consultation overall is one 
of the only instruments that the opposition has for im-
pacting the legislation.

Overall, I think the idea of reviewing this every couple 
of years, particularly the regulation side of it, is something 
that is entirely in the government’s control. It’s something 
that we, as the opposition, won’t necessarily have the op-
portunity to do.

If there’s not going to be a review clause in the legis-
lation, that’s one thing. If that’s not going to be the case, 
would the ministry consider a review of the regulations 
within two years, or some defined time?

It’s so that as we look into things that we discussed — 
like health-related leave in specified circumstances and 

specified health records, all these things that are going to 
be really meaningful in that consultation that’s going to 
take place — we’re going to have a robust consultation and 
lots of employer-employee labour interest in all this.

Is it something that the minister would consider, to 
have this reviewed within a specified time frame? My sug-
gestion would be two years. If the minister could answer 
that, that’d be great.

[Nina Krieger in the chair.]

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I guess just to reiterate, with 
respect to the concerns that the member has raised, this 
bill doesn’t inhibit individuals from connecting with their 
primary care practitioner. That’s not the objective of the 
bill. We would strongly encourage anybody, of course, if 
they are sick and they feel like they need to see a doctor or 
a nurse practitioner, that they should do that.

This again is emerging, clearly, across the jurisdic-
tions, as a best practice for public health reasons, in addi-
tion to limiting and trying to help reduce the administra-
tive burden on front-line health care providers. The em-
ployment standards branch is routinely working, both 
with employer organizations and with worker advocates 
and worker organizations — monitoring, in that sense, 
through the complaints process under the act, how things 
are going.

There are opportunities to look at all provisions of the 
act in the regular course of business, but no, we wouldn’t 
be looking to implement, in just this one particular clause 
out of the entire Employment Standards Act, a review pro-
cess that is different and doesn’t exist for any other provi-
sion in the act.

Kiel Giddens: I guess my point is that when there’s a 
change to the act, monitoring the effectiveness is going to 
be important to do, I would think. If there’s not going to 
be any dedicated…. Is there going to be any broader re-
view of employment standards in the next two years so 
that these various groups would have a chance…?

[4:30 p.m.]
They’re going to participate in this consultation hap-

pening this spring and summer. Then is there any broader 
consultation that might be happening? I say that being 
that the typical practice of amendments to the Employ-
ment Standards Act over the past number of years has 
been similar to this one — these small amendments, but 
not with a broader consultation.

Would that be the place where labour and employer 
groups would go if there were any such review of em-
ployment standards, the regulations and the act, going 
forward?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: The approach, I think, of 
our government has been weighted more in favour of in-
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cremental changes, in part because our approach has been 
quite prudent, in the interest of maintaining stability and 
trying to work towards predictability where we can. We 
are in a very volatile period. We’ve come out of a global 
pandemic, which was a great disruptor, and we are now in 
a whole other kind of very volatile crisis.

In terms of the mandate that I have received from the 
Premier to ensure that our workplaces are supported to 
operate in a modern economy and address changes that 
are coming, we’ll be working through those issues with 
a lot of check-ins with workers and employers with re-
spect to how things are going for them in their workplaces. 
Again, I’d suggest that a prudent approach will continue 
to be the order of the day. We’ll be doing everything we 
can to ensure predictability and stability for folks.

Kiel Giddens: Part of the reason I’m asking is that em-
ployment standards are really the baseline for that rela-
tionship between employees and employers in the prov-
ince. This is a critical piece of legislation in the province, 
overall, guiding the workplace.

This consultation will happen this summer, on the 
regulations. I just want to confirm that this will be the 
only consultation process on this change that we’re mak-
ing to the Employment Standards Act that will take place 
and that there won’t be any review two years from now, or 
any defined period. Will this be the only one? Is this the 
only chance for an employees’ or employers’ group to be 
consulted on this change?

[4:35 p.m.]

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: With respect to the process, 
through the Employment Standards Act, we have made 
a series of regulatory changes to adapt to new circum-
stances and emerging sectors of the economy. When we 
do that, we hold an in-depth consultation, which is what 
we will do in this case, and then we develop regulations. 
Of course, the branch is continually working in collabora-
tion with employers and worker groups, and with individ-
ual workers, with respect to how those changes roll.

The intention is that we will have an opportunity for an 
in-depth consultation on these changes, and then those 
regulations will become part of the way that our work-
places are operating.

Kiel Giddens: Yeah, I’ll take the minister’s point there. 
I will be following that consultation this summer, and I 
want to understand what’s going on. I’ll be trying to do 
my best to reach out to various groups who are engaging.

Again, I appreciate that the minister agreed earlier to 
provide that list of who’s participating. If I do have any 
suggestions or other ideas, absolutely, I’ll bring those for-
ward after the fact as well.

With that, I have no other questions for this particular 
clause.

Clause 1 approved.

On clause 2.

Kiel Giddens: It was a quick one there, for sure, but 
don’t worry. I don’t have too many questions on this clause, 
so it’s not going to take very long.

I’m wondering. I see this as, obviously, a housekeep-
ing amendment here. Can the minister confirm that this 
change is just purely technical and doesn’t alter any sub-
stantive rights or obligation regarding COVID-19-related 
leave in the province?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Yes, I can.

Kiel Giddens: Thank you. That’s helpful for the public.
Are there any professions now captured under the 

Health Professions and Occupations Act that were not 
previously recognized under the Health Professions Act 
for purposes of COVID leave documentation?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: For the purposes of COVID 
leave, the recognized professions were physicians, nurse 
practitioners and nurses. Those are the same three health 
professional occupations that we’ve identified proactively 
through this legislation so far. Of course, there could be 
more, potentially, through regulation, if identified.

Kiel Giddens: This clause is still a substantive clause in 
the act overall. Just updating it to apply, to be modernized 
with the rest of government’s legislation, I understand that.

I’m wondering if government has any message on the 
intention to eventually sunset 49.2 entirely at a future date, 
given that it was created in response to the pandemic but 
that we’re at a different time right now.

[4:40 p.m.]

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I think the member is refer-
encing the provisions at section 52 on COVID leave, if I’m 
correct. Just with respect to the COVID provisions in the 
Employment Standards Act, no, there is no timeline for 
reviewing those yet.

Kiel Giddens: Thank you to the minister for correcting 
me. I’ve got the act in front of me, and in my notes, it looks 
like I made an error. I appreciate the correction there.

Thank you for the clarification.
Actually, sorry. I have no further questions on this 

clause.

Clause 2 approved.

On clause 3.

Kiel Giddens: All right, clause 3. We’re working our 
way through this quickly now.
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I’m just trying to understand the aim in this particular 
clause. Why was it necessary to expand the types of health 
practitioners who could provide documentation for these 
leaves that we’re talking about today?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: This change to 52.12 makes 
this provision now consistent with the earlier proposed 
changes to the act. The COVID leave provisions would 
be the same as the leave provisions that we’ve introduced. 
It changes it from the physician, nurse practitioner and 
nurse, which were the three identified for COVID, and 
updates that language to be consistent with what we’re 
proposing earlier in the bill.

Kiel Giddens: Yeah, we talked about this a little bit in 
clause 2 there. But just so that I’m clear, the other specified 
health practitioners…. Is there anything in clause 3 that 
would indicate that government has any intention to be 
more prescriptive, or is that still just to be prescribed by 
regulation, as we discussed earlier?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: No, it’s intended to have the 
opportunity to hear from stakeholders and from health 
care professionals with respect to if there are other health 
care professionals who ought to be identified in this pro-
cess. It’s a matter of having the two provisions in the act 
the same.

Kiel Giddens: Just so I’m clear, with the consultation 
overall, this will include consultation on these specified 
health practitioners at this time, the same as…. The con-
sultation that happens for the paid sick notes — will that 
include consultation on this clause as well, and the speci-
fied health practitioners, or is that in a separate consulta-
tion process?

[4:45 p.m.]

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I think I’ve got it now.
If we go back to clause 1, clause 1 provides a definition 

of “health practitioner,” and you’ll recall that clause 1 lists 
(a) to (d): (a) is a medical practitioner, meaning, essen-
tially, a doctor; (b) is a person who is authorized under the 
Health Professions Act to practise the designated health 
profession of nursing, so those are the nursing folks, not 
including licensed practical nurses; (c) is a person author-
ized to practise a designated health profession within the 
meaning of the Health Professions Act that is prescribed 
for the purposes of this definition; and then (d) is all of 
those folks but who are in other jurisdictions. Correct?

This clause, which amends section 52.12 as related to 
COVID leave, is consequential in that it refers back to 
the definition in clause 1. But as you’ll note here, it says: 

“In this section and section 52.13, ‘specified health prac-
titioner’ means a person referred to in paragraph (a) or 
(b), or in paragraph (d) as it relates to those paragraphs, 

of the definition of ‘health practitioner’ in section 49.2(1)” 
which is the first clause, which is the definition of health 
practitioner.

Essentially, what that means is that for sick notes gener-
ally, it’s (a) through (d) including, potentially, other desig-
nated health professionals. For COVID leave, it remains 
doctors, nurses and nurse practitioners — period.

Clause 3 approved.

On clause 4.

Kiel Giddens: I appreciate the minister’s fulsome re-
sponse. It was a game of mental gymnastics there for the 
minister and I, just trying to figure that out. So I appre-
ciate the clarification. I think that’s useful for the public, 
just to understand how this all works and how the defin-
itions all align and work in practice here.

Under clause 4…. These clauses work in tandem, ob-
viously. I understand that. Does this particular amend-
ment apply retroactively to leaves already underway or 
only to new requests, going forward?

[4:50 p.m.]

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Again, with this amend-
ment, this is sort of consequential to the earlier language 
change. It doesn’t change the intent, it doesn’t change the 
practice, and it doesn’t have any impact on cases that are 
currently being dealt with by the board.

Kiel Giddens: The only reason I ask…. I think as I was 
coming up with that question, I was picturing the types of 
questions that HR departments come up with and these 
types of things. That’s sort of the realm of where this stat 
would fit.

So I’m just wondering. Just to clarify, what transition 
guidance would be issued to companies’ HR departments, 
looking at this, to adjust their leave forms and practices 
accordingly? Employers will have to update all their poli-
cies and things like that, so they may want to have a refer-
ence point.

[4:55 p.m.]

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I note that on the ESB web-
site, which is really the primary tool that parties have for 
interpreting the act, there’s the legislation, there’s what’s 
in the law, there’s policy, and then there is often a bit of a 
discussion, with examples that are offered to try to help 
employers understand how a particular provision applies.

In a case like this, where this will be a broad change 
that will affect all different kinds of workplaces, there 
would clearly be an update to the website and guidance 
with respect to how this applies. We would also look to all 
of our provincial partners to help transmit that message 
so that your HR department in whatever sector, or your 
small business person, will be able to have access or know 
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where they can go to understand the application of any of 
these changes.

Kiel Giddens: Just to help that transition period…. I 
appreciate the employment standards branch website, 
hopefully, will be updated. If there is any opportunity for 
a frequently-asked-questions component, I think it is al-
ways useful for HR departments.

Maybe a final question on it. The minister mentioned 
using those partner organizations to spread the word, I 
guess. I think that’s a very helpful thing to be doing. I’m 
wondering if, just as a suggestion, that could be some sort 
of an education campaign that could involve those part-
ners that are involved in the consultation, just to make 
sure that that message gets out there properly and that 
there’s not conflict in that early-stage transition period.

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Yes, of course. Should this 
bill pass and once the regulations are then determined, 
we’ll want to ensure that everybody is clear about what the 
new rules are.

The employment standards branch is very adept at 
communicating changes such as this. It might be by…. 
Certainly, we would look to go back to the partners who 
were engaged in the consultation. I think an FAQ is a 
really good idea. I think making sure we’ve got that kind 
of tangible: “Here’s how your local HR department should 
be interpreting that….”

[5:00 p.m.]
We can certainly look at what kind of materials would 

be helpful in that regard.

Clause 4 approved.

On clause 5.

Kiel Giddens: I appreciate the previous response from 
the minister. Obviously, it will be a busy summer to get 
this in place before the respiratory illness season. So that 
consultation this spring and summer will be on getting 
these regulations in place.

As part of that, I’m wondering if that will end up with 
producing some sort of a report that comes out of that, or 
is that just a closed consultation with those key stakehold-
ers? Is there anything publicly available kind of after the 
fact in that consultation?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Given that these proposed 
changes are quite narrow compared to some of the other 
regulatory changes we’ve made to the Employment Stan-
dards Act, it is our expectation that the nature of the con-
sultation will be, again, sort of targeted to the list that I 
provided earlier and anybody else, of course, who would 
like an opportunity to weigh in. I would expect that that 
will primarily come in the way of written submissions.

What I think we would do would be to provide, when 

the regulations are announced, certainly, a highlight, like 
who we talked to and what the highlight was. We weren’t 
anticipating that there would be a really sort of lengthy 
what-we-heard type of report on this, given how narrow 
these changes are.

Kiel Giddens: Again, I’m just trying to understand the 
process, going forward, of how this is going to work as it’s 
being implemented by the ministry. Obviously, we have a 
concentrated consultation process that’s going to be hap-
pening now. Of course, in the power to make regulations, 
those can be changed at a later date as well.

[5:05 p.m.]
I’m wondering if there would be consultation with 

groups if significant change were to come forward at a 
later date as well.

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: If I’m understanding the 
member correctly, yes, we would always have a consulta-
tion. Any time, really, that there is a change to the act or 
to the regulations, if we decided that there was something 
different that needed to occur down the road, based on 
what we were hearing from employers and workers, then 
we would want to have a way of canvassing again the opin-
ion of those who are directly affected by those by those 
provisions.

Kiel Giddens: I appreciate the response. I’m trying to 
understand, again, just how, on a go-forward basis…. We 
do want to monitor how this is working in practice and 
if there need to be any updates, just making sure that the 
regulations keep pace with what that employee-employer 
relationship is looking like over time.

Maybe just one or two more. I’m just looking at, again…. 
We talked a little bit about the definition of a short-term 
basis for sick leave being prescribed in regulation.

I guess, will there be different thresholds for different 
industries or work types in that? Every workplace is differ-
ent, so a leave in one industry may have relative impacts, 
but is it kind of standard across the board? I just want to 
understand how short-term leave could be prescribed by 
regulation. Is it going to be uniform, or is that something 
that has to be sorted out?

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: Just with respect to a sec-
toral approach, we don’t see that kind of regime in other 
jurisdictions that have a limitation on sick notes. That be-
ing, as we’ve canvassed….

We have Ontario, which just defines that employers, 
period, are not permitted to require a certificate from a 
qualified health practitioner. In Quebec, an employer can-
not require an employee to provide a document. In Nova 
Scotia, it’s a general act. Employers may not require a sick 
note with respect to the employee’s absence from work 
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due to illness or injury. Then it prescribes a threshold and 
circumstances, therefore, where they can.

[5:10 p.m.]
In New Brunswick, again it’s a broad requirement. In 

Prince Edward Island, the employer….
I don’t see a sectoral-based approach taken in any other 

jurisdiction. I think that we would quite likely be limited 
in terms of the regulatory authority to do that, in this case.

Clause 5 approved.

On clause 6.

Kiel Giddens: We’re at the end of the bill here, so I 
just want to take an opportunity to thank the minister for 
answering my questions on behalf of the official oppos-
ition. I want to thank the ministry staff for your diligence 
and your hard work in preparing this legislation and 
also the work you’re doing every day on behalf of British 
Columbians.

I appreciate being a part of this process in healthy 
democratic questions, and the transparency, I think, is 
important for the public to understand. It certainly helped 
me but, hopefully, members of the public as well.

With that, I don’t have any questions, Madam Chair.

Clause 6 approved.

Title approved.

Hon. Jennifer Whiteside: I move that the committee 
rise and report the bill complete without amendment.

Motion approved.

The Chair: This committee stands adjourned.

The committee rose at 5:12 p.m.

The House in Committee, Section C.

The committee met at 5:35 p.m.

[Nina Krieger in the chair.]

Committee of the Whole

BILL 13 — MISCELLANEOUS STATUTES  
AMENDMENT ACT, 2025

The Chair: Good afternoon, Members. I call Com-
mittee of the Whole on Bill  13, Miscellaneous Statutes 
Amendment Act, 2025, to order.

On clause 1.

Ward Stamer: Thanks to the minister for being here. 

We have a few questions, and I believe the process is to go 
clause by clause in relationship to the Wildfire Act.

Looking at the list…. Just for context, my caucus mem-
ber and myself had the pleasure to be online in a meet-
ing with the minister’s staff on an explanation on some of 
the things that they were originally putting forth. A lot of 
it was streamlining and cleaning up, and those were the 
some of the discussions that we had.

We have some specific questions in regards to timelines, 
specific questions in regards to what the regulations look 
like now through sections 25 to 28, I believe, and then all 
the way down to section 33. Just trying to make sure that 
what’s in the existing regulations, with some of the con-
cerns that we have, are still there.

It’s one thing to be talking about streamlining the pro-
cess and updating the language that’s in it. Right off the 
bat, in 24.1, there’s a discussion on an increase in the time-
line between a maximum of three years now to go for an 
additional 18 months, at the discretion of the minister and 
the ministry, for a longer time to investigate a fire and the 
potential causes to that fire.

We have a few questions right off the bat, if we may. 
Question No. 1: who did the minister consult with in this 
process in determining why we needed the additional 18 
months? Possibly the minister can give us examples of 
why he believes it’s necessary.

[5:40 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Good afternoon to everyone. 
Thanks very much for the opportunity to be able to speak 
about the forest service’s component to this important 
legislation.

Before I provide some remarks on the question posed 
by my colleague across the way, I do want to welcome two 
outstanding members of the forest service who are joining 
and supporting me in providing answers to the opposition. 
We’ve got David Greer, who’s the acting assistant deputy 
minister of the B.C. wildfire service, as well as Kathleen 
Werstiuk, manager of wildfire risk with the Ministry of 
Forests.

I just want to thank them and all the staff for the in-
credible work they do. It’s a busy time in the midst of wild-
fire season. I know that there’s a lot of work that they put 
into this piece of legislation. I’m glad to have them as part 
of the team being able to provide support to me in an-
swering questions here today.

Thanks to the member opposite for the first set of ques-
tions. I would say in relation to the question, maybe just 
at the outset, I think the member opposite will agree, es-
pecially in his time as a mayor, that we are seeing complex 
wildfires and have for the last decade here in British Col-
umbia. “Complex” is probably an understatement in terms 
of the word to describe that.

This legislative request for change through the misc 
bill very much is an administrative function, but it recog-
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nizes how complex wildfires have become, how it involves 
multiple jurisdictions. An example that I could use would 
be if you have a cluster of fires and, potentially, arson is 
talked about. There’s an investigation. There’s a potential 
for RCMP to be involved. I know we’ll get into it in the 
questions coming forward, but this tool that we’re talking 
about in terms of this legislation really is to be used in ex-
tenuating circumstances.

The member asked about consultation. I would say 
much of the consultation that drove the need for this 
change happened within the forest service and, specific-
ally, the B.C. wildfire service. They’re the ones that are 
investigating the cause of the fire. Then, obviously, the 
natural resource officer service, previously known as the 
comply and enforcement unit, within the Ministry of For-
ests provides support in regards to that.

We’ve seen parties in all determinations request an ex-
tension about 30 percent of the time, so that was enough 
for us to be able to give some consideration to needing to 
make this change.

In addition to the consultation we did within the forest 
service, we engaged with the Ministry of Attorney Gen-
eral, Minister of Citizens’ Services, Minister of Jobs, Eco-
nomic Development and Innovation and sent out notifica-
tions to all the First Nations as well.

[5:45 p.m.]
We received some feedback and followed up with any-

one who provided feedback to us as part of this process.

Ward Stamer: I thank the minister for his answers on 
that line of questioning.

Now, we know that we’re going to be going clause by 
clause, but in the first part of it, in the introduction of sec-
tion 24.1, there’s going to be an elimination, in sections 25 
and 26, under the “opportunity to be heard.” I’d like to be 
able to ask the minister, probably, a couple of lines of ques-
tions in regard to that whole premise of the opportunity 
to be heard.

Through the regulations, it talks about significant 
timelines, but it doesn’t say specifically when notifica-
tion of the investigation of the fire is even taking place. 
We have some concerns on this side, right off the bat, on 
clause 1, on the opportunity to be heard, and we may even 
be proposing an amendment.

How is that opportunity actually going to be going for-
ward? As the minister alluded to, fires are becoming more 
complex. It seems like in the regulations right now, the 
onus is on the Ministry of Forests and B.C. wildfire to be 
doing the investigation. There doesn’t seem to be any op-
portunity for a third party to be able to do any evidence-
taking on behalf of a proponent, whether a proponent that 
is the landowner or a proponent who happens to be the 
licensee — or, let’s say, a logging contractor, and there’s a 
fire that occurred on an active cutting permit.

Where do we have that opportunity to discuss, when 

you have a fairly vague line on a new, streamlining set of 
regulations, where it says “opportunity to be heard,” but 
there’s really not a specific way of actually doing that? I’m 
wondering if the minister has a bit more to add on what he 
sees going forward in those opportunities. Looking at the 
language, it can go almost three years before the minis-
ter even gets the opportunity for an extension, and at that 
time, this doesn’t really specify when this opportunity to 
be heard takes place.

It says further on that when there’s an order, there is 
an opportunity to be heard, and there’s an opportunity to 
appeal, either through 37 or 39. There are two ways of go-
ing through that appeal process. One is through the for-
est commission, which is an independent body, and the 
second one is through the Forest Practices Board. Then 
that can even go up to the Supreme Court, if necessary, de-
pending on the amount of the award that may be brought 
forth by the ministry.

Can the minister explain a little bit more on what this 
opportunity to be heard really involves? Nowhere else in 
the regulation does it specify exactly how that’s supposed 
to take place.

[5:50 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Maybe a couple of pieces. Thanks 
very much to the member opposite for the question.

Around the limitation period within the Wildfire Act, 
that is time that the government has to issue an order of 
contravention or require payment of costs related to wild-
fire suppression, damages to Crown resources and/or an 
administrative penalty. Under the Wildfire Act, this per-
iod is three years from the date that an official becomes 
aware of a wildfire or a contravention.

I just want to clarify for the member opposite in rela-
tion to his question that the housekeeping change that 
we’re making doesn’t actually remove the ability for one 
to be able to provide that feedback. In relation to his ques-
tion about the limitation period being amended, the pro-
posed change will actually strengthen procedural fairness 
by providing more time for persons of interest to prepare 
their defence.

The changes will also improve cost recovery for gov-
ernment, and may actually deliver more resilient decisions 
and may provide government with more time to investi-
gate and determine amounts for cost recovery, particu-
larly complex fires.

The change, I would argue, actually strengthens the 
ability…. There’s, obviously, a lot of work that goes in, in 
terms of that investigation — each part. That binder is col-
lected and prepared and is provided to an individual, who 
can then provide feedback and provide their submission.

I think this change also ensures consistency with other 
natural resource statutes — FRPA, a change that was 
made a number of years ago — by having the three-year 
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term expire with the notice of the OTBH, rather than the 
determination order itself.

I’ll just also share that the OTBH is a quasi-judicial 
process that allows government and the person who is the 
subject of the proposed order to present their information 
to the decision-maker, including any extenuating circum-
stances that may affect the determination.

I think we are now strengthening that process by al-
lowing it, so by no means does this legislation remove the 
ability for one to be able to provide their submission to 
the decision-maker. In fact, I think the changes that we’re 
proposing actually strengthen and create quite a clear 
process that aligns with other statutes within natural re-
source changes — again, FRPA being the most recent for 
the Ministry of Forests.

I think the amendment regarding section 25 and 26 
is quite consequential to the addition of the new section, 
24.1, which sets out the requirements for giving notice and 
providing an opportunity to be heard.

Ward Stamer: Thanks to the minister for his answers 
to that. The minister alluded in his comments to some 
of the things that are actually in section 25, and we can 
probably discuss that more when we get to that portion 
in clause 2.

Again, when you look at the wording on the key amend-
ments to this…. I appreciate what the minister said about 
those opportunities to be heard in the process that we al-
ready have. He’s saying that it’s not being changed in this 
legislation, and that’s good to hear because then we hear 
all sides of the story.

But we would like clarification, if we may, on the word 
of an official. Again, throughout the regulations, it talks 
about the certificate issued by an official, and we’d like 
clarification on: exactly what is that official, and what 
responsibility is it? Is it somebody who is employed by 
the Ministry of Forests, B.C. wildfire service? Is it a 
third party? Is it a contractor, a specialist? What is the 
determination?

Again, this all hinges on the evidence that’s going to 
be taken and compiled in this case. And again, the min-
istry is asking for an extension because of the evidence-
gathering. We would just like a better clarification be-
cause nowhere can we see it in the definitions of what that 
official is and what the certificate actually represents.

[5:55 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: The question the member oppos-
ite asked with regards to the definition of “official” hasn’t 
changed. It’s the same definition within the act. So “of-
ficial” means a person “employed in the ministry of the 
minister responsible for the administration of the act, 
who is designated by name or title to be an official by the 
minister for the purpose of a provision of this act or of 

the regulation that is specified in the designation.” Just to 
clarify, that hasn’t changed.

I just want to build off my last answer and remind all 
members of the work that goes into preparing the binder, 
the OTBH binder. I’ll get that accurate at some point. It’s 
not just the origin of the fire. There’s, obviously, a short 
window to be able to find that out. I know there’s a fire 
investigator right across the way who’s gone through that 
process, I’m sure, himself.

It’s also all of the associated costs. It’s calculating the 
suppression costs. It’s calculating the damage to Crown 
land. So all of that factors into the binder. Of course, the 
natural resource officer service does their investigation as 
it relates to contraventions as well.

I just wanted to add that piece and, then, of course, just 
clarify that the definition for the word “official” is the 
same as touched upon within the legislation.

Ward Stamer: Thanks very much to the minister on 
the explanation.

Can the minister explain just a little bit more? When 
we are looking, again, back on 24.1…. I’m not trying to 
drag this out, because when we get to the second clause — 
that’s 25 — there are some specific questions that we have 
in regards to the current regulations and some of the as-
pects of how this extension will work. But can the minister 
elaborate a little bit more…?

[6:00 p.m.]
When he talked about the opportunities for gathering 

that information during a fire…. I think we had this con-
versation with his staff before, and it comes back to the 
heart of the order — not necessarily the origin of the fire, 
but when it specifically talks about (a), under section 25(2), 

“in respect of a person who the minister alleges has caused 
or contributed to a fire or the spread of a fire.”

Can the minister explain where that responsibility lies 
when, as a scenario, you may have a small fire? It may be 
on private land. It may be…. Again, it might be a licensee 
or a community forest. There could be a fire on the site. 
There are industrial operations that are occurring. The 
workers stop, make sure it’s safe. They’re fighting the fire. 
B.C. wildfire service comes along and then takes respon-
sibility for the fire.

In that process and in that scenario, where does the 
responsibility begin, and where does the responsibility 
stop on that fire? I can offer up, as an example, where the 
person that’s fighting the fire can believe the fire is under 
control. The B.C. wildfire service comes along and does 
what they can. Next thing you know, for example, there 
might be a recommendation for a back burn. The wind 
changes direction, and it takes off.

In that determination on that order and responsibil-
ity…. Where does that decision, made in those levels of 
responsibility, when you’re actioning the fire and then that 
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responsibility is taken away from you…? How does that 
work in that determination?

[6:05 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Thanks to the member opposite 
for the question.

As soon as the B.C. wildfire service is called in and 
takes responsibility for the fire, we’re immediately work-
ing, as part of our suppression work, to determine the ori-
gin of the fire as well.

Interjection.

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Big fine over there.
Just to clarify, as soon as BCWS takes responsibility for 

the fire, then we’re working as part of that. We have a cen-
tralized program. The fire centre works with our central 
HQ as part of that.

I think the example the member shares speaks to the 
complexity of the fires that we’re seeing. As part of that 
investigation process, it can be, often, that the RCMP 
may get involved. I’ll share with the member that it’s only 
under extenuating circumstances that the B.C. wildfire 
service will make a request for an extension. That’s why 
we’re creating this process through this legislation, be-
cause fires are getting complex, and the investigations are 
getting complex.

Again, when you have multiple entities working 
together — in this case, the B.C. wildfire service; the 
NROS, the natural resource officer service; as well as the 
RCMP — it just sometimes can provide us more time to 
be able to ensure that there’s a fulsome investigation, that, 
again, the OTBH binder is prepared, and there’s an oppor-
tunity for a hearing to occur as part of that whole process.

That was a good question.

Macklin McCall: Just a few questions here. I want to go 
back a little bit here to the start of subsection 24.1(1). Just 
for clarity, it does say in that section: “The minister must 
give written notice of the proposed order.”

Can the minister clarify how notice will be given, spe-
cifically? Is that an email? Is that via registered letter or 
something to that effect?

[6:10 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Thanks to the member opposite 
for the question.

We would be sending an official letter.

Macklin McCall: My next question is…. Well, earlier 
today during question period, the Attorney General spoke 
of Jordan stays. My understanding of that, having been a 
police officer and an investigator, is that the Jordan deci-
sion — which came out by the Supreme Court of Canada 
and which ensures that an investigation is presented to the 

courts, to Crown, and charges are laid in a timely fashion 
so a person’s Charter rights aren’t breached — applies to 
both civil and criminal, as per the Supreme Court, and 
precedence is under the Charter and Canadian law.

Now, the question in question period was specifically 
about criminal charges being dropped because of stay of 
proceedings because of Jordan decisions, because it was 
taking too long and the whole case was thrown out and 
the victim didn’t have the opportunity to actually face the 
suspect and have their day in court.

With that said, I’m very curious about the section. I’ll 
read it here, subsection 24.1(3): “The minister by order 
may extend the three-year period referred to in subsection 
(2) by up to 18 months to a maximum total period of four 
years and six months.”

My question is: how does the Jordan decision apply to 
this section?

[6:15 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Thanks to the member opposite 
for the question.

This is an administrative function, and Jordan doesn’t 
apply to administrative proceedings.

I’ll share with the member across the way, noting that 
he had raised some concerns in his second reading speech 
on this legislation, that it’s important to recognize, in this 
instance, with the change being proposed by the govern-
ment through this legislation, around the extension, that 
it’s the minister that’s ultimately responsible for making 
this decision; it’s not a delegated decision-maker.

The minister will retain the authority to grant exten-
sions. This ensures that the persons undertaking the in-
vestigation or making the determination cannot extend 
the timeline. The minister plays no role in the investiga-
tion, and the delegated decision-maker has autonomy in 
making the determination. Thus, the minister has no in-
fluence in the outcome.

The minister, as a third party, will make a decision that 
takes into account both parties’ interests. This approach 
maintains the integrity of the process and upholds proced-
ural fairness. Further extensions will be granted through 
ministerial orders, which, again, are published on the 
B.C. government website. Given the increasing frequency 
and scope of B.C. wildfires, of course, B.C. wildfire ser-
vice’s zone interests are very clear to resolve investigations 
quickly, so that evidence is fresh.

I just want to clarify to the member. As I’ve said before, 
the intent of providing the minister with this tool is for it 
only to be used in extenuating circumstances. Again, the 
government, through the B.C. wildfire service, has every 
intention of trying to wrap up investigations in the time 
allotted, because of evidence being fresh. Of course, it de-
pends on the complexity of the fire as well. This is around 
providing the minister the tool to be able to make the de-
cision themselves whether an extension should be granted.
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Macklin McCall: Thank you for the response from the 
minister. I do have quite a few questions after that, but I 
only have so much time. I clarified, in all this stuff, with 
what was said, that it would take a while, but I do appreci-
ate the response. I don’t fully agree with everything that 
you said there, but we’ll move on. I have other points to 
make.

Firstly, going to the next point, in the same section, 
dealing with an investigation…. Outside of this, you 
would deal with the Statute of Limitations. All different 
statutes have something defined, and specifically, I went 
looking for this. For the Wildfire Act here in British Col-
umbia, we would have the Limitation Act. I didn’t find 
something specific for the Wildfire Act, but I did see, I 
think, that a general rule of thumb is two years under the 
Limitation Act.

Essentially, the same sort of question. I’m just wonder-
ing. My question is: what steps have the ministry or the 
government taken to ensure that this is compliant with 
the Limitation Act? Specifically, if it’s a two-year Stat-
ute of Limitations under the act…. Currently, under this 
Wildfire Act amendment, it’s three years for investigation, 
but it could be extended up to 4½ years, potentially. I just 
would like to know, for the government and/or the minis-
ters, how this applies to this subsection.

[6:20 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Currently, section  33, the limita-
tion period that the member refers to specifies that ad-
ministrative remedies involving orders must be made 
within three years from first knowledge of the facts that 
led to the determination that the person caused or con-
tributed to the fire or contravened a provision of the act.

To get into the piece around the authority to extend 
the limitation period, currently, with the act in its current 
form, there is no authority to extend the limitation period 
for administrative actions under the Wildfire Act. This 
has resulted in situations where the province has not been 
able to pursue administrative revenues like cost recovery 
as part of that. I hope that answers the member’s question.

Macklin McCall: I appreciate the response. It doesn’t 
exactly answer it.

Correct me if I’m wrong, just for clarity’s sake. I think 
that the response was more in line with the wildfire 
amendment act that we’re speaking of. I was referring to 
outside of the three-year, extended to 4½-year, which is 
currently what we’re discussing. Is it consistent with the 
current Limitation Act?

For example, if the Limitation Act says you have two 
years to investigate something under that act and this is 
already at three years but it’s being proposed that at a min-
ister’s discretion, based on whatever, it can be extended to 
4½…. Was that consideration made, and does this act…?

Is there something in the Limitation Act that ensures 

that this is compliant with the Limitation Act and is not 
outside the statute of limitations?

[6:25 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Just at the outset, I also want to 
clarify something. Maybe I wasn’t very clear on the first 
answer to the member for Kamloops–North Thompson, 
who asked the first question.

The party of interest can also request an extension too. 
This is not just a circumstance where the natural resource 
officer service or government is asking, making a case to 
the minister for an extension. It could be the party of in-
terest as well. In 30 percent of cases, that has happened. Of 
course, we don’t have a mechanism in which we can allow 
that right now.

To the member’s question around the Limitation Act, 
in 2017, changes were made to clarify that the Limitation 
Act period doesn’t apply to the Wildfire Act.

Macklin McCall: Thank you for the clarification, 
Minister.

My next question…. Under this section, currently — 
before this is passed or any changes are made — there’s 
a three-year period to conduct an investigation and do all 
the work. With that said, obviously we’re talking about, 
potentially, up to a 1.5…. So four years and six months to 
conduct the full investigation.

I’m wondering if the minister might be able to provide 
examples that show the government needs an extra 1.5 
years added on to the three already current.

[6:30 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: To the member’s question, I will 
share a couple of examples that I think would be relevant 
to help give some life to what the member is looking for.

I would say at the outset, the request that we’re bring-
ing forward and the change that we’re bringing forward, 
section 24.1 that the member refers to, is about really cre-
ating a safety valve — that’s kind of the analogy that we’re 
using — that allows the minister at the time to be able to 
hear out and make a decision.

By no means are we trying to say that every investiga-
tion should be extended. Again, I just want to reiterate that 
extenuating circumstances…. That’s why we’ve left that ac-
countability up to the minister to be able to hold that deci-
sion and not someone else.

The member asked for a couple of examples, and I’m 
happy to share. In 2016, Progress Energy Ltd.… B.C. wild-
fire service responded to a fire in an oilfield where oil and 
gas infrastructure was at risk. The fire control costs were 
nearly $100,000. Fire origin and cause was found to be 
burning materials from a f lare stack or possibly from a 
hand-held flare.

A violation ticket was issued to the company involved 
for the contravention of the Wildfire Act. Cost recov-
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ery proceeded under section 25 but failed because it was 
found that the nature of the interested party’s tenure was 
not eligible for cost recovery under section  25. Cost re-
covery under section 27 could have proceeded, but was 
prevented by the limitation period. So no costs were re-
covered because of insufficient time to proceed in a way 
that ensured procedural fairness.

I’ll share another example. This is from 2016. There 
was a series of wildfires, including two on the railway 
tracks near Lytton — this was five years before the town 
burned down in 2021 — and others near Burns Lake, Bos-
ton Bar and Houston. The wildfire origin and causes were 
found to be rail activity. Suppression efforts controlled 
these fires before they could do significant damage.

The investigation involved seven fires spread across 
three fire centres between April and September of 2016. 
An extension was requested and granted for the person of 
interest, and timelines became very tight. The ministry 
chose to drop one of the fires from the order because the 
limitation period expired, and this one was pretty signifi-
cant — over $200,000.

A number of examples that I could provide the mem-
ber, again, where the government, the ministry in this 
case, has had to drop investigations just because we simply 
ran out of time. So again, that’s why we’re here before you 
making the case for, under extenuating circumstances, the 
ability for the minister to be able to provide an extension.

Macklin McCall: I thank the minister for the answer 
there. I appreciate the detail and those specific examples 
and the detail within it.

It does kind of go back to my first question or my 
second question where I was talking about the Jordan 
decision. It’s nice to have that balance of having the in-
vestigation and doing the work. But of course, these in-
vestigations or any investigation can’t go on indefinitely, 
obviously. The government that’s recouping loss and stuff 
from a citizen or from a company…. You keep moving the 
goalposts, so to speak. So it’s good to hear that there are 
examples. However, that’s why we have questions here to-
day, to make sure that that balance is maintained.

[6:35 p.m.]
The next question I have, really quickly, just to expand 

onto the previous here: how many fires are currently…? 
When we look at the number of fires we had last year, let’s 
say, in the last 24 months from today, for example….

We obviously have numbers every year of what the sta-
tistics are. If we go back to three years from today, how 
many fires were there from three years to 4½ years? Does 
the ministry happen to have that number, by chance?

[George Anderson in the chair.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: We have got a new Chair in the 

House. Welcome, Mr. Chair. I better be on my best behav-
iour now.

The Chair: I think so.

Hon. Ravi Parmar: I’m really nervous.
Based off of some of the comments that the member 

made during second reading, we were wondering if he 
may have gone during this line of questioning. I’ve got 
some data for the member that I hope will be helpful.

We’ve got some cost recovery figures for fires for the 
last ten years. I’m just going to read out for the member 
determinations written under the Wildfire Act sections 
25, 26 and 27, between 2015 and 2024. These were cover-
ing fires between 2012 and 2021.

[6:40 p.m.]
B.C. wildfire service has written 147 determinations, 

covering 207 fires. So 58 of the determinations were under 
section 25, and three determinations under section 25 did 
not meet the requirements for cost recovery under that 
section; 89 of the determinations were under section 27, 
and 16 determinations under section 27 had a finding of 
no contravention or successful defence by the interested 
party; 128 determinations had the costs or penalties in-
voiced, which totalled approximately $41 million.

Following decision, 34 determinations were appealed 
to the FAC. Now 27 of the determinations have complete 
FAC decisions, and seven are still in progress.

At the FAC, six appeals succeeded. This is an instance 
where the BCWS order fully overturned. Ten were allowed 
in part, and 11 were denied.

Six of the determinations were further appealed to the 
B.C. Supreme Court. Three of those six…. Three were 
withdrawn, one was sent back to the FAC for a new hear-
ing, and two were further appealed to the B.C. Court of 
Appeal.

I hope that provides the member some data that he was 
looking for.

Macklin McCall: Thank you, Minister, for the detail in 
the response there. That is really great to have that detail 
there.

What I was really wanting to hash out was, just in the 
course of a year, how many fires there are not related to 
what’s being…. I’m not going to ask you this again, but 
just to clarify, which will go into my next question.

In a year, for the sake of the argument, let’s say there 
are 1,000 fires in the province. You look at the last three 
years. Well, you could say that there were 3,000 fires over 
the last three years. What I was wondering…. This might 
be an error on my part, not clarifying it, but from the 
three-year mark to the 4½-year mark, I was wanting to 
know how many fires there were in British Columbia. For 
the sake of the argument, let’s say there were 1,500 over 
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the time. That’s not an accurate number. I’m just saying it 
for illustrative purposes.

My next question, then, is: whatever that number is 
that would be between the three year and the 4½ years as 
per 24.1(3)…? My question is: will any of those concluded 
investigations or not-started investigations be reopened or 
started if this legislation passes?

[Interruption.]

The Chair: I just remind members that they should 
have their cell phones on silent.

Hon. Ravi Parmar: This question pertains to clause 7 
of the legislation.

[6:45 p.m.]
I’ll share with the member that the transition period 

is legislated to ensure a smooth transition from the exist-
ing administrative remedies provisions to the amended 
provisions proposed by this legislation, this bill. Specific-
ally, any pre-existing administrative proceeding where a 
person of interest has been given the notice of an OTBH 
will be managed under the existing act, with the timeline 
adhering to three years for an OTBH and determination 
order issued following royal assent.

If this legislation passes, new administrative proceed-
ings will be managed under this amended act.

Macklin McCall: Just so I’m clear on what you said…. 
I appreciate the answer. Thank you for that. What you’re 
saying is that if someone has already been notified, up 
until the three years, they are on the old system. But once 
this gets passed, if there is a fire three to 4½ years ago, this 
changes, achieves royal assent, as you said, they get issued 
a new order as per the act, and the investigation will start 
at, like, 3½ years.

Is that correct? Am I understanding you correctly?

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Thanks to the member for the 
question.

He’s right. Anything that, as I noted in my previous 
answer, has been given notice falls within the current ex-
isting pieces within the legislation. Anything that is cur-
rently being investigated but a notice hasn’t been given 
would fall within the new changes to the act.

Donegal Wilson: I have kind of a newbie question. I 
was just going through and reviewing that we are working 
on division 2 of part 3 of the Wildfire Act. When I pulled 
it up, the numbering seems odd, because 24 is actually in 
division 1. I couldn’t find any other instances where we 
actually start something, like, in one division and then 
continue the numbering of 24.1 in a new division.

I’m just wondering the rationale around the number-
ing, or if that is normal practice in the drafting of legisla-

tion. Just to be clear, 24 is about peace officers accompany-
ing, and now we’ve gone into a new topic.

[6:50 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Thanks to the member for the 
question.

These are the sorts of questions that I always find a lit-
tle bit exciting because there’s always something new. I’m 
not a lawyer. The Chair is a lawyer, so this can be, some-
times, in his line of business. But for those of us who aren’t 
lawyers, these are the things that, when we’re reading 
through legislation, you always wonder. So thanks for the 
question. It’s a great question.

From the advice from staff, it’s a normal practice. It’s 
why we’re amending. The amending text specifies that 
we’re adding this to division 2, so it gets in the right 
division.

Thanks for the question.

Ward Stamer: I don’t think I have anything further to 
add on clause 1.

Clause 1 approved.

On clause 2.

Ward Stamer: Okay, No. 2…. Again, it should be fairly 
straightforward. So No. 2 talks about the recovery of fire 
control costs and related amounts. I have a few questions 
in relation to that. I think the minister has given us the 
opportunity to discuss orders and the parameters around 
some of the orders. I’d like the opportunity to ask a couple 
of questions specifically in regards to the process, in as 
much as the opportunities to be heard, as we mentioned 
first in clause 1.

The Forest Practices Board recommended in 2014 that 
the province create a process where fines are made public. 
In the statement, the ministry said: “The recommendation 
is being considered in light of legislative reform to the For-
est and Range Practices Act.” They reissued the appeal in 
2019 for greater public disclosure, and from what we can 
understand, the only ones that are published are the ones 
that are, basically, fought.

Again, we’d like a little bit more clarification, because 
there are going to be some changes in the language on 25. 
Is the ministry currently looking at adopting those sug-
gestions, even by their own ministry, to be able to publish 
that information on the fines and the information regard-
ing those orders?

[6:55 p.m.]

Point of Order

Rob Botterell: Is that relevant to consideration of the 
language of clause 2? I understand it’s an important policy 
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issue, but is…? I don’t see how it’s relevant to the consider-
ation of clause 2.

Clause  2 very clearly sets out the removal of the ref-
erence to “the opportunity to be heard” and then makes 
it clear about the obligations for disclosure of orders as 
they’re related to this amendment and this clause.

So the point of order I’m raising is whether it’s relevant 
to be discussing further policy and legislative options that 
aren’t covered by this clause.

The Chair: Members are able to ask quite a broad range 
of questions. But at the end of that question, it is up to the 
minister as to whether or not they’re going to answer that 
question. However, that being said, I will pay closer atten-
tion to questions that are being asked and make faster de-
terminations on relevancy.

Debate Continued

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Thanks to the member opposite. A 
couple of things just to clarify.

The Forest Practices Board is an independent body that 
makes recommendations, and the member knows that. In 
relation to his question around publishing fees, it is some-
thing that we’re giving consideration to.

Ward Stamer: Okay, so now looking at the notes that 
we were provided in clause 2, it says right here: “The min-
ister must give a copy of the order made under subsec-
tion (2) to the person who is the subject of the order, and 
then the amounts payable, the reasons for the order and 
the right to review under section 37 or to appeal under 
section 39.”

That’s part of the reason why I asked that line of ques-
tioning on the publishing of it. It’s because we have two 
separate entities in that adjudication process after the de-
cision has been made, correct? So we have the commission, 
and then we also have the Forest Practices Board. Is that 
correct? Aren’t there two? Section 37 or appeal 39 — isn’t 
it two separate entities? One is the forest commission, and 
the other one is under the Forest Practices Board. Can I 
have clarification on that?

Hon. Ravi Parmar: It’s the Forest Appeals Commis-
sion. The Forest Practices Board wouldn’t be involved in 
this.

Ward Stamer: Thanks to the minister for that answer.
So looking at the changes and trying to read through 

what was originally in the regulations and what was not, 
down in section (3), at the bottom, it says: “The minister 
must not make an order under subsection (2) unless the 
minister, after giving the holder, occupier or owner an op-
portunity to be heard or after one month has elapsed after 
the date in which the person was given the opportunity to 

be heard, determines that the holder, occupier or owner 
causes or contributes to the fire or spread of the fire.”

[7:00 p.m.]
Now, in the numbers that we’ve got here, isn’t part of 

that being removed, or is that the same? It’s not exactly the 
same in that section, is it? I’m just trying to get clarifica-
tion. Are we still keeping the intent of the regulations, or 
are we altering that?

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Thanks to the member opposite 
for the question.

The amendment regarding sections 25 and 26 is con-
sequential to the addition of new section 24.1, which sets 
out the requirements for giving notice and providing an 
opportunity to be heard.

The previous reference to “one month” in those sec-
tions allowed the government to make an order, even if 
the person did not take advantage of the opportunity to 
be heard, as long as government provided a one-month 
window to respond. Government was, therefore, able to 
quickly make a determination.

The purposes of the limitation period were not im-
pacted by this one-month requirement. The current lim-
itation period requires that once a matter comes to the 
attention of an officer, the matter must be determined by 
the minister within three years.

This limitation period does not align with other limita-
tion periods, as they are meant to ensure that an action is 
commenced and not determined, as is the case in the cur-
rent WA provisions.

In practice, the B.C. wildfire service has not taken ad-
vantage of the ability to make an order if only one month 
has elapsed since the offer of an OTBH. Instead of pursu-
ing an early avenue to ensure the impacted person par-
ticipates in the process, the amendments to the limitation 
period ensure the government is not constrained by the 
need to have an order made before the limitation period 
expires, therefore providing as much time as is required to 
a person to ensure they can receive a fair hearing and re-
moving the references to making an order after one month 
after the person is given an opportunity to be heard.

Also, as I touched on earlier, it aligns with the provi-
sions with amendments to FRPA limitation periods made 
in 2023.

Ward Stamer: Can the minister remind me what those 
FRPA 2023 limitations were? I’m just trying to understand. 
He had a good reason why this portion was going to be re-
moved, but I think it’s important that they had that one-
month notification period in there. If we’re going to be ex-
panding the opportunities of the order to go to 4½ years, 
should that portion expand as well, or is it just a stop date?

Can the minister clarify to me exactly what occurred in 
2023 and those limitation periods?
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Hon. Ravi Parmar: So two parts.
Firstly, the question around the FRPA changes in 2023. 

Those were to align with other natural resource statutes.
[7:05 p.m.]

That’s why the decision was made pertaining to amend-
ments to FRPA in 2023.

To the first part of the member’s question around the 
one month, the reason why we remove it is it becomes re-
dundant. It’s covered within the new 24.1.

Ward Stamer: Okay. Then when we looked under here, 
too, even on the notification side of things, part of it’s go-
ing to be dropped. I think it says: “Including the address 
to which a request for a review or appeal may be delivered.” 
Is that being changed as well, or is that still part of the act?

[7:10 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Thanks to the member opposite 
for the question.

The reference to providing an address wasn’t seen as re-
quired anymore. We already had her address, so it was just 
no longer needed. It’s more around the process of ensur-
ing that we have the ability to be able to contact the indi-
vidual to provide them the information they need around 
an appeal.

Ward Stamer: Looking in our notes that were pro-
vided, it ends up giving us a bunch of reasons why we’re 
doing this — No. 2, amendment to section 25. The section 
is updated to ensure that any order includes the reasons 
for the decisions and informs the individual of their rights 
to request a review under section 37 or to appeal under 
section 39.

When we were talking through this whole process so 
far about the orders and the reason why in clause 1 it was 
necessary to extend it another 18 months in…. Extenuat-
ing circumstances is what the minister has mentioned.

I’m proposing an amendment to the bill. Where do I do 
that, on section 2, Mr. Speaker?

The Chair: Do you have your amendment?

Ward Stamer: Yes, I do. What is the process?

The Chair: Well, perhaps you can read your amend-
ment.

Ward Stamer: Okay. Now, do I get an opportunity to 
explain?

The Chair: I will give you an opportunity to explain.

Ward Stamer: Thank you very much for that.
Basically, what the amendment is, is on section 2, to 

add the underlined text as shown:

[Clause 2, by adding the underlined text as show:
(5)	 After giving a person who is alleged to have contravened 

a provision of this Act or the regulations an opportunity 
to be heard, or after 90 days has elapsed after the date on 
which the person was given the opportunity to be heard, 
the minister by order may determine whether the per-
son has contravened the provision.”]

Basically, the amendment is giving a safety check or 
safety valve when the minister gives the order. The minis-
ter has mentioned many times that….

The Chair: Member, we’ll take a short recess, make 
sure that it’s in order. If it’s in order, then you can give 
your explanation as to your amendment.

Ward Stamer: Absolutely. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: Great. The committee shall take a recess of 
five minutes and return at 7:18 p.m.

The committee recessed from 7:13 p.m. to 7:25 p.m.

[George Anderson in the chair.]

The Chair: I’ll call the committee back to order.
Having reviewed the proposed amendment, the amend-

ment is in order.
I will now recognize the member for Kamloops–North 

Thompson should he have any remarks.

On the amendment.

Ward Stamer: Again, to try to explain where the pro-
cess of the amendment came from, if the ministry is go-
ing to extend the period of time for an order, whether it’s 
exceptional circumstances or not, there is no identifiable 
timeline on how long that order can take.

Now, we’ve heard that there’s that opportunity to be 
heard, and those were concerns that we had on our side 
on what exactly those opportunities are. We talked about 
notification and how that notification takes place. We 
talked about opportunities for third-party evidence, be-
cause we asked for clarification on what an official is, and 
the minister mentioned that official is a person that works 
in the ministry.

This is an opportunity to allow, pretty much, a safety 
check or safety valve on that order. We can make another 
amendment, going forward, on another clause in regards 
to length of complying, because we have questions on de-
termining, when we get to that point, who is actually go-
ing to be doing work when it comes to reclamation, re-
habilitation. If we start taking pieces out of this existing 
legislation, is that going to still be there, or is it going to be 
removed? So we have some questions on how these orders 
are going to actually be implemented.

Again, there isn’t any specific timeline on when these 
orders will actually be determined by the minister. This 
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is an opportunity for 90 days for complying on that order 
and possibly an opportunity to work it backwards.

I’d like the opportunity for the minister to give us his 
take on having the opportunity for more time, if we’re go-
ing to be trying to get this done right — that when the or-
der is made, we have 90 days before that comes into effect.

[7:30 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Speaking on the amendment to 
clause 2 here, we won’t be supporting the amendment. It’s 
not necessary. The 90 days would be inclusive of some-
one’s OTBH and would get us, I would argue, in a worse 
position than where we started. It might take 90 days to 
run the OTBH, so I’m not entirely sure of the purpose of 
the member’s amendment. I don’t think it’s required, and 
I’m not entirely sure what problem they’re trying to solve.

I would reiterate that there is an appeal process after 
a determination is made as well, and that suffices for any 
individual that would want to entertain that.

Rob Botterell: I understand the policy intent of the 
amendment and the sense that we need a 90-day elapsed 
time to allow the decision-maker to make a decision. But 
the opportunity-to-be-heard provision of the clause al-
lows the minister or whomever is providing the opportun-
ity to be heard on behalf of the minister….

The Chair: Member, may I just interject? I would re-
quest that any member who is in this room right now en-
sure that their devices are silenced.

You can continue. Go ahead.

Rob Botterell: So giving notice of the opportunity to 
be heard allows the minister or whomever is acting on be-
half of the minister the f lexibility to follow through the 
process in a reasonable manner, in reasonable time frames 
and does not set an arbitrary period of time.

Some of the matters are going to be complex. Some will 
be simple. So actually, it’s important to maintain the flex-
ibility that is encompassed in this amendment. For that 
reason, I will not be supporting the amendment.

[7:35 p.m.]

The Chair: The question is on the amendment to 
clause 2.

Division has been called.
[7:40 p.m.]

Before putting the question, I remind all members that 
only the members of Section C or their duly appointed 
substitutes are authorized to vote.

The question is on the amendment to clause 2.
[7:45 p.m.]

I will also indicate that Minister Brar is not a voting 
member.

Amendment negatived on the following division:

YEAS — 5
L. Neufeld Paton Stamer

Wilson McCall
NAYS — 7

Neill Parmar Higginson
Routledge Sharma Boyle

Botterell

The Chair: We should take a brief moment just so the 
staff can come back in. We’ll take a five-minute recess.

The committee recessed from 7:46 p.m. to 7:50 p.m.

[George Anderson in the chair.]

The Chair: I’m calling the Committee of the Whole 
back to order.

I believe there was a question from the member for 
Kamloops–North Thompson.

Ward Stamer: Still on clause 2, this is the last question 
I have. The minister was talking a little bit about the order 
and the opportunity for the flexibility in the process of de-
termining if there was a contravention in the regulations 
in the fire or the fire that was caused. That was one of the 
reasons why the minister didn’t support my amendment. 
He believed there was enough time in the process, that it 
wasn’t necessary for the 90 days after the order was taken.

I’d like a little bit of clarification. I’m just looking at the 
key amendments in the section. This section is updated to 
ensure that any order includes the reasons for the decision 
and informs the individual of their rights to request a re-
view under section 37 or to appeal under section 39.

I’m wondering if the minister could give us an explana-
tion of the difference between those two sections and how 
it refers back to the opportunity to appeal the order.

[7:55 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: To answer the member’s question, 
section 37 is an internal review process. It’s listed quite 
clearly in the legislation that “the person who made the or-
der or another person employed in the ministry and desig-
nated in writing by the minister must review the order, but 
only if satisfied that there is evidence that was not avail-
able at the time of the original order.” That’s the internal.

Then section 39, as the member referred to, is the abil-
ity, once a decision is made, for one to appeal the decision 
to the Forest Appeals Commission.

Clause 2 approved.

On clause 3.
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Macklin McCall: My question here for clause 3 prob-
ably could have come anywhere, really, and I think it’s 
probably more appropriate here.

I want to ask a question regarding the “opportunity to 
be heard,” as it is verbatim in the amendment here. Spe-
cifically, it’s in clause 1, clause 2, clause 3, clause 4. I think 
even in clause 5 it’s referred to as well.

My question really is…. With that opportunity to be 
heard, I’m just wanting to better understand exactly what 
that is referring to. I know there was…. It’s referred to cur-
rently in the act. It’s referred to prior to this amendment, 
actually, and it has been removed. Removed is a reference 
of opportunity to be heard.

What I’m wondering is…. Prior to the amendment that 
we were just discussing today, the Wildfire Act in its cur-
rent form, I guess as of right now…. What is “opportunity 
to be heard” understood to be currently in the context of 
this existing Wildfire Act?

Should I clarify that? Did that make sense?

Interjection.

Macklin McCall: Okay, yeah. What I’m wondering 
is…. We have “opportunity to be heard” in the amend-
ment that we’re discussing, but it was also in the prior act. 
I’m just wondering. In the prior act, what is the context of 
that? What does that mean, basically — the opportunity 
to be heard? The difference between the two would be a 
great response.

Hon. Ravi Parmar: There is no difference.

Macklin McCall: Great. Thank you, Minister.
So there’s no difference between the two.
What I’m wondering is…. Opportunity to be heard — I 

just want to better understand what that means specific-
ally. It’s pretty broad. The minister must give written no-
tice…. Oh, wait. Sorry. I’m reading the wrong thing. Op-
portunity to be heard is what it was amended to. It was 
removed from these other clauses.

When we’re referring to opportunity to be heard, does 
that mean just for someone to write a letter to the minis-
ter and vent that they’re unhappy? Does that mean going 
before a judge? What does that mean, opportunity to be 
heard? If you’re a person that’s essentially under investiga-
tion under this act, what can a person do to be heard, with 
the proposed amendment?

[8:00 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Like I said in my previous answer, 
the opportunity to be heard doesn’t change. What essen-
tially happens is the evidence binder for the opportunity 
to be heard is provided to the individual. This includes the 
origin of the fire, the NRS investigation and the cost of 
fire suppression, as well as damages to Crown land.

Then the individual, who has now been provided the 
opportunity to be heard, has the ability to be able to re-
quest that of the decision-maker and to meet in person or 
by telephone.

Clause 3 approved.

On clause 4.

Macklin McCall: I want to go to subsections 28(4)(a) 
and (b). It’s referring to a document purporting to have 
been issued by an official, certifying the date on which 
the facts referred to in subsection (2)(a) “first came to the 
knowledge of an official.” My question, just for clarity on 
this…. I know this was somewhat touched on; I just want 
to expand on that. What official is being referred to here?

I have a follow-up question with that. Can I just leave 
the question there for the minister? I know it was briefly 
touched on; I just want clarity for the next question. What 
official is being referred to here in this section?

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Mr. Chair, we’re looking for some 
clarification. We’re just struggling to find out where the 
word “official” is referenced within clause 4.

Macklin McCall: I see the concern from the minister 
there. I think the section number and name may be in-
accurate, but we did talk about it in the past.

Actually, hold on; we’re on a different clause here.
[8:05 p.m.]

Okay, well, we’ll go on to a different question. I can’t 
find it in the current section we’re speaking of, and I don’t 
want to waste everyone’s time here. I’ll go on to the next 
question, so scratch that.

The other question pertaining to this clause…. This 
time I’ll read it from there. This is, I believe, subsection 
25(4), what I’m referring to. It says in this section: “(4)(a) 
is admissible in an appeal under section 39 from the order, 
without proof of the signature or official character of the 
individual appearing to have signed the document, and 
in the absence of evidence to the contrary is proof of the 
matter certified.”

My question is pertaining to what I just read, specific-
ally the part that says: “in the absence of evidence to the 
contrary.” Is that a reverse onus issue there, in the sense 
that when I read this, I didn’t think that the government 
that’s investigating would be finding exculpatory evidence 
for the accused person, the person being investigated?

My concern was if the investigation is being conducted 
by, we’ll say, the government or whoever they’ve hired to 
do the investigation, is it on the person that’s being inves-
tigated to provide the absence of evidence to the contrary, 
or is it on them to then provide the evidence to dispute 
the issue?
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The Chair: Members, I just ask that you please keep 
your voices down so we can hear the minister.

Hon. Ravi Parmar: I’m struggling with the member’s 
question because I don’t see it in clause (4) in section 27. 
But just to be clear, with an opportunity to be heard, evi-
dence is provided, and then as part of that process, if they 
so choose, the individual can provide their evidence to the 
decision-maker and any rationale that they provide as part 
of that.

Ward Stamer: Looking at our key amendments on 
clause 4, which is the updates to sections 27 and 28, it talks 
about associated costs, an individual’s liability — I believe 
under section 130 of the Forest Act — and their rights to 
review and appeal. Again, I think we asked earlier and the 
minister…. I’d like a little bit more clarification on that in 
regards to publishing of that information.

The second part of the question: is there anywhere in 
this section on these penalties where it talks about non-
compliance? Is that part of this section, or is that in a dif-
ferent section? Non-compliance meaning industrial.

[8:10 p.m.]

Hon. Ravi Parmar: No changes to the intent of sec-
tion 27 other than to provide clarity.

As for the second part of the member’s question around 
non-compliance, section 27 is the provision allowing levy-
ing of penalties or cost recovery after contravention is de-
termined, after section 26.

Ward Stamer: I thank the minister for his answers on 
that.

When we talk about the information about the costs 
associated with those contraventions and the individual’s 
liability under section 130 of the Forest Act, does it specify 
in that, when we talk about the liability side of things, how 
that’s going to be paid?

Also, the opportunity for…. I believe it’s in another sec-
tion, in a description of remediation opportunities and…. 
With extending the length of our order period from three 
years to 4½ years, is that going to expand the opportunity 
during the order to be able to look at non-monetary por-
tions of the order? Or is it going to be similar to the mech-
anisms that we have now? What opportunities will there 
be, with the person that is being charged with the order, to 
be able to lessen those liabilities with that order?

Does that make sense? All right.

Hon. Ravi Parmar: Nothing changes.

Clause 4 approved.

Hon. Ravi Parmar: I move that the committee rise, re-
port progress and ask leave to sit again.

Motion approved.

The Chair: The committee stands adjourned.

The committee rose at 8:15 p.m.
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