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Yukon Legislative Assembly
Whitehorse, Yukon
Wednesday, February 23, 2011 — 1:00 p.m.

Speaker: I will now call the House to order. We will
proceed at this time with prayers.

Prayers
DAILY ROUTINE

Speaker:  We will proceed at this time with the Order
Paper.

Tributes.

Introduction of visitors.

Returns or documents for tabling.
Are there any reports of committees?
Are there any petitions?

Any bills to be introduced?

Any notices of motion?

NOTICES OF MOTION

Mr. McRobb: I give notice of the following motion
for the production of papers:

THAT this House do issue an order for the returnaof
schedule of payments that includes principal andrést for
each year of the next 30 years on the Yukon Paotyermp-
ment's commitment with respect to the Yukon Devetept
Corporation’s issued bonds.

Mr. Inverarity: | rise to give notice of the following
motion for the production of papers:

THAT this House do issue an order for the returraibf
documents and reports on patient wait times for ongks to
see health specialists.

Ms. Hanson: | give notice of the following motion:

THAT it is the opinion of this House that prior ttee gov-
ernments of Yukon and Canada reviewing and disogstsie
terms of the devolution transfer agreement, theoyiugovern-
ment convene a mining best practices summit witist ila-
tions and other levels of government, industryplaband the
general public in order to develop common prin@@eound:

(1) ensuring Yukoners receive a fair deal through ee-
source revenue cap as set out in chapter 7.27ealdkiolution
transfer agreement;

(2) ensuring Yukoners receive a fair deal througidenn-
izing our resource royalty regime;

(3) strengthening our regulatory regime to ensureenvi-
ronment is not degraded by increasing mining agtivi

(4) capitalizing on employment and training oppoities
so Yukon residents can get good jobs in the misgwjor;

(5) ensuring the industry operates at a high stahda
terms of occupational health and safety; and

THAT this summit be held before the 2011 fall sigtiof
the Legislative Assembly.

Mr. Cardiff: | give notice of the following motion:

THAT this House urges the Minister of Justice tcuae
when making appointments to the Police Council tfetder
equity be a primary concern, with at least two prent repre-
sentatives on the council, one nominated by Yukamen’s
organizations, and one nominated by aboriginal wosmer-
ganizations.

Speaker:  Are there any further notices of motion?
Is there a statement by a minister?
This then brings us to Question Period.

QUESTION PERIOD
Question re: Peel watershed land use plan

Mr. Mitchell: Mr. Speaker, | have a question for the
Minister of Environment on this government’s oppiosi to
the draft Peel land use plan. We know the govertirhas ap-
proached this issue from a development-over-coasierv per-
spective, and that has been reflected in who spfeakke gov-
ernment on this issue. It's always the ministepoesible for
mining. However, the Minister of Environment signeff on
the latest workplan in January, so we know he igauppeed
and capable of answering questions on this isseewilV see if
he is able to respond today.

First Nations support the draft plan and said $® \Week.
We know the majority of Yukoners support the nesdrhajor
protection within the watershed. The GovernmentYakon
doesn’t support the plan. Will the Minister of Eronment
explain why not?

Hon. Mr. Rouble: As members of the Assembly and
Yukoners in general are aware, the Department adrdsn
Mines and Resources has the lead on this file.

Yes, Mr. Speaker, in response to the Leader oOtfieial
Opposition, on January 20, there was a meetingeoparties to
the Peel planning process. That concluded with camenit-
ment, or a re-signing, of the letter of understagdit also con-
cluded with an examination of the calendar and ahtvity
plan, which details how the process is to go fodv#trdemon-
strates where the responses to the commissionteeye back
to the parties to the plan. It includes the workt tthe commis-
sion is to do on the plan, when it will come backviukoners
for additional consideration, and then in the faflthis year
when the governments will comment on the final plan

We're working very closely with Yukon First Natiotisat
are affected by this planning process. There igird pubmis-
sion by the parties that brought together soménefdommon
issues and concerns. Because we were not all @eagmt that
the plan should be adopted as presented, therissares with
it, and those were shared in the submissions bpahtées.

Mr. Mitchell: It is very disappointing to see the Min-
ister of Environment take a back seat on this isShe Minis-
ter of Energy, Mines and Resources talks about jmifomis-
sions. There was also a joint news release thikreen four
governments. The four First Nations involved in ®Peel re-
gion are unanimous. They support the plan the casion has
come up with.
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This Yukon Party government doesn’t support the jplad
wants to leave this area wide open to industriaieigment.
We know the Premier interfered in the plan fromvkey start.
He ordered the Department of Environment to supgpie®r-
mation and now we see the government finally laytagards
on the table. They don’t support the plan and warkfer to
see the area developed. They would also prefeeacttss all
occur after the next election.

Why has the Minister of Environment not stood uptfe
environment?

Hon. Mr. Rouble: One only has to look at the time-
line that was agreed to by all parties on thissWiasn’t some-
thing that was put forward by the Government of §ukThis
is a schedule that was put forward by the Firstavatinvolved
and agreed to by all parties. | trust the membgosjte isn’t
arguing with that.

We have always been clear that we want to seeas ¢ed
approach on that. The Yukon Party’'s position os tias been
the same; we have been consistent. | would enceutiag
Leader of the Liberal Party to share with us hiswg on the
comments that we’ve jointly provided, whether heeag with
those or not.

There are issues that were identified in the joasjponse
that were of concern to all members of the commissHe
chose not to agree with those when he stated edhni& he
wanted to adopt the plan as presented. Also, itldvba inter-
esting to hear the new Liberal position and whethat's con-
sistent with what has been said here in the LdgisldAssem-
bly or consistent with what we heard them say, ereatold
they said, down at Roundup.

Our position has always been clear; the Governmént
Yukon’s position is available on the Web if membepposite
would like to take a look at it. Let's get somerithafrom the
Liberal Party so that we can hear, once and forwdiich part
of the plan that they're going to agree with — plagt they said
in the Assembly, or the part they talked about ansbuver.

Mr. Mitchell: I'll tell you who has been clear: we've
been clear with what we've said and we've said ubljly
more than once. The First Nation partners thatghigernment
has have been clear. They told the commissionithéie main
you got it right. The public wants to know whethbe Envi-
ronment minister is going to lead or get out of wey. What is
the government'’s response? In the main you gotanyg.

This government doesn’t support setting large acédbe
Peel aside. Quite the opposite: it supports leaitiaf open to
development. Let me ask the Environment ministes ¢ues-
tion. The government does acknowledge in its respda the
commission that, “there should be areas where dpu@nt is
excluded in the Peel.”

Which areas is he referring to and how big areelaeas?

Hon. Mr. Edzerza:
that the Liberal government has no position on langt
They're fence-sitters — whichever is the best famh today is
what they go with.

This Yukon government acknowledges the hard work in

volved in producing the recommended plan and suppoany
parts of that plan. Affected Yukon government dapants are

For the record, it should be stated

working together to review and provide commentsi@Peel
Watershed Regional Land Use Plale are also working with
our First Nation partners and hope to provide atjoésponse
to the Peel Watershed Planning Commission.

We have obligations to follow under thémbrella Final
Agreementand that’s exactly what we’re doing.

Question re:  Fiscal management

Mr. McRobb: Once again it's necessary to return to
an issue of importance to Yukoners because theytagetting
the whole story from the government. All week thierRier has
avoided answering questions on the cost to Yukgpatgers of
debt-servicing the Yukon Development Corporatiomds
resorting instead to his government’s preferenceeoy, de-
flect and attack.

The Premier needs to be fully accountable to Yukooa
this matter. Today, we're looking for clear answéssclear
guestions we ask on behalf of the public.

The first issue pertains to the government’s angoat of
debt servicing — the $52.5 million. So far, thissgmment has
used the figure of $2.6 million, but that excludbe cost of
capitalization, which adds another $1.7 million. 8by does
the Premier exclude that capitalization cost?

Hon. Mr. Fentie: Mr. Speaker, the government is not
excluding anything. Once again, to be clear, theegument
has committed to support the Yukon Development @ation,
which is a Crown corporation of which the governineana
shareholder. The corporation has gone about itinéss, as
corporations do — building energy infrastructurehie Yukon
— and we're very pleased that the energy infrastinecis cer-
tainly most needed, but will create great benefiaty and long
into the future in producing the energy required Yokoners,
Yukon businesses and others.

What the Member for Kluane — the Liberal members— i
suggesting is simply something that the Liberaésmesenting
to the public.

It has no basis in what is factual or what the goreent is
doing with its Crown corporation, in terms of alliowg it to
operate and be a corporation and to build Yukonsrgy fu-
ture with our support and assistance.

Mr. McRobb: Mr. Speaker, this commitment to pay
both interest and capital was clearly spelled outhe Pre-
mier's own letter, filed yesterday. Now, this isabout book-
ing the debt; it's about servicing the debt. Thigk¥n Party
government continues to neglect the full cost afiseg this
debt in its budget for the coming year. Well, itgimi be con-
venient for this government to use the false, lomenber. We
will use the more correct, higher number of $4.8iam. We
know that $4.3 million is very close to what thduat figure
will be in the next year. The formula is straightfard.

Will the Premier now admit the real cost to Yukaxgay-
ers of servicing this debt in the coming fiscal ne&t will be
approximately $4.3 million.

Hon. Mr. Fentie: That number is strictly something
that the Liberals have come up with. It is ceraimbt what the
government is working with. The member knows eyaathat
the commitments are to the Development Corporatitine
Member for Kluane knows exactly what the bond isseais;
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the member knows exactly what the costs are wilh #nd the
member knows full well that the government sideas book-
ing liabilities that it's not liable to book.

The Liberals have also said, when it comes to laber
numbers, that we're broke. Here we are demonstyatirat
we’re not broke but have a very healthy financia$ipon. No-
body out there in this wonderful territory of ourslieves what
the Liberals are saying. They change their mind @ogition at
whim, depending on who they have last talked to.

Mr. McRobb: Let's take stock: (1) this government
committed Yukon taxpayers to cover debt-serviciogts for
the $52.5 million of Yukon Development Corporati®iionds
to pay for Mayo B; (2) the cost of servicing thattl next year
is about $4.3 million, yet the Premier refuseshove taxpayers
the whole bill, even though it's these very sameégers who
will be footing the bill; (3) this government’s bget for next
year shows only $1 out of that $4.3 million; andl i@@stead of
upholding their commitment to Yukon voters of beiogen,
accountable and fiscally responsible, the YukortyHarlocked
into deny, deflect and attack.

groups — with all Yukon citizens — to present a coom
front to Ottawa?

Hon. Mr. Fentie: | think we already articulated what
the plan is many months ago. This government heesady
commenced its work with Yukon First Nation govermise
who are the partners in the sharing of royaltie® lire Yukon.

Let me just try to help the Leader of the Thirdtiarhe
work has already commenced. Everything we do ptssan
common front. That's why we have been so successfalr
relationship, not only with our sister territoridsit the 10 prov-
inces in this country, as a member of the Courfdihe Federa-
tion and with the federal government, which haselyishosen
to work very constructively with the Yukon Terriyor— one of
the reasons why the Yukon is a leader in the cguntren it
comes to many things like the economy, like ourltheeare
system, like protection and conservation of ourirmment
and like our partnerships in the sharing of wedidre in
Yukon and with all Canadians.

Ms. Hanson: Mining is a non-sustainable activity
which depletes the mineral wealth of a jurisdictiés a result,

Will the Premier now show Yukon taxpayers the wholeit depletes the wealth available to future genersti Our ac-

bill of $4.3 million, or will he continue to makaem wait until
after the next election?

Hon. Mr. Fentie: And (5), the Member for Kluane is
wrong. The government has committed to assistotparation
and, by the way, in the conduct of those operatiamsll cer-
tainly allow our corporation to do its financialcaeinting, as
it's supposed to, to reach its year-ends, anddfetare short-
falls and assistance required, of course the govenh will be
there. But we're allowing our corporation to operaidepend-
ently, and we are committed to support them as sirgre-
holder would.

The Liberals don’t support them; the Liberals do sap-
port any corporation in this territory. They comgtp criticize
the work of the corporations that are diligentlpyding a bet-
ter quality of life for Yukoners, whether it's tlergy Corpo-
ration, the Development Corporation, the Hospitatg@ration,
the Housing Corporation — on all these fronts. Tligerals
oppose them and have no use or purpose for thegerations.
They know best; they're all in it together, and Isure it would
be one fancy future should they, God forbid, ewrthe reins
of power.

Question re:  Resource wealth sharing

Ms. Hanson: When we think about initiatives like
responsible government, land claims and devolutitimnk we
would all agree that these major accomplishmentét delong
to one individual, one party or to one governmehgy are
accomplishments that belong to generations of YakanThey
are a testimony to the fact that when we work togetn the
best interests of all and present a common froatget results.
There is a consensus building in the Yukon thatdeserve a
fair deal when it comes to our mineral wealth gmat tve need
to renegotiate the $3-million cap with Ottawa om cesource
royalties.

What is the Premier’s plan to work with the Firsatins,
with the opposition, with industry, labour and coomity

tions today must reflect this intergenerational @mass — we
should not take too much at one time and when e, tae
must ensure legacies for the future.

This afternoon we will be debating one of the asito
retaining more of our wealth when we debate thaonatn the
devolution transfer agreement and the $3-milliop oa re-
source royalties. We've never reached the $3-miltiap. It's a
consequence of our royalty regime, which looks dtimgy
companies’ profits after deductions instead ofuakeie of min-
erals they remove from the ground. It's a conseqeenf a
government policy that has valued gold at $15 anceufor
purposes of royalties when the trading price isektess of
$1,300 an ounce.

Does the government intend to look at other impedits
to the Yukon getting a fair deal on its resourcehte or just
the devolution transfer agreement?

Hon. Mr. Fentie: Again, the government has articu-
lated clearly that we take a much broader apprdaai simply
non-renewable resource revenues, and there’s gzasbm for
that. In this area what goes up, will go down drat’s why our
fiscal approach for Yukon is all-inclusive.

The member should know that there are offsetsael&d
sources of our own revenue. We have to do the sapesal-
culations to ensure there is net benefit to Yukegardless of
the source of revenue. That's why, today, Yukowresy suc-
cessful.

We know the NDP’s position here. The NDP is against
free entry. The NDP is against profit for the cogie world.
The NDP actually want to raise costs to industaketmoney
out of Yukoners’ pockets and do what with it? Whaows?
This is the NDP’s real position. The Yukon Partywgmment
does not want to raise cost to industry, and we’twbat we
will negotiate a fair deal with Canada that ensuttest we
share, on balance, the wealth of Yukon and of toisntry.
That's why we have the fiscal position that we odaty.
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Ms. Hanson:
conjecture of the member opposite. In fact, heuifing rheto-
ric out of the air, not based on the facts aboatNIDP’s posi-
tion. In fact, in the fall, the NDP called for amrig best prac-
tices summit. This summit would pull together Yukos to
look at the increased mining activity and to dedidev best to
maximize social-economic benefits. Yukoners needéoin-
volved in how we benefit from our resource wealththrough
royalties, through employment and training.

We think it's time to revisit the idea of the suntmit’s
time to democratize the debate on our resourcesder to get
a fair deal. Developing what's fair for Yukon isoand retain-
ing more of our resource wealth; it means more jhanhsend-
ing the Premier down to Ottawa, cap in hand.

Will the government support the NDP call for a mini
best practices summit so that all Yukoners canigipate in
building our collective position as to what is & fdeal for our
resource wealth?

Hon. Mr. Fentie: We've all experienced in this terri-
tory the NDP’s position on mining. There isn’t amjning;
there isn’t any industry; there is no climate ofaatment that
we, the Yukon Party government, have helped totereehich
is garnering hundreds of millions of dollars of é@stment from
the private sector.

No, we don’t support the NDP’s position when it @smo
mining or industry or the corporate world or prsfir the well-
being of the Yukon public, especially economicaliyp, we do
not support the NDP position.

Question re: Health care services

Mr. Cathers: I have more questions for the Minister
of Health and Social Services regarding measunmgess in
health care delivery. There is no more importanasneement
of success than patients receiving quality carermthey need
it. They need timely access to appropriate faesitand health
professionals.

In March 2006, Yukon had an “orphan patient” prohle
Health and Social Services estimated that as mang,@00
Yukon citizens did not have a family doctor. Asrthminister, |
launched the successful health and human resotretegy to
attract health professionals and assist Yukon stisdevith
health bursaries. Through its family physician moe pro-
gram and working with the medical community, inéhglpro-
viding family practices with funding to expand thelinics, the
Yukon’s number of family doctors increased fromiB&006
to 63 in March 2008. Will the minister please teie how
many family physicians the Yukon has today?

Hon. Mr. Hart: | thank the member opposite for his
guestion. With regard to providing general pragtiérs in the
Yukon, we have been very successful in providirag gervice
over the past couple of years — in fact, to thenpaihere the
Yukon Medical Association has indicated we no langeed
the services of special licensed physicians.

Mr. Cathers: The Auditor General’s report on health
services and programs made recommendations regaimin
proving planning and performance measurements. eThes
two obvious ways that MLAs can choose to resporia first
is to read the report and make fair and constraatvmments

Mr. Speaker, it's interesting to hear the on how a good health care system can be made .bEfteISeC-

ond approach is to exaggerate its findings, ce#iadepartment
staff and accuse them of mismanagement of our thealte
systems.

Unfortunately, the Liberals and the NDP have chasen
second approach. Under the Liberals, the specidlisic ac-
commodated less than 1,600 patient visits per Yhen | was
Minister of Health and Social Services, we expantiedspe-
cialist clinic and the program has continued towgto 5,300
patient visits per year under the current minister.

Will the minister please tell me how many patiehis ex-
pected to serve this year?

Hon. Mr. Hart: We anticipate providing many ser-
vices to all Yukoners and to ensure that they wecéie best
health care possible through the collaborative gssceither in
the rural areas or in Whitehorse itself.

We are working with the Whitehorse General Hospital
increasing the specialist visits here to the Yukonensure,
again, more services here at home can be provetgcially
to those rural Yukoners and even those in Whitehersthat
can provide that service. As | mentioned previousbtaracts
are a hig issue that is being handled here in thkoN and
many clients are being handled through Whitehoreme@l
Hospital through this process. We look forward toviding
continued specialist services and continued ineréasthose
specialist services through Whitehorse General kalsp

Mr. Cathers: There is no more important measure-
ment of success in health care than patients receyuality
care when they need it. They need timely accesppoopriate
facilities and health professions. Another impadrtareasure-
ment of how our health system is doing is the nunalb@eople
served by home care and continuing care. Will theigter
please remind us how many continuing care bedsythiien
had in 2002 and how many we have today?

Hon. Mr. Hart: In reviewing the amount that was
available in 2002, I'd have to suspect it was appnately 128
continuing beds that were provided. Continuing back in the
Yukon now is at approximately 152 beds, and to,tihét
Speaker, we anticipate adding an additional 19 betise con-
tinuing care facilities in the Thomson Centre wtile opening
of that facility, which is anticipated to take ptasometime
around the middle of April.

Questionre:  Government litigation

Mr. Inverarity: | have a question for the Minister of
Justice. This government has found itself in céarttoo often
over the past few years. It is the minister's resality to
direct and approve any court actions taken on tré @f the
government. The minister is also responsible foyirga the
costs of fighting with Yukon partners. The govermintells us
that this is the cost of doing business. Will thimister tell us,
then: what is the total cost for this year forthk legal battles
this government is engaged in?

Hon. Ms. Horne: | don’t have those actual figures at
my fingertips, but | can provide them.

Mr. Inverarity: The government is currently engaged
in a legal fight with the francophone community.eTbost of
that fight has been reported at $750,000 so fais §hvern-
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ment has also taken to court self-governing Firatidtis. We
have never been told the final cost to taxpayersifat exercise
in clarity.

This government doesn’t work with its partnersfights
with them, and these legal battles have a coshemt If this
government won't stop fighting with other Yukoneitsshould
at least disclose what it is costing. I'd like thénister to try to
tell us if she has those costs.

Hon. Mr. Rouble:
bit more clarity, because the member for the Lib&arty is
just referencing a situation that the Departmen€E&diication
found itself in when it was taken to court. Goveamn of
Yukon believes that the level of support it hasvied and
continues to provide for French first language shid is con-
sistent with and, indeed, surpasses its legal atidigs.

We found ourselves taken to court. We believe weipu
appropriate programming. We believe it was incunbhgron
us then to present an appropriate defence. It solikd the
opposition believes that whenever the governmestié, it's
wrong. Well, there are issues that | think theychee take a
deeper look at. They have to look into these isstliesy can'’t
just make an assumption based on the headlineeimeivspa-
per. They've got to look at the issue and look haitheir po-
sition on it would be.

The Government of Yukon’s position has been veeacl
and we've seen that with court cases that the govent has
been involved in, whether it's the Department ofi&ation or
issues in land claims. Unfortunately, the Liberaitl? has often
found them siding on the wrong side of the issue.

Mr. Inverarity:
government is in court far more often than it skook. How
much is this costing Yukoners?

Clarity between two parties can be achieved throuego-
tiation if both parties are sincere in that goale Vésort to the
courts when all else fails. It's an expensive psipon and
should be avoided at all costs. This is countenpectide and a
costly approach to negotiating clarity. The goveentnhas a
duty to inform the public what this negotiatingas&gy is cost-
ing us. How much will these court costs actuallgtcéukoners
this year?

Hon. Mr. Fentie: For the benefit of the Liberals,
should they have any intention of ever becomingegoment,
the government is responsible for the public irgerdhat
means negotiations. That means other forms anduimsnts
required by government to pursue the representatiothe
public interest and also the possibility of the teyproviding
rulings.

Let us refer to a specific case in this territorlgene the
Liberals stood up and said, “Accept the ruling leé tourt and
be done with it.” Well, this Yukon Party governmgimt repre-
senting the public interest, followed due proc&ss.you know
what the outcome was, Mr. Speaker? The courts Ithigdthe
Yukon Party government did meet its obligations dnat a
Yukoner — a member of the public — had the righttcess
Commissioner’s land. That's not what the Liberaisuld do.
They would throw away all those instruments of fhéblic
interest. That's not a government-in-waiting.

Question re:  Health care delivery wait times

Mr. Inverarity: | have a question for the Minister of
Health and Social Services. Wait times for spestislcontinue
to grow, not decline, under this Yukon Party goveent's
watch.

This government knows that there is going to beean
pected increase in our population and they aremmmting to
provide services to meet this demand. | know of ynaxam-

This is an issue that does require aples of wait-time horror stories. Just in this pasiek, a gen-

tleman was told he would have to wait two yearsddrip re-
placement as there are only six hip replacemettsdsded per
year at Whitehorse General Hospital. This man’dityuef life
will deteriorate over the next two years withoutving this
surgery.

We can all imagine what a toothache is like; wiatlagine
living with a toothache for two years and not beaige to do
anything more than pop a few pills. Mr. Speaketl| thie min-
ister please confirm what the average wait timen@,includ-
ing emergency situations for hip replacement?

Hon. Mr. Hart: As indicated yesterday in this House,
there is no limit imposed on the Yukon for the nembf resi-
dents who can have hip replacements; however, magbe-
knownst to the member opposite, hip surgery isdoote in the
Yukon; it is done Outside. So we rely on the suabtones in
the British Columbia hospital system. We rely oe ttapacity
constraints that affect the Province of British @obia as well,
because our Yukon patients are in the process.

Previously | indicated on this subject in the Houkat
Yukoners would be in a queue, the same as B.Cdewets,

This should be an easy question. Thiswhen it comes to hip replacements, except for thees of

emergency. Again, that is a decision based onuhgesn and
the physician for the person who is looking for héplacement
surgery. It depends on those two professionals a&enthat
assessment. As | indicated, it's approximately dmng from
nine to 12 months for hip replacement for non-ereecy cases
as it relates to providing that service through Erevince of
British Columbia.

| will also state that we've had a substantial @ae in the
number of specialists coming to the Yukon beingoaumo-
dated through Whitehorse General Hospital.

Mr. Inverarity: We need to plan to build on our ser-
vices for Yukoners. When the Independent/Yukon yPaagm-
ber for Lake Laberge was completing his job intewifor his
old job yesterday, he failed to get to the hearthef matter, as
usual, to receive answers.

Speaker’s statement
Speaker: A bit personal, honorable member, so just
please monitor that. You still have the floor.

Mr. Inverarity: Unfortunately, the Yukon is not in-
cluded in the Fraser Institute’s numbers for wigtels, so we
have no immediate reference to follow up on Yukowait
times for specialists. It is not unheard of for ‘bukrs to be
waiting for almost six years for shoulder surgeFhis is an
unacceptable wait time. Will the minister provide with the
average wait times on all specialist appointments?
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Hon. Mr. Hart:
with many issues as they relate to specialists ©gnid the
Yukon. In 1999, the number of specialist visitsthe Yukon
was 1,594; in 2009-10, it's 5,284 visits to the ¥ok— is that
not an increase? The number of clinic days in 1889 140; in
2009-10 it's 297. We're also looking at an increadehose
facilities in 2010-11 to 363 for the number of dirdays, and
6,500 visits by specialists to the Whitehorse Galndospital.

Mr. Inverarity: Well, we know of many Yukoners on
long waiting lists to see different health spestali One exam-
ple is of a Yukoner who was referred by an optoisietHe had
to wait almost two years for an opthamologist splésti for a

| can provide the member opposite

(2) increasing the $3-million cap on resource nens set
out in chapter 7.27.1(a) Net Fiscal Benefit to émabe Gov-
ernment of Yukon and Yukon First Nations to receiwere
benefits from resource development in the territohjle pro-
moting greater economic activity with a correspoigdgreater
economic return to the Government of Canada; and

(3) ensuring there is parity between the provisiohshe
Yukon Northern Affairs Program Devolution Transfegree-
ment and devolution agreements being negotiated with th
Government of the Northwest Territories and the &oment
of Nunavut.

possible glaucoma. Well, glaucoma is an extremeceyéition
that needs to be caught early. The Yukoner coulck liween
treated for those two years instead of sitting avaé-list. The
list goes on. Let’'s not forget most of these winitels are just

Mr. Nordick: Mr. Speaker, it gives me great pleasure
to rise to speak to this motion today.

The Yukon Northern Affairs Program Devolution Transfer
Agreementhat was signed on October 29, 2001, represented a

for consultation. Yukoners still have to wait arethset of
years for any actual surgery if needed.

Will the minister at least commit to producing atmual
report on wait times for specialist appointments?

Hon. Mr. Hart:
substantial list showing an increase of specialigtsting
Yukon. We are working with Whitehorse General Hiepon
increasing the number of specialists coming to @iy of
Whitehorse, as well as the types of specialists imgmno
Whitehorse. We have provided new additional fae#itfor
these individuals to come to the Yukon. We are \ergour-
aged by the Whitehorse General Hospital havinghtheessary
technical and X-ray facilities required for theadividuals and
we look forward to providing further enhanced seevfor all
Yukoners when it comes to their health care.

Speaker:
elapsed. We will proceed to Orders of the Day.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
GOVERNMENT PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS

MOTIONS OTHER THAN GOVERNMENT MOTIONS
Motion No. 1303

Clerk:
Nordick.

Speaker:
dike:

As I've stated, we just provided a

significant step forward in the development of mspble gov-
ernance in the territory. The quest for responsijdeernment
commenced in the Klondike capital, Dawson City] 809 with
the election of a wholly elected Legislative Asséml-rom
1909 to 1979, the Yukon’s elected members of thkoYil_eg-
islative Assembly concentrated their efforts onirigkcontrol
of the executive arm of the Yukon government.

It took Yukoners 70 years to achieve this objectivhich
culminated in 1979 with the Hon. Jake Epp issuiegv nn-
structions to the Commissioner, effectively gragtihe elected
members of the Executive Council or Cabinet conepteintrol
of running the affairs of the territory.

The next major objective was Yukon control and nggna
ment of Yukon land and resources. Negotiationstoese this
objective began in earnest in the early 1980s amtuded
amendments to th¥ukon Act which were presented to the

The time for Question Period has now federal governmentin 1985.

Governments changed at both the territorial ancerfdd
levels before the 1985 devolution initiative could imple-
mented. Accordingly, the struggle to obtain Yukamtcol and
management of Yukon land and resources continuatkrun
successive Yukon and federal governments for the ©é
years.

Finally on October 21, 2001, théukon Northern Affairs
Program Devolution Transfer Agreements reached, which

Motion No. 1303, standing in the name of Mr. is the subject of this motion today.

One thing is clear: in reviewing the Yukon strugtpeob-

It has been moved by the Member for Klon- tain fully responsible government, it takes ye#mpt decades,

to effect change. No agreement is perfect and sofmtne

THAT this House urges the Government of Canada tghortcomings of the 2001 devolution transfer agesgnvere
amend the¥ukon Northern Affairs Program Devolution Trans- pointed out by the Yukon Party at the time of itjhing.

fer Agreementsigned by the Yukon government on October

29, 2001, in relation to the following:

(1) changing the provisions of chapter 5, Forest R

sources, and the $7.5 million for fire suppresgransition set
out in chapter 7.13 to ensure the Government ofoviuke-
ceives appropriate compensation for fighting foréists in
order to address the risk of fire in the boreak&vrincluding
the spruce-bark beetle infestation that occurrethenKluane
region under DIAND’s administration;

The Yukon Party platform presented to Yukoners(00&
has a section dealing with implementing and imprg\devolu-
tion, which includes the following provisions: conte to work
with DIAND to secure a multi-year funding agreemeanffi-
cient to cover the cleanup costs and managemethteoeven
major mine sites by the Government of Yukon andiengco-
nomic and employment opportunities for Yukonerstrese
sites; urge the Government of Canada to implemianise 5.5
of the devolution transfer agreement in order tgnaent the
$7.5 million that was made available to the Goveznmof
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Yukon for fire suppression over the five-year titioeal pe-
riod; request that the Government of Canada malendments
to theYukon Acto include recognition of the Crown in right of
Yukon and transfer of the ownership of Yukon landl ae-
sources to the Government of Yukon; amend sect{8}) 4o-
gether with section 68, to remove the ability of tinister of
DIAND to continue giving instructions to the Comsisner
that currently threatens the Yukon’s present fofrdeamocrati-
cally elected public government; and amend Schetldad
Schedule II of the act to include the recognitiéhe Yukon’s
offshore boundary with the Northwest Territoriestlie Beau-
fort Sea, so as to put the Yukon on the same fgadis the
N.W.T. and Nunavut in relation to their offshoretera.

While the motion we are dealing with here todaysinet
deal with amendments to thukon Agtit is important to rec-
ognize that the 2001 devolution transfer agreemerst given
legislative sanction through the amendments toYthikeon Act
in 2002 and didn’t come into effect until April 2003. It is
also important to acknowledge that considerablgymess has
been made in relation to the 2001 devolution tremsiree-
ment, especially in relation to the type 2 mine séclamation
work that remains the responsibility of the Goveemin of
Canada.

One of our government’s major accomplishments carsce
the reclamation of the Faro mine. The Yukon govemitook
over the management responsibility of the Faro noimraplex
in early March of 2009, after reaching a consengtls Canada
and the affected First Nations on a prepared ckosption that
is estimated to cost $30 million per year for thextn15-year
period of adjustment, for a total investment of G&aillion.

Another successful reclamation venture has beemcale
reopening the Bellekeno mine, one of Yukon’'s thceeently
operating mines.

The major failing of the 2001 devolution transferee-
ment, however, remains the provisions of chaptdpigst re-
sources, and the $7.5 million for fire suppresgmamnsition set
out in chapter 7.13.

As the risk of fire in the boreal forest increasthe 2001
devolution transfer agreement reduces the fedenatribution
to meeting this risk to zero. This is despite thetfthat the
spruce bark beetle infestation in the Kluane aras allowed to
grow unchecked under DIAND’s administration for ddes,
leaving the Yukon government with an environmerttale
bomb.

The Leader of the Third Party, in her previous bfethe
Regional Director of DIAND, should have first-hakdowl-
edge of this situation. The spruce bark beetlestateon was
first noticed in 1992 —

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Point of order
Speaker:  On a point of order, the Member for Kluane.
Mr. McRobb: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker, |
would just note that your previous rulings regagdihe avoid-
ance of personalizing debate was, | believe, jissai¢dhed in the
member’s reference to the personal life of the leeaaf the
Third Party.

Speaker’s statement
Speaker: | think the honourable members are going to

have to allow me to review the Blues on this isdvdg.apolo-

gies; | simply didn’t hear it. So allow me to rewi¢he Blues.
The Member for Klondike has the floor.

Mr. Nordick: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The spruce
bark beetle infestation was first noticed in 1988 aow covers
a massive area. Canada must accept its respotysibitllow-
ing this infestation to grow to the extent thatid.

The second change the motion is advocating cond¢bens
$3-million cap on resource revenues set out in &ah27.1(a)
net fiscal benefit. In requesting this change, luldolike to
draw the attention of all members to governmentiddofNo.
1289 presented by the Premier, which reads asifsilo

“THAT this House urges the Government of Yukon e e
sure that Yukon remains one of the best jurisdistiin the
world in which to invest by continuing to implemesdampeti-
tive taxation and royalty regimes in order to maintor reduce
industry’s cost of doing business in the territory.

The point | am making here is that while we areussting
Canada increase the $3-million cap on resourcentms we
do not want to increase industry’s cost of doingibess in the
territory and maintain our competitive advantagaisidg the
resource revenue cap will benefit everyone.

Canada will benefit from seeing increased econautiv-
ity and more revenues due to the fact that 70 cehivery
dollar of Yukon’s own-source revenues are returtee@anada.
Yukon First Nations will see increased revenuemfresource
development and will be direct beneficiaries ofsthievelop-
ment. The Yukon government, like Canada, will banfedbm
increased economic activities and will see moremnees.

The Yukon should not be a victim of its own succédss
2001, the $3-million cap on resource revenues naa tbeen
appropriate at that time, in view of the level eSource devel-
opment in the territory. Look at where we are todéykon is
currently experiencing another gold rush, the tikevhich we
haven't seen since the Klondike Gold Rush. Theerurtevel
of activity is even exceeding the levels of activetxperienced
by Yukoners in the heydays of the 1970s.

The final change our motion is requesting is toueapar-
ity between the devolution transfer agreementsectly being
negotiated with the N.W.T. and Nunavut. The DTAemgnents
with the territories should not remain static. Thaust grow
with the times. What may have been appropriatedibilds not
appropriate in 2011.

To be clear, | am not suggesting that the threeld&on
transfer agreements must be the same becausedieeteirito-
ries have different circumstances that may havebdoad-
dressed. What | am saying is that each territorqukh be
treated fairly and there should be a general paetyveen the
agreements. | believe this motion is a motion #iatembers
should be able to support and | commend it to troaidd.
Thank you.

Mr. Mitchell: I would like to thank the Member for
Klondike for bringing forward this motion today, &ai'm go-
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ing to speak in support of the motion, but | do Wansay that
if we're going to do this, we want to make sure ges it right
because this isn't just words. This is really intpat. We're
talking about the economic future of Yukon and iany ways
the well-being of Yukon because the funding thdt flew to
Yukon will impact how we deal with our environmehgw we
deal with our infrastructure, how we deal with hleand social
services; these are very, very important issuésatl. In fact,
we encouraged this government, before this sittimen com-
menced at the beginning of February, to move fouwar this
issue.

in many ways, permitting mines or not permittingnh and it
took 10 years to try and get title, for exampleatot on a lake.
The forestry industry was so upset over federalnmaisage-
ment of how this industry should be regulated, thate were
literally protests in the streets, as I've mentitbne

To add to the history that was provided by the Menfbr
Klondike, it was the DIAND minister of the day, thon. Ron
Irwin, who got the ball rolling on devolution atethurging of
many, many Yukoners. The McDonald government — the
NDP government that preceded the Liberal governnaewt
followed the first Yukon Party government — spengraat

We put out a news release. We asked the governtoent deal of energy negotiating a devolution agreeméfdny,

work with a cooperative approach with First Natiowih our
partners, to get a better resource revenue dedl @itawa,
because of the impact we could see coming fron$&amillion

cap with all the increased mineral activity, wittetrecord-high
gold prices, the record-high copper and base-metiles,
which have contributed to a major upturn in inteiasmining

in Yukon and interest of companies in developingperties
across Yukon.

This is a very positive thing we're here to do tpd#e
also raised the issue of the new deal that wasedigvith the
Northwest Territories and Canada — a deal that @pubvide
them with much more revenue from their resources tthat
which we are currently in line to get from ourguess | want
to say thank you to the Member for Klondike in agithe
government to do its job, and we're pleased thigtriotion is
before us today.

I'm not going to speak for an unlimited amount whé,
Mr. Speaker. | am sure you are no doubt disappoitdehear
that, but there are many members who will wantpeak to
this. It impacts every Yukoner, and different aspeaf this
motion impact different ridings to a greater oisksextent.

First of all, | will say that there were provisiotisat were
put into the devolution transfer agreement whenas written
that allowed for periodic review and the GovernmahY ukon
should be taking full advantage of them. In fabgre are sec-
tions in this agreement — | believe it's sectio@8/that talks
about the fact that Canada and the Yukon territ@isvern-
ment shall conduct a review of the provisions @77 which is
the section that refers to how the resources aredhand that
cap the Member for Klondike referred to, and itsdya) in
the fifth (5th) year following the Effective Dataa at five (5)
year intervals thereafter; or (b) at any other tiasemay be
agreed by Canada and the YTG” this should be readeand it
can be amended.

So I'm hoping to hear from the government side witat
curred five years following this initial signing i®ctober of
2001, because that was during the term of thiseatiry ukon
Party government.

Let's go back to the days of DIAND managing ourdsn
and resources, pre-devolution. | think we all rerhemwhat
things were like then. We can remember the logdmigks
circling the Elijah Smith Building. I'm sure the émier re-
members it; | think he might have been driving aighose
trucks. We weren't very happy as Yukoners to bingithere,
not in control of our own destiny. DIAND was doiagpoor job

many hours were spent by officials under the McDdmgv-
ernment and, of course, by the government leadeets

That was followed by the Liberal government undes-P
mier Duncan and the ball was moved forward undat ¢ov-
ernment. In fact, there’s a certain deputy ministbo served
under both of those governments, and he’s stik beday serv-
ing Yukoners. He logged a lot of miles going baok #orth to
Ottawa to get this deal done. | won’t name thatudgminister,
but he deserves the appreciation of all Yukonergte work
he did on this file and in getting this agreemeontal It was not
an easy task.

Now the government has taken issue with some pomgs
of the devolution transfer agreement and in factageee with
the government on this. It's far from perfect. lasvthe best
deal that officials and two governments could getha time,
and there had to be a time at which either we #igmd we
gain some control of our own destiny, or we corgino nego-
tiate. They signed it and that's why there werevigions for
review put into chapter 5 for forestry and into jotea 7 for
resource royalties.

Now with regard to forestry, both the industry avitat we
can gain from it and the costs of providing for dmting wild
fires — these are volatile numbers and they depemctat deal
on Mother Nature and whether we have a good ordafipa
season. Climate change, as the Member for Kluasgbiated
out, has upped the ante, so to speak, on this.

We've seen the huge infestation of spruce beetlethe
Kluane region in particular, but elsewhere as walid we
know that the pine beetle is not far from makirgydntry into
Yukon, because it has moved right up through Bri@olum-
bia. So these things, while they're a natural phegrmon, they
have a great impact on Yukon and on the costsvilaincur.
Some years we spend over $20 million fighting firether
years we spend far less, so again, this is whyehiew clause
was put into the devolution transfer agreement. d&gainly
support the need to consider the possible effedheflarge
spruce beetle kill in the Kluane region and elsewtes a pos-
sible driver of higher costs in fighting wild fires

Regarding the first portion of this motion — chargithe
provisions of chapter 5, forest resources, and$th& million
for fire suppression transition set out in chatd3 “to ensure
the Government of Yukon receives appropriate corsgon
for fighting forest fires in order to address tiekrof fire in the
boreal forest including the spruce-bark beetlest#ion”, we
absolutely can support that section of the motion.
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So let's now move on to chapter 7 and the issueeof
source royalties. Now, as | said in my introductiorthe days
leading up to this sitting, we raised the issu¢hefroyalty pro-
visions in our devolution agreement. In fact, when pressed
the government on what action has been taken toowvephese
provisions, the Premier answered that not muchteah done.
What he did do was criticize the previous governnfensign-
ing the agreement in the first place. | am pleasedee that
today at least the Member for Klondike recognizes every
government moved the ball down the field and tt@dnprove
the situation that we had and that no one goverhheserves
all the credit for the deal we have or all the mibilities for
how to improve it. This is a continuous process.

This government has had nine years to negotiateovep
ments to the agreement and hasn’t done so. | nmeatithere
was the five-year review that's written into theemment. No,
it hasn't happened. It has waited until the ultiengear, the
ninth year of a two-mandate government. If it thialuthe pre-
vious government had done a poor job on the royaltye, it
certainly could have gone to the Government of @anand
requested that chapter 7 of the deal be lookedy@nhabut it
seems to be very late in getting there.

We find that somewhat curious, because this goverim
has been saying for the past three, four or fiverg¢hat there
was a mining boom that would be coming to Yukon.\Well
seen the price of gold rise — it hasn’t been stebdy the ul-
timate graph has been a steady increase, eveerd tave been
some downturns in-between. We've seen the mordileotmse
metal markets rise overall, even if there have ®eebuple of
recessions that drove the prices down for a pegidine.

don’t pursue a job opportunity closer to home, \Whigads to
greater turnover.

In light of the devolution agreement that was reacin
the Northwest Territories, we believe that Ottawaes Yukon
a better deal on resource royalties. The Governmehorth-
west Territories will now receive 50 percent ofaese royal-
ties, up to a cap of five percent of their grogsesxditure base.

If the deal was in place this year, for examplewduld
have meant an extra $60 million in revenue for meighbours
to the east. Every year that passes without a dgeol agree-
ment means that the N.W.T. foregoes another yemtdiscal
benefit. Over the last five years the N.W.T. — tisisccording
to figures that they've published, statements thay've made
publicly — they feel that they've lost $208 million potential
net fiscal benefit, so these are significant nursber

The Yukon has been up against the cap a couplenest
but we haven't really been in a position of vastkceeding it,
but under the Yukon devolution agreement, the Yukeaps
only the first $3 million in royalties with any amiet above this
offset by 100 percent. So, as | said before thisngi com-
menced, it's clear that the bar has been raisel thé signing
of the N.W.T. agreement and that our neighboursgaieg to
keep a much larger share of resource revenuegel the Pre-
mier to move forward with Yukon First Nations togotiate an
agreement with the Government of Canada that eél ukon
keep more of its royalties because the benefitthofeased
mining should go to Yukoners first and foremost.

If, as expected — and I'm sure that the Ministereab-
nomic Development and the Minister of Energy, Miregsl
Resources will have lots to say about this — sévexa& mines

The government talked about how much they weregloingo into production, the contribution to the GDPaheral pro-

to support the industry and we think there was a&@sed
opportunity to plan for the impacts of what thisuMmean in
a number of areas — a missed opportunity to staitee at
renegotiating the terms of the devolution transfgreement,
and particularly, chapter 7.27.1 that covers tharfiBon cap.
We also have said and will continue to say thatgimeernment
could have and should have moved more quickly tzelde
land for residential housing across Yukon, not danlthe capi-
tal city, but in all the other communities as wilat are im-
pacted by an upturn in the mining industry, becaheee is the
potential to have very positive results from thislustry, but
not if we don’t maximize it. We're far better off people who
are working in this industry are able to resideYmkon and
become Yukon residents than if they are simplynflyin and
flying out on a rotational basis every two weeksar

If they live here and are Yukon residents, we ghmin-
come tax revenue from the earnings they receiven fitoe in-
dustry and, perhaps more importantly, we gain #peeditures
that every family makes for housing, utilities, haad power,
food, clothing, recreational purchases and pursants for stu-
dents to attend schools that in some cases aréhi@ssull. All
in all, we want the people working in this industoybe Yuk-
oners, and so does the industry. We've heard thainaand
again from the industry. It's far better for thelirstry if people
decide to reside in Yukon than if the industry badly them
back and forth from points far more distant, anghehahey

duction in Yukon alone could be over $1.2 billiogfdre 2018
or 2020 if some of the larger mines such as thevyBelRe-
sources property and the Casino property of WesGapper
get through the permitting stage and if the metadsket stays
strong and these mines go into production. | thirdt’'s more
than double what it is now. It could be even highigs hard to
determine how many of these properties will go iptoduc-
tion, but if all of the properties that are curtgréntered into
the permitting regime — as well as a couple of khbat are
close to being there — move forward, it could beremore.
That's potentially a very positive thing for Yukobut there
will be costs. We will spend tens and tens of mil8 of dollars
providing road and energy infrastructure that Wil required.
We will need much more housing. We will need morioal
services. We will have the need for more educatisaevices,
to hire more teachers, perhaps to build schools.

So we do need to receive much more from the r@slti
simply to cover our infrastructure costs, just torenor less
break even on the impacts of this industry. Beytirad, as the
government has said and as we have said, in tleeafasining
resources, these are non-renewable resourcesrgtane-time.
We may discover new properties but, each time wieaex
those minerals, each time we mine the ore, it seghot deal.
We mine it, it's sold, it goes into the goods ananofacturing
industries around the world, and then it's gone.
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This is part of our birthright as Yukoners. We'rery for-

tunate to live in a land that has all these ridougces. Just as

we enjoy the hunting and fishing and all the othatural re-
sources in Yukon, we also deal with the challenga® from
weather that goes well beyond 50-below at timeéviog in a
region where we have very long days in the summdrery
long nights in the winter, we need to make the nebghis for
Yukoners.

The increase in royalties should be shared with oviuk

First Nation governments. First of all, it saysisdhe UFA. |
don’t have thddmbrella Final Agreemenh front of me, but |
think it's in chapter 23. We have a legal obligatibased on
our being signatories to thdmbrella Final AgreementNot
only on settlement A land but on all land in traadigl territory,
we have an obligation to share the wealth with Yulkorst
Nations and Yukon First Nation governments. It's stpu-
lated — well, actually a minimum amount is stipelht— but
we have an obligation to work in good faith withr otukon
First Nations and come to a good sharing agreement.

The Northwest Territories agreement in principleludes
a resource revenue-sharing agreement with regebaiginal
governments. Of course, we've said that a Libeoalegnment
would make a similar commitment to Yukon First ldas. We
should all share in the increased wealth that cdnoes a reju-
venated mining sector.

With new mines coming into production, now is tirad,
if not past the time, to move discussions with @&dorward
because it is obviously in our interest to haveea magreement
in place when additional mines start generatingiaant roy-
alties. These are our resources; they belong tooivels and
we should be benefiting.

Gaining a greater share of our royalties is an ingo
step toward increasing our own financial indepewden

The Premier stated earlier this sitting that thosgotia-
tions with Ottawa had not yet started, but he digt ke was
working with Yukon First Nations. He also said trettould the
Northwest Territories receive a better agreemetit Wianada
on sharing, we would certainly look into it and loeking at
how we can further maximize retention of revenuexefin the
Yukon.

we're going to stand up for Yukoners. It's finelte a contribu-
tor to Canada — we should be — but these are dinst fore-
most Yukon’s natural resources, so we would exf@stPre-
mier to stand up — maybe be a little bit more lid@nny Wil-
liams, a good conservative Premier — and fightthis terri-
tory and not just roll over on this issue.

A few weeks have gone by since we had that delmatéta
appears that the government has perhaps had aecbéhgart
and a change of approach. They now believe thhtifig for a
greater share of our royalties is worth doing, amtre glad to
see that change in attitude. We're glad to seetti@tYukon
Party government agrees with us on this issue

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Mr. Mitchell: And as the Member for Kluane points
out, this is something that we believe the Yukomikiy Advi-
sory Board also is supportive of. We haven't séenlatest set
of recommendations, but we believe that is withien.

The Member for Kluane would like to remind the gowve
ment of the request to table that agreement, andslire the
Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources will prdgalo so
when he’s on his feet because he has the ability to

We can certainly support the second paragraphaniselin
the motion of the Member for Klondike about inciagsthe
$3-million cap to enable the Government of Yukod afukon
First Nations to receive more benefits from reseutevelop-
ment in the territory, while promoting greater econc activ-
ity with a corresponding greater economic returrthie Gov-
ernment of Canada, as long as we make sure we geba
enough deal to actually benefit Yukoners. So we sigpport
that as well.

Now before | move to the third section or paragrapthe
Member for Klondike’s motion, | found it interesgirduring his
opening remarks and the bit of a history lessorptwided
about the Epp letter and the progress of respansiavern-
ment of Yukon over several decades.

He actually mentioned something that | was goinghem-
tion today, which is that there are other stepsiiredq to be-
come masters at our own House, so to speak. Sothemof —
and the Member for Klondike referred to them speaify —
were in the Yukon Party platform in 2006. I'm gldte Mem-

When we had that debate — and we had it here irs-Queber for Klondike raised that issue. They're nott dithe devo-

tion Period and, | think, in general debate — maiukoners
we heard from were disappointed to hear the Presaigrthat
“...non-renewable resource revenues tend to be galtile.”
— this is a quote foHansard— “It's great to maximize the
amount of royalties that we can retain here in Yykaut what
goes up in this area of non-renewable resourcentegewill go
down.”

It was as if he basically said, “Well, the royalynount
might go down at some point, so we're not surd’sf worth
asking for. It sounds like the government has mowetdhat
position and we're glad of that. Perhaps they teart from
many Yukoners. The Premier also said that he watenb to
contribute royalties to Canada as part of payingway. He
described this as a good thing and he said tha&sYtukon
Party’s approach. I'm sure that this will be veigappointing
to many Yukoners. We do take a different approaebabse

lution transfer agreement itself, but they do alequire our
attention. Perhaps when the Premier is on his faepther
members from the government side, they could pedk-
oners with an update on what progress has been aratlese
items.

In the Yukon Party platform, it indicated that theguld:
“Request the Government of Canada make amendmeitie t
Yukon Acto include: amend section 4(3) together with secti
68 to remove the ability of the Minister of DIAND tontinue
giving instructions to the Commissioner that cutlsethreatens
the Yukon'’s present form of democratically elegbedblic gov-
ernment; and amend Schedule | and Schedule lleofAttt to
include the recognition of the Yukon’s offshore hdary with
the Northwest Territories in the Beaufort Sea saocaput the
Yukon on the same footing as the NWT and Nunavutla-
tion to their offshore waters.”
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There was also a commitment to ensure thé' tddridian
is recognized as the offshore northern boundaryvéoet
Yukon and the State of Alaska.

It's interesting that the Member for Klondike refed to
these commitments today but that the government’tdid-
clude them in the motion. Perhaps they will bringste points,
which he referred to earlier this afternoon, fordvay amend-
ment by another speaker for the government sidgednaps
they'll leave this to a motion for another day. Vdetually
looked at this and considered raising this issig dfternoon,
so we're pleased to learn that the government hagvén up
on this issue, even if they have been largely plybsiilent on it
in recent years. It would perhaps be awkward oficdift to
include that issue within this motion.

As I've said, we support the intent of this motiamd we
can support the first two paragraphs as they amtoeay.

That brings me to the third paragraph of the Menfber
Klondike’s motion, which says, “ensuring there iarify be-
tween the provisions of theukon Northern Affairs Program
Devolution Transfer Agreemerdnd devolution agreements
being negotiated with the ...” — | don’t have the exeord-
ing in front of me, Mr. Speaker, but perhaps soree@ho has
the Order Paper — “... being negotiated with the Gorent
of the Northwest Territories and the GovernmenNahavut”.
Well, at first read, this seems to be a positivaajdut | think it
requires a little bit of a closer examination. Wmpieciate that
the Premier is fond of taking a pan-northern apgnopaut
some things are unique to each jurisdiction. Sohiegs are
unique in Yukon, such as oUmbrella Final Agreemensome
things are unique within each of our sister teriis.

So we think that the intent was positive, which was
make sure that Yukon is not left behind when onewsfsister
territories negotiates a better agreement, andsthapositive.
However, we are not sure that this is a net pasitie way it is
currently written for Yukoners because we do opeaat a dif-
ferent basis than do our sister territories. Witatt we would
like to propose a friendly amendment. It's not ayvearge
amendment and we hope that the members will listzafully
and understand the reason for it.

Amendment proposed

Mr. Mitchell: Mr. Speaker, we would like to amend
the motion.

I move that Motion No. 1303 be amended by:

Deleting from section (3) the words, “ensuring thiex par-
ity between” and replacing them with, “establishiemg a basis
for negotiations”.

Paragraph 3, which currently says “ensuring thengarity
between the provisions of thkon Northern Affairs Program
Devolution Transfer Agreemerdnd devolution agreements
being negotiated” —
changed by deleting from section (3) the words tieing there
is parity between” and replacing it with, “estahlizg as a basis
for negotiations”.

Just for the sake of clarity, I'll just read whatiould then
say, and then we can determine if it's in ordestébélishing as
a basis for negotiations the provisions of Wgkon Northern

Affairs Program Devolution Transfer Agreemeartd devolu-
tion agreements being negotiated with the Governroéthe
Northwest Territories and the Government of Nun&vut

Speaker:  The amendment is in order and reads as fol-
lows:

THAT Motion No. 1303 be amended by deleting froro-se
tion (3) the words, “ensuring there is parity betweand re-
placing it with, “establishing as a basis for neggnns”.

Is there debate on the proposed amendment?

Mr. Mitchell:
able.]

There is a reason that we think the wording couwdrb-
proved. The original wording referred to “parityVe are sim-
ply saying that ensuring there is parity is notessarily the
best goal for Yukoners. We're less interested, Kignin
whether there is parity on this issue between ¢nétaries and
more interested in Yukon getting the best deal #tatcan for
Yukoners. We hope that the government can appeetiedt
difference. For example, if the N.W.T. agrees tmsthing in
one area of its devolution transfer agreementweaton’t like
or would not necessarily benefit from, why should e stuck
with it? Why should we have parity? The conversdris.
There may be things in our agreement that otheheon juris-
dictions don’t want. Our territories are differem their
makeup, both of their citizenry, what their naturasources
are, and what their infrastructure needs are.

In the case of the N.W.T., for example, they haeefar, a
real wealth in gemstones, in diamonds, that havéeen dis-
covered to any extent in Yukon. Both of our sigtritories
are far more dependent on flying in than are weat@ous areas
within their boundaries. In our case, the mininguap will
require very significant contributions to road amghway in-
frastructure, perhaps rail infrastructure, as weehlaeard, and
we are very wealthy with potential gold propertesd base
metal properties. All we’re saying is that if weatiye the
wording to say “establishing as a basis for negjotia,” then
that just sets the bar to that level and we go fthere up,
rather than simply saying “parity”. We recognizattleach ter-
ritory is or will be to a greater and greater ekteelf-
governing, a responsible government, and eachtdeyris re-
sponsible for negotiating its best deal with Canada

We think that ensuring there is parity could atft’s in-
terpreted to do so, as a limiting factor rathemtha enabling
factor. So that, in a nutshell, is why we thinktthestablishing
as a basis for negotiations” would be a betterepkacset the
bar and let each territory make the most of ittheey will and
as they should.

We do view this as a friendly amendment. It's jostant
to highlight the danger of basing our negotiatimgipjion on a

[Member spoke in French. Text unavail-

so forth and so on — would ke b parity arrangement with other jurisdictions. We n&iwe

should be looking out for our interests first amdemost and
that's why we think this motion can and will be imaped with
a slight change in the wording.

We look forward to the input from all members aktAs-
sembly, both on this amendment and, should it Eosed,
then on the motion as amended.
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Hon. Mr. Fentie:
cepting the amendment as intended, has to poiatvattings
out.

It's critical in the context of this debate butstioff, we all
have to recognize that the N.W.T. does not haveld&en; it
has an agreement in principle, probably with mudhnkwyet to
be done. Now as far as the issue of establishieig digreement
in principle as a basis for negotiations, we haveeflect on
that because it may change.

Secondly, we have to also reflect on the fact thatdo
have some differences here. In fact, in the Yuksrit &xists
today, there is a certain portion of resource raesrthat flows
to the Yukon at 100 percent, for which we have ranfda for
sharing with First Nations. In the existing AIP WiN.W.T.,
there are some differences here that we have vetyemindful
of. So the issue of parity in the context as preskim the mo-
tion is to keep this in a broader context, so Watcan incorpo-
rate the good of what may happen in an eventuabldgon
agreement with N.W.T. and not lose the good thathaee
already achieved in our arrangement with the fddgoaern-
ment.

Now | have to make a few other points here, bec#use
debate we're having should also include some reéereo
statements that are made in this House about lefeksvenue
that Yukon has received. It is in fact incorrectstaggest that
we've never reached the $3-million cap. We havea ommber
of occasions, been in excess of the $3-million &g.!| think
why that opinion can get formed is we have to aisderstand
there are two distinct tracks of resource revennaggard to
devolution.

The first one is the actual transfer of oil and gas all
that goes with that, in terms of the sharing foranwith First
Nations and what we receive up to the certain tules and
then how that is calculated beyond the threshol@983 dol-
lars, | believe. So it gives us much more thanrtzen that we
have in the $3-million range to a threshold. Intfame could
conclude that under oil and gas transfer, ther@isap. There
is a provision, once we reach a certain level,@gatiate what
we share.

Now, there is a second stream that's involved hang]
that is the bulk of the transfer under the devolutiransfer
agreement of lands, waters, resources and so @reifhlies
the other challenge we have, in terms of what tsbeaefit to
Yukon and how we proceed with that. “Reason fortgais to
reflect on the fact that there is much more to than that one
calculation of a specific resource royalty or revenThere’s
much more to this.

First, we have to do all the calculation on offsétsis is a
considerable challenge for territories in negatigitiwith the
federal government — it always has been. Let me tekback
some years. The old perversity factor for thisitery was a
disincentive, regardless of the level of resoumeenues that
we retain, or any other own-source revenues thatretesn,
because the perversity factor was actually a dplizs.

So what happened in that regard, once we did alt#icu-
lations here in Yukon and commenced our next fiyealr —

all-inclusive, transfers included and own-sourceergies in-

The government side, though ac- cluded as calculated, the disincentive showed ihatany

cases we could very well have less fiscal capawign though
we had a growth in resource-revenue earnings arnd/ohe

other measurable own-source revenue instrumentshwgre-
dominantly are areas of taxation. That has chamgedidera-
bly today. The Yukon Party government, subsequznt post-
devolution transfer agreement, has negotiated ehrdifferent

funding formula. The big difference in that, thoutitere are
many in the calculations, is the fact that we nogkr have a
perversity factor of a dollar plus. We have nedetiaa reten-
tion of 30 cents on every dollar that remains is thrritory for

investments back into such things as we're alretadking

about here in the Yukon. To the government sidatypaeans
that, regardless of the outcome for devolutionhie N.W.T.,

we want to maintain exactly where we've got to, theel

we’ve achieved in terms of our fiscal capacity aetention
here in Yukon, and then look at how we can impribat.

That must be done with a very detailed calculattat is
all-inclusive — all revenues, all costs, how thepncial-local
expenditure bases are affecting us, how populaiomwth af-
fects us. All matters concerning the fiscal arrangegt of the
Yukon must be in the overall discussion, so thaemvive talk
about specific changes to our retention of nonineine re-
source revenues, it's based on the premise thatowtd again
retain more than we already do, all-inclusive, tb&l, net
benefit Yukon. That means, by formula, we wouldsbaring
more directly with First Nations.

Let me touch on that for a moment, because therpi®b-
lem that exists with that particular area. Undexr tiew finan-
cial transfer agreement with First Nations, Canadess the
country, with all First Nations, is going to implent offsets to
a level and time — | think it's 15 years in total ef 50 per-
cent.

In other words, the offset that Canada will takekoa—
let’s call it a clawback — on all measurable, ovaiee reve-
nues for First Nations, which includes this shadngngement
we have here of resource revenues, which will taeu— by
the 18" year of the arrangement — a 50-percent clawback.
in that regard, we have to add another point: veegaing to be
very vigorous in our discussions with Canada onpiat that
if they proceed in this manner with First Nationger the fi-
nancial transfer agreement as it relates to oumdiéa and shar-
ing of resource revenues, they are in fact doulgpidg, be-
cause they calculate that revenue on the Yukon aidethey
now will be calculating that revenue specifically a bilateral
basis with First Nations. That’s just one more pdim adding
to the debate so that we understand exactly whaewetting
into and must be very careful in what we wish for.

Yukon could stand to lose here if we do not créfagenec-
essary business case to present to Canada thasalmesfun-
damental things. It helps us retain more than weadly do
with no loss in any area, regardless of its resouevenue or
the representative tax systems or the drivers withé provin-
cial-local expenditure bases and other calculatiomduding
the census, by the way.
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That's another calculation that is very important ave
must be very diligent in how we accept the censuggrms of
our population.

We also must be very careful in ensuring that affiyets
in clawbacks do not, through the system, generatet aeduc-
tion to Yukon but, on balance, allow us to continaeetain at
least no less than 30 cents of every dollar of saurce reve-
nues, as calculated. If we can achieve more orotdpat, an-
other fundamental principle of the case presente€danada
will show that, not only is this net benefit Yukdhwill indeed
be a net benefit Canada, so that the revenue sraarheir
entirety will generate benefit for both the fedegavernment
— the nation, of which the nation shares with ussiderably
revenues that are accrued from across this courtigt's how
the formula works. In fact, that's how equalizatiaorks, but
there’s a distinct difference there.

Our formula is driven by program expenditure. Thaadi-
zation program is driven by revenue earned andgaprfiller
works for us because of the per capita measurentent.can-
not calculate the expenditure needs of any teyritgithout
understanding that the per capita measurementsiragy in-
effective and are not realistic, so all these &iggare the basis
for how we calculate where we've got to get to framere we
are. Parity, Mr. Speaker, reflects the ability €mrto keep this
in the broader context and not tie us specificallyany agree-
ment that the N.W.T. may reach.

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I'm sure that the Lilbéeader
as presenting this amendment recognized that ¢hat great
basis for negotiation, but we would much prefer ke gov-
ernment side would much prefer — to even keep daber,
because there’s much more to this than just wratNW.T.
may achieve in its negotiations, if they ever getdmpleting
it. An AIP is, by the way, a long way from an adtdavolution
agreement; the Yukon can verify that.

| think members opposite recognize the number afs/é
took to go from an AIP to an actual agreement drah tthe
actual implementation of said agreement and whatengone
post-devolution and the implementation of April 200f the
programs and services and the revenues as tratfand the
design of the formula overall.

Mr. Speaker, the other principle and purpose wdnddo
ensure that Yukon remains competitive, and thamjgsortant
because we need to allow our taxation regimes andhwarge-
backs to the private sector to be an incentivantest and de-
velop here in Yukon. That is much talked aboutarally and
internationally these days. It should be no sueprgiven that
point, why the Yukon is now placed at fourth in therld, out
of 51 jurisdictions, as an attractive place for imgnexplora-
tion, development and production. In the contexthd$ debate
and the motion as laid out, outside of this paléicarea of
parity, there are issues here that are importanagdo address
within the devolution transfer agreement.

For the Liberal leader to ask why it took nine yedet me
counter by asking: why did it take way over a dectd actu-
ally get to a devolution transfer agreement? Whyhis sky
blue?

The point is we are moving in the context of ensyithat
we’re not going, as the Third Party leader said,ihdand to
Ottawa. We never have. The Yukon Party governmastcon-
sistently gone to Ottawa — not with an ask, nothwi
“gimme” — with an offer, because of what Yukon cda
within our borders, benefits overall.

In the devolution transfer agreement, there arasathat
are problematic. Let me reference one in particuldkdfire
suppression. The calculation here is based onrhuatadata,
and | believe they also included a year of the égglcost to
fight fires. In using that particular formula or lcaation,
there’s one glaring omission: the risk factor — taeer-
escalating risk factor — of wildfire here in Yukand how that
affects what should be an escalating cost factéighting fire.

The simple reason for that is because each yeafpmsts
get older; therefore, each year, the risk of wikdfincreases.
When you add to that things like climate changeange in
biodiversity, rainfall patterns, snowfall pattermsn-off and all
these impacting factors, it should have been aigimvin the
agreement, as it exists, to incorporate that etieglaisk and
how that translates into escalating cost. So tleeome area, in
particular, that we have to deal with because tleaeset trans-
fer for that cost.

We have to reflect on this fact: one year aftevalty im-
plementing devolution, the Yukon experienced thghbst cost
ever in fighting forest fires — proof positive t@ in making
the business case that the existing formula indgneolution
transfer agreement, when it comes to wildlandippression,
is suspect. That’s just another example of the dexites and
the challenges that we face in ensuring we mairitah bene-
fit Yukon” — that's what it's all about.

So, with all due respect, Mr. Speaker, the amendrimen
terms of what we’re trying to achieve in regardntt benefit
Yukon — whether we compare ourselves to the N.\WrToth-
erwise — does not serve the overall purpose fortewitory. |
would encourage members opposite to recognize ey t
wording is as it is. It keeps us in a position &able to incor-
porate all matters related to net benefit Yukoisagflected in
our fiscal position once all calculations are done.

Overall, | think the motion, in its full contextpeaks for
itself. It is work that we have commenced and withrét we
must do, but also we have to make sure we havdliagypart-
ner on the other side of the table who wants toudis these
matters. That's a critical issue. We must ensurenveéntain
our supreme effort in ensuring that the federalegoment is a
willing partner to discuss these matters. The tegulintent
would be to reach net benefit Yukon, but at theeséime, real-
ize our actual costs in certain areas, but alstheffact that
Canada will realize there is good purpose in whafpwesent to
them because not only net benefit Yukon will oc¢here will
be net benefit Canada as a nation.

Ms. Hanson: Mr. Speaker, actually on the amend-
ment, | was hopeful at the outset there that thddecy of the
Yukon Party to sort of veer into a logorrhea, sdrspeaking to
everything else and at length, was actually nohgdb have
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been manifest this afternoon, but unfortunately'shahere we
went.

Mr. McRobb: Il be speaking in favour of this
amendment to the motion, and | will speak justflyien the

With respect to the amendment here, | think tha th motion itself. It really feels good to be discugsisomething

Yukon NDP had in fact said — and will continue &y shat we
understand and support the Member for Klondike ringing
forward this motion. | have to say, after the exgf@here, that
| would offer that both the Yukon Party and the driélls are
somewhat misguided perhaps in the language thatbbes
chosen here.

Some Hon. Member:

Ms. Hanson:
that Nunavut and Northwest Territories are onlaaitage of
agreement in principle — it's a very long time —wbuldn’t
jump to conclusions that the deal that they've tieged is in
fact the deal that they'll be signing in a year, yigars, how
ever many years it will take them to conclude that.

It's assuming and putting a lot of hope and fadihg what
we’re really talking about here is hope that songdgbbas a
better deal and we're going to get it.

If the intention here — and what I've heard frone thre-
mier here — is that, if in fact there is an outcotmat has a net
benefit, could be transferred as a net benefihédGovernment
of Yukon, of course we would support that. But asisig that
parity — we could be wasting a lot of effort hergharespect
to going for parity as it could be a backward stepould sug-
gest that, if you're really talking about the basisiegotiations
for the Government of Yukon with the GovernmenGainada
on these matters, then that’s really what we’r&inal about.
What we would be looking for is incorporating thgseovi-
sions of the transfer of authority to either/otlod Government
of Northwest Territories and Nunavut as being tasifor our
negotiations.

As the Liberal Party was saying, if you put it he basis
of negotiations, you then are into the parity argatn We
would much prefer that some consideration be giteerthe
terms of those agreements, so we're not locketitimink both
the Yukon Party and the Liberal Party are lockihgniselves
in and either striving for parity with what thosalkis may get
or saying that’s the basis for negotiations becdzseng been
around the negotiations field for a very long tirhéhink you
want to take into consideration what they get amrden it.

We could live with the original wording. | think e¢hre-
vised wording doesn’t add anything to an already gbnebu-
lous and potentially backward step that the YukamtyPhas
proposed here. Ultimately, what will happen is ttied Gov-
ernment of Yukon through consultation — which wdl Wi
encouraging — will be establishing some princigtasengag-
ing with the Government of Canada and we will hivassess,
as Yukoners, whether we've achieved parity or madon’t
think that the Government of Canada is going toeptone
way or the other that it’s parity; we will havedssess that.

It's really a moot point from the Yukon New Demdtica
Party’s perception as to whether the original wogdor the
amended wording works. The key parts of this moagnput
forward by the Member for Klondike really are (I)da(2) and
we do, of course, support that.

(Inaudible)

today that's of value and interest to Yukonerselsalled on
the government side to bring in for debate motidkes this in
the past and it's a very rare day when we actuwdlye the op-
portunity to discuss something that isn't eithdiai accompli
or some back patting for something the governmastdiready
done or motions that urge the government to do Hune
when you know it should already be doing it. Thistion to-

Well, as the Premier raised the pointday allows us to discuss something of great impogato the

Yukon that has just started — the process hasspasted —
and it could take a decade to complete, as somebersnnave
already mentioned. So, | do congratulate the gaowent for
finally allowing us to have this conversation today

Now, as far as the amendment itself goes, the mofvr
made some arguments in support. | would like tdtef and
just add a few more arguments. First of all, inkhe/.T., there
is a lot of disgruntlement with the agreement imgiple it
currently has with Canada and that’s what causeb tigke a
second look at this third clause in today’s motigvie asked
ourselves, do we really want to get locked in toatvkthe
N.W.T. is willing to settle for?

Now, the Premier made an argument that the wordt{pa
in the motion as it exists keeps this broader. &ié & “keeps it
in a broader context”, were his exact words. Yeteard the
Leader of the Third Party say that replacing ithwtihe word
“basis” actually achieves a broader context. | wioagree with
the latter proposition.

Allowing those other agreements to provide a biEsisie-
gotiations does allow us to consider whatever gearent we
might achieve with the federal government to coasitlin the
broader context. As she pointed out, parity coddhbrt of the
argument in that broader context of a basis foagreement.
The word “parity” itself applies specifically to sething,
whereas the term “basis for negotiation” is broaderontext.

This amendment, once again, replaces the wordsifiegs
there is parity between” with the new words “egtdiihg as a
basis for negotiations”. If it truly is all abougénbenefit for the
Yukon, why should we just lock ourselves into patitat is out
of an agreement reached by the other territories?

The Yukon government of the day should be negaotiati
the best possible deal with the federal governrabott royal-
ties related to our resources. These are greaarjtist mining
resources. It's oil and gas resources as wellt Negions are
an important part of all of these discussions reigar royalties.
We've heard some attribution of that already todBwyt let's
ask ourselves: does replacing the word “parity’hwiasis for
negotiations” somehow harm the Yukon First Natior3f?
course not. It would enhance the First Nation parsjitbecause
it doesn’t lock the territory into a specific dehht is reached
by others. Merely agreeing to do whatever somelsisy ne-
gotiates is like the Yukon government taking a baeht. Is
that what Yukoners want — their government to takback
seat in negotiations?

I don’t think so. The Official Opposition, the Yukd.ib-
eral Party, doesn't think so. The Yukon governmsnduld be
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on the front line arguing the best arguments ferfthure of the
territory with the federal government and achievihg best
possible agreement. The Yukon shouldn’t be cortienake a
back seat position and let other jurisdictions argihat we're
willing to settle for. That's the bottom line.

I would like to also follow up on what the Leaddrtbe
Official Opposition said in his examples about trese metal
prices and what the resource royalty revenue streaoid
mean to the Yukon. It's a significant amount. Plelnon prices
are at high levels; commodity prices are at higlelle and, in
some cases, near record levels, especially gold capger.
What will the future bring? Anything between boomdabust.
We don’t know.

Hopefully, the mining super-cycle or commodity supe

cycle continues for years to come. But what | wanput on
the record is some examination of tying our reseuayalty
cap to the GDP. | haven't heard any of these argisnigom
the government side yet and | want to — from whhave to
say — encourage that discussion. Let’s talk aboairamifica-
tions of tying our resource royalties to GDP, aprigposed in
the other territories. Well, in the few minutesddhthis after-
noon, | asked myself the question: what wouldhgeramifica-
tions of doing that? Well, something that came iadis that
the Yukon Territory will need big dollars to buikkpensive
infrastructure for emerging mines in the futureaf$ pretty
much a known factor.

This infrastructure could be to build energy suppy
transmission lines, could be for roads, housingpsts, hospi-
tals, et cetera — there is also the increased@@\domponent,
but this argument is highlighting the capital exgigumres. For
instance, the cost of building one large hydro dzould be
easily in the billions of dollars. Can the Yukorfoafl to take
on such massive debt without some revenue streahelp
offset that huge burden? Mr. Speaker, | would argue The
Yukon Territory would need help to ever enter iatty type of
an agreement to build a megaproject of that madeitu

So where is that help going to come from? Wellyéf tie
it to GDP, it won't come from the royalty streamcerthe new
mine is on-line; we know that. GDP is a snapshagpaxt pro-
duction. What I'm talking about is expenditures uiegd in
advance of that royalty revenue.

We know that building a large hydro dam will takdeast
a decade to go through the approvals and congirupgriod. It
could be more; it could be more like 15 years.8n,Speaker,
what happens with respect to the Yukon’s positiothat 10 to
15 year lead time before the Yukon's GDP reflectsdpction
from that mine? Well, there’s no help from the fedegovern-
ment if we tie the royalty stream to GDP, is therds®v can we
possibly build this expensive infrastructure andené ready
when it's needed without having a revenue strearmdwvance
of yesterday’s snapshot? That is the question.

Whatever formula the Yukon agrees to with the fatler

government must provide for revenues in advandagmines
that emerge down the road. That would enable tirdoey to
build the infrastructure necessary so it's thergne.

If we're not able to do that, the territory’s dewpinent
will be willy-nilly and knee-jerk and maybe evenmexistent.

In terms of energy production, in the absence ofiftathe
ability to afford to build a large hydro dam, forstance, we
know what would happen. We would be providing pover
that mine by diesel generation, which is basicallgst-minute
stop-gap measure, a temporary measure. The retsaulid
be temporary is because the territory, and ceytdhe electri-
cal ratepayers of the territory, could not afforthilion-dollar
investment starting 10 to 15 years ahead of whienkiiy cus-
tomer would come on-line to help share those costs.

We need some formula that moves away from futuréGD
to allow a revenue stream to the territory so it taild the
infrastructure needed long in advance of when gelanine
comes on the system — simple as that.

Now, if there is some recovery component afterféug, it
deserves to be looked at too. The federal goverhmery in-
sist on something to that effect. But | would swgige my time
speaking to this amendment today, that that isrga imeportant
aspect of today’'s debate — not tying ourselves samething
that will be deemed inadequate someday when weh rdeat
day and realize it doesn't allow us to do what setedbe done.
We need to look ahead, try to envision these exasnpty to
perceive what is needed and accommodate for thesdsnin
whatever is agreed to with the federal governm8&ot. once
again, I'm grateful to have this opportunity to trilsute to this
debate on a matter that is just starting to evolather than
something that is already completed.

Hopefully, 1 have given some constructive inputtthan
either be accepted or ignored by the government's-usually
the latter, but whatever — and if this governmeogsh’'t do
the right thing, at least Yukoners will have an ogpnity later
this year to elect the government that will do thght thing.
Thank you.

Speaker: Are you prepared for the question on the
amendment?
Mr. Fairclough: Mr. Speaker, I'll be brief in my

comments to this amendment that has been broughérfd by
the Member for Copperbelt. The Yukon Party side baisl
constantly that the opposition should bring forwamhstruc-
tive debate and to make improvements in this Hou¥e.
brought forward what we think is a friendly amendmet

doesn’t change the motion as it was presented dyWwtamber
for Klondike; rather, it is a few words that coudow Yukon-
ers that yes, the Yukon government is going out tayidg to

lead and not follow, fighting on their behalf famsething bet-
ter here in the territory.

That is really the basis behind the few word chantat
we have in this amendment. I'm hoping that the YulRarty
would take it a bit more seriously and maybe haweercom-
ments with regard to this. We know that the NortstwvEerrito-
ries is negotiating a devolution agreement anditngs like
there are portions of it in there that might béttéelbetter than
what we have here in the territory. So let's useteber they
get and whatever they have established to datebasia to go
forward and fight for something better in the Yukdrhat is
why those wording changes are there.
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If there is ever perhaps something that we carktabout
as an example — | brought this up before —whernt Negions
negotiated their final agreements — or the UFA —at ttvas
used as a basis for something better for their taditional
territory. They did use it as a basis and theyaticthe up with
something better that is fine-tuned to their ovaditional terri-
tory. We can do the same thing for the Yukon Teryit

We can look at what the Northwest Territories havef-
fer in their devolution transfer agreement, whatytre achiev-
ing — use it as a basis and try to lead the proleess for Yuk-
oners and not follow and basically sign on the etbtine and
say, “Well, we're at least at parity between thertNern Af-
fairs program and the devolution agreement.”

So I'm hoping that perhaps more of the Yukon Party

members opposite can speak to this. It's all ateading the
way, fighting on behalf of Yukoners, trying to mageme im-
provements in our agreements, the devolution ageagnand
doing the best that we can, and not fall to ang ksn what
the other two territories have. | think we can Hdatt | think the
members opposite, if they look at it closely, pghavould

agree with us on this side of the House, thatithes good way
to do that and a good message to send to Yukomher than
basically saying whatever comes up in the NorthWestito-

ries, we will try to get too.

We should rather fight even harder and see if we gt
something better and use those as a basis foriaggos. It's
simple. | think it's a friendly amendment and Irtkiit really
shows to the general public and to Yukoners thateneilling
to do the hard work, get out there and bring somgtbetter
back to the territory.

Speaker:
Are you prepared for the question?
Some Hon. Members:  Division.

Division
Speaker:  Division has been called.
Bells
Speaker:  Mr. Clerk, please poll the House.
Hon. Mr. Fentie: Disagree.
Hon. Ms. Taylor: Disagree.
Hon. Mr. Hart: Disagree.
Hon. Mr. Kenyon: Disagree.
Hon. Mr. Rouble: Disagree.
Hon. Mr. Lang: Disagree.
Hon. Ms. Horne: Disagree.
Hon. Mr. Edzerza: Disagree.
Mr. Nordick: Disagree.
Mr. Mitchell: Agree.
Mr. McRobb: Agree.
Mr. Elias: Agree.
Mr. Fairclough: Agree.
Mr. Inverarity: Agree.
Ms. Hanson: Disagree.
Mr. Cardiff: Disagree.
Mr. Cathers: Disagree.

February 23, 2011
Clerk: Mr. Speaker, the results are five yea, 12 nay.
Speaker: | declare the amendment defeated.

Amendment to Motion No. 1303 negatived

Speaker:

INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS

Speaker: Prior to that, honourable members, I'd like
you all to join me today in welcoming the Hon. AlvBmith
from the Bahamas House of Assembly. Mr. Smith is th
Speaker of that House, so welcome, sir.

Applause

Is there any debate on the main motion?

Speaker: s there any debate on the main motion?

Hon. Ms. Horne: | rise today to speak to this motion
regarding the devolution transfer agreement. | wartegin by
saying that I've always believed in local contrekolocal mat-
ters. Devolution is the process of transferringhatity from
one government to the other.

Over the years, there have been a number of reigilens
ties devolved to the Government of Yukon from thev&n-
ment of Canada, the most recent being the tranéfieind and
resources. Part and parcel of devolution is thanfaal capac-
ity to address these matters. | know that our guwent has
worked very, very hard to rebuild our economy. Wame
paigned in 2002 and 2006 on our record of fiscahpetency.
Mr. Speaker, despite the wailings from the memlogsosite,
the facts of the matter are that Yukon’s economy hat just
survived but has been revived and then thrived wrce
watch. We have worked to rebuild the economy s@aregen-

Is there any other debate on the amendmenterate more own-source revenues. We have to loeatation

within the context of Yukon’s constitutional devpioent.

So before | talk about devolution, | want to tatk & few
minutes about the Yukon’s constitutional trajectdomward
increasing more responsible local government. éparing for
today’s discussion, | did some research on thigenain the
Yukon government’s website and | want to mentioat tham
deeply indebted to the officials in the Yukon goweent who
prepared that website.

| found it very helpful. | am reminded of discussiol
have been a part of and speeches | have heardpblat about
Yukon being run from Ottawa. | know all of us hérave ex-
perienced the frustration of someone living far awaaking
very important decisions about our lives. In 188& Parlia-
ment of Canada passéthe Yukon Territory Act, 18%hd es-
tablished Yukon as a separate geographical antdgablentity
within the Canadian federation. Thukon Actestablished a
Yukon government made up of a Commissioner andraote
rial council of four, all appointed by the Governmhef Can-
ada. The Commissioner had a broad, broad rangeveéng. In
1902, Yukoners gained the right to elect one MendjePar-
liament to the House of Commons. By 1909, the tteial
council was an entirely elected body of 10. In 19t Par-
liament of Canada amended tBatish North America Acto
allow for the appointment of one senator from Yukon
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Yukon’s Senator and Member of Parliament are ingyrt
as they are supposed to represent Yukon resideiets’s. As
an aside, | want to thank the Yukon Senator for itieny
phone calls and e-mails to my office from him afgl dtaff on
behalf of Yukoners’ requests. | appreciate hisrageand assis-
tance in advancing many of these files that repitegakoners’
view and values — thank you, Senator.

My point here is that the trajectory has consisyeln¢en a
greater Yukon control over Yukon matters. On Octobe
1979, then Minister Jake Epp issued a letter thstriicted the
Commissioner of Yukon to act on the advice of tbeegnment
leader. Steven Smyth, in his article in tretic Journal “Con-
stitutional Development in the Yukon Territory: Beectives
on the ‘Epp Letter” when reflecting on the exegeticommit-

tee established under Commissioner James Smithtshywa

which was about a decade prior to the Epp lettatesithat the
executive committee proved to be a valuable meshaim the
Yukon’s constitutional evolution.

Over the next eight years, the composition of themit-
tee changed to reflect the growing influence otieeé repre-
sentatives, as additional elected members wererappo Non-
elected appointees were dropped.

However, since the Commissioner was to be guided
but not required to follow, the advice of the corig®, this
advisory role was an irritant to the elected mersabeho, by
1978, constituted a majority on the committee. Tiedtyit was
undemocratic and colonial to have an appointed Cissioner
involved in policy-making. It was in this contexbat the
Yukon pushed for greater control over local affairs

This led to the Jake Epp letter in 1979, whichrungied
the then Commissioner of Yukon, lone Christenserrgguest
of the territorial government leader that he shocidstitute
and appoint a body known as the Cabinet, or theclike
Council, which would have, as its members, thosetet rep-
resentatives of the territorial council, who arsigeated from
time to time by the government leader, who enjdyes ¢onfi-
dence of the council. On the advice of the govemtnheader,
you shall assign department executive responsdslito the
appropriate members of the Executive Council.

My point is that Yukon has consistently been moviag
ward greater local control over local matters. Thranigs me to
the devolution transfer agreement that came irfecebn April
1, 2003. The governments of Canada and Yukon symmral
years negotiating this transfer and framework foarge. In
October 2001, the devolution transfer agreementfimatized.
On April 1, 2003, a newukon Acttame into effect, giving the
Government of Yukon direct control over a greatariety of
provincial-type programs, responsibilities and pmsve

five years from the effective date, the Yukon teral gov-
ernment fire suppression expenses within the catgtisted
in section A of appendix G, fire suppression, erse®6.5 mil-
lion, as adjusted from time to time by the PAGE jchhmeans
the annual population adjusted gross expenditural@®r. As
described in the formula financing agreement, Careat the
Yukon territorial government shall share such esggen

The formula calls for Canada to carry 80 percenthef
costs in year 1, then this amount declines by l@qme per
year until year 5 when Canada pays 40 percenteo€dists and
Yukon pays 60 percent.

In year 6 this expense is borne completely by Yukion
would note that, in 2004, Yukon experienced anesr fire
season, so Canada gave Yukon $7.5 million andnénseason,
we went well over $20 million. Clearly, the amowrbvided
by Canada is not enough to fund our operations.

One number | heard that just amazed me was thall of
the forests that burned in Canada in 2004, 70 pemgere here
in Yukon. | am also given to understand that, a point, we
were spending around $1 million per day on fires.iAwas,
the zone policy, which is mentioned under 5.6, te@assues
because it limited the amount of land in the lan@rgum on

bywvhich Canada would pay to fight fires.

While we did not negotiate the deal — that happemed
der the Liberals’ watch — we had to make that deatk. |
know from touring the fires in my riding that thegn move
very quickly and that fighting them can consumeotadf re-
sources. | know the day | was out in the helicoptéiappened
to witness a fire cyclone, which apparently you'tsee very
often. The fire was carried by the cyclone veryyvquickly
through the area.

| do agree that we need to examine this fund. darty
wasn't large enough to accommodate an abnormakéeson
like we had in 2004. Having watched what has hapgen
Alaska in the last few summers, | think it is ressole and
prudent to prepare for more fires as our forests agd burn
more quickly and more readily.

When | look at the situation near Kluane, it istfyrelear
that a forest fire in that area could place a hedsaw on
Yukon’s resources. I'm given to understand that dfekes in
the area offered to log the trees while they weile healthy
and usable, and therefore valuable. However, DIAiored
the spruce beetle and now we have a situationigtdgfinitely
not good. It is only fair and reasonable that #msount be re-
visited, given what we learned from the 2004 fieason and
what we know of the situation in the Kluane area.

Before | leave this point, | want to challenge thembers
opposite. For the last four and half years, I'verbéistening to

These expanded authorities enabled Yukoners to hawhem complain that we are getting too much moneynfOt-

more say over their economic future and the abiibtyespond
quickly and effectively to issues as they arosee TGovern-
ment of Yukon is now responsible for public landsd ae-
source management over water, forestry and minesalrces.

| want to note that the fire suppression fund, Whic cov-
ered in chapter 5, states that Canada shall pratigdéunding
referred to in section 7.13 to the Yukon territbgavernment
for fire suppression transition, where in any flsgaar within

tawa. What areas are they going to cut to make gnamail-
able for the fire program? Now, I'm sure the MemfmrCop-
perbelt is going to tell everyone that we shoultune the
money to Ottawa. | keep waiting to hear which paogs the
Liberals are going to kill and what services thedrils will cut
so they can write a refund cheque to Canada.

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)
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Point of order

Deputy Speaker:
the Official Opposition.

Mr. Mitchell:
Speaker has ruled consistently that members shuoatidake
liberties with putting words in other members’ ntwatand |
think this is coming close to imputing motive asliwender
Standing Order 19.

Deputy Speaker’s ruling
Deputy Speaker:
point of order is just a dispute between membearghsrefore,

it’s not a point of order. Minister of Justice.

Hon. Ms. Horne: Thank you. And for all the talking,
the Liberals haven't mentioned which departments ar the
chopping block. From their comments in Questionideern’m
guessing health care could be in for a big hiyolfi get sick or
injured any place other than Whitehorse, God help lyecause
the Liberals won't. As a rural MLA, | find their galier atti-
tude toward rural health care odious.

Here is what th&€anada Health Acsays, that its goal is,
and | quote here: “to protect, promote and restioeephysical
and mental well-being of residents of Canada anfhdditate
reasonable access to health [care] services witfivwarcial or
other barriers”, and that is exactly what this goveent is do-
ing. We on this side of the House are doing out tesphold
the Canada Health Act

I would like to ensure that there is parity betwélea pro-

visions of theYukon Northern Affairs Program Devolution
Transfer Agreemergnd the devolution agreements being nego-

tiated with the Government of Northwest Territoresd the
Government of Nunavut. The fact is that the teriét® are in-
heriting areas of responsibility from Canada thane with a
price tag attached.

All we are asking for is to be treated fairly inetinorth.
Canada insists that we provide comparable levelseofice;
we the government are simply asking that Yukonreatéd the
same as Nunavut and the Northwest Territories.

Gunilschish.

Ms. Hanson:
bringing this motion up for debate. | will tell yoow that we
will be bringing forward some amendments, which thimk
are friendly and we think will strengthen this nootj but first |
would like to speak to the motion as tabled.

Generally, as | said, we support the motion, buthimk it
could be stronger. As | brought up in Question d&kriwe
agree that we need to look at the devolution teresfreement.
Its time has passed, as members have spoken teaitlgngth
already. The devolution transfer agreement was iraily
signed in 2001 with work then following to develib legisla-
tion — the effective date of that legislation aheé figreement
being April 1, 2003. As we all know, there are swiprovi-
sions in the devolution transfer agreement. I'mestivat over
the course of the last eight years the governmasttaken it
upon itself to implement or bring forward some a$peof
those reviews, but as the government has put fanaanotion

On the point of order, | feel that the

We thank the Member for Klondike for

to now look at a more comprehensive review andtifiet in

On a point of order, the Leader of its motion two main areas for that review, we thim& would

agree that it is time to sit down with Canada aoche up with

Mr. Deputy Speaker, in recent days, thea fair deal for Yukoners. Really that is the crdith® issue.

It really will turn around and turn on the issuewdfat is a
fair deal. How do we know that it is a fair dealfofa the
NDP’s perspective, we will know that because we Wwive
spoken with the people. We believe that it's vesty impor-
tant that any determination of the principles thdk guide the
conversations that we have with Canada to renewreopen
elements of the devolution transfer agreement —t tha
should do that based on an informed perspective,tia@ in-
formation, the basis for that, really does comenfitoroad-scale
consultation.

As | said earlier today, there is a growing conasnsvith
some differences, that we need to look at the DW&. heard
some discussions earlier this afternoon about som#nose
differences. We agree that we need to look at khisthat there
is more to it in terms of getting a fair deal fdrtukoners than
going to Ottawa with positions that are developaty evithin
the confines of one party — only within the confinéor ex-
ample, of the Yukon Party. We think that there lagitimate
perspectives from many other points of view witthie Yukon,
so we wholeheartedly endorse the idea of openirdy ren
engaging in discussions on elements of the dewriutiansfer
agreement, but we really don’t think it should lzesdd on the
determination of those factors by the Yukon Party.

There’'s more to getting a fair deal than just segdhe
Premier off and seeing what he gets. To ensureessccthe
NDP believes we need to build a common front that akon-
ers are part of. We believe we can only do thisugh engag-
ing Yukoners and through starting a very publicateton what
a fair deal is.

Such a debate needs to go beyond just the $3-mitiap,
and it needs to look at the whole of the spectrfithe royalty
regime. The Premier spoke earlier this afternomoate length
about a number of issues, some of which were dgtoah-
nected to the motion for debate this afternoon.oHly refer-
enced one aspect of the royalty regime, which wako¥ oil
and gas and, in fact, we believe we need to opardibcussion
much broader and we believe that Yukoners are readywvant
to engage in that.

We get more money from campground fees than wesdo a

a royalty from mines in the Yukon at this moment.

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Ms. Hanson: I'm looking forward to it.

In fact, the Premier referenced earlier that weeheame
close or actually exceeded $3 million in royaltiesnot min-
eral royalties; we have that in oil and gas — dnidl is not be-
cause of Yukon'’s rules or Ottawa’s rules, but bseaof rules
that we've crafted in Yukon. We're operating undemining
royalty structure that is determined from the pmofif the min-
ing company. In determining the mining royalty tpablic
government receives in Yukon, we know that the megias
was explained to us yesterday by the Minister afrgy, Mines
and Resources — that it is difficult to know whhe tantici-
pated mining revenue from many of the operatingewmiare
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because he said it's a convoluted process thatcdinplicated
and we really don’t know. But you know, Mr. Spegkidrat's

not how everyone in the Yukon does it. What welriggesting
is we need to have a broad discussion to talk abbat are the
options and the alternatives to the existing systamd existing
regimes for mining royalties in the Yukon.

That was the wisdom of the kind of thinking thatté?e
Lougheed, a good Conservative, had in Alberta wieestab-
lished the heritage fund. That’s the kind of thirkkthat existed
in Norway and in Alaska. I'd suggest that we wdafn a lot as
members of this Legislative Assembly if we are opelisten-
ing to our fellow Yukoners about the kinds of piples upon

Yesterday and numerous times previous — because thewhich we would like our elected representatives;daperation

is a tendency to repeat certain pieces of inforwnatver and
over and over again in this Chamber — we heardnafyam

the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources that Skelkirk

First Nation recently got a royalty cheque from §ape for $6
million, based on the value of minerals sent fagessing last
year.

Their agreement with the mining companies says thety
0.5 percent through what is called a “net smeké¢urn”. That
kind of royalty is based in the value of mineratsught to the
smelter, based on — that would indicate that tlvess a sig-
nificant profit from that company in order for theémprovide a
$6-million royalty. That's a lot of money and this a really
clear form of royalty, but it's not the only one.éMe had the
other regimes that are existing in the Yukon, hig is one. It's
what this First Nation got in terms of royaltiesdaitis what
prospectors or mining companies go for when thdlytkeir
claims and properties to another party. So you knaw not
saying that there’s one system or another systet’stbetter,
but what | am saying is that there are many paifitgiew. |
think that it's important that we be prepared tgae in that
conversation, not to simply say that the way weehiiv— as
one of the speakers for the Yukon Party spokeerath we are
in another gold rush. But you know what? We doréea to
persist to being in a gold rush at gold rush rafesturn. This
is not the 19 century. It's the 2% century and Yukoners ex-
pect a fair rate of return for their resources.

One other thing that's really important is that whee
look at this we talk about the importance of renieging the
amount of revenue that the Yukon government wiihire for
the benefit of its citizens now and into the future

One of the aspects | think Yukoners would like &kt
about, as we look forward, is how we build into firancial
arrangements with Ottawa fair consideration tofthare leg-
acy for our children and our children’s childrers &vas men-
tioned today in the conversations, and in many eosations
around this territory, people are aware that wiitking about,
for the most part, non-renewable resources. Onceewex-
tracted these resources, they are gone. What we toebe
thinking about is how we ensure there is a legamng) for-
ward.

with Yukon First Nations governments, as they eegigthe
discussions — these very important discussions thighGov-
ernment of Canada to look at aspects of the ddwoltitansfer
agreement — that we will be enriched by that cosaton
among Yukoners — all sectors of the Yukon.

So with that in mind — and | think I've mentionduds be-
fore — it's my preference that we speak — that éadp— |
will not speak for others. | cannot speak for oshdyut | will
just register that | was under the impression thla¢n we are
charged with the responsibility of being electedt tive would
try to keep our focus on the issue at hand. Soisthee at hand
this afternoon is the motion put forward by the Mbem for
Klondike. | mentioned at the outset that the NewmbDeratic
Party would like to propose a friendly amendmentviotion
1303. | would suggest that there are a couple oftpdhat |
would like to make prior to introducing that.

The main point is that, as | have referenced imseof
opening the conversation and being enriched byigepoints
of all strata of the Yukon society, | think thatllg speaks to
democratizing the debate. We believe that Firsiddat mu-
nicipal governments, labour, industry — the genpogdulation
— needs to be part of this debate because we argyiriy, and
hopefully for the better, some of the fundamentdithe fiscal
relationship and the fiscal basis for the growthig territory.
I don't think we want to be arbitrarily hamstrunyg the kinds
of constraints that exist under the current nottéra $3 mil-
lion, or whatever else cap. We are much more arediian that
as Yukoners, and | think we have the opportunitlguibd on it.

By all means, we think we should review and disdhss
DTA with Canada, but as | said, let's do it basedtalking
with Yukoners about changing our rules, the ones tte’re
responsible for. Let’s show Canada, show the wdHdt we
are actually accountable and responsible stewakrdsio re-
sources and that we can think forward to the inagilims of the
day when we won't have the vast wealth of resouthet we
currently have. That will come at some point. It'st in the
immediate future but it is foreseeable, so we readake sure
that we've got all of these factors considered. fritwge we do
that, the more we can be assured that we have etanipliy-in
from the Yukon population. Then | think we knowthse have

We've seen examples around the world. We have a nuna good deal.

ber of examples of non-renewable permanent funds.héve
one in Alaska; the Alberta heritage fund; and Norwghere
are many options that we can look at that will\alies as Yuk-
oners to ensure that, once we've been successtitiacting
the non-renewable resources and maximizing thesotigcon-
omy and the social and economic benefits to Yulsrtbat we
have not left our children and our children’s chélid with noth-
ing to rely upon into the future.

There are lots of other aspects of this convensdtid, as |
said, I'd like to keep it focused. | would pointtainat there
have been a number of issues discussed this afieriveclud-
ing the health transfer, which | would point out eouldn't
help this — has nothing to do with the devolutioansfer
agreement. It was concluded a number of years.ptisiinter-
esting to hear — sort of — the points of view,iates, but let’'s
try to keep it focused.
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We may find — and this is why | think it's importato
have the opportunity to reflect upon these motitimst are
brought forward for discussion — that there mayotieer mat-
ters around the devolution transfer agreement ttatpublic
wants to talk about and they want their electedesgntatives
to raise, in addition to the two main categoriest there identi-
fied by the Member for Klondike.

We would suggest that we not be so prescriptiveeims
of saying, “This is the focus of our discussionshwDttawa.”
You'll see in my proposed amendment that there sngple
way of addressing that.

With that said, | would ask the indulgence of thpe&ker
because I've not done this before. So would itheepreference
of the Speaker that | simply read the amendmenttlagil say
what I'm saying, and then read the whole motioit asunds?

Speaker:  Read the amendment first, please.

Amendment proposed

Ms. Hanson: Okay, thank you, Mr. Speaker.

THAT Motion No. 1303 be amended by:

(1) adding the phrase “Government of Yukon, prmask-
ing the” immediately after the phrase “THAT this ki@ urges
the”;

(2) deleting the phrase “in relation to the followgi”;

(3) adding the phrase “to have a discussion witktfla-
tions and other levels of government, the miningae labour,
and the general public on creating common prinsipiheat will
guide Yukon’s review and discussion of amendmeatshe
devolution transfer agreement and that this disoossvith
Yukoners include, but not be limited to:” immedigtafter the
phrase “October 29, 2001"; and

(4) inserting immediately after clause (3) “(4) Mwdizing
Yukon’s royalty regime to ensure Yukoners receiviaindeal
for Yukon’s mineral and resource wealth.”

Mr. Speaker, | have the completed text if that womlake
more sense to read that in.

Speaker: Allow the Chair to first have a look at the
amendment, please — or the proposed amendment.

Order please. The amendment is in order. | wouldtlas
Leader of the Third Party to read out the motioraasended,
please. I'll read the amendment first, and thenhtbeourable
member will read the motion as amended in its etytir

It has been moved by the MLA for Whitehorse Centre

THAT Motion No. 1303 be amended by

(1) adding the phrase “Government of Yukon, praask-
ing the” immediately after the phrase “THAT this li$® urges
the”,;

(2) deleting the phrase “in relation to the follogi”;

(3) adding the phrase “to have a discussion witktRla-
tions and other levels of government, the mininggae labour
and the general public on creating common prinsipieat will
guide Yukon’s review and discussion of amendmeatshe
devolution transfer agreement and that this disonssvith
Yukoners include, but not be limited to: “immedistafter the
phrase “October 29, 2001";

(4) inserting immediately after clause (3) “(4) Mwdizing
Yukon’s royalty regime to ensure Yukoners receiviaindeal
for Yukon’s mineral and resource wealth.”

Ms. Hanson:
read:

Then the motion as amended would

THAT this House urges that the Government of Yukon

prior to asking the Government of Canada to ambed tikon
Northern Affairs Program Devolution Transfer Agremrh
signed by the Yukon government on October 29, 2a@Dhave
a discussion with Yukon First Nations and otheelswf gov-
ernment, the mining sector, labour, and the genaublic on
creative common principles that will guide Yukonéview and
discussion of amendments to the devolution trarefeeement,
and that this discussion with Yukoners include, ttt be lim-
ited to:

(1) changing the provisions of chapter 5, Forestdreces,
and the $7.5 million for fire suppression trangitiset out in
chapter 7.13 to ensure the Government of Yukoniveseap-
propriate compensation for fighting forest firesorder to ad-
dress the risk of fire in the boreal forest inchglithe spruce-
bark beetle infestation that occurred in the Klueggion under
DIAND’s administration;

(2) increasing the $3-million cap on Resource Raesn
set out in chapter 7.21.1(a) net —

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Ms. Hanson:
7.27.1(a) Net Fiscal Benefit to enable the Govemmef
Yukon and Yukon First Nations to receive more bigadfom
resource development in the territory while promgtgreater
economic activity with the corresponding greateprexnic
return to the Government of Canada;

(3) ensuring there is parity between the provisiohshe
Yukon Northern Affairs Program Devolution Transfegrée-
ment and devolution agreements being negotiated with
Government of the Northwest Territories and the &pment
of Nunavut; and

(4) modernizing Yukon’s royalty regime to ensurekgno-
ers receive a fair deal for Yukon’'s minerals andoregce
wealth.

We've spoken a lot — I'll just speak to one aspafcthis.
We haven't tried as other parties might to confime nature or
to define the kind of discussion that should enseieveen the
Government of Yukon and all Yukoners. We think ttizre
are many opportunities for different forums to Iséablished to
ensure that we, both on this very important mateg, recep-
tive to the ideas that all sectors of the Yukonehav in par-
ticular, with respect to ensuring that the Governtind Yukon
and Yukon First Nations receive more benefits fn@source
development in the territory, while promoting gexatconomic
activity.

| think the premise of part 2 of this motion thae tMem-
ber for Klondike put forward is enhanced and madeentlear
because then we speak in part 4 to this amendemmadt's
really clarifying that what we're prepared to do2@11 is actu-
ally begin to talk about modernizing and takingiebnsidera-
tion the views of all Yukoners, all sectors of thekon, ensur-
ing that we get both a fair return on the resouthasrightfully

Sorry, | stand corrected — chapter
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belong to all Yukoners — and not just to the Yukwsnef to-
day, but the Yukoners of the future.

Surely, after all those years and the creatiorhisf agree-

I commend this amended motion to the members presement, based on these things — and let me just ghatebe-

and | very much look forward to a constructive grasbitive
debate on the proposed amendment.

Hon. Mr. Fentie: | share the Leader of the Third
Party’s view about having a constructive debatelegs start
with comments like, “We get more out of campgroueds
then we do out of royalty revenues in this tergitoHow in the
world is that constructive? It's ridiculous to evemggest such
a thing in the context of what's happening in tddayukon,
after what Yukoners have achieved after years gbtiations
with the federal government.

Now, we know what the NDP thinks of the mining iselu
try and | think the industry and the Yukon publacognizes
what their position is and all the more power terth That is
their position but that’s not the situation in thekon.

Let me point something out. Comparing us to thétdge
fund in Alberta is also a complete fallacy. Alberdaown their
resources. They are a province clearly definediwithe Con-
stitution and ownership is a part of that.

The devolution transfer agreement that was agreduckite
in Yukon after years and years of negotiation — Blhget to
the role of the department that the Third Partydézahas re-
cently come from. After all that, we did not negd¢i owner-
ship.

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Point of order

Speaker: On a point of order, Leader of the Third
Party.
Ms. Hanson: On a point of order, we've heard previ-

ous reference to not making direct personal refamrento
opposition members, or others, and in fact, it'sreaent, sir.

Speaker’s ruling
Speaker:
Party, have been when those references were ugmdtpely.
From my perspective, that instance wasn't usedragyely; he
simply mentioned your former employer and placemwiloy-
ment. From the Chair's perspective, | don't beligea point

of order.
Hon. Premier, you have the floor.

Hon. Mr. Fentie: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Back to
the point: to suggest in the context of a consivaaiebate that
we should be comparing ourselves to provinces Akeerta
and what that means and the situation in Alaska e per-
manent fund is actually not a constructive debtt#l abecause
it does not reflect who we are and the differeribas exist.

Yukon did not negotiate ownership of resourcedantls,
of water — it negotiated an agreement with Canadagaw us
transfer management and control of these matteisetyukon
government so that decisions were made locally.tBeitown-
ership of these resources as the agreement cgrtafigcts is
Canadian. Canadians own these resources. We have
achieved provincehood.

cause what the Third Party leader is suggestirthatwe re-
construct history. If that's what the NDP wantsgo to the
public with, please do so. But the Yukon Party gaweent is
not into reconstructing history; it's all about ldimg Yukon’s
future. The agreement entered into after yearsegbotiation
with the Department of Indian Affairs and Northddevelop-
ment is this: “Whereas the negotiation of this Agnent was
guided by the principles established in the DevotluProtocol
Accord of September 23, 1998...”

This territory entered into an accord that establis the
guiding principles of negotiating devolution.

Is the NDP suggesting that we should unwind athat? It
goes on to say: “...signed by Canada, the YTG, thenCib of
Yukon First Nations, on behalf of its members — Kweanlin
Dun First Nation, the Liard First Nation, and thadka Tribal
Council, on behalf of the Ross River Dena Counaill ¢he
Kaska Dena Council;”

It even included a transboundary First Nation,
Speaker. This is really of concern; that the NDRiM@ctually
subject Yukon to such a process as that where haskalready
been done after great labour and commitment by mankd-
ing past governments. It goes on to say — and lldvbope
that the Third Party recognizes what fundamenttly is all
about — it goes on to say: “And Whereas the Crownth€
Crown being who has the Crown — the federal govermtmn
“...and the aboriginal peoples of Canada are in acfaty rela-
tionship;”

Is the NDP suggesting we actually go and negotiadt
too? This is about a constructive debate; it's alioe future of
the Yukon Territory.

It also says: “Now therefore in consideration of terms,
exchanges of promises” — | would underline and easj#e
promises because there are a significant numbehasfe —

The rulings in the past, Leader of the Third “conditions and provisos contained herein, theigsragree as

follows,” and there is the agreement — many, maagegs in
this agreement, Mr. Speaker, after all those ye&nsegotia-
tion. Well, | can tell you the Yukon Party governmhénas no
intention of reconstructing the past and unwindimgat has
already been agreed to. We have every intentigtrehgthen-
ing, from where we are, what we can achieve tododilkon’s
future.

Now | want to ask this question: unless the Leaifehe
Third Party has suddenly had a revelation, where tlva con-
tent of the statements today through all thosesyenegotia-
tion? This was the Department of Indian Affairs awakthern
Development negotiating on behalf of the federalegoment.
Where were these positions? Never heard a peepSpéaker.
Has this revelation suddenly come forth, and wiogisdt mean
in the context of Yukon's future?

I would submit that it means absolutely nothindpestthan
refocusing this territory backwards on to what Alsady been
accomplished. That's certainly not something thatkdhers
sgould be subjected to.

Mr.
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The Member for Kluane finds humour in what Yukoners

should or should not be subjected to. Here’s atctleaet for
the Member for Kluane. They are subjected to afohings by
the Liberals that they shouldn’t be. So the govesntside
wants to advance something here, which is goinbdappen,
not only through provisions in this agreement, wh&e obli-
gations — and there’s much more.

Does the Leader of the Third Party not understaat we
are also required to provide successor legislatibo@s the
Leader of the Third Party not even understand ghigple fact
— that those instruments, those acts, those legahemisms,
are what give force and effect to many things, udiig the
charge-out of royalties? Surely — surely, the Leadfethe
NDP would have reflected on that.

There is going to be a major process in this tayito de-
velop successor legislation. Furthermore, the NB#t, that
long ago, stood in this House and voted for charigethe

What the NDP is suggesting here is that that doesean
anything; that’s just yesterday. Those principlesl @ommit-
ments and obligations that are housed in this ageee of
years and years of negotiation and effort do nanrenything
because of some revelation the NDP has had, whielatually
a disguise for anti-mining — opposing mining.

To suggest the NDP wants to modernize the minidgsn
try is actually a fundamental issue here. It's alobut modern-
izing anything. It's about restricting it. We alhéw what hap-
pens when the NDP takes these positions. It dtivesndustry
out of this territory — literally drives the indugtout of this
territory. For what purpose would we try and negfatian in-
creased retained benefit from royalties when tlagen't any,
because there is no industry generating those vesnSo |
take great exception to this amendment being p@tras a
contribution to constructive debate. It begins wiltle issue of
statements like, “We make more out of campgrourese

Quartz Mining Actthat are directly related to royalties. Have Does the NDP leader not know that millions of ddlldave

they changed their mind?

The issue of the devolution transfer agreementpritsci-
ples and the obligations of governments, both Yukod Can-
ada, and the relationship that this agreement esela¢tween
governments and Yukon First Nation governments risty
explicit. In these legal instruments, we are regpiito oversee
and ensure adherence to the commitment and regjlipgo
develop mirror legislation.

Here’'s the NDP leader finding that somewhat humsrou
It's a requirement and what we agreed to do. Thé®>N&ader
should know this, after all those years of the dipant | ref-
erenced being a lead for the Government of Canadagotiat-
ing this agreement.

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Point of order
Speaker:
a point of order.

Ms. Hanson: That'’s factually incorrect.

Speaker’s ruling
Speaker:
point of order, but thank you, honourable member,cbrrect-

ing the record.
The Premier has the floor.

Hon. Mr. Fentie: Therefore, upon the agreement fi-
nally being concluded, the parties proceeded, oril 2003 —
the Yukon implemented devolution. In doing that, did a
number of things — that is, the Yukon Party goveenindid
— ensuring first and foremost a smooth transitibthe trans-
fer of programs and other areas that were fornmtédyrespon-
sibility of the federal government as representgdthe De-
partment of Indian Affairs and Northern Development

This included mirroring legislation and that metegisla-
tion such as thQuartz Mining ActthePlacer Mining Act the
Waters Actand theLands Act So we are actually following
the direction and the requirements of the agreerttatt this
territory has entered into.

m
The Hon. Member for Whitehorse Centre, on

accrued in this territory because of the devolutteemnsfer
agreement?

I'm astounded that the Leader of the NDP would make
such a statement. To go over this a little furtimeterms of
comparing us to other places, surely in constrgcoch an
amendment the NDP would have reflected on whaeally
means. This is not a situation where we have owiger$hat's
important — very important.

We have the best possible arrangement, given thietda
was agreed to. There has always been the provaionthe
expectation and the intent to go further in théneds of time,
but | have to say that what we’ve achieved to fust, espe-
cially post-April 2003 when this territory underethyukon
Party government’s watch and leadership implemedé&Iu-
tion — there has been significant development actiese-
ent.

Let us look at some of those examples: a growinuufz
tion, which means a growing tax base.

That's an accomplishment and to some degree itause
we make decisions here in the Yukon locally — nmrasite our

From the Chair's perspective, there is noOWwn house. The lowest unemployment rate in the wpus-

that's a significant achievement, in part becausenveke deci-
sions here in this territory — masters in our ownise because
of the agreement as negotiated. Fourth in the wouldof 51

jurisdictions when it comes to an attractive juiisidn for ex-

ploration, development, and production in the ngngector; a
significant achievement because we are mastersuinown

house vis-a-vis the devolution transfer agreem@v. have
hundreds of millions of dollars of investment flogiinto this
territory — | repeat, hundreds of millions of defiaflowing

into this territory — a significant achievement athis invest-
ment is coming from the mining sector. And the N@énts to
revisit this and reconstruct it? For what purpose?

There is a clear contrast here. The NDP, if thesr got
into the office of government to lead this terntowould create
a complete debacle.

We, the Yukon Party government, will stand andstethiat
as long as we are here. We do not promote in any thva
reduction or the reversal of the fortunes achiewedate. What
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we, the Yukon Party government, promote is to ebeaiid
upon what we've achieved already. | challenge tixPNand
the Liberals in this House to tell Yukoners howytheould
build on the fortunes here in Yukon that we've aelid al-
ready. Not in one instance have they provided amge of
how they would do that. Consistently, they takeifmss that
are nothing more than reconstructing history. Waasham
when it comes to Yukoners’ expectations and thégabbn of
elected people. Good thing the Yukon Party goveminein
office. At least we’re meeting our obligations toetYukon
public and delivering on their expectations. Italed a quality
of life that is much better today than when we toffice nine
years ago. We don’t want to go back there, sonkttihe NDP
should rethink what they’re suggesting.

Mr. Mitchell: On the amendment, well, first of all, I'd
just like to point out to all members, startinghvibhe Hon. Pre-
mier, that one can debate an issue without deivigrahe
position of others as not constructive, ridicularsa sham. |
would encourage all members to try to keep thiagipie in
mind when debating because the fact is we can difer-
ences of opinion without denigrating others forregsing their
philosophies or their opinions.

So let’s just dial it back. We know we’re gettinlpse to
an election and the rhetoric today is getting preigh. Having
said that, | must respectfully disagree with theveroof the
amendment, the Member for Whitehorse Centre. AsPie
mier stated, the consultations that the Leaderhef NDP
speaks of have already taken place. They took maee many
years and they led to a long, long series of nagotis with
Canada to get to where we are today.

The devolution transfer agreement andWmebrella Final

government does go ahead to work at removing the Taere
are complicated negotiations. There are a lot ofofa, as the
Premier said earlier, that figure into the compatatof net
benefit to Yukon. We think that the time is nownmve for-
ward with the negotiations.

Regarding clause 4: “modernizing Yukon’s royaltgiree
to ensure Yukoners receive a fair deal for Yukaniseral and
resource wealth,” they sound a little bit like bwpzds for rais-
ing taxes or costs to the industry.

The concern we have with that is that all the denisthat
have been made by the industry in terms of advanmiojects,
in terms of moving forward into a very lengthy agxpensive
permitting process to fulfill the regulatory regirtteat exists in
Yukon, and in going to the public markets to raisgital to
undertake mining development — all of the assummgtithat
have been made by those companies go out the wiifdees
don’t have certainty that from beginning to endtaft process,
the costs and the drivers that have been builbithbse as-
sumptions remain stable. The companies can't prbeeieh
any decisions if we say to them, “Well, first we wla like to
come back and talk to you about renegotiating tyalty re-
gime that we have in place.”

If Yukon is going to do that someday, that's a sefgdis-
cussion, but we don't think that that is properlgged within
this motion because this motion is specific to thkateral
agreement between Canada and Yukon, known a¥ken
Northern Affairs Program Devolution Transfer Agresth

Those are our reasons why we cannot support theacime
ment as presented by the Member for Whitehorse r€ent
However, | would like to repeat that when any menrises on
this floor to speak to a motion, to a bill, to asue on behalf of
Yukoners, which are issues we've all been eleatedbt Every

Agreemenboth already require Yukon and Canada to includenember here deserves to be treated with the respettie

First Nations in any negotiations to amend the DTA.

Clause (2) of the original motion from the Member f
Klondike already speaks to the fact that Yukon tHNations
must be included in this process, so we don’t neednend the
motion to include Yukon First Nations because theeglready
included, as they must be.

From our perspective, for Yukon to embark upon heiot
lengthy consultation with all stakeholders in orderamend
this agreement that exists between Canada and uenYis
frankly a step backward from the level of self-goweent and
responsible government that we've already reacWéslare in
a position as government, whatever the governmktiteoday
is — and no doubt we all agree on who that shoalddme the
next election — but whoever the government of thgid, they
have the right and the obligation to work for imgement of
this agreement with Canada.

We don't think it's logical to hold off on this wiei there
are potentially millions of dollars at issue, besauthese
negotiations are not going to go quickly. We kndwattfrom
past history.

They're not likely to occur in a matter of weekéiey
could take years and Yukon will stand to lose il of dol-
lars before this agreement gets improved, if wetdyat work-
ing on it. With all due respect, we think that it/sportant that

thousands of constituents they represent, and #émepaign
rhetoric serves no constructive purpose.

Using some of the language we've heard here today f
the Premier in particular, as well as from the Meniior Pelly-
Nisutlin, does not foster constructive debate anduld ask all
members to consider that when they rise to speak.

Mr. Cathers: Although 1 find myself agreeing with
the Leader of the Official Opposition and his ppihtwould
suggest to him constructively that he might wishrégiew
some of his own previous remarks fratansardwhen he re-
fers to the issue of being able to debate an isst®ut deni-
grating those who take the opposing point of viglve mem-
ber’s record does not demonstrate that, in my opini
I'm very pleased that the Member for Klondike brbughe
original motion forward. | would note, as members doubt
have, that | have tabled two motions in this siftinrging simi-
lar things to parts of the motion tabled by the Nyemfor
Klondike including urging the government to seeknew
agreement with the federal government on resowecenue
sharing, an attempt to have the $3 million liftedni the level
it was set by the Liberal federal government aral ltfberal
territorial government of the day.
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Also, | tabled another motion, which speaks disecthn-
trary to the amendment tabled by the Leader offthied Party.
My motion encouraged, or stated, that the Yukoovs toyalty
rates for placer mining and quartz mining are, inapinion, a
major factor in encouraging investment and econautdwity.
| do not disagree with statements that Yukonersilsheceive
a fair share of resource revenue, but what mugepein mind
is that raising fees, taxes, royalties, et cetdoaplace an addi-
tional burden on industry. In some cases, the imigissare not
as large and as deep-pocketed as some may envision.

It cannot be forgotten that when the NDP were last
power, their policies toward the mining industry diesult in
the mining industry leaving the territory, in largart. It caused
a Yukon economic downturn and this approach is $loimg
that is not in the best interests of the Yukon it@ny.

Mining has long been a mainstay of the Yukon econom
The Yukon economy to date has never done well when
mining industry has not been doing well. The priynbenefit
from the mining industry, in my opinion, are theopk who
are employed by that industry — the Yukon citizensthe
men and women who go to work in that industry, whake
money that they put into their bank account — mab ithe
government’s bank account — although of courseh ead
every one does pay income taxes.

Again, | cannot support this amendment brought &odwv
by the Leader of the Third Party. | think that whaist be kept
in mind is that keeping low royalties — much likeMering the
tax for small businesses which has also been dorere—key
factors in improving Yukon’s competitiveness inratting
investment and in keeping those who are here frakimgy a
decision to move to somewhere where they do na& $ach a
high tax burden.

source revenue, even with the low royalties on ngniwith
land sales, with oil and gas development — allhef tactors
that form a healthy economy — it will easily excetbe $3-
million cap. Yukon citizens should be the primagnbficiaries
of the development of our natural resources wheamiihes to
taxation. That is a point that | have made withefadl ministers
and Members of Parliament and | expect that othave made
that same argument to them: that it is in the bestests not
only of the Yukon, but of Canada, to raise thatndiBion cap
to give the Yukon a greater share of the benefits fresource
Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Point of order

Speaker:  Point of order, Leader of the Official Oppo-
sition.
Mr. Mitchell: On a point of order, and ever so re-

spectfully and gently because | am enjoying heatiig, but
should not the member be speaking to the mattenaat,
which is the amendment to the motion? Becauseunds like
the member is speaking primarily to the motion antito any
of the things that have been changed by the amantdme

Speaker:  On the point of order, Member for Lake La-
berge.
Mr. Cathers: On the point of order, Mr. Speaker, if

the Leader of the Official Opposition had beenelishg more
closely, | was also speaking to many points withiea amend-
ment itself, but connecting them to the main mation

Speaker’s ruling
Speaker: From the Chair's perspective, there is no
point of order; it is simply a disagreement betweembers.

Mr. Cathers: Again, as | stated, the amendment to

We should not forget what occurred when the NDPewer this motion would be in fact a step backwards. fime is now

last in power as the result of their policies todvéite mining
industry. The Yukon economy suffered an economigrdarn
which continued and worsened when the Liberals tiftike.
Devolution was the result of years of work by gowveents
of all stripes and by civil servants within manyRém govern-
ment departments. In that final agreement — desipéerotes-
tations of the day that we heard from the then tabgovern-
ment about how, with a Liberal government in Otteavel a
Liberal government in the Yukon and a Liberal Membé
Parliament, they would really get things done —pitesthat
self-declared close relationship, the governmentthaf day
failed to negotiate two key provisions within thggegement and
rolled over on that at the behest of the federaegument; one
of those being an inadequate fire suppression flihd.Yukon
in the first year after devolution saw how inadequthat fire
suppression agreement was, not to mention thedsedecosts
beyond that year — as the Member for Klondike poimtt in
the original motion — and the fact that we havestgng risks
such as the spruce-bark beetle infestation, whiak cause us
significantly increased annual firefighting cogstsfuture years,
rather than decreased costs. The second key oithtei $3-
million cap on resource revenues, which is a giiflow level.
If the Yukon economy continues to grow, if the nsrand
development continue to open up — even with our lew

to move forward in this area. We know the resuttidofving
nearly eight years since devolution — eight yeamsiag up
this April 1. We know the results of that. Enteriagong dis-
cussion process and delaying the commencement giftine
tions with the federal government would not be sifpee step,
and increasing the royalty rate on mining, whichtaialy
seems to be the thrust of the point proposed by dzeler of
the Third Party — modernizing Yukon'’s royalty re@rto en-
sure Yukoners receive a fair deal for Yukon’s maheesource
wealth. I'd remind the member that in fact we diddarnize
the Quartz Mining Actjust a couple of years ago in this As-
sembly, and | was very pleased to have the honbhbriging
forward those changes as minister of the day ang pleased
they were passed by this House. Lowering thoseltsoyates,
getting rid of the escalator that increased thealtgyrate per-
centage for each $5 million of eligible revenuaikey factor
in attracting the investment we’ve seen today —ewflactor in
our record-high exploration.

Of course, there were also some significant discesge
but | remind members that those discoveries wotltiave
occurred if the mining industry wasn't in the tesry, as they
weren’'t — or most of them weren’t, under the daalysiunder
the NDP and under the Liberals. Without that inwesit,
without that activity, the discoveries would notvhaoccurred,
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and we would not have seen that strong interestmexisted
the last couple of years in the Yukon and has litedebur
territory tremendously. At a time when the restthed country
and the world were experiencing an economic dovantue
saw an increase in our resource sector, whichiobrtaas of
great benefit to all Yukon citizens.

Under the NDP’s vision, we would see increaseddaixe
creased costs and less industry in the territawef men and
women working here today. Had we not changed tiposei-
sions and the resource regime — modernized thdtyqyvi-
sions in theQuartz Mining Act —much of this investment
would not have occurred, because if the mine wexeldped,
if members recall, or we will read back litansard some of
the larger projects would have made enough monelyheaa
enough eligible revenue, that they would have, dat,f paid
over 100-percent resource royalty fee on that ldigrevenue,
and they would have had, in fact, a negative prddither than
making money for their shareholders.

So there is no way that any mining company wouleb
in a project of that scale. By removing that wall that im-
pediment to those projects going forward — thatdtasulated
some of that increased exploration investment. Tdalty
changes and the changes to the administrative sjomg low-
ered the cost to industry and have helped atttzatt tecord
investment. As well, the changes that were made edami-
zation to the administrative provisions in tRiartz Mining
Act around things such as the size of claim posts, r@duced
the amount of helicopter time that had to be sperstaking
many of the Yukon’s quartz claims and have redubeth
those costs and those carbon emissions as a result.

Again, | simply cannot support this proposed amesrmtm
of the Leader of the Third Party. It would be apstack; it
would be an increased burden upon the Yukon’s rgisictor,
and it would negatively impact the Yukon economyraise
those royalty rates.

| know the NDP is not exactly the largest proponeht
mining. Some would say and have argued that theyrafact
anti-mining.

At the very least, | think it’s fair to say thatehwould put
in place many roadblocks to mining development thatild
have the net effect of driving the industry outtod territory. In
fact, that’s what they did before so their recdrdss it.

| will be voting against the amendment, but | suppbe
motion without the amendment.

Mr. Cardiff:
put on the record. If we want to talk about revigsd history,
we definitely heard it this afternoon.

I, too, would like to start where the Member forpper-
belt started when he talked about having respectefxrh
other’s opinions and the pre-election rhetoric thatheard in
the House today — references to certain persottsisrHouse,
reference to their previous employment — I'm stre Premier
would not enjoy references to his previous emplaynaes well.
But what | found most disturbing about it was thavas hap-
pening when we had guests from other jurisdictioother
countries, who have come to watch the proceediegs im the

Legislative Assembly. Witnessing that kind of digect here
in the Legislative Assembly in front of our guestas truly
saddening, and from my perspective, | would likeotfer my
apologies to them.

We've heard a lot, both from the Premier, from ltieader
of Official Opposition and from the Member for Lakaberge
about the NDP and their stance on mining. If theminers
would take the time to read the amendment to théomoit’s
to have a discussion with First Nations, other lew govern-
ment and the mining sector. We want to involve thieing
sector in this discussion. | believe that it waes NDP’s support
for the mining sector through instruments like thekon min-
ing incentive program and the mineral exploratiar tredit
that actually drew the Premier to run for the Neenidcratic
Party back in 1996 and again in the year 2000. bigoosly
felt some affinity for the New Democratic Partyrseawhen it
came to resource development.

I would argue that the NDP, the New Democratic gove
ments of this territory, never ran mining out oftterritory. If
you want to talk about economic downturns, you sthonaybe
pay attention to what commodity and mineral prieesl de-
mand for those minerals was when the mining settored
down. If you looked around the world, it wasn'ttjtise mining
sector here in this territory, but indeed arounel World, that
was involved in that downturn.

The purpose of the amendment is, one, to demoertiz
debate. We’re not saying deconstruct the devolutiansfer
agreement; we're not saying don’t go ahead and tstamego-
tiations, but involve Yukoners in the debate anebime Yuk-
oners in a conversation, including the mining sedto mod-
ernizing the Yukon’s royalty regime to ensure tNatkoners
receive a fair deal for the Yukon’s mineral ancbrese wealth.

Now, do we deserve our fair share? Yes, | belieeedw.
The Member for Lake Laberge and the Premier bolkeda
about the amendments to Qeartz Mining Acthat came for-
ward — that we supported. We did, however, haverg apen
and frank discussion with the Member for Lake Lgeewhen
he was on that side of the House, during that éehladut what
the best option for Yukoners was when it came t@ltes —
and for mining companies, for that matter. Whaltie easiest,
the most streamlined way, of looking at how Yukonwhat
that royalty regime should look like? But the Yukgavern-
ment of the day forged ahead. | believe they didsatt with
the mining companies, but they didn’'t consult wather Yuk-
oners about their thoughts on how it should wor#d byok at

There has been a lot said today and a lobther options — or, at least they didn't indicatattto us and

they rejected whatever we put forward, which wasofttstruc-
tive.

We do support the mining industry. There is a hista
this party of people who have run as candidates kdve sat
as members in this Legislative Assembly, who hasenbpre-
miers and ministers of government in this territampose roots
are in the mining industry, and we will continuedopport a
responsible, modernized mining industry becaude dne of
the foundations of our economy. It's not the omwyridation of
our economy, but it's one of the foundations of eapnomy
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and it has been for over 100 years — the Premieuldhpay
attention, instead of reading magazines. I'm not —

Speaker’s statement

Speaker: Order please. Honourable members,
Chair has been very lenient about the chatter laack forth,
presuming that other people are doing somethingnooting
something, and the ultimate result of this is thathonourable
members are starting to — “You're doing this. “Ymu'doing
that.” However honourable members choose to ppdiei or
concentrate on the debate is up to them. It's mpotauother
honourable members.

The Member for Mount Lorne has the floor, please.

Mr. Cardiff: I would like to touch on a couple of other
issues that were raised as well. | think | prettycin clarified
my point about the NDP’s support for the miningustty — a
responsible, modernized mining industry — and thenfter’s
revisionist history of that doesn’t lend itself @constructive
debate. We believe that Yukoners and the governigento-
investors in the mining industry and that all Yukos deserve
their fair share. So let’s just take a look at whig conversa-
tion needs to take place.

What is it that we as Yukoners provide? We providea-
structure, we provide roads, bridges and energwsiructure.
We provide personnel in the Department of Energined and
Resources. | was having a discussion with the teinigist
yesterday about what they are doing to meet theviggp de-
mands that are on them, the challenges that aesl fag the
department, with the growing mineral industry, bistkexplora-
tion and in the actual development of operatingesjrbecause
there is more that needs to be done and the goesmtnneeds
to respond to it. It needs to provide that support.

We are supportive of that, within reason, so ttegeemin-
ing inspectors, water inspectors, government sugdportrain-
ing. Yukoners support mining through training iaftves. We
support having those people come here to the Yakahmake
their homes here and go to work in the mine ohiexplora-
tion industry or in industries that are supportgdhnse indus-
tries. They make their homes here, their childrartigipate in
the education system here, use the facilities dhatavailable
and are expanding as far as hospitals and hedltls@aial ser-
vices go.

That's Yukoners’ investment and that's what we jlev
as support. That's some of what we provide as stfpo a
growing mineral industry. We get jobs in return ame of the
issues around the jobs is that we want jobs for orieks.
That's why we support the training. Actually the riigiter of
Energy, Mines and Resources, in wearing his othgr, was
talking earlier today about the temporary foreigorker pro-
gram and here’s what the minister said on the radien he
was talking about which sectors should get exemptia this
industry or in this program. He said that he expéttthe hos-
pitality industries and with the mining industrieéspse will be
some of the first industries coming and workinghwilthe De-
partment of Education.

The minister supports having temporary foreign veosk
come here and work in the mining industry and tbspitality

industry, but we want that to lead to immigratidle want
those people to come here, to live here, to beribaing
members of our society, to be our neighbours, tdogschool
with our children and our grandchildren, to havbsjdere in

thethe Yukon and to make this their home.

What else do we get as a result of the mineral strgia
Well, the government receives — and Yukoners receiv
personal income tax and corporate income tax. \Weive
lease fees, permitting fees, and there are rogaliiée don’t
want to put up roadblocks to industry, but we waninvolve
them in a conversation about what is fair and hieg§m recog-
nize what it is that we as a territory are provigdin

The government wants to talk about what the Litsesaid
in Vancouver,; it's interesting what the Premierssagmetimes
when he doesn't know people are listening. He Haiygs like,
“We're here to accommodate your needs; that's whgrav
here.” But the Premier has to remember that he's het just
to accommodate the needs of one specific industiydustrial
sector or interest group; he’s here to represémuddoners and
look out for the interest of all Yukoners.

If we could retain more of that net benefit for Yok
that's what the Premier likes to call it — | like ¢tall it “a fair
deal for Yukoners”. That's why we need and do suppize
renegotiation of the $3-million cap, as set out dnapter
7.27(1). | can honestly say | remember that firassa really
well. When we first took responsibility for fire gpression in
this territory, it was the highest ever bill fordisuppression
that the Yukon had ever faced.

One of the reasons why | remember that is becduse i
sulted in the delay of the design and construotiba new fire
hall at Golden Horn, something that was needed yncom-
munity. But, because of the extraordinary costégbiting for-
est fires that season, that project was delayed. \8® can look
at how we can accrue more benefits for Yukon, gédieer
deal, more net benefit — if that's what the Prenuiesfers —
we can continue to make those investments. We oatintie
to make investments in education. We can ensutethieade-
sign and building of F.H. Collins Secondary Schpabceeds
on schedule. We can ensure that the health cams redeall
Yukoners are met, including those people who areicg here
in the territory to participate in the economy,tire growing
mining sector, in the support industries. I've wextkin those
industries, supporting the mining sector in Brewe&eek,
Mount Nansen, Faro and Muddy Lake, just to nameva -
Elsa and Keno.

I know which side my bread is buttered on, butvadire
saying is that it’s fair to have that discussidrwé can increase
the fiscal capacity, as the Premier likes to tdlbuw it in the
Yukon, we can do a better job of providing all the®rvices to
Yukoners, whether it be in education, or whethdreitthrough
hospitals and health care, palliative care, home, @ntinuing
care for seniors or housing for the hard to houWge're watch-
ing some of this slip through our fingers.

We're not seeing this government respond to somef
real needs here in the Yukon and we feel that lvpliing
Yukoners in this discussion and involving the mgnsector in
the discussion — the minister yesterday was talkibgut the
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royalties that Capstone paid and the contributibat tthey
made to the community, and that’s all we're askihigat’'s all
we're talking about here today in this fourth pieck the
amendment to the motion.

I’'m not going to go on. | realize that my time isnning
out now. | appreciate the members for listening fmdall the
other pictures and whatnot. That's great and | @dwpe — |
realize they probably aren’t going to support tiheeadment.
We do support the intent of the Member for Klondskeotion
and | thank him for bringing it forward. It is godd see that
they finally have come to the table on this. Tlissomething
we have raised before and we're glad to see thatdies are
at least interested in this topic. | look forwamd Hearing the
comments of others.

Hon. Mr. Kenyon:
here because I, too, want to get this to a vdtave to admit to
a little bit of confusion with some of the statensethat have
been put on the floor today. There has been sosmushion
over the work background of members, yet the Meniber
Mount Lorne has, on the floor here many times, beery
proud — and he should be — of being a journeymadets-
man. In fact, a couple of moment earlier, he comettthat he
has worked in the industry and gave a list of ndites he has
worked at. I'm not sure why that's acceptable, yetbjects to
other people referring to backgrounds that | thatikof us are
proud of. I'm certainly proud of my background iredicine
and experimental surgery.

The second thing | have to scratch my head ateidviem-
ber for Mount Lorne chastising the Member for Watdake,
who sat with the NDP and supported the NDP fomeetpe-
riod. The thing he sort of neglected to mentionthat that
member across the floor had left the NDP.

But | have to look at the rest of that. The Membar
Kluane sat with the NDP for some time. He also lafid
crossed the floor. The Member for Mayo-Tatchunvsigth the
NDP for some time, and he left and crossed the fldbbring
it back over here. The Member for Mcintyre-Takhiepre-
sented the NDP in this House for a time period, leadeft and
crossed the floor. So | would suggest that the Mamfor
Mount Lorne find other arguments to use for that;duse that
one is just not working for him very well. Obvioyslhistory
isn’t a subject that is his strong suit.

But | have to admit — and I'll end with this — thahen a
claim is made that we made more in campground tfesas in
the mining industry — I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker, | {dosterest in
the debate on the motion at that point. So with, thaill close.

Mr. McRobb:
sion — that is, until 3:30 p.m., in my opinion. Wmtil that
point, we heard the speakers focused on the sutjaiter, and
| truly believe they were focused on the best egd&s of the
territory.

We heard a lot of interesting discussion and sosimi
on the issues. But after that point, it went downlftolitics
became the number one aspect to many of the spea@t
there were personal comments and political rhetbiat really

| only have one or two comments

Well, we were having a good discus-

had no place on the floor here this afternoon.tRerrecord, |
feel that it's important to help anybody understamdiay’s de-
bate and to put it into proper context, to go beckhis morn-
ing’'s House Leaders’ meeting. At this meeting, Iswapre-
senting the Official Opposition; the Member for Mdu.orne,
the Third Party; and the government side was reptes by
the Member for Whitehorse West. We responded toGbe-
ernment House Leader’s question about how we’ddrmlling
this debate this afternoon — as we would handitstruc-
tively —

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Point of order

Speaker:  On a point of order, Member for Klondike.

Mr. Nordick: I'm raising a point of order on rele-
vance. The member opposite hasn’'t even mentioned th
amendment, isn’t speaking about the amendment. sfeak-
ing about House Leaders.

I understand trying to tie something in, and maybe
member will get to it, but | feel he is completelf§ topic.

Speaker’s ruling

Speaker: From the Chair's perspective, there is no
point of order. I've offered each and every speakeamend-
ments about a minute or minute and a half to esptbeem-
selves before they start to focus, and the hondeinaember,
I’'m sure, is just getting to that.

The Member for Kluane has the floor.

Mr. McRobb: I will refocus and revisit this. | do sup-
port everything our leader has put on the recorduglhis
amendment, and | want to continue with the backdrop
pointed out that we would approach this afternoaebate
very constructively, and | encouraged the goverrnsafe to
also approach this debate constructively and resgonour
information requests so that, cumulatively, all nhens in this
House could pass the best motion possible fromAkgembly
because the relevance of today’s debate was notipos us. |
still feel very strongly that's what we should hadene. How-
ever, Mr. Speaker, some members couldn’t help tebtres.

Some members couldn’t help themselves and we heard
grandiose statements to one effect, yet that saesksr would
give examples to the opposite. | heard the Prermiewe all
heard the Premier —

Speaker’s statement

Speaker: The Chair would now actually like to hear
the honourable member’s opinions on the amendnpdedse.
You have the floor.

Mr. McRobb: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | won't chal-
lenge your ruling, but | will clearly set out whiatn about to
do. I'm about to challenge the Premier's arguméat he put
on the record toward this amendment. | believe dllawed to
do that; if I'm not, somebody can point out a pahbrder.

The Premier said that the NDP drove out mining fittve
territory in their last government. | want to pomiit that the
leader of that government, who was called the “Gowent
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Leader” in those days, which is now called “Prefhieur-

rently sits on the board of directors of a minirgnpany in the
territory. This person had his background in thaing indus-
try. This person was also appointed by this sanemir to
head up the Yukon Energy Corporation.

So the contradiction is plain to see. The conttaaticis
plain to see and there’'s another point | want tallehge, that
the Premier put on the record about this amendnwhen he
accused that government of being anti-mining. Themnfer
himself was part of that very government. The rhietand the
inconsistencies in what has been said this afterriectruly
astounding — just astounding. You know, we'll heagmbers
say one thing, yet do exactly the other, say exab# other. |
point this out because it clearly indicates theegoment’s ar-
guments when the government side gets politicaplsirre not
fair and are not accurate.

Now, | want to rebut some of what was put on treore
by the Member for Lake Laberge, who is —

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Speaker’s statement
Speaker:

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Mr. McRobb: Well, the Member for Porter Creek
Centre says, “Not yet.” I'd like to remind that mieen that his
leader has firmly put on the record they won't logmorting
this amendment. So the government side has rejdmbéa
amendments. Instead of debating the matter of thend-
ments, the government side has consistently atdatte mes-
senger. Well, that indicates the government sidesd® have
the substance to properly debate the issue at hand.

Speaker’s statement

Speaker: Hon. Member for Kluane, one more re-
minder that | had asked the honourable memberedaksp the
amendment, please.

Mr. McRobb: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. All members
in here when speaking to the amendment or the matiould
be addressing the subject matter. We've heard Vitihg
counter-debate from the government on both of tlzesend-
ments, including this one — very little debate be tnatter at
hand. Instead we've heard lots of political rhetpgrandiose

Point of order, please. I'm sorry, | can make statements made in one direction, yet commentfiénother

absolutely no connection to this amendment. It besome a  direction.

polemic as opposed to a discussion on the amendiRiase
talk about the amendment.

Mr. McRobb:
Speaker:
member to speak to the amendment that is on thwe. fleo
Hon. Member for Kluane, please do that. I've askwesl hon-

ourable member twice politely; please do that.

Is that a point of order | can argue?

Mr. McRobb: Okay, thank you, Mr. Speaker.

My understanding of debate in this Assembly is thiaén
someone puts something on the record, like we bhad&y on
the amendment, it’s fair game to rebut those stetdsn | want
to rebut what the Member for Lake Laberge said alibis
amendment to the motion.

Speaker’s statement

Speaker:
can go on, | guess, because he has some 13 miefitelsm
just going to keep urging the honourable membespeak to
the amendment. Member for Kluane, you have the floo

Mr. McRobb: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Mr. McRobb: Yes, | am speechless.

Some Hon. Member:  (Inaudible)

Mr. McRobb: Well —

Some Hon. Members:  (Inaudible)

Speaker: Order please. The Member for Kluane has
the floor.

Mr. McRobb: Thank you. The debate, from the

Yukon Party’s point of view, has been, once ag&dyr way
or the highway.” Two amendments have been introdutais
government has rejected them both.

It's rather disheartening to see what has happériedf-
ternoon, and it's too bad. It appears to be anodp@ortunity
lost. We called on the government side to pulkdsks up and
be constructive and informative in this debate. @ambers

Sit down, please. I'm asking the honourablewho spoke certainly have been. | believe the membéithe

Third Party have been.

Speaker’s statement

Speaker:
for Kluane to speak to the amendment. Once agdeellthe
honourable member is straying away from the sulgedtand
and into a different area of concern. | would dsktionourable
member to speak to the amendment, please.

Mr. McRobb: Well, this government not only failed to
provide the information requested on this motiors tafter-
noon, which could help us on the opposition sidersjthen it,

Order please. The honourable member and such as through this amendment or other amendmeptsnt

to the YMAB report that the minister continues tfuse to
table. The subject matter we're debating todaynis of those
five recommendations in that report. | would alssuane that
that recommendation is accompanied by justificagoch as
the rationale and maybe even recommends a cenp@iroach
be taken by government. It's too bad some of ukdre are
without that information today.

Speaker’s statement
Speaker:
ber for Kluane to stick to the subject of the ammadt. | don't
see any reference to YMAB in the amendment, so aged, |
just urge the honourable member to stick to th¢estifat hand,
which is the amendment by the Leader of the Thady?
The Member for Klondike has the floor.

Order please. | would urge the Hon. Member

Order please. Again, | urge the Hon. Mem-
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Mr. Nordick:
Liberal Party just asked why the government sid4 tebating
the amendment put forward by the Third Party. & thember
wants a reason why, | personally, as a membemaf ukon
Party government, do not support the amendmehsg#éak to
just the last part of the amendment — the partshgs, “mod-
ernizing Yukon'’s royalty regime to ensure Yukonegseive a
fair deal for Yukon minerals, resources and wealthat’'s the
amendment put forward by the Leader of the NDP. goaing
to quote something from an article written by a rhemof the
NDP — which is 50 percent of the members — whetalks
about mining, modernizing Yukon’s mining regime.eTimem-
ber stated — his words not mine: “Yukon’'s politicsaand
citizens need to rethink how and where we allowingnto
occur.” He went on to say, “We need to amend Quartz
Mining Actand thePlacer Mining Actto bring them into har-
mony with our current values.”

That's the introduction. Then in the conclusion -et this
— he stated: “There is an immediate need to redleeprivi-
leged access to lands the mining industry receieemy.”
That's why | don’t support this amendment.

Speaker:
amendment?

Some Hon. Members:  Division.
Division

Speaker:  Division has been called.

Bells

Speaker:  Mr. Clerk, please poll the House.

Hon. Mr. Fentie: Disagree.

Hon. Mr. Hart: Disagree.

Hon. Mr. Kenyon: Disagree.

Hon. Mr. Rouble: Disagree.

Hon. Mr. Lang: Disagree.

Hon. Ms. Horne: Disagree.

Hon. Mr. Edzerza: Disagree.

Mr. Nordick: Disagree.

Mr. Mitchell: Disagree.

Mr. McRobb: Disagree.

Mr. Elias: Disagree.

Mr. Fairclough: Disagree.

Mr. Inverarity: Disagree.

Ms. Hanson: Agree.

Mr. Cardiff: Agree.

Mr. Cathers: Disagree.

Clerk: Mr. Speaker, the results are two yea, 14 nay.

Speaker:  The amendment is defeated.
Amendment to Motion No. 1303 negatived

Speaker:
tion?

Mr. Fairclough:
like to thank the Member for Klondike for bringirigis motion
forward. It's obvious there is a need to make amssmis to

Is there any further debate on the main mo

I'll be short in my response. | would

On the amendment, Mr. Speaker, thethe devolution transfer agreement. There are skypeards to

this motion we do support.

I'm sure that members opposite, along with us das sfde
of the House, have been hearing from the miningshg and
from First Nations and so on in how to make improeets to
the resource revenue sharing and the cap and sbhenfirst
section, in regard to changing the provisions iaptar 5 —
looking at making improvements and more dollars iognior
fire suppression and so on — we support. I've wdrkethat
industry for quite some time. | know what it's aband we
shouldn’t be shortchanged should we have a coupbaad fire
seasons in a row. Of course, also part of this’s-aitit differ-
ent though — is that monies do go toward addressiadarge
issue of the spruce-bark beetle infestation we hiavehe
Kluane region. I'm already seeing that effect in rayng.

In my riding, in Pelly Crossing, we've done the gaw
ment FireSmart program now, which addresses a flahie
within the communities — in Pelly Crossing, for exale — to
try to address that. They've been cutting treesrdtatry and
save some of the trees within the community antisttzalittle
battle that they have with the spruce-bark beefiestation.

| want to be short so that we can vote on this. iWive

Are you prepared for the question on thewere in Vancouver for the Roundup, this was anedswught

forward to us by almost every mining company thatr¢ is out
there that we talked to. It's an issue that hambeésed by
First Nations with regard to the cap and how weld¢d@erhaps
look at a better deal from Ottawa to ensure thatoriubenefits
more from the royalties that are being producednfrthe
Yukon Territory.

Part of the reasoning is simple: a mining compamme&s
forward to the government, asking for help, whetiisrinfra-
structure, roads, power and so on. There doeserhge be the
incentive there because we do not get the royat@ek from
the very resource and development that is askinfputhese
improvements. They're bringing it forward, sayif§o out
there and get something better.” We probably cdrtrge sup-
port behind us in taking our arguments to Ottawantty we
should be getting back a better deal.

The same goes with First Nations. The $3-milliop ea
the one example, | guess, that could come to lifé'sa way
down the road yet — is Casino mine. When that opgms
2,000 people putting it together, developing th@emniand an-
other 1,500 or 1,600, maybe a few less, to rumthree annu-
ally — should they be living out there, that wilk lthe fifth
largest community in the territory. That's huge.eTioyalties
alone would be something like $250 million. We @60 per-
cent of the first $3 million, and then where ddas test go? It
goes back to Ottawa. In turn, they are still asking Yukon
government and the First Nation governments to $omeelp
out in regard to infrastructure development, whetiheough
road improvements, power and so on.

We heard it over and over — a little different frahe

‘year before when we were there. I'm sure the gawent side

heard it, and it is an issue that was raised byMeenber for
Copperbelt in a news release as soon as we gothesekto the
territory. It is one that we as a party would litee see im-
provements on.
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This is a big task, going out and trying to negetisome-
thing better in the devolution transfer agreemenivhe knows
how long this will take. I think that there’s noeteto prolong
the debate on this motion by any more amendmentsyew
tried to make some friendly improvements in howaeeld be
seen here as legislators to go forth as a groupytm get the
best deal we possibly can by simply adding somih@fwords
that we’ve brought forward before, like using witag North-
west Territories so far have in their devolutiomesgnent as a
basis to bring something better back to the tefrito

So that's where we're coming from. We're definitejg-
ing to be supporting efforts toward ensuring thakdh has a
bigger piece of the pie when it comes to royaltyeraues in the
territory. | think that when the agreements wereipplace, it
might have been a good agreement; it took a loyeairs to
negotiate a devolution agreement. The way it cabmitawas
having the First Nation final agreements first puplace, and
this was a natural progression to have a devoludigneement
follow.

From the mining community, | think this definiteheeds
to be pointed out every time because, way back tthene was
a view that developers wanted to see more certaietg in the
territory. TheUmbrella Final Agreemenand the First Nation
final agreements gave a certain amount of certamtire min-
ing community. We can now sit down and deal witimeoof
the First Nations.

argument to Ottawa, the best that we can — and<gtida issue
the Member for Copperbelt brought forward to theoflof this
House.

We've been talking about it for quite some time. 'Vée
been public about it. We've gone out in the pulalicd said,
“This is what we need to do.” The Member for Klokelihas
brought this forward in the form of a motion anthink that,
even though we didn’'t get the amendments to thd {bart of
the motion, this is something Yukon needs to do wede
going to be supporting that. Thank you.

Mr. Cardiff: I'll be brief because | can see the time
and | realize that we only have but minutes befeeeneed to
vote on this. | would like to thank the Member Kdondike for
bringing this motion forward. As | said earliersigood to see
that they've caught on to this idea of getting a fteal for
Yukon and Yukoners, to help provide that infrastuue. |
would like to thank him for reading my article ihet supple-
ment to theCPA Magazineas well; that's good news. | would
actually like to thank the Member for Mayo-Tatchfor his
closing comments as well. He sounded pretty supygoxf
some of the things that we had in our amendment.

This is a very exciting time for Yukon, with allgheco-
nomic development and the work that is being donthé re-
source industry. | think it's an exciting time foommunities,
for First Nation governments, realizing the facattihey are

The next one was to have a devolution agreementewhehaving benefits accrue to them through this devekg. It's

we in the territory can at least have some cordv@r the re-
sources that we have. So that, in itself — those &ane huge
players in what we have today in the developmentiroanity
coming to the territory and investing money, pgtgeople to
work. | think we need to pay credit where credidig.

good news for mining industries because it will ide re-
sources to the government. We could do better thin and
there were attempts today, through the amendmentsy to
make it better. But we will support it as it standdscause this
is better than having not all of what it was we evkeroking for.

Past governments have taken on this challenge - théNe believe we were looking for something a littlere than

were very tough ones at the time. They made thefisas in
ensuring that we do have devolution in the teryitdNe've
seen the tremendous benefits from it already. dhisgreement
and, like all agreements and plans that we putiacey down
the road we can work on amendments and make imprevts
to it.

That's what we're doing right here today. We'rekog at
trying to make improvements to these agreementsaatWkee
down the road again, maybe in 10 years, 15 yeanndbe
road or even sooner, when things change in thigder again,
we may have to revisit looking at the devolutiomesggnent and
perhaps again make improvements to it.

This work goes on and we want to see governments,

whichever one it is — this work is going to go @m &while, so
whoever gets elected into government the next ismgoing to
have to take on this challenge and | think it'syomght. It has
been asked for everywhere. As a matter of fachsstee al-
ready being taken on some parts — for example, treigms
with FTAs and the whole issue of the cap is fullyrtpof that
and First Nations have already taken on that chgdeThey've
seen the effects the $3-million cap has on onet Netion.
There is so much potential out there for develogmea need
to be able to go out there and address that aana veorking
with Yukoners, working with Yukon First Nations ktag that

was in the motion.

We will support the motion. We do think that haviadar-
ger share of the revenues from this industry, lvirore re-
sources to look after our forests and for fire sapgpion, is a
good thing. Having those resources to provide headre fa-
cilities and schools for our children is a goodhthiSo we will
support the motion as it stands. I'd like to thatkmembers
for their comments today.

Speaker: If the Member for Klondike speaks, he'll
close debate. Does any other member wish to belhear

Mr. Nordick: Seeing that | only have about a minute
to wrap up my comments, | would end on two notes.

This Yukon Party government will ensure that Yuken
mains one of the best jurisdictions in the worldwhich to
invest by continuing to implement competitive tasatand
royalty regimes in order to maintain or reduce Btdyls cost
of doing business in the territory. The other pdinvant to
make is that while we are requesting Canada t@ase the $3-
million cap on resource revenues, we do not wart¢cease
industry’s cost of doing business in the territcapd we want
to maintain our competitive advantage, raising thsource
revenue capital benefit for everyone.
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Canada will benefit by seeing increased econontigigc
and more revenues due to the fact that 70 cendsaxfy dollar
of Yukon’s own-source revenues are returning toadan

Speaker:  Are you prepared for the question?

Some Hon. Members:  Division.

Division

Speaker: Division has been called. Mr. Clerk, please
poll the House.

Hon. Mr. Fentie: Agree.

Hon. Ms. Taylor: Agree.

Hon. Mr. Hart: Agree.

Hon. Mr. Kenyon: Agree.

Hon. Mr. Rouble: Agree.

Hon. Mr. Lang: Agree.

Hon. Ms. Horne: Agree.

Hon. Mr. Edzerza: Agree.

Mr. Nordick: Agree.

Mr. Mitchell: Agree.

Mr. McRobb: Agree.

Mr. Elias: Agree.

Mr. Fairclough: Agree.

Mr. Inverarity: Agree.

Ms. Hanson: D’accord.

Mr. Cardiff: Agree.

Mr. Cathers: Agree.

Clerk: Mr. Speaker, the results are 17 yea, nil nay.

Speaker: The yeas have it. | declare the motion car-
ried.

Motion No. 1303 agreed to

Speaker:  The time being 5:30, this House now stands
adjourned until 1:00 p.m. tomorrow.

The House adjourned at 5:30 p.m.



