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My name is Doug Kinna, and I am an Executive Vice President of the BC General Employees' Union.  

I would like to begin by acknowledging that I am speaking today from the traditional, unceded territory 

of the [Musqueam, Squamish and Tsleil-Waututh] First Nations.  

The BCGEU is one of the largest and most diverse unions in B.C. 

Our union represents more than 82,000 workers in various sectors and occupations in more than 550 

bargaining units throughout British Columbia, and we are affiliated to the BC Federation of Labour.  

Our diverse membership includes direct provincial government employees, and workers throughout the 

broader public and private sectors.  

Every day, BCGEU members are on the frontlines of service delivery, in jobs that put them at a high risk 

of physical and psychological injury. They are some of the most vital – and most vulnerable- workers in 

B.C.  

Since its inception, the BCGEU has been active in occupational health and safety, and has worked 

tirelessly over more than a century to improve workplace safety for our members.  

As part of the BCGEU's commitment to workplace health and safety, I am here today to speak on the 

proposed amendments to section 3.12 of the OHS regulation.  

As you know, in 2019 Lisa Helps was retained by the BC government to review the actions taken by the 

provincial government and the Workers' Compensation Board in the wake of the horrific sawmill 

explosions in northern BC in 2012.  

Ms. Helps was asked to make recommendations about what more needed to be done to strengthen 

workplace safety and prevent similar events from happening again.  

And her report recommended that section 3.12 of the OHS regulation be amended to strengthen 

protections for workers refusing unsafe work.   

In her interviews, Ms. Helps heard from sawmill workers that prior to the explosions, they had tried to 

draw attention to unsafe working conditions.  

Some of the workers had refused unsafe work. But rather than addressing the refusals, the work was 

reassigned to someone else and the workers' concerns were not resolved.  

Unfortunately, BCGEU members can also tell these kind of stories.  

In preparing for this hearing, I heard about a highways maintenance worker that refused to drive a full 

brine truck because he felt it was overloaded and unsafe. He thought it would be better to only fill it 

three-quarters full. He was taken off the truck and another worker was assigned to drive it -full.  

I heard about a community social services worker talking to their supervisor on the phone outside a 

group home.  

They had just been physically attacked by their client - punched, actually - and didn't want to go back 

inside.  



The worker was told they couldn't leave the client alone, and was threatened with discipline if they 

didn't go back inside immediately.  

I heard about a wildfire crew that refused to take on a dangerous task, only to watch another crew 

assigned to do the same work. 

Again, there was no resolution of the concerns raised by the workers – the job was simply reassigned.  

These all-too-common experiences demonstrate how difficult it is for workers to speak up, confront 

their employer, and exercise their right to refuse unsafe work.  

And, they demonstrate that employers often reassign work as a solution to the problem, while ignoring 

their responsibilities to conduct investigations and implement solutions to correct the hazard.  

This is why the proposed amendments regarding work reassignment are so important and necessary.  

Overall, the BCGEU strongly supports the Board's proposed additions to Section 3.12.  

Adding the explicit requirement to inform workers being reassigned previously refused work finally 

brings British Columbia into line with most other jurisdictions in Canada, where this requirement is 

already in place. 

We strongly support the proposed requirement under Section 3.12.1 (1)(b) for employers to advise 

workers being reassigned work that has been refused by another worker in writing.  

Certainly, written notice can be provided by text or email to make the process faster and easier, and we 

support the BC Fed's recommendation that the Board provide clarification on this kind of written 

communication in guidelines. 

But advising workers in writing where work is being reassigned is appropriate and necessary, given the 

seriousness of a work refusal.  

We think this requirement will be helpful in prompting supervisors and employers to slow down and 

actually think through their rationale for reassigning the work.  

We think it will push them to focus more on resolving the hazard – rather than simply getting someone 

else to do the job.  

We also strongly support the inclusion of worker representatives in the written notice required under 

the proposed Section 3.12.1(b).  

Making sure that joint committee members or other worker representatives are aware that a worker 

has refused unsafe work, and that the work is being reassigned to another worker is critical in ensuring 

worker representatives are aware of and involved in important safety matters happening in the 

workplace.  

Indeed, the participation of worker representatives in all aspects of workplace health and safety is 

fundamental to the effective operation of the internal responsibility system, and should be required 

throughout the OHS regulation.  



As such, we are pleased to see the explicit inclusion of worker representatives in the Board's proposed 

amendments in this section.  

In our written submission to the Board's public consultation last summer, the BCGEU proposed some 

minor changes to provide additional clarity for workers and employers.  

In the proposed amendments to the regulation before us today, the Board has made some changes.  

First, the word "task" in Section 3.12.1(1) was replaced with "refused work." We agree that this change 

provides additional clarity.  

Inserting the words "another" and "other" before "worker" also serves to improve clarity about who is 

being informed of a work refusal.  

Section 3.13(2) was amended to provide clarification that reassignment of work with no loss in pay while 

the refusal is being resolved under Sections 3,4, and 5 does not constitute prohibited action.  

We agree that this amendment provides clarity.  

Finally, we echo the BC Federation Labour's call for a robust education initiative - not only on this 

section, but on the entire right to refuse regulation.  

All too often, employers and workers are unaware of their rights and obligations in this regard. 

We strongly support the BC Fed's recommendation that the Board work with the BC Federation of 

Labour's Health and Safety Centre to develop a right to refuse education initiative for employers and 

workers.  

The effective implementation of these changes really matters – in fact, it could be a matter of life and 

death for a worker.  

So, we strongly urge the Board to allocate resources and effort to this end.  

I want to conclude by reminding everyone that in large part we are here today considering these 

amendments because of the horrific explosions and resulting fires at Babine Forest Products in Burns 

Lake and Lakeland Mills in Prince George in 2012.  

4 workers were killed, and dozens were injured. Those two northern communities were forever 

changed.  

I believe it is really important to acknowledge this. Too often, advancements in workplace health and 

safety are only achieved after workers are seriously hurt or killed. 

Going forward, we urge the Board to take a proactive approach, and continue to strengthen the OHS 

regulation to better protect workers in British Columbia.  

The BCGEU strongly supports the proposed changes to Section 3.12 of the OHS regulation, and we 

appreciate the opportunity to make this presentation today.  


