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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 
OF ONTARIO 

ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE 
DE L’ONTARIO 

 Tuesday 31 March 2015 Mardi 31 mars 2015 

The House met at 0900. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Good morning. 

Please join me in prayer. 
Prayers. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

POOLED REGISTERED PENSION 
PLANS ACT, 2015 

LOI DE 2015 SUR LES RÉGIMES 
DE PENSION AGRÉÉS COLLECTIFS 

Resuming the debate adjourned on March 25, 2015, on 
the motion for second reading of the following bill: 

Bill 57, An Act to create a framework for pooled 
registered pension plans and to make consequential 
amendments to other Acts / Projet de loi 57, Loi créant 
un cadre pour les régimes de pension agréés collectifs et 
apportant des modifications corrélatives à d’autres lois. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): When this was last 
debated, the member from York–Simcoe had the floor 
and has time remaining. The member from York–
Simcoe. 

Mrs. Julia Munro: I’m pleased to be able to continue 
from the point at which I left off last week. 

Just to provide a little bit of an overview, we’re 
looking at Bill 57, which deals with pooled registered 
pension plans. Since pensions and pension plans are cer-
tainly something about which many people are interested 
but may find confusing, I think it’s important—just in 
carrying over from my remarks last week—to review 
exactly what it is we’re talking about. What does it mean 
to be pooled? What does it mean to be registered? Ob-
viously, other pension plans are registered, so that’s not 
quite as potentially unknown as the pooled part. 

This is a legislative initiative that comes from the 
leadership of the federal government, in being able to 
provide people with a savings instrument that could take 
them anywhere across the country. So the umbrella legis-
lation has been passed federally—I think almost two years 
ago—and various provinces have picked up the oppor-
tunity that it represents and provided their constituents 
with companion legislation that would then allow that 
notion of the pool. 

In 2013, I introduced a private member’s bill which 
the government picked up in its 2013 spring budget. Nat-
urally, I was very happy to see that happen. Because of 
the general confusion around pensions and pension 

plans—and people from all walks of life have com-
mented on the problem of financial literacy—I think that 
this is a tool that can also help the growth of financial 
literacy. 

The point I would begin with is that there are difficul-
ties for people who find themselves in their 20s or 30s, 
being called up—they’ve declared bankruptcy and didn’t 
realize they couldn’t go out and buy a car. There’s a great 
deal to be done in that field of providing better financial 
literacy, and much has been talked about what should be-
long in the elementary panel and in the secondary panel 
in order to allow our next generation to have a better 
sense of this. 

The pooled registered pension plan, as I say, is a tool 
that the federal government has provided, and we are 
now making an opportunity available to the residents of 
Ontario to become part of a pension plan that is pooled. 

One of the things we know about pension plans is that 
they need lots of members. If you’re going to be able to 
act in the best interests of the pensioners, then you have 
to have enough money to be able to go out and make 
good investments. It’s much easier, obviously, when you 
have a larger number of participants. That’s the notion of 
the pool: that it goes into, exactly, a pool, and from there, 
decisions are made that provide interest on the money 
that’s being collected and, therefore, the availability to go 
out and make investments on behalf of the pensioners. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Point of 
order. 

Ms. Lisa MacLeod: I’d like a quorum call, please. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): A quorum 

call, please. 
The Deputy Clerk (Mr. Todd Decker): A quorum is 

not present, Speaker. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Call in the 

members. 
The Acting Speaker ordered the bells rung. 
The Deputy Clerk (Mr. Todd Decker): A quorum is 

present, Speaker. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Back to 

the member from York–Simcoe. 
Mrs. Julia Munro: As I was saying, the larger the 

pool, obviously, the greater the investment choices are 
for anyone with a pension plan. This is one of the keys to 
this initiative because by pooling and by registered—by 
the way, it would be registered in your name, as the 
owner, so to speak, of this part of the pension plan. That 
means it’s portable. That means that you can go to an 
employer, whether it’s in Ontario or in another prov-
ince—and the whole idea is to give opportunity to people 
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through a flexible plan. The flexibility, then, of being 
able to take it anywhere and have it in your name reduces 
the sense and the complexity of people today who have a 
pension in one location. They’ve moved on, and the 
pension, then, waits for their whatever pensionable age 
is. It’s far more complex. This is like your own personal 
savings. 

The details of the pooled registered pension plan are 
important to understand because they’re different than 
other pension plans. Participation is voluntary; an em-
ployee will have 60 days to opt out of a PRPP. It’s inter-
esting to note that in Britain where they have a NEST 
program, their opt-out is 8% of people. 

The contributions can be voluntary by employers, and 
the employer, then, would determine whether or not to 
contribute to the employees’ PRPP—again, giving choice 
and the possibility that, when appropriate, an employer 
may want to contribute. It would certainly put them in a 
more competitive market for employees. 

As I mentioned, one of the most important features is 
the portability and the ability to move with the employee 
when changing jobs. 

The contributions would be locked in until an individ-
ual reaches the retirement age of 55. 
0910 

The other thing that we hear often about—the RRSPs, 
and the space that’s left in them, that people don’t put the 
full amount in, and the costs and things like that—all of 
these are taken into account when you look at a pooled 
investment system. Individuals have their accounts in a 
pooled plan for investment purposes. That means that 
you have low cost and better investment. PRPPs provide 
professional investment management at a low cost to 
plan members by pooling the funds of all the individual 
accounts for investment purposes, as well as limiting the 
investment options provided to plan members. A plan 
member can choose 100% in one category, or different 
categories and different percentages, and that means then 
they have the choice and the control. 

Similar to registered pension plan contributions, em-
ployer PRPP contributions as well as employee contribu-
tions are tax-deductible. Contributions are not subject to 
employer health tax, employer insurance premiums, 
Canada Pension Plan contributions or workers’ compen-
sation premiums. It’s very important to see that this is 
avoiding—which is legal—some of these other costs. 

PRPP members’ contribution rates would be deter-
mined by the plan administrator. 

There’s a general interest in the PRPPs, and we should 
look at some of the interest that others have taken in this. 
The first one that I’d like to use is the Portfolio Manage-
ment Association of Canada. They have written to the 
government in support of PRPPs. They’ve also written to 
the government opposing the Ontario registered pension 
plan. Probably no other group understands the value of 
PRPPs and the dangers of an Ontario pension plan to 
Ontario. 

This is an excerpt from a letter to Minister Hunter: 
“We are pleased that Ontario has recognized the advan-

tages of a PRPP program and has moved forward with 
PRPP legislation. PRPPs provide the opportunity to par-
ticipate in a simple and straightforward pension plan.” 

The portfolio managers continue: “PMAC has been an 
active supporter of the development of the PRPP federal 
framework and believes it is a better retirement savings 
vehicle versus comprehensive or overhaul changes to 
CPP or the” Ontario registered plan. 

“We believe that PRPPs provide more flexibility and 
choice for Canadians and their employers in how they 
save for retirement and leverage off the existing infra-
structure around the administration of similar plans. 

By leveraging off the existing systems/staffing/training 
and servicing resources that many financial institutions 
have already developed in virtually all the cities and 
towns in Canada, this will seemingly greatly accelerate 
the rollout time to launch PRPPs, and ultimately improve 
overall cost-effectiveness (i.e. same resources already in 
place, servicing the $100 billion in the 50,000” defined 
contribution and group RRSP “plans, and the hundreds of 
billions” of dollars “in individual RRSP plans serviced 
by some of these entities so these costs can be spread over 
this existing asset base). This will also further strengthen 
the three pillars around retirement funding for Canadians. 

“It is important for governments at the two senior 
levels in Canada to realize that there are other safety nets 
besides pension plans. In addition to the $1.6 trillion in 
pension assets in Canada and the non-registered savings 
of Canadians, the RRSP/RRIF/TFSA pool of assets now 
exceeds $1.4 trillion. As at 2012, these registered plans 
are growing almost $70 billion a year on new contribu-
tions alone. Furthermore, the unused room for RRSP now 
looks to be $828 billion, and many policy objectives 
could be obtained if the government could incentivize 
Canadians to utilize this unused asset.” 

Another supporter is Advocis, and they write, “Advocis 
is not in favour of a mandatory supplemental provincial 
pension plan as described in the consultation paper that 
does not allow for a level playing field with the private 
sector’s long-established group RRSPs and DC plans.... 

“In principle, Advocis therefore supports the Ontario 
government’s intention to introduce PRPPs as an ex-
ample of how the private sector can work with govern-
ment to develop solutions to pressing long-term financial 
challenges that affect all Canadians ... thus the efforts of 
the Ontario government to engage with the federal ... 
framework and its emerging provincial counterparts are 
to be lauded.” 

That was Advocis on February 13, 2015. 
“Modernizing our retirement income system to ensure 

Canadians can save more for their retirement is among 
the most important jobs.... 

“This is why the Association of Canadian Pension 
Management ... has championed the concept of pooled 
registered pension plans.... ACPM believes that this kind 
of innovative new arrangement is key to creating the kind 
of retirement security that working Canadians deserve.” 

That’s from Chris Brown, the president of the Associ-
ation of Canadian Pension Management. 
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I think the last quote from the Association of Canadian 
Pension Management captures the essence of this issue. 
We need to modernize our retirement income system to 
ensure it is sustainable and makes sense for future gener-
ations. As the reality of employment and workplaces 
change, with employees switching jobs more frequently, 
we need to ensure that we create a savings culture. 

The PRPP would surely go further in promoting a 
savings culture rather than an ORPP, which will be man-
datory and will not give people a choice in their retire-
ment savings plan. 

Today, if Ontario passes the PRPP legislation, almost 
90% of Canadians will have access to PRPPs. This will 
likely lower the administration costs of the pooled regis-
tered plans, increase the potential purchasing power of 
the plans and reduce barriers of interprovincial move-
ment and trade. We need Ontario to be part of the Can-
adian PRPP landscape, as the more contributors to a 
pension plan, the better the investment opportunity and 
returns, meaning a healthy pension fund. 

Currently, there are many pensions with unfunded 
liability, which means that if the pension fund were to be 
wrapped up today, it would not be able to fulfill its 
payment promises. PRPPs are a promising addition to the 
array of retirement savings options that are available to 
Ontarians and Canadians. 

We need PRPPs, not an ORPP. PRPPs are mobile and 
in the employee’s name. The PRPP can go where they 
go. PRPPs are also low cost, have simple administration 
and are voluntary. However, the ORPP is an expensive, 
mandatory, government-driven entity and, if we look at 
the QPP, is a model that just does not work. 

I fully support the passage of Bill 57 and encourage all 
Ontarians, especially those without a pension plan, to 
consider investing in a PRPP. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Questions 
and comments? 

Ms. Jennifer K. French: I appreciate the opportunity 
to stand and once again find myself speaking about pen-
sions and retirement security in the House in response to 
the comments from my colleague from York–Simcoe, as 
she had been speaking about the PRPPs being a pooled 
option, which is, I guess, a step better or a step in the 
right direction from RRSPs in that they have that ability 
to pool investments and, therefore, grow larger. 
0920 

I was interested by some of her comments that perhaps 
the government should incent Canadians to invest in 
these products. I would argue that with the number of 
people I have met, it isn’t about being incented to save; 
it’s about having money to save. It’s about having in-
come security now through their working years in order 
to maybe one day have any kind of retirement option. 

The government has been talking about offering op-
tions in retirement and options for retirement security. I 
guess this is what they’ve been talking about—options. 
These options, though, really are for the companies and 
not for the individual. Because with the PRPPs, as we’re 
seeing in this bill, if an employer chooses to give these 

plans to their employees, those employees don’t have a 
choice; they have to buy into this idea, they have to take 
this choice, so to speak, and they don’t have an option. 
As she said, they’d be locked in. Once the choice is made 
for them by their employer to put money in this vehicle, 
it is there. 

Unfortunately, unlike other pooled registered plans 
that are actually pensions—okay, I’ll talk about it in my 
lead. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Further 
questions and comments? 

Mrs. Laura Albanese: I’m pleased to rise in the House 
and add my comments to the speech that was given by 
the member from York–Simcoe. This legislation is 
part—it’s only a part, but it’s a part of our government’s 
economic plan to build a strong and secure retirement 
system so that everyone can afford to retire here in 
Ontario. PRPPs, as we’ve heard from the member from 
York–Simcoe, would give especially small and medium-
sized businesses a new way to help employees save for 
retirement. We know that many people in Ontario are not 
saving enough for their retirement, and this is a part of 
the government’s solution to the problem. 

PRPPs would also provide self-employed individuals 
an additional retirement saving tool. Legislation must be 
passed before a province can make PRPPs available and 
this is why this legislation is in front of us. We are joining 
four other provinces that have already passed this 
legislation, and this is because the system is not going far 
enough. We do know that workplace pension plans are 
less common than they used to be. Two thirds of Ontar-
ians do not have access to a workplace pension plan, and 
many Ontarians are not taking full advantage of retire-
ment saving opportunities. 

We’re living longer here in Ontario—that’s a good 
thing, but at the same time we have to help Ontarians 
who may, most likely, outlive their plan to retire in com-
fort. That is the intent: to help. This is one of the many 
solutions that the government is proposing. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): The mem-
ber from Nepean–Carleton for further questions and 
comments. 

Ms. Lisa MacLeod: It’s always a pleasure to rise and 
debate in the assembly. I want to congratulate my col-
league from York–Simcoe for once again demonstrating 
in this assembly her profound knowledge and sense of 
understanding of the pension situation, not only in the 
province of Ontario, but again, in all of Canada. She has 
a profound understanding of what is needed for a secure 
retirement system for today’s seniors, but also for tomor-
row’s seniors—the youth of today. 

We in the Ontario Progressive Conservative caucus 
certainly do appreciate the ability to pool pensions and to 
have that ability for investment, something that I would 
like to remind this chamber was brought in by the federal 
Conservative Party. That is, I think, something that’s quite 
significant: that we are able to pool it. 

What we do not support on this side of the chamber—
and that’s important for folks at home and in the gallery 
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to understand—is a mandatory Ontario pension plan which 
amounts to a job-killing payroll tax. We don’t agree with 
that. We think Ontarians should have an ability to pool 
their money and their resources for a more secure future. 
What we don’t think is that this province can afford any 
more job losses by putting a mandatory pension plan on 
the backs of hard-working employers and hard-working 
employees in this province. 

Again, to sum up what my colleague from York–
Simcoe has said—and, by the way, I think she has for-
gotten more about pensions than most of us will ever 
know—it is yes to pension pooling, it is no to an Ontario 
pension plan. I know, in the weeks ahead, as the Progres-
sive Conservative caucus stands up here to debate what 
will be the Ontario budget, we will vigorously oppose an 
Ontario pension plan, while supporting this type of 
pension pooling. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Further 
questions and comments? 

Mme France Gélinas: I think there are a few things 
that everybody in this House all agree on about pensions: 
that it makes for a way healthier society when people do 
have access to pension incomes once they retire. Where 
we disagree is on how we achieve this. I come from 
Sudbury, a community that is highly unionized, a com-
munity where a lot of people have a defined pension in-
come; that is, they contributed through their entire career 
and now they reap the benefits. It completely changes a 
community. Because Sudbury has over 50,000 people 
who get a cheque every month—because we have a lot of 
mining retirees in Sudbury—it changes everything. How 
do we get there, though? 

The instrument that we’re talking about right now is a 
pretty weak one. First of all, your employer does not 
have to contribute, so I can see that every insurance com-
pany, every bank, will be knocking on the doors of every 
employer and saying, “Hey, get your employees to buy 
into our product. This way you won’t have to do any-
thing. You won’t have to contribute to their income.” I 
can see a whole lot of employers being quite happy to 
sign up with those pooled retirement plans just so that 
they do not have to contribute. It’s all fine and dandy; 
they will have signed up and they can say, “Oh, yes, we 
do have a pension plan.” But what will that really mean 
once people retire? Once you are retired, chances are 
you’re not able to go back to the market and work and 
earn an income, so you will have to live with that money. 
That money, I guarantee you, Speaker, will come no-
where close to if you had had another instrument to 
invest in. This is a cop-out. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Back to 
the original debater from York–Simcoe for her final com-
ments. 

Mrs. Julia Munro: Thank you to the members from 
Oshawa, York South–Weston, Nepean–Carleton and 
Nickel Belt. When I spoke, I tried to stress the fact that 
this is one of a suite of things. This is trying to come up 
with a modern version that recognizes the mobility of 
people, the fact that they don’t stay in the same job for 42 

years. That’s fine for the people who do, and have the 
kind of pension circumstance that the member from 
Nickel Belt mentioned, but when you look at today’s 
young people, they don’t expect to be in a job for more 
than two to five years. So you have to have something 
that’s theirs, that they can take with them. 

I would argue that this instrument will do a great deal 
to improve the financial literacy of participants, more 
than any anything else. Because the individual’s name is 
there, the individual will have made a choice from a 
group of investment choices, and they will then be en-
gaged and they will see that their money is growing; they 
will see how it works. They might open a TFSA next. I 
think there’s that kind of opportunity to have a better 
understanding. 

As I said in my remarks, we need a savings culture. 
It’s all very well to talk about worrying about who has a 
pension and who doesn’t, but what we all need is a savings 
culture. Thank you. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Further 
debate? 
0930 

Ms. Jennifer K. French: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Just before I begin, I’ll let you know that I will be sharing 
my time. 

Ontario is experiencing a retirement security— 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Sorry. I 

understand you want to share your time; I’m just not sure 
with whom. 

Ms. Jennifer K. French: I beg your pardon. The 
member for Kitchener–Waterloo. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Thank 
you. 

Ms. Jennifer K. French: Thank you again, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Ontario is experiencing a retirement security crisis. 
Two thirds of Ontarians do not currently have a work-
place pension plan, and personal savings are not enough 
to fill the gap. 

The Canada Pension Plan serves as the backbone of 
our retirement security system, but with a maximum 
yearly benefit of $12,500 and an average yearly benefit 
of only $6,800, the benefit that is currently available is 
simply not enough. 

The Canada Pension Plan was first established on a 
simple principle: Being a senior should not be the greatest 
indicator that an individual is living in poverty. But that 
is the direction in which we are headed again. It is from 
that initial belief that one of our country’s largest, most 
inclusive social programs was born, and it is because of 
this belief that we know that we need to do more. 

Ontarians are facing real challenges. Precarious em-
ployment, the rising cost of living, and a declining median 
income all contribute to the growing instability that has 
become the norm for too many families, and it has made 
it nearly impossible to adequately save for retirement. 

To put it in perspective, in 2012 the median income 
for Ontarians over the age of 65 was $26,720, or $2,227 
per month. The average monthly cost for seniors’ hous-
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ing in Ontario last year was over $2,750. That’s a $500 
shortfall every month, only taking housing into account. 

Since being named the NDP’s pension critic in July, 
I’ve had the opportunity to meet with countless experts 
and stakeholders and have been nothing short of amazed 
by the breadth of knowledge and the depth of commit-
ment that exists in this field. Everything that we have 
discussed has been looked at through a single, critical 
lens: All Ontarians deserve the right to retire with dignity. 
And resoundingly, the experts have agreed that action is 
needed. But simply taking action isn’t enough; it is about 
taking the right action. 

In this chamber, we disagree on a lot of things. We 
disagree on what should be done, we disagree on when it 
should be done and, most often, we disagree on how we 
should go about doing it. There are a lot of things that we 
disagree with the government about, but one thing we do 
agree about is the strength of the CPP, and that strength 
is not by accident; it is by design. The CPP provides port-
ability, universality and economies of scale, but most 
importantly, it is administered with the sole purpose of 
benefiting retirees. It is because of this unwavering focus 
on beneficiaries that the plan remains efficient and un-
compromising. It is why New Democrats believe in 
public services: because they benefit the public. 

That is not to say that there is not a place for the 
private sector in our retirement savings. RRSPs and tax-
free savings accounts play an important role for many 
Ontarians, but the key is that their role is supplementary. 

This brings me to the topic of the day: Bill 57, the 
Pooled Registered Pension Plans Act, PRPPs for short. I 
should start by saying that the name of this bill and of 
these plans serves to mislead. To refer to them as pen-
sions implies that they provide a greater service to their 
members, but in actuality, PRPPs are little more than 
group RRSPs. What that means is that PRPPs have simi-
lar advantages to group RRSPs, but they have similar dis-
advantages as well; namely, the fact that the beneficiaries 
are not the only ones to benefit. 

The Canada Pension Plan boasts extremely low invest-
ment fees because the only shareholders they have to 
worry about are the ones collecting CPP. Private options, 
however, have to work in an extra layer of costs to ensure 
that a profit is made. 

PRPPs have hugely expensive administrative fees that 
end up benefiting insurance companies and banks more 
than retirees. As a general rule, in a private plan such as 
PRPPs, individuals can expect to lose roughly half of 
their benefit to fees over their lifetime. Mr. Speaker, this 
is not an insignificant amount. It can mean the difference 
between security in retirement and struggling to get by. 

Think of it like any other product. How much cheaper 
would a pair of jeans be if the people selling it didn’t 
expect a profit? Now think of the CPP as a store selling 
you their product at a cost. It’s not a perfect metaphor, 
but I think you get the picture. The point is, PRPPs are a 
product. They are a revenue tool for banks and insurance 
companies, and, as a result, their benefit to retirees is 
diluted. 

This is our concern, Mr. Speaker, and it is why we will 
not be supporting Bill 57—which brings us to the ques-
tion of why this bill is before us today. I’m a teacher by 
trade, so permit me to launch into a bit of a history 
lesson, if I may. 

The story begins with the federal government. After 
years of steady prodding by labour and seniors’ groups 
and seven federal/provincial finance ministers’ meetings, 
the Harper government was forced to admit that Canad-
ians were not saving enough for their retirement. Those 
without workplace pensions—two thirds of working 
Canadians—needed a safe, affordable and reliable retire-
ment savings vehicle. 

At their December 2012 meeting, federal and provin-
cial finance ministers agreed to consider a “modest” CPP 
enhancement to complement the private sector PRPPs 
they had already endorsed at a previous meeting. In 2012, 
the federal government passed PRPP legislation based on 
the model put forward by the life insurance industry. By 
2013, however, the federal government had made it clear 
it would not be proceeding with any sort of enhancement 
to the CPP. So, not surprisingly, PRPPs became the 
Harper government’s version of a solution to the retire-
ment security crisis altogether. 

However, because 85% of workers are provincially 
regulated and most federally regulated workers already 
have workplace pensions, those that would benefit from 
the sale of PRPPs began lobbying for Ontario provincial 
PRPP legislation to copy the federal legislation. 

For years, the position of the Ontario Liberal govern-
ment was that they would not proceed with provincial 
PRPP legislation, in favour of enhancing the CPP. But, as 
we can see, something has changed along the way and 
the government has shifted its priorities, whether they 
want you to know it or not. 

From this historical context, it is clear that the govern-
ment has shifted directions, but it’s not so clear from 
their rhetoric. The government continues to hold the On-
tario Retirement Pension Plan, or ORPP, up as the pen-
sion policy that they are pointing to and prioritizing, but, 
as we all know, the government’s rhetoric and its actions 
don’t always line up. 

Towards the end of the fall session, the government 
introduced two pieces of legislation related to retirement 
savings. In fact, they even released them on the same 
day. 

First, Bill 56, the Ontario Retirement Pension Plan 
Act, is the first of three pieces of legislation that will 
eventually comprise the ORPP. This bill is little more 
than a framework, mostly reiterating information that 
was already established during last year’s budget, and 
provides little new or substantial policy. 

Second, Bill 57, the Pooled Registered Pension Plans 
Act, is a fully fleshed-out piece of legislation that will 
allow PRPPs to hit the ground running once the bill re-
ceives royal assent. 

Speaker, it is almost too transparent. This government 
has gotten a lot of mileage off of their claims of being 
progressive, but the only thing they did to put the ORPP 
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ahead of the PRPP was list it one position higher on the 
order paper. I can only imagine the strategic discussion 
that went on in the caucus room about making sure the 
ORPP was Bill 56 instead of Bill 57. 

If this government were truly committed to public 
pensions, then that is where they would have focused 
their energy. PRPPs would have been an afterthought 
instead of the secret prize in this government’s pension 
shell game. We’ve seen it far too often: The government 
tries to hide its true intentions on both sides, and the 
policy suffers as a result. In order to appease their friends 
on Bay Street, the government knew that they had to give 
PRPPs a head start on the ORPP, but to avoid comprom-
ising their progressive image, they made sure to pass 
something ORPP-related on the same day. 

Fortunately, in our parliamentary system, our job on 
this side of the aisle is to hold the government to account, 
and we plan to do just that. We’ve all seen enough Liber-
al spin to make ourselves dizzy, but when their actions 
are this obvious, it makes our job a little bit easier. 

Now that we’ve covered some of the historical con-
text, Mr. Speaker, I’ll come back to the question of 
whether PRPPs really fill an existing gap, like the gov-
ernment claims they do. 

Over the past six months, the government has spoken 
at length about the importance of voluntary options. But 
this does not take into account the fact that a multitude of 
voluntary options already exist. Whether it be RRSPs, 
TFSAs, ETFs or any other financial acronym you can 
think of, PRPPs are not so much filling an existing gap as 
piling into an already crowded space. 
0940 

To illustrate this point, I would like to read from an 
interesting article I came across on this very topic. The 
article is by Greg Hurst, a Vancouver-based pension con-
sultant with Greg Hurst and Associates Ltd., and it is 
titled, “Does Anyone Need a PRPP?” It begins with a 
quote from Dr. Seuss’s Sleep Book: 

At the fork of a road 
In the Vale of Va-Vode 
Five foot-weary salesmen have laid down their load. 
All day they’ve raced round in the heat, at top speeds, 
Unsuccessfully trying to sell Zizzer-Zoof Seeds 
Which nobody wants, because nobody needs. 
The article goes on to explain the significance of this 

passage as follows: 
“Both small business and insurance industry leaders 

exhorted the pooled registered pension plan (PRPP) as a 
preferable option over the ORPP. But PRPPs may be 
akin to Dr. Seuss’s Zizzer-Zoof Seeds, at least outside of 
Quebec. 

“Only the federal government has fully implemented a 
PRPP regulatory framework. British Columbia, Alberta, 
Saskatchewan, Ontario and Nova Scotia have all tabled 
or passed PRPP legislation, but regulations have yet to be 
completed. Under all of these jurisdictions, PRPPs would 
be voluntarily offered by employers and employees would 
be able to opt out of participation. 

“Quebec has implemented the Voluntary Retirement 
Savings Plan (VRSP), which is similar to the PRPP, 
except that it will be mandatory for employers with more 
than five employees and without a registered pension 
plan or payroll contributions to either an RRSP or TFSA 
to implement a VRSP with automatic enrolment of em-
ployees. Employee contributions will ultimately be at the 
rate of 4% of salary, however, employees may opt out. 
Employer VRSP contributions will be optional.” 

He continues: “Outside of Quebec’s mandatory VRSP 
version, does anybody need a PRPP? Does anybody want 
a PRPP? Or is the PRPP like Zizzer-Zoof seeds, ‘which 
nobody wants, because nobody needs.’ 

“The early bloom on the PRPP rose bush was that 
employers could provide a retirement program while at 
the same time avoiding fiduciary responsibility. This 
bloom soon withered as most commentators observed 
that employers would still have responsibility for sel-
ecting and monitoring a PRPP provider (which activities 
may have fiduciary characteristics), and this doesn’t seem 
much different from existing responsibilities relating to 
group RRSPs or DC plans.” 

The article finishes by summarizing quite neatly, “As 
long as DC pension plans, deferred profit-sharing plans 
and RRSPs are available, and there is no mandatory 
requirement for an employer to implement a pension 
plan, nobody needs a PRPP. I suspect nobody will want 
them either.” 

So there is little to support the government’s claim 
that PRPPs will fill a gap in the retirement security sys-
tem, and we are left to question their true motives for 
bringing this bill forward. 

We agree that Ontario has a retirement savings crisis, 
but the answer is not yet another private sector savings 
vehicle. To illustrate this point, allow me to share some 
of the numbers on RRSPs in Canada: $683.6 billion—
that’s the total unused RRSP contribution room as of 
2011; 24%—that is the percentage of eligible tax filers 
who contributed to an RRSP in 2011; 22.7 million—that 
was the number of Canadians with RRSP contribution 
room in 2011. As you can see, the RRSP system is not 
stretched in our country. 

In 2012 in my riding of Oshawa, 95% of those aged 65 
or older received income from CPP, but only 9.4% re-
ceived income from an RRSP. Canadians now contribute 
about $40 billion annually to their RRSPs, but that still 
leaves an estimated $80 billion in RRSP tax deferral 
room that has not been taken up. 

RRSPs play an important role in our retirement 
savings, but the vast majority of Canadians continue to 
have ample room available for additional savings; yet the 
government continues to tell us that PRPPs are a needed 
addition. The more you really look at PRPPs, the more 
they look like those Zizzer-Zoof Seeds, which nobody 
wants and nobody needs. 

Let’s take a look at what is actually in this bill. Bill 57 
would, if passed, permit the establishment of and provide 
for the administration of PRPPs in Ontario by largely 
adopting the federal legislation that came into force in 
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2012. Bill 57 would also extend regulatory authority over 
PRPPs to the Ontario Superintendent of Financial Ser-
vices—the superintendent—and sets out a process for a 
PRPP administrator to object or appeal decisions of the 
superintendent. Finally, Bill 57 would amend other legis-
lation, including the Pension Benefits Act—PBA—to add 
PRPPs to the definition of a pension plan and add PRPPs 
to the list of vehicles to which a plan can permit a former 
member or eligible spouse to transfer pension plan assets. 
As you can see, it’s quite a bit more substantive than the 
legislation we so recently discussed on the ORPP, but I 
guess that comes as no surprise at this point. 

It is not so much the provisions of this bill that we op-
pose as it is the impact that PRPPs will have in general 
and whether their presence is the necessary addition that 
the government claims. 

I briefly touched on our concerns with the increased 
fees associated with private plans earlier on but I would 
like to elaborate further. The single biggest problem with 
private sector retirement savings options such as the 
PRPPs is the private sector management fees. Canadians 
pay 2% or more for administration of their RRSPs, 
whereas the large public pension funds, such as CPP and 
OMERS, pay well less than 1% for fund administration. 
High fees erode returns. 

PRPPs are supposed to be very large funds designed to 
keep fees low, but the legislation leaves the setting of 
acceptable fees to regulation. The CPP Investment Board, 
like the large provincial public sector workplace pension 
plans, has managed to keep administration costs very 
low. This makes them a better sponsor than the insurance 
industry and banks for a retirement savings vehicle. As I 
stated earlier, across a lifetime, the difference is immense 
and we don’t want to see Ontarians losing half of their 
retirement savings to bank and insurance fees. 

Let’s take this opportunity to compare a defined 
benefit Ontario-wide plan with a PRPP investment plan. 
Pensions are locked in. PRPPs are also locked in. How-
ever, with pensions, plan members put money into the 
plan; employers put money into the plan. The money is 
amassed in a huge pool that is locked in and individuals 
can’t take it out before retirement. Because the employers 
match and contribute to the plan, money is doubled as it 
is saved, and this huge pool can grow tremendously 
through investments and effective plan management. The 
original investment accounts for a fraction of what it will 
be worth after years of investment growth. 

PRPPs do not require obligatory contributions by em-
ployers so the money put into the pool is half that of a 
regular pension plan. There is less in the pot to invest and 
therefore there is less growth. The 50% rule guiding 
pensions means that employee contributions, with inter-
est, can pay for half of the value of pensions. The 
contributions have to come from both the employee and 
the employer. That is the basic concept of a pension. 
However, with this PRPP legislation, this government is 
opening up the market to plans that are pretending to be 
pensions but that are exempt from the 50% rule. They are 

saying that these wannabe pensions are employee 
problems. 

PRPPs are interesting in that the banking and insur-
ance industry will essentially be cannibalizing their own 
market. RRSPs will likely disappear; they won’t be able 
to compete. PRPPs offer the benefit of a pooled invest-
ment and they can be offered across many employers and 
across the province but they can’t yield the predictable 
benefit of a defined benefit plan because they are vulner-
able to the market. There are no guarantees upon retire-
ment that the market will be favourable to retirees. 
PRPPs neither oblige employers to contribute nor do they 
guarantee a definite benefit upon retirement. They do, 
however, offer a choice, but to companies. This govern-
ment talks about options and choice, so let’s do that too. 
PRPPs, as we said, are locked-in investments. Once em-
ployees have money locked into these plans, it is there 
until retirement—well, the money that isn’t taken out for 
fees is there for retirement, but that’s a separate point. 
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The choice the government talks about has, inter-
estingly, not been about choice for plan members. It isn’t 
choice for employees. It isn’t choice for Ontarians. It is 
choice for companies and employers. Companies may 
choose to have these pooled piggy bank products for their 
employees or not. Companies may choose which one 
from which insurance firm they want to have. Here’s the 
choice point, though: If a company decides to have a 
PRPP—which they don’t have to pay into, remember—
all of their employees are enrolled; they have no choice. 
If they work there and their company decides that this is 
the savings vehicle for them, then they, as automatically 
enrolled plan members, have no choice but to save in this 
vehicle. 

Let me say it another way. You work at a company. 
Your company gives you a shiny new piggy bank with 
“PRPP” written in fancy script on the side. That’s their 
gift to you: a place to put your money. But they won’t be 
putting any money into it, and you can’t crack it open 
until you retire. And it will cost you fees to keep it. When 
you retire, they hand it back to you and now it’s your 
responsibility. You can buy an annuity, perhaps—a prod-
uct sold to you by an insurance company—but you’ll 
never really know how much per month goes to 
decumulation fees; you’ll just know how much you’re 
getting every month. 

With a defined benefit pension plan, you put money 
into the piggy bank and so does your employer. They 
match what you put in. You double your money right off 
the bat. While you work, it grows, and when you retire, 
you don’t have to figure out what to do with the piggy 
bank. You get a definite amount, a defined benefit, every 
month. No matter what the market does, you have a 
predictable, stable, dependable income stream and you 
aren’t paying hidden monthly fees. The money in the 
piggy bank continues to be managed, and you continue to 
participate in your economy into your retirement. 

Let’s also consider the basic reason for pensions 
versus pooled profit plans. Pensions are for protection. 
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People want protected and predictable income into their 
retirement. PRPPs, however, are intended to offer a 
savings service to customers and a profit to the plan man-
agers—protection versus profit. PRPPs are not like 
pensions because there is no defined benefit, no obliga-
tion for the employer to contribute, the fee structure is 
unregulated, and it is voluntary for the employer to even 
opt into. If the employer opts in, then all employees are 
automatically put in and they can’t opt out. Like a 
pension plan, the money is tied up until retirement. Like 
any DC plan, the benefit isn’t guaranteed. If the market 
does badly, so does your investment. Unfortunately, there 
goes your predictability into retirement. 

Banks and insurance companies are a part of our 
financial fabric, granted. But they have a finger in every 
pie during every life phase. Pensions should be about 
security and protection, not fees and profit. We are 
offended that this government is succumbing to the pres-
sure of their Bay Street friends and rolling out this piece 
of legislation before their own pension plan. 

Speaking of their own pension plan, I have been ap-
preciating the opportunity to hear from Ontarians on the 
proposed Ontario Retirement Pension Plan, ORPP, in 
committee. During committee hearings, we have heard 
from those who want a made-in-Ontario plan and those 
who do not. There are many intelligent people from 
across our province representing different industries and 
different perspectives. While standing here as a progres-
sive New Democrat, I can’t say I agree with some of the 
viewpoints, but I respect them and I’ve learned a lot from 
them. It would seem that across the province, the best 
option for improving the savings picture is an enhance-
ment of the CPP, full stop. 

As I said before and I will say again, I’m looking 
forward to a change in federal leadership when Tom 
Mulcair becomes our Prime Minister. When he does, we 
can look forward to his support of an expanded CPP. But 
I digress. 

We should focus on the challenge before us. The On-
tario Liberals tabled two bills on the same day: one 
setting out a framework for an Ontario pension plan, Bill 
56, and one allowing the sale of pooled profit plans, Bill 
57. 

During the Bill 56 hearings, we are hearing various 
themes and concerns. Some of the themes are that more 
people should benefit. A benefit plan like the CPP should 
benefit everyone in society. This government, however, 
before working out any details, has put into Bill 56 that 
some plans should be exempted and not included, that 
some plans should be considered comparable and, 
therefore, their plan members would not be able to 
participate in the ORPP. 

While I wholeheartedly agree that more people should 
be able to participate and retire with a defined benefit and 
defined level of security, I did think it was fascinating 
that there were unexpected supporters of the same idea 
that plans shouldn’t be exempt, but for different reasons. 
If some plans are exempt and others aren’t, we will see 
an uneven playing field from a business and competition 

perspective. Exempting some plans and not others will 
create disparity, disadvantage and, really, an administra-
tive and financial nightmare for whoever manages this 
Ontario-wide plan. It really ought to be modelled after 
the CPP and include everyone. 

But let’s look again at this notion of “comparable” and 
what might be considered comparable for the sake of 
exemption. As I have tried to explain clearly, PRPPs are 
not pensions. They might pretend to be. In fact, they call 
themselves pensions, but they are not, nor should they be. 

We have been hearing strong, reasoned arguments for 
various defined contribution plans and various estab-
lished investment plans, and for them to be considered 
comparable. I maintain, however, that none should be 
exempt. But that isn’t up to me to decide. The govern-
ment will have to ultimately commit to leaving people 
out or bringing people in. 

When it comes to PRPPs, though, nothing about them 
makes them comparable to pension plans. The first con-
cern we had about PRPPs was whether they would be 
considered comparable to and subsequently exempt from 
the Ontario Retirement Pension Plan. I asked the question 
more than a few times during question period, but both 
the Minister of Finance and the associate minister re-
sponsible for the ORPP were not willing to give a con-
crete answer. 

So after the third try I submitted my question on the 
order paper and anxiously awaited the government’s re-
sponse. To my colleagues with a little more experience 
than myself: This was a learning experience. I learned 
that the government has a fairly lengthy period of time to 
respond to order paper questions and, more importantly, I 
learned that the government makes use of that time in its 
entirety. 

So after submitting my question in November, I finally 
received my answer in late February, two days before the 
answer was due. With that much time to prepare, I ex-
pected that the answer I would receive would be defin-
itive and comprehensive. I would like to read that answer 
to you here today, and I will let you all judge whether 
you feel that these adjectives accurately reflect the re-
sponse that I received. 

First, I will start with my question, Mr. Speaker. 
“Enquiry of the ministry: Will the Associate Minister 

of Finance responsible for the Ontario Retirement Pen-
sion Plan clarify whether PRPPs will be considered com-
parable and will employees of employers enrolled in 
PRPPs be exempted from the automatic enrolment provi-
sions of the Ontario Retirement Pension Plan.” Pretty 
straightforward, I thought. 

Their response, which I would like to read into the 
record: 

“On December 8, 2014, Ontario introduced the On-
tario Retirement Pension Plan Act, 2014, that would, if 
passed, create a framework for the establishment of the 
ORPP and commit the government to establishing the 
plan by January 1, 2017. 

“On December 17, 2014, the government released a 
discussion paper that set out its preferred approach on 
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key design features of the ORPP, including the definition 
of a comparable plan. 

“As stated in the discussion paper, the preferred ap-
proach is to define comparable plans as defined benefit 
(DB) and target benefit (TB) multi-employer pension 
plans (MEPPs) as these plans closely align with the key 
features of the ORPP and the CPP. 

“The government recognizes that voluntary savings 
mechanisms like PRPPs will also play an important role 
in strengthening the retirement income system. As the 
minister has previously stated, our current view is that 
these vehicles are complementary and will not be consid-
ered comparable. 

“The government is currently reviewing submissions 
from the consultation process. Final decisions on this and 
other key design features will be outlined in the future.” 
1000 

So just to revisit, it “is currently reviewing submis-
sions,” “Final decisions on this and other key design 
features will be outlined in the future,” and “Our current 
view is that these vehicles are complementary and will 
not be considered comparable.” 

We don’t just want their current view; we want com-
mitment. We know the government brought this bill 
forward to appease their friends on Bay Street. We know 
it is being given a head start of at least a few years and 
that insurance companies will have just enough time to 
entice employers with no-contribution piggy banks for 
their employees, whose personal contributions will grow 
a huge profitable product that will benefit industry, rather 
than dignity in retirement. 

As you can see, the government, as usual, has been 
rather careful with their language. In more ways than I 
can count, they leave their position open-ended and quite 
pliable. That is not to say that we expect the government 
to have all of the details of the ORPP set and ready at this 
moment. But this is not a logistical question. This is a 
question of intentions. It is a question of priorities. It is a 
question of whether the government is more concerned 
with making the plan as strong as possible or making 
their friends on Bay Street happy. 

If this government wanted to give pension security a 
real chance, they would have waited to introduce these 
profit plans. I guess it comes down to priorities. It is dis-
appointing that, time and time again, we see this govern-
ment cater to their rich and powerful partners rather than 
real, hard-working, often struggling neighbours, families 
and constituents. It should be individuals who benefit 
financially, not only the financial industry that benefits. 
We will continue to hold the government to account so 
that these sorts of concessions are not made and so that 
Ontarians receive the most progressive plan possible 
going forward. 

As my time winds down, I would like to return to the 
CPP once more. As Ontarians, we don’t want our com-
munities to suffer. I don’t believe we want our neigh-
bours to struggle. We don’t want our businesses to go 
under. We don’t want our young people to feel hopeless. 
We don’t want our seniors hungry, and we don’t want 

them destitute. We want people employed. We want 
people to be secure and comfortable in their golden 
years. At the end of the day, all Ontarians, all Canadians 
and all people deserve the right to retire with dignity. Too 
often, we are told that pension plans are a luxury or that 
they are a thing of the past. But retirement security is not 
a luxury; it is a necessity. The Canada Pension Plan con-
tinues to prove that collective retirement security can be 
delivered in an efficient, effective and reliable manner. 

To this end, I would like to share a comment that was 
shared with me by one of my constituents on Facebook. 
“I am disabled, on a disability pension from a local 
employer who paid me very little money and who nickels 
and dimes me for every bit of disability pension I 
received. Retire? I want to survive. Retirement in any 
kind of comfort (basic needs) is a dream I can’t afford!” 

Speaker, life doesn’t stop at retirement. The CPP was 
created on the principle that it is beneficial to all of us 
when our friends and neighbours aren’t struggling and 
can continue to contribute to the economy after they retire. 
Unfortunately though, as the world has changed around 
us, the benefit provided by the CPP has become insuffi-
cient. The maximum yearly benefit is $12,500, and the 
average senior ends up receiving less than $7,000 per 
year from the Canada Pension Plan. 

It remains our steadfast belief, as the government 
maintains as well, that the ideal way to solve the retire-
ment security crisis is through an enhancement of the 
CPP. It is the simplest solution for the greatest number of 
people, and it would permit a number of efficiencies and 
securities that can only be provided on a national scale. 

It is too bad that our Prime Minister does not see it the 
same way. Like too many in this room, Prime Minister 
Harper also believes that our retirement security crisis 
can be solved with voluntary savings options that fill the 
pockets of bankers and insurance brokers who collect 
hefty fees at every turn. Speaker, we support voluntary 
savings options. We just want to make sure that they’re 
not the government’s priority. 

So, as you can see, there are major issues associated 
with PRPPs and this piece of legislation. There are no 
employer obligations to contribute to PRPPs. Workers 
are pretty much on their own in terms of contributions. 
There is no defined or even target benefit with PRPPs. 
Workers end up with whatever the market returns are on 
their cumulative contributions when they retire. 

There are questions too. Will the banks and insurance 
firms who administer PRPPs be permitted to invest the 
funds in all those investment products that they sell them-
selves? 

The NDP supports the idea of public pensions. That’s 
why we proposed one for Ontario in 2010. The NDP sup-
ports progressive public pensions, progressive public 
programs. We don’t, however—and never will—support 
Harper-style pooled retirement pension plans. It is 
concerning that the government so clearly prioritized 
bank products and Bay Street over pensions and the 
financial security of workers in this province. I was under 
the impression that, as members of provincial Parliament, 
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we work for the people of Ontario and not for private 
financial institutions. PRPPs are financial products. 

The government is selling the idea of an Ontario Re-
tirement Pension Plan to Ontarians. The comforting and 
progressive language we’re all hearing from the govern-
ment speaks to the need for stability and the ability to 
live with dignity into retirement. However, the marketing 
of the PRPP legislation is that the government is giving 
Ontarians voluntary options. Remember, these voluntary 
options are products, and they are only voluntary for the 
employers. They are favours for banks and investment 
companies—who, incidentally, will be thrilled when On-
tarians start putting their money into bank coffers. I’m 
not saying they are not investments, but losing massive 
amounts due to fees over the life of the investment is not 
the kind of retirement security that Ontarians should be 
banking on. 

If this government is truly committed to the idea of 
helping Ontarians plan for and afford their futures, if they 
truly believe in retirement security and stability, then 
they should have led with public pensions and not with 
Harper-style pooled registered pension plans, which com-
mit money and benefit to corporations and banks. 
Speaker, I’ve said it before many times in this House: 
Banks and insurance companies are not planning on 
retiring any time soon, but workers are retiring every day, 
and we want to ensure that when they do retire, they are 
able to do so with dignity. 

If our job as members of provincial Parliament is to 
represent the interests of Ontarians, then the government 
is not doing their job with this bill, and that’s why I can’t 
support it. As New Democrats, we have always believed 
and will always believe that all Ontarians should have 
access to a strong defined benefit pension plan, and for 
those that don’t have one, it is our duty as representatives 
of this province to provide it. 

We implore this government to design and implement 
a progressive public pension plan for hard-working people 
across Ontario who deserve one, to stop focusing on 
exceptions and exemptions, and to start focusing on 
helping more Ontarians. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I will share my time with my 
colleague. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Stop the 
clock for a moment, please. 

I will recognize the member from Kitchener–Waterloo 
in just a moment. Just to remind you that we will be re-
cessing at 10:15 and that you will be allowed to continue 
your debate at another appropriate time. 

I now recognize the member from Kitchener–Water-
loo. 

Ms. Catherine Fife: Thank you very much, Mr. 
Speaker. I look forward to talking to you for about seven 
minutes. Thanks for the heads-up. 

I just want to commend the member from Oshawa for 
clearly outlining some of our concerns as they relate to 
Bill 57. I think she accurately tied into the tension be-
tween Bill 56 and how it was a priority and yet we are 

primarily debating Bill 57, the Pooled Registered Pension 
Plans Act. 

I’m just going to pivot quickly to the CPP conversa-
tion that’s happening in this country. You may be inter-
ested to know that, according to a very recent study done 
and published by the Healthcare of Ontario Pension Plan, 
HOOPP, entitled Retirement Income Crisis: Inevitable or 
Avoidable?, “78% of Ontarians support increasing CPP 
contributions and benefits by 60%.” They ask this ques-
tion: “Does a solution involve dismantling existing DB 
plans? Not according to the majority of Ontarians (65%) 
who don’t think it’s unfair that some workers have better 
pension plans than others. Most do want the system fixed 
for everyone, though. A majority (57%) believe the gov-
ernment has not done enough to regulate corporate pen-
sion plans to ensure that they are stable.” So there is this 
concern out in the broader public around corporate 
pension plans. 

“For 61% of Ontarians, the solution lies in modelling 
private sector benefit plans after public sector DB plans,” 
so people will publicly recognize that a defined benefit 
plan—they see the plus side. Bill 57 does not reflect the 
concerns of the people of this province. It just simply 
doesn’t. 
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The member from Oshawa also raised the issue of 
management fees. When we met with HOOPP, as I said, 
they raised the issue of where pension plans are going in 
this country and in this province. They said that if a DC 
plan is looking at perhaps a 5% growth rate, most people 
would say, “Okay, that 5%, that’s pretty good.” But if 
you factor in the 3% management fees and the 2% rate of 
inflation, you’ve basically made no progress whatsoever. 
You do the math. Our concern, obviously, around Bill 57 
is more than ideology. It’s really about the numbers and 
who benefits from this particular piece of legislation. 

While all parties in this Legislature agree about the 
importance of retirement security for Ontarians, we know 
there is obviously disagreement about how this should be 
achieved, so I’m happy to be participating in this debate. 
As the finance critic, I can argue for a full hour about the 
economic benefit to this country, this province and local 
communities around a very well-run defined benefit pen-
sion plan because the research is there. When you look at 
the rates of return and who benefits, the numbers are very 
clearly apparent to us. We question why the government 
would be bringing forward Bill 57, the Pooled Registered 
Pension Plans Act, as a priority versus the very-much-
talked-about ORPP. 

Defined benefit plans obviously create a very positive 
environment in the local economy. Public sector defined 
benefit plans in Canada manage almost $900 billion. 
Actually, HOOPP told us it’s close to a trillion dollars. 
They have a lot of experience in this regard. And 35% of 
this is invested in alternative classes—private equity, real 
estate. They’re extremely well-managed funds with low 
expense ratios, low liquidity requirements, and you may 
be interested to know that they employ about 10,000 
professionals in total. 
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There is this tension between these two bills that I 
think is more than about ideology. It’s about who is 
profiting and what is the best option for this province to 
engage in from an economic perspective, and in the 
absence, obviously, as the member from Oshawa pointed 
out, of leadership at the national level on the part of Mr. 
Harper, who has refused to recognize the need to im-
prove the CPP. 

Of course, we’ve also heard about this from the Liberal 
government, who used to tell Ontarians that they needed 
a partner in Ottawa to enhance the CPP. Now we’ve 
heard a great deal about a made-in-Ontario option, the 
ORPP, and yet here we are in a debate about Bill 57, 
which adopts the federal pooled registered pension plan 
legislation that came into place back in 2012. So the 
provincial government is now following the federal gov-
ernment’s lead, which, I hope we can all agree, is a little 
ironic. 

Why are we debating the Pooled Registered Pension 
Plans Act today, before the Liberals made their promised 
plan? This raises questions about this government’s pri-
orities. We’ve actually been very consistent in challen-
ging this government about their priorities. This even 
goes right back to the Auditor General’s report on where 
the money is going. If you look at Infrastructure Ontario, 
for instance, and you look at the transfer of risk and the 
cost of doing public-private partnerships at a cost of $8 
billion, with $6.5 billion of that going towards financing 
and consulting fees, that’s not in the best interests of the 
people of this province. 

We have the same questions around principles, that 
this government moves forward with a piece of legisla-
tion like this, because I think it speaks to the priorities. 
The member from Oshawa is very right on this. The man-
agement fees compromise the benefit to pensioners going 
forward 

I think my time is up. I look forward to continuing this 
debate tomorrow afternoon. 

Second reading debate deemed adjourned. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): I thank the 

member from Kitchener–Waterloo, and yes, you will 
have a further opportunity to continue debate at a time 
yet to be determined. 

It is now 10:15. This Legislature stands recessed until 
10:30. 

The House recessed from 1015 to 1030. 
 

INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Mr. Speaker, I have two 
introductions that I want to make. I’ll make them at the 
same time. 

I want to welcome Dylan Atack and his father, Ritch 
Atack, here. Dylan is, apart from Steve Paikin, I think, 
the number one Ticats fan ever. 

Interjection: Oskee Wee Wee. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Oskee Wee Wee. 

I’d like to also introduce Farrah Khan of the Barbra 
Schlifer Commemorative Clinic and Sly Castaldi of 
Guelph-Wellington Women in Crisis, who will be co-
chairing our permanent Roundtable on Violence against 
Women as part of our Action Plan to Stop Sexual 
Violence and Harassment. They’ll be chairing their first 
meeting this afternoon. We’re very excited. Thank you 
very much for being here. 

Ms. Lisa M. Thompson: I’d like to welcome to the 
House a Mustang and a Viking. Participating in the 
teachers’ forum we have Kelly Payne from F.E. Madill 
and Ray Lewis from Goderich District Collegiate Insti-
tute. Welcome to the House. 

Mr. John Fraser: Mr. Speaker, I’d like to welcome 
Harold and Marjorie Fast, who are the grandparents of 
page captain Joe Fast. They are here this morning in the 
east gallery. They’re here from Spiritwood, Saskatch-
ewan. 

Mr. John Yakabuski: I’d like to welcome, from my 
riding of Renfrew–Nipissing–Pembroke, someone who is 
participating in the teachers’ forum as well and has been 
here since Sunday: Jody Shaddick. Thank you for 
coming. Welcome. 

Hon. Mario Sergio: From York University, I have 
Jianhong Wu, an expert in evaluating matters. Also, from 
James Cardinal McGuigan Catholic High School, I have 
teacher Joseph Pulcini and grade 10 students. I’d like to 
welcome them all to Queen’s Park. 

Mr. Ted Arnott: I’m pleased to introduce three guests 
today: first of all, Peter Tomashewski, who is the father of 
our page Connor Tomashewski; also, Diane Ballantyne, 
who’s here attending the teachers’ forum; and Rory 
Narine from Cogeco cable TV. Welcome to the Ontario 
Legislature. 

Mrs. Laura Albanese: I, too, have two introductions 
to make. I would like to first of all welcome Marilyn 
Duarte, a teacher from my riding participating in the third 
Legislative Assembly teachers’ forum. Welcome. 

I would also like to give a big welcome to the mem-
bers of the MPAC board and executive management 
committee. They are here. They’re having a reception 
later on this afternoon for all the members from 5 p.m. to 
7 p.m. in the legislative dining room. Welcome to 
Queen’s Park. 

Ms. Daiene Vernile: I have two introductions. I am 
delighted to introduce you to a lovely family from my 
region: Janek Jagiellowicz; his wife, Dorothy McCabe; 
and their two daughters Zoe and Tessa. 

Also visiting us from Kitchener Centre is Jean 
Knowlton. Her niece Alycia Berg is one of our page 
captains today. Welcome. 

Hon. David Zimmer: Speaker, it’s my great pleasure 
to introduce the grade 10 civics class from St. Joseph’s 
Morrow Park school in Willowdale. They are sitting up 
in the east lobby with their principal, Patricia Coburn, 
and their civics instructor. I hope that we have a very 
responsible and demonstrative day today. 

Mrs. Kathryn McGarry: From Cambridge, our page 
captain today, Alycia Berg, has several family members 
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in the east gallery. We have her father, David Berg; her 
brother Aaron Berg; her grandparents Barbara and Lloyd 
Berg; her aunt Jean Knowlton; and her other set of 
grandparents, Donna and Howard Famme, are also 
joining us today. Welcome to Queen’s Park. 

Mr. Lou Rinaldi: Speaker, it gives me great privilege 
to introduce Kayla Palmateer, one of the teachers. Thank 
you for hosting the forum, Speaker. 

Hon. Yasir Naqvi: A great surprise. I just looked in 
the members’ gallery and noticed a very good friend of 
mine, Greg MacEachern, here at Queen’s Park. Greg is a 
good friend, a supporter, and he also lives in the great 
riding of Ottawa Centre. It is an honour to work for him 
every single day. Welcome to Queen’s Park, Greg. 

Mr. Granville Anderson: It’s a pleasure for me to 
rise in this House and welcome Sarah Parry, a teacher 
from Port Perry, in the riding of Durham. 

Mr. Randy Pettapiece: Our page captain Alycia Berg 
is getting a lot of notoriety around here today, but I’d just 
like to mention that Donna and Howard Famme over 
here, her grandparents, are from my riding of Perth–
Wellington. 

Mr. Bob Delaney: On behalf of the member from 
Oakville and page Marin Papulkas, I’d like to introduce 
his mother, Megan Sweeting, and his father, Thomas 
Papulkas, who will be in the members’ gallery this 
morning. 

CORRECTION OF RECORD 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): A point of order 
from the member from Leeds–Grenville. 

Mr. Steve Clark: A point of order, Speaker. I’d like 
to correct my record. Yesterday afternoon, in debate on 
Bill 45, there were a number of members who talked 
about maple syrup producers. I used the words “standard 
testing,” and what I should have said is that the Ministry 
of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs hasn’t harmon-
ized Ontario’s maple syrup grading standards with the 
federal government’s amendments to the maple products 
regulations of the Canadian Agricultural Products Act. 

Further, Speaker, I made a second error. I want to cor-
rect my record in regard to MPAC. I used the words “try 
to label” a farm as commercial. I wanted to correct my 
record; what MPAC was trying to do with my producer 
was to change their assessment to commercial because 
they were selling pancakes two weeks out of 52 weeks. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): I would ask all 
members to heed that part of that was a correcting of the 
record and part of that was a continuation of debate, 
which is not allowed. In the future, I will be very insist-
ent on simply correcting your record. 

Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): I can be even more 

clear. 

VISITORS 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): We have with us 

today in the Speaker’s gallery 25 teachers from across the 
province participating in the third annual Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario teachers’ forum. We thank them for 
being here to learn about what happens here at Queen’s 
Park. Thank you all. 

Last call for introduction of guests. 
Hon. Jeff Leal: I want to introduce a good friend of 

mine who is in the members’ east gallery today, one 
Mary Smith, who is the mayor of the municipality of 
Selwyn, in the great riding of Peterborough. She’s here in 
her role of being an MPAC board member. Welcome, 
Mary. 

ORAL QUESTIONS 

ELECTORAL REFORM 
Mr. Jim Wilson: My question is for the Premier. 

Premier, in the most recent report from the Chief Elector-
al Officer, Mr. Essensa called for the strengthening of 
third-party advertising rules, and we expect that his up-
coming annual report will do the same. 

Premier, campaign finance rules are there to help 
create somewhat of a level playing field and to limit the 
degree to which money can be used to influence the out-
come of an election. As long as third parties such as the 
Working Families coalition are exempt from the same 
rules as other political entities, as the Toronto Star has 
put it, “fairness is distorted.” 

Premier, will you agree to the Chief Electoral Offi-
cer’s request and introduce legislation to limit third-party 
spending? 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Be seated, please. 

Thank you. 
Premier. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: As the interim Leader of 

the Opposition knows, we’ve taken a number of 
measures to make elections and election finances more 
accountable. We’re always open— 

Interjections. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Look— 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The question was 

put without interruption, and so shall the answer. 
Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): That includes any-

one on that side. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: We’re always open to ways 

to improve Ontario’s democratic process, Mr. Speaker. 
We always have been and always will be. We have rules 
in place in Ontario to ensure that there is both transparen-
cy and free speech in our election campaigns. Obviously, 
that’s the balance we have to strike, but we have those 
rules in place. 
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1040 
Third-party advertising rules were introduced in On-

tario for the first time in 2007. The first time we had any 
rules around third-party advertising, it was our gov-
ernment that brought them in. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. Sup-
plementary? 

Mr. Jim Wilson: Premier, by allowing the negative 
campaign ads to be paid for by your third-party friends, 
you allow them to do the dirty work for you, and that’s 
completely unfair. They were allowed to spend $9 mil-
lion more than the opposition parties and they did it to 
attack mainly my party, freeing up your party to spend on 
positive campaigning. It’s unfair and you know it. 

During the last election, for example, the largest third-
party spender spent a total of $2.6 million. That far out-
weighed what the NDP was allowed to spend in the last 
election. 

Premier, do you believe that allowing third-party inter-
est groups to spend more than political parties is healthy 
for Ontario’s democracy? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: I know the Attorney Gen-
eral is going to want to comment in the supplementary on 
this, but again, from our perspective, finding that balance 
is very, very important. 

Under the current rules, third parties that spend $500 
or more— 

Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Member from 

Nepean–Carleton, come to order. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: —on election advertising 

are required to register with the Chief Electoral Officer. 
That kind of transparency is important and that is the 
regime of rules that we put in place. 

Again, I would say to the member opposite, he knows 
that we brought those rules in, he knows that we were the 
government that put any parameters around third-party 
advertising. We are always interested in suggestions on 
how we might improve the democratic process. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Final supplement-
ary? The member from Bruce–Grey–Owen Sound. 

Mr. Bill Walker: Again to the Premier: The Chief 
Electoral Officer noted that “Quebec, British Columbia, 
Alberta, New Brunswick and the federal government 
have all adopted controls over third-party advertising,” 
and “that of the jurisdictions in Canada that regulate 
third-party advertising, Ontario is the only one where 
third parties do not face advertising spending or contribu-
tion limits.” 

To ensure fairness, I will soon be bringing forward a 
private member’s bill that will introduce third-party 
spending limits. Premier, will you stand behind your 
word and support my initiative? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Attorney General. 
Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Be seated, please. 

Thank you. 
Attorney General? 

Hon. Madeleine Meilleur: Mr. Speaker, the reason 
why the opposition party leader knows this group con-
tributed and how much they did is because of what we 
have done. We changed the rules, we changed the legisla-
tion. We’re always open to the— 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Member from 

Leeds–Grenville. Leader. 
Carry on, please. 
Hon. Madeleine Meilleur: Again, it’s because in 

2007 this government introduced the third-party advertis-
ing rule. Under this current rule, third parties that spend 
$500 or more on election advertising are required to 
register with the Chief Electoral Officer. Registered third 
parties must also report to the Chief Electoral Officer on 
election advertising expenses. 

It’s because of our change that you— 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. New 

question? 

HEALTH INSURANCE 
Mr. Randy Hillier: My question is to the Minister of 

Health. Minister, Paul Compton and his five-year-old son 
Mateo are constituents of mine. Paul is a Canadian cit-
izen. He grew up, lived and worked in Canada for 32 
years before taking a job to teach overseas. Last Friday, 
Paul was told that Mateo’s OHIP eligibility had been 
pulled by your government. 

Mateo was born to Paul and his wife while they lived 
in Peru, and has fallen through the cracks in our health 
insurance laws. If Paul were adopting Mateo from a 
foreign adoption agency, Mateo would be covered. If 
Paul were a foreign worker in Canada on a work visa, his 
dependent son would be covered. But instead, Paul is a 
Canadian citizen whose dependent son was born abroad, 
so we have declined him health insurance. 

Minister, will you intervene to help Paul and his son 
Mateo? 

Hon. Eric Hoskins: First of all, I understand that this 
is a deeply troubling and difficult situation for the family 
involved. I had an opportunity to speak briefly with the 
member opposite yesterday after question period, and 
committed at that time to look into the situation in more 
detail, which I have done. It is a complicated issue, as the 
member opposite knows. 

We have taken the politics out of decisions such as 
this, in terms of OHIP eligibility, precisely for this rea-
son. The member understands that the reason for eligibil-
ity is due to changes that the federal government, in fact, 
made with regard to citizenship. 

But I have committed to the member opposite to fol-
low up on this. I know he has met with my ministry, or 
spoken with the ministry. I would offer a similar oppor-
tunity to the family involved to meet with my ministry 
officials. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Randy Hillier: This is a grave situation for Paul 

and his family. Although there are some elements of im-
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migration laws, it’s because regulation 552 has not been 
modified by this government since those changes in the 
immigration laws. 

Paul and his family are looking to you to demonstrate 
that this government has compassion and integrity. You 
surely will agree that it is not within the spirit of the law 
to disallow health care coverage to the dependent child of 
Paul, who is a Canadian citizen. Minister, will you act 
now and make sure that the law is applied as it was in-
tended and that Mateo is covered by health insurance? 

Hon. Eric Hoskins: I would suggest, and ask the 
member opposite to join me in the understanding, that 
this was a federal decision that was taken legislatively 
several years ago— 

Ms. Lisa MacLeod: Oh, my God. Everything— 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member from 

Nepean–Carleton, come to order. 
Hon. Eric Hoskins: I would invite the member op-

posite, in fact, to petition the federal government if in 
fact—as I take the position if I disagree with those 
changes that were made. 

The fact is that Ontario health coverage is provided to 
individuals who are Canadian citizens and individuals 
who are permanent residents. I think that’s a fair process. 
There is a wait period in place for new permanent resi-
dents and new Canadian citizens, a wait period of three 
months, that has been long-established in this province. 

Really, this is the result of a federal decision which 
restricted citizenship for those individuals who were born 
abroad. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Final supplement-
ary. 

Mr. Randy Hillier: A follow-up, Minister: We know 
that when those federal laws changed, your government 
immediately took steps and provided OHIP coverage for 
refugees. I have the press release here. You acted. Paul 
Compton and his family are asking you to act in their 
case. It is a fair and just request. 

Minister, I think it’s important for us to realize that 
there’s a lesson here: that laws that are rigid and lack dis-
cretion, and that are applied regardless of the circum-
stances, always result in unjust outcomes. 

Minister, I’ll take you up on that offer; I’m sure Paul 
will take you up on that offer. But we have met and I 
have spoken with you, and I’ve sent letters to the immi-
gration minister here as well. We have not had any 
success. It’s time to act and change regulation 552. 

Hon. Eric Hoskins: As I mentioned at the beginning 
of my first answer, I sympathize with the family in-
volved. The member opposite knows—I have committed 
to following up specifically. I know he has spoken with 
my ministry. I am happy to arrange that meeting between 
my ministry and the family involved. 

But fundamentally, this is something that has resulted 
from a change in legislation at the federal level, further 
restricting the ability of Canadian citizens’ children born 
abroad to obtain Canadian citizenship. OHIP coverage is 
available for Canadian citizens and permanent residents 
in this province, as you know. 

This was a federal decision, and I would implore the 
member opposite to work with me at the federal level to 
have action, if he believes this is an injustice. 
1050 

PRIVATIZATION OF PUBLIC ASSETS 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: The question is for the Pre-

mier. Last week, the energy minister was on CP24 and he 
said, “The government has decided we will be selling a 
portion of Hydro One.” 

Now that the energy minister has told Ontarians about 
the Premier’s plan, can the Premier actually tell Ontar-
ians how much of Hydro One she has decided to sell off? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Well, Mr. Speaker, I’m 
sure the leader of the third party knows that we are 
awaiting a report from Ed Clark and his team. We have 
committed to a review of the assets that are owned by the 
people of Ontario, because we believe that investing in 
modern infrastructure—in transit, in transportation infra-
structure, in roads and bridges across the province—is an 
important part of the economic growth that we know is 
necessary for this province. The leader of the third party 
knows that that is the case; she knows that we will be 
bringing that plan forward once we have those recom-
mendations. I look forward, with her, to hearing those 
recommendations from Mr. Clark. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: Something just doesn’t seem 

to be adding up. The Premier has said no decisions would 
be made about selling Hydro One until the Ed Clark 
report goes to cabinet, and on March 10, the energy min-
ister told reporters that no decision had been made about 
selling Hydro One. But on March 26, the energy minister 
was on live TV saying, “The government has decided we 
will be selling a portion of Hydro One.” 

Now, it sounds like sometime between March 10 and 
March 26, cabinet got the Clark report and the Liberals 
made their decision. Otherwise, why would the minister 
be saying this on live TV? 

Has cabinet actually seen the Ed Clark report, Speak-
er? If they have, will the Premier make that report public 
today? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: The final report has not 
been completed; it has not been received. It will be re-
ceived shortly. We will be very clear about our intentions 
going forward, having had an opportunity to look at those 
recommendations. 

But the reality is that there are conversations that are 
ongoing. I’m not going to pretend that there are not. 
There are obviously conversations, and it would be 
irresponsible of us not to have those conversations as 
those decisions are made. 

We await the decisions, we await the recommenda-
tions from Mr. Clark’s panel, and we will make those 
public once they are made. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Final supplement-
ary. 
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Ms. Andrea Horwath: Speaker, what’s irresponsible 
is for the energy minister to say on live TV that the gov-
ernment has already made a decision on selling off Hydro 
One. 

On March 10, the energy minister said any decisions 
about Hydro One would be “ratepayer-based decisions.” 
He said, “Ratepayers’ interests will be looked after.” 

So if the Premier has decided, as it sounds like she 
has, to privatize Hydro One, can she offer any proof, any 
studies, any economic analyses, any regulation—heck, 
anything at all—that will ensure that ratepayers won’t be 
paying more because of the Premier’s short-sighted 
decision to sell off Hydro One? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: To the Minister of Energy. 
Hon. Bob Chiarelli: We’ve made very, very clear that 

in any sale of Hydro One we would retain a significant 
interest to protect the interests of the ratepayer. But in 
addition to that, the Ontario Energy Board is an in-
dependent regulator with the mandate to protect the inter-
ests of Ontario ratepayers. The Ontario Energy Board 
was there under Conservative administrations, under 
NDP administrations and under Liberal administrations. 

Just by way of example, rate applications are reviewed 
by the OEB, and they make the final determination. In 
2010, Hydro One asked for a rate increase for distribu-
tion and received a 9% reduction of their capital request. 
In 2012, Hydro One asked for a rate increase for trans-
mission and received a 3% reduction for its capital 
request. When Ontario Power Generation applied for a 
6.2% rate increase in 2011, the OEB denied the request 
and lowered rates by 0.8%. The public is protected— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. New 
question. 

INFRASTRUCTURE  
PROGRAM FUNDING 

Ms. Andrea Horwath: Speaker, if anybody thinks the 
OEB actually acts in the interests of ratepayers, they’ve 
got another think coming. 

The question is for the Premier. The Premier loves to 
say that it is incumbent upon government to do more than 
one thing at a time, but for some reason the Premier seems 
to think that Ontarians can either have public hydro or 
they can have public transit. The Premier doesn’t seem to 
think that Ontarians can have both, like, say, they did for 
nearly 100 years, when hydro rates were affordable and 
we actually built subways in this province. 

Can the Premier please explain why she is the first 
Premier in the history of Ontario who thinks public hydro 
and public transit are an either/or proposition? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Well, Mr. Speaker, let me 
just say that in terms of the ongoing investment in transit 
and in public transportation across the province and in 
transportation infrastructure, there has been a huge period 
of time before 2003 when those investments were not 
being made. That goes back through governments of all 
stripes. To the leader of the third party, I would say this: 
Yes, there was a time in this province when there was 

investment in infrastructure, but there was a long period 
of time when that investment stopped. 

We’ve begun investing again. One of the strategies is 
to take assets that have been built up over decades, that 
was infrastructure that was needed many years ago, and 
recycle those assets, protecting the interests of the people 
of Ontario, protecting the price base, making sure that the 
regulatory regime is in place, but also ensuring that we 
make the investments that we need for the— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. 
Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Stop the clock, 

please. Be seated, please. Thank you. 
Supplementary? 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: The Premier will recall that 

there was a subway line being built called the Eglinton 
line by the NDP government of the day. 

In 2013, the Premier insisted that the only way to pay 
for transit was road tolls. Now she’s insisting that the 
only solution to pay for transit is to sell Hydro One. 

New Democrats want to see transit and transportation 
infrastructure investments across Ontario. But let’s look 
at long-term solutions that put people first, like closing 
corporate HST giveaways that cost the treasury billions 
of dollars, or ending the sweetheart deals that have 
wasted $8 billion on public-private partnerships, and 
putting our energies into the affordable public financing 
that built our highways and transit systems in the first 
place in this province. 

Does the Premier think it’s a good solution to sell off 
Hydro One but keep P3s and HST giveaways? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: If the leader of the third 
party is talking about the arrangement that saved the 
people of Ontario $6 billion, yes, I think that’s a good 
idea, and making sure that we understand the risks asso-
ciated with building projects and making sure that we 
partner with the private sector in a way that’s responsible 
and that gets those projects built. 

The challenge with the leader of the third party is that 
she had and has no plan to— 

Interjections. 
Mr. Mike Colle: Mr. Speaker, I can’t hear a thing. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Stop the clock. Ac-

tually, the clock was running as I was asking for the one 
caucus to come to order, but because of your interjection, 
I stopped the clock. Member from Eglinton–Lawrence, 
I’d like to do my own job. 

Please finish. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Mr. Speaker, the leader of 

the third party knows that every dollar that’s realized 
from our current asset review will be invested in infra-
structure that we need. 

The fact is that the leader of the third party had no 
plan to build infrastructure, she has no plan to build 
infrastructure, but we do, and we’re going to do that. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Final supplement-
ary? 

Ms. Andrea Horwath: Well, Speaker, I trust the 
Auditor General’s numbers far, far more than I would 
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trust a Liberal number any day of the year. Ending P3s 
would save money, so says the Auditor General, and 
build infrastructure, not just once but every year. Closing 
corporate HST loopholes would build infrastructure, not 
just once but every year. Taking a look at the fairness of 
our tax system would build infrastructure, not just once 
but every single year. Those are clear options with long-
term sustainability and fairness. 

Can the Premier explain why it is that she thinks the 
only way to build transit or transportation infrastructure 
is a short-sighted, one-time asset sale? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: The reality is that we have 
a massive infrastructure deficit, across this country ac-
tually. This is not just an Ontario issue. This is a conver-
sation that I am having with Premiers across the country. 
One of the things I have said is that if we had a federal 
government that was interested in a national infrastruc-
ture strategy, we would be having a very different 
conversation. 
1100 

If you look at jurisdictions around the world, you will 
see that where the infrastructure deficits are being ad-
dressed and where infrastructure is being built, it is a fed-
eral government—it’s a national project—that is part of 
that process. That’s not the case here. 

We are working within the confines of what we have 
to work with here in Ontario. One of the things we have 
done is put in place a financing process that allows us to 
build. Contrary to what the leader of the third party is 
saying, a new TD report says: “Reverting entirely back to 
old models of procurement would represent a major step 
backwards for the province.” 

We’re not taking that step backwards. 

CROWN ATTORNEYS 
Ms. Sylvia Jones: My question is for the Attorney 

General. Minister, John Raftery is once again on the sun-
shine list for 2014. As you know, John Raftery was given 
a very large parachute to leave the Peel region, where he 
worked as an assistant crown attorney. Raftery was paid 
an astonishing $368,000 in 2013, almost three times what 
most crown attorneys are paid. In 2014, he was paid an-
other $116,000. 

In 2012, prosecutors, defence lawyers, court clerks, 
police officers and a witness filed a group complaint 
against Raftery. Additional complaints were made in 
2011 and 2010. Clearly, there was a history of workplace 
harassment while he was an assistant crown. 

Minister, what is the total amount of the multi-year 
settlement given to John Raftery to leave the Attorney 
General’s office? 

Hon. Madeleine Meilleur: As the member of the op-
position party knows, I cannot comment on human re-
sources matters, as all employment matters relating to 
current or former employees are confidential. I also can-
not comment on the earnings of individual employees. 

However, I understand that the Public Sector Salary 
Disclosure Act identifies what amounts constitute salary, 

and includes, in addition to their annual salary, such forms 
of remuneration as retroactive salary awards or others. 

Public sector salary disclosure is part of the govern-
ment’s commitment to being accountable, open and 
transparent. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Sylvia Jones: Minister, I know you don’t want to 

talk about John Raftery, but when you give him half a 
million dollars to walk away, the public has some ques-
tions and they need to know. 

If this government is serious about workplace harass-
ment, and eliminating it and protecting victims, then you 
must be prepared to track the number of complaints and 
investigate those complaints thoroughly. 

In the interest of transparency, will you table the num-
ber of workplace harassment complaints that were made 
by public sector employees in 2014? 

Hon. Madeleine Meilleur: Again, like the member 
knows, I cannot comment on any human resources mat-
ters. As well, employment matters relating to current or 
former employees are confidential, and we’ll continue to 
keep them confidential. 

I can tell you that our crown attorneys are held to the 
highest standard and are expected to conduct themselves 
professionally and fairly at all times. All crown attorneys 
in the province of Ontario are subject to the rules of pro-
fessional conduct of the Law Society of Upper Canada. 
In addition, they’re also subject to crown policies and 
practices, as well as the same laws that apply to all On-
tarians. 

There are also procedures in place to deal with com-
plaints against a crown, and when there is a complaint, 
there is— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. New 
question. 

BY-ELECTION IN SUDBURY 
Mme France Gélinas: Ma question est pour la 

première ministre. My question is quite simple: Does the 
Premier think that bribery is acceptable? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: No, Mr. Speaker, I don’t. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mme France Gélinas: Neither do I. 
Does the Premier think that it was acceptable for her 

Sudbury kingmaker, for her campaign director, to engage 
in what Elections Ontario calls “bribery” and the OPP 
says “threatens the appearance of the government’s integ-
rity”? 

Does the Premier think that this is okay, that this is 
normal? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Government House leader. 
Hon. Yasir Naqvi: Mr. Speaker, let’s be absolutely 

clear. I want the member opposite to be careful. What 
she’s referring to are mere allegations and nothing what-
soever. As you know, there is an investigation into an 
issue that is ongoing right now. There have been no 
charges laid by the police in that regard. Even the Chief 
Electoral Officer in his ruling said that he is not making 
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any judgment whatsoever. He is letting the independent 
prosecutors and judges make that determination. So we 
need to be very careful. These are just allegations. There 
is a presumption of innocence in our system which all 
members should respect, and we should let the independ-
ent authorities do the investigation and we will co-
operate with them fully. 

SEXUAL VIOLENCE  
AND HARASSMENT 

Mr. Han Dong: My question is to the minister re-
sponsible for women’s issues. Minister, it’s been three 
weeks since the Premier unveiled the sexual violence and 
harassment action plan. In my riding of Trinity–Spadina, 
we received a great deal of positive feedback about that 
plan. I think it’s very powerful to hear the Premier of the 
largest province talk about rape culture and say that the 
problem of sexual violence and harassment is rooted in 
deeply held beliefs about women, men, power and 
equality. I’m very proud of the leadership of our Premier 
and the work our government has done. 

Minister, can you highlight some of the next steps 
you’ll be taking as part of the action plan? 

Hon. Tracy MacCharles: I want to thank the member 
from Trinity–Spadina for this important question. I also 
want to thank him for his work on the all-party Select 
Committee on Sexual Violence and Harassment. It’s 
great that he’s doing that. 

Our new permanent round table on sexual violence 
and harassment is holding its inaugural meeting today, 
Speaker, so it’s a very important and exciting day. 

Applause. 
Hon. Tracy MacCharles: Yes. 
The round table is one of the 13 initiatives and actions 

in our It’s Never Okay: An Action Plan to Stop Sexual 
Violence and Harassment. The advice that we’re going to 
get from the round table is going to help government talk 
about the issues today as well as the emerging issues on 
gender-based violence. It will be co-chaired by Sly 
Castaldi, who is here. She’s the executive director of the 
Guelph-Wellington women’s centre. We thank her for 
taking on that role. The other co-chair is Farrah Khan of 
the Barbra Schlifer Commemorative Clinic in Toronto. 
They’re here in the Legislature and I wish them a suc-
cessful meeting today. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Han Dong: Thank you very much, Minister, for 

that answer. It’s encouraging to see all the great work our 
government is doing to promote a province that’s free 
from sexual violence and harassment. 

I’m also heartened to see that our government is 
working with organizations such as White Ribbon to 
include men in this very important discussion. As a man 
and a father of a young boy, I know how important it is 
for boys to learn the value of respect in a relationship. 

I’m also proud that I have taken part in White Ribbon’s 
I’m a Male Model event today at the Art Gallery of 
Ontario. 

Speaker, through you to the minister: Could you up-
date this House on some of the good work being done by 
organizations such as White Ribbon? 

Hon. Tracy MacCharles: Again, thank you to the 
member for the question. Yes, he was with me this mor-
ning for the White Ribbon campaign I’m a Male Model. 
In fact, 24 members of this House from all parties 
participated in their social media event last week. I want 
to thank you all for participating, because you are role 
models and you go a long way to encouraging men to be 
role models and to help shape the views and attitudes, 
particularly of young boys, and promote the importance 
of equal relationships. 

In terms of the White Ribbon campaign, which is co-
sponsored by COPA, the Centre ontarien de prévention 
des agressions, the target audience includes elementary 
and secondary teachers, community workers, coaches in 
schools, fathers and diverse men. White Ribbon, as you 
know, is a very large campaign in the world and we’re 
very proud of the work that they’re doing here in Ontario. 

GOVERNMENT FISCAL POLICIES 
Mr. Victor Fedeli: Good morning, Speaker. My ques-

tion is for the Premier. 
The internal finance documents we obtained through 

the gas plant scandal hearings continue to reveal much 
about Ontario’s finances. Here is your confidential 
advice to cabinet: “Over the medium term, we have 
notional targets by sector, that add up to the deficit 
numbers, but no plans to deliver on them.” 
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In a response to my order paper question this month, 
the finance ministry revealed they still don’t have those 
line-by-line details for 2017-18. That’s the year you 
claim you can return to balance. 

Premier, this is unacceptable. Either you’re keeping 
these numbers from the public because they don’t add up, 
or you simply have no plan to balance. So, Premier, 
which is it: They don’t add up, or you have no plan? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: I know that the President 
of the Treasury Board is going to want to comment on 
this in the supplementary. But just to be clear, we have a 
path to balance. In fact, today the Minister of Finance is 
going to be talking about the fact that for 2014-15, our 
government will beat the deficit reduction target that we 
put in place. 

I know the member opposite, for some reason, likes to 
talk down the Ontario economy, but what he needs to 
know is that all private sector economists are forecasting 
continued growth for the Ontario economy. RBC is pro-
jecting that Ontario is expected to top provincial econom-
ic growth rankings in 2015. RBC forecasts real GDP 
growth for the province to accelerate from an estimated 
2.5% in 2014 to a five-year best rate of 3.3% in 2015, 
and that’s a quote from their document. So we believe 
there are good days ahead for Ontario. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary. 
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Mr. Victor Fedeli: Back to the Premier: Well, I’m not 
surprised that the number will come in lower; your own 
documents I just spoke about told us that you made that 
number up to begin with. 

The troubling news doesn’t end there. The ministry 
response shows you’re planning on adding $1 billion in 
what it calls “all other tax”— 

Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Minister of Trans-

portation, come to order. 
Mr. Victor Fedeli: —over the next two years. Again, 

there’s no line-by-line; just a promise in writing to wring 
out $1 billion in new taxes from Ontario’s families and 
seniors. All the while, your government has made an-
nouncements in recent days much like the $5.6 billion in 
new spending you announced before last year’s budget. 

Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. Minis-

ter of Transportation, second time. 
Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Oh, you were too 

busy yelling while I was telling you to come to order. 
Mr. Victor Fedeli: Thank you, Speaker. 
Premier, are you going on another spending spree the 

Auditor General just told us we can’t afford? If so, what 
new taxes are you planning on introducing to pay for all 
this new spending? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Deputy Premier. 
Hon. Deborah Matthews: Thank you for the ques-

tion, because it’s a question that certainly I’m happy to 
talk about, given our real focus on overachieving on our 
fiscal targets. 

One of the initiatives that is putting us on the path to 
balance is the program review renewal and transforma-
tion process being led by Treasury Board. We have a 
commitment to review every program in this province. 
We are looking at whether or not it is still relevant. Is it 
effective, is it efficient, and is it sustainable? 

So we are going through them, and as we are going 
through this work, we acknowledge that every dollar 
counts and that outcomes are what matter to us. Are pro-
grams working? If they’re not working, what do we need 
to do to make sure they are getting the outcomes for 
people? That’s an important element of our path to bal-
ance. 

EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION 
Ms. Peggy Sattler: My question is to the Premier. 

People in London and across the province are shaking 
their heads. They are appalled that the president of West-
ern University made almost $1 million last year because 
of a deal that more than doubled his annual salary. 

Yesterday, the Minister of Training, Colleges and Uni-
versities avoided my question about whether the govern-
ment would prohibit double salary payouts and said that 
Ontarians have the right to make sure their tax dollars are 
spent properly. 

Premier, do you think that almost $1 million for a uni-
versity president is spending tax dollars properly at a 
time when university budgets are being cut, Ontario stu-
dents are facing the highest tuition in the country, grad 
students are being paid poverty wages, university class 
sizes are increasing, and more and more students are 
being taught by contract faculty? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: To the Minister of Train-
ing, Colleges and Universities. 

Hon. Reza Moridi: I want to thank the member for 
that question. Disclosure of public sector salaries is a part 
of this government being open, transparent and account-
able. As part of that commitment, our government passed 
legislation last year, the accountability act, which re-
ceived royal assent last December. This act will allow 
our government to put control on executive salaries, not 
only in universities and colleges, but in every public sec-
tor and the broader public sector executives. That also in-
cludes significant compliance and enforcement measures. 

Our government is committed to making sure that the 
hard caps are in place for executive salaries in the 
university and college sector, as well as in every sector in 
the broader public sectors. 

When it comes to individual salary disclosure, 
whatever has been disclosed by the sunshine list, that’s 
what we have. But we cannot enter into discussion about 
every individual’s salary point. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Peggy Sattler: I understand that it is common 

practice in the sector to allow university presidents to 
take an administrative leave at the end of their term and 
collect their salary at the same time. But the Western 
board of governors went one step further: They negotiat-
ed a contract allowing the president to forgo an adminis-
trative leave and take a double salary instead; in other 
words, collect two salaries for doing one job. A petition 
campaign is rapidly gathering steam, calling for a vote of 
no confidence in the university administration as a result. 

Premier, do you support the ability of university boards 
of governors to negotiate this kind of a deal with a uni-
versity president? If not, will you step in to prohibit the 
practice? 

Hon. Reza Moridi: Again, I want to thank the mem-
ber for that question. Our universities and colleges, and 
particularly our universities, are autonomous institutions. 
They have all the right to run their own daily affairs, 
including hiring, firing, human resources and all aspects 
of their own institutions. 

Our universities and colleges rank among the best in 
the world. They have been doing a great job in educating 
our young people, and we have all confidence in our uni-
versity board of governors to be able to run our institu-
tions. They’re autonomous institutions, and these matters 
lie within the jurisdictions of our universities and col-
leges. 
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INFRASTRUCTURE  
PROGRAM FUNDING 

Mr. Lou Rinaldi: My question is to the Minister of 
Economic Development, Employment and Infrastructure. 
Ontario’s use of P3s and the alternative financing and 
procurement model has been under scrutiny recently. I 
understand that TD Economics released today their spe-
cial report examining Ontario’s AFP model. Their find-
ings differ drastically compared to the rhetoric we hear 
from the third party. I would like to reiterate what the 
minister has said many times: that public-private partner-
ships have had a net benefit of $6.6 billion over the 
course of the 74 AFP infrastructure projects. Of Infra-
structure Ontario’s 37 completed projects, 36 or 97% of 
these projects were completed on budget. 

Will the Minister of Economic Development, Employ-
ment and Infrastructure please inform the House what 
TD Economics concluded in its special report? 

Hon. Brad Duguid: I want to thank TD Economics 
for commissioning this really important report examining 
the costs associated with Ontario P3s. The report con-
firms that our support for the AFP process is well 
founded. It also confirms that the NDP’s rhetoric about 
AFPs is dead wrong. 

Let me quote directly from the report. It reads that 
“the focus on the $8 billion in ‘excess costs’ over-
simplified the [auditor’s] analysis.” 

Let me continue to quote: The “narrow focus on the 
higher tangible costs of P3s does a disservice to an 
innovative model of government procurement which has 
enabled a more transparent and accurate accounting of 
the full costs of a project before construction begins.” 

Let me go on: “Reverting entirely back to old models 
of procurement would represent a major step backwards 
for the province.” 

The Premier is absolutely right. We’re going forward 
when it comes to building up infrastructure. We’re not 
going to take the advice of the NDP— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. Sup-
plementary? 

Mr. Lou Rinaldi: Mr. Speaker, I’d like to thank the 
minister for that update. 

Our government has a strong track record of building 
modern infrastructure. Since 2003, our government has 
invested nearly $100 billion in infrastructure, focusing on 
what makes our communities stronger—assets like 
hospitals, schools and transportation. We are investing 
over $130 billion in infrastructure in the next 10 years, 
which will create over 110,000 jobs each year. 
1120 

My constituents and I are encouraged that this govern-
ment’s pragmatic approach to infrastructure is ensuring 
that we maximize dollars while building the modern 
infrastructure that Ontario needs to remain a competitive 
economy. 

In fact, I understand that the federal NDP leader, 
Thomas Mulcair, spoke in favour of the value of P3s. 

Would the minister please update the House on what Mr. 
Mulcair said? 

Hon. Brad Duguid: The NDP may not want to listen 
to us on this issue. By their heckles, they don’t seem to 
want to listen to TD Economics, which I think is a pretty 
darned credible source, if you ask me. 

Maybe they’ll consider listening to their federal cous-
ins, because when it comes to the AFP process, Thomas 
Mulcair said the following—he is not dogmatic: “The 
point is to get things built.” 

That’s exactly what we’re trying to do. We’re con-
stantly improving the success of our AFP model. But as 
Mr. Mulcair puts it, dogmatically rejecting AFP will not 
help Ontario build the modern infrastructure we need to 
build for our economy. 

We don’t want to go back to the days that the NDP 
want us to go back to. We don’t want to see more pro-
jects like the Spadina line or Union Station, or BC Place 
in BC, that went way over budget. We want to stick to 
our process; 97% of our projects were built— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. New 
question. 

ROAD SAFETY 
Mr. Michael Harris: My question is to the Premier. 

Premier, I have a quote I’d like to read to you: “We will 
put evidence before ideology and choose partnership over 
partisanship, and invite everyone to work together....” 

Who do you think said that, Premier? Premier, you 
did. You did, on the opening day of the 41st Parliament. 
And yet, over three days of committee to consider im-
portant safe road legislation, we’ve seen your govern-
ment members reject every single amendment proposed 
by the opposition to make our roads even safer—no 
debate, just rejection. 

Premier, less than nine months later, have you now 
chosen partisanship over partnership? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Minister of Transporta-
tion. 

Hon. Steven Del Duca: I want to thank the member 
opposite for asking that question. This is the second time 
over the last number of days that he has given me the 
opportunity to stand and speak a little bit in this place 
about Bill 31, the bill that was at committee, that he’s 
referencing, a bill that is known as the Making Ontario’s 
Roads Safer Act. It’s an important bill. It’s important that 
it got through this Legislature into committee. I under-
stand that it will be reported back to this Legislature later 
today. 

It’s important because, as I always say, one of my 
most important responsibilities as minister is to make 
sure that our roads and highways remain safe. This legis-
lation is designed to accomplish that. For example, this 
legislation, if passed, will increase distracted driving 
fines from a range of $60 to $500 currently, up to $300 to 
$1,000. 

It will allow for the suspension of a driver’s licence 
for those found to be driving under the influence of drugs 
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or a combination of drugs and alcohol. It will require 
drivers to keep a one-metre distance from cyclists when 
passing, 

There are a number of very important initiatives in this 
bill. It’s important that it comes back here and gets passed 
at third reading. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Michael Harris: Back to the Premier: Premier, 

your Bill 31 committee members were so determined to 
vote “no” on every idea proposed that they even voted 
down a section of your own bill impacting impaired 
driving provisions. 

Time and again, we saw thoughtful amendments given 
short shrift: mandatory distracted driving demerit points; 
medical-review-of-licence improvements; left-lane, move-
over provisions; and the establishment of a highway 
incident management advisory committee—all proposed, 
and rejected out of hand. 

Premier, it has taken less than nine months for your 
government to go from preaching partnership to practis-
ing arrogance. Premier, your members are following your 
marching orders. When will you cut the puppet strings 
and allow government members to embrace the princi-
ples of partnership that the July 2014 Premier committed 
to? 

Hon. Steven Del Duca: I appreciate the follow-up 
question. As I mentioned, this is important legislation. I 
believe that’s why, when this bill was here at second 
reading, all three parties voted unanimously to make sure 
that it got sent to committee. I know a great deal of hard 
work went into the hearings at committee. We heard 
from the public. There was broad recognition that this 
bill should get passed as soon as possible. 

But it’s interesting to me that that member would ask 
this question, because if I have my information correct, 
Speaker, when this bill was actually voted on in the final 
instance at committee yesterday, the members of that party 
chose to abstain instead of supporting the legislation, and 
that’s unfortunate, Speaker. 

CHILD CARE 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: My question is for the Pre-

mier. It’s hard enough for families in Toronto to find the 
child care that they need, but the Liberals are making the 
problem even worse by forcing school closures that will 
also shut down dozens of child care centres. Today, 
Toronto city council will hear that more than 2,000 child 
care spaces are at risk under the Liberals’ plan for school 
closures. Each and every parent struggling to find child 
care knows that we simply cannot afford to lose 2,000 
licensed child care spots in the city of Toronto. 

Why doesn’t the Premier know that? 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Minister of Education. 
Hon. Liz Sandals: I obviously haven’t seen the report 

you’re referring to, but I think it’s actually important to 
understand that with child care modernization and with 
the increase in after-school child care, in fact we have 
dramatically increased the number of child care spaces in 

Ontario. In fact, boards will continue to have a require-
ment, where the parents want it, to have child care in the 
school available. So it really has nothing to do with 
whether this school or that school is open. The legislative 
requirement to provide for before- and after-school child 
care will continue. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: It’s shocking that the Minister 

of Education responsible for child care doesn’t know 
about this extremely important report that’s going to city 
council today. We hear today that the city might seek 
restitution for the loss of child care centres. But make no 
mistake, it’s young families in this province who are 
going to be paying the highest price under the Liberals’ 
plan for school closures. 

Take the kids who love the West End Parents’ Day-
care in Old Orchard school, one of the schools in Toronto 
that the Premier could sell off. Parents shouldn’t be 
forced to fight this Liberal government to save their day-
care. They should have a government that expands access 
to affordable child care, not one that tries to shut child 
care centres down. 

Why is the Premier creating chaos for thousands of 
families whose beloved child care centres are at risk be-
cause of this Liberal government’s decisions? 

Hon. Liz Sandals: Who knew, Speaker? Apparently 
the leader of the third party is on the Toronto distribution 
list; unfortunately, the Minister of Education isn’t. 

But I repeat: The point here is that there is a legislative 
requirement through the Education Act already, and now 
with Bill 10, the Child Care Modernization Act, for 
school boards to provide before- and after-school child 
care in schools where parents ask for it. I’m sure— 

Interjections. 
Interjection: Why don’t you just listen? 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Order. 
Hon. Liz Sandals: —that legislated requirement will 

continue, so if the parents who are in one place are 
moving to another place and still want child care, the 
legislated requirement to provide child care will follow 
the parent and the child. 

BICYCLE SAFETY 
Ms. Eleanor McMahon: My question is for the Min-

ister of Transportation. Today marks the start of the On-
tario Bike Summit, hosted by the Share the Road Cycling 
Coalition. This event brings together cycling stakeholders 
from across our province, including municipal and prov-
incial leaders such as our all-party cycling caucus, of 
which I’m a member. Planners, engineers, advocates—all 
are gathering this evening for the kickoff dinner where 
five new bicycle-friendly communities will be announced, 
bringing the total to 26. In fact, 60% of Ontarians now 
live in a designated bicycle-friendly community, 
Speaker. 

Cycling is on the move, and as the founder of Share 
the Road, I had the distinct pleasure of working with the 
MTO on a number of cycling-related initiatives. One of 
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the most important, #CycleON, or Ontario’s Cycling 
Strategy, is the main focus of this year’s summit. Over 
the next two days, Ontario’s cycling community will join 
together to discuss #CycleON’s implementation and how, 
working together, we can all make our communities and 
our province more bicycle-friendly. 

Can the minister please update the House on the pro-
gress that has been made on the #CycleON strategy? 

Hon. Steven Del Duca: Speaker, I want to begin by 
thanking the member from Burlington, not only for to-
day’s question but for her long-standing advocacy on this 
particular issue. She has done an exemplary job, and she 
continues to do so here in this Legislature. 

Every spring, summer and fall, more than 2.8 million 
adult Ontarians cycle on a regular basis. That’s why our 
government developed #CycleON, Ontario’s Cycling 
Strategy. This strategy includes a 20-year vision to en-
courage the growth of cycling and to improve safety for 
cyclists across the province. 

Almost one year ago we released the first of a series of 
multi-year action plans for implementing our cycling 
strategy. We also introduced the Ontario Municipal 
Cycling Infrastructure Program, which will invest $10 
million in municipal cycling infrastructure and $15 
million in provincial cycling infrastructure. 
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I am very pleased that my parliamentary assistant, the 
member from Cambridge, is attending the bike summit to 
partake in some of the discussions regarding our strategy. 
I look forward to continuing to work closely with the 
cycling community on this project. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Eleanor McMahon: I want to thank the minister 

for his response, his leadership and his commitment to 
road and cyclists’ safety, and in particular to Bill 31. I 
know our government is fond of saying that road safety is 
our number one priority, but it’s extremely important that 
we consider the safety of everyone using our roads. 

Keeping our roads safe requires the co-operation and 
participation of all road users: drivers, pedestrians and 
cyclists as well. I know that an important component of 
the #CycleON strategy is improving cycling safety. I also 
know that cyclist safety will be an important topic of the 
discussion at today’s bike summit. 

Mr. Speaker, can the minister please provide members 
of this House with more information on what our govern-
ment is doing to make Ontario roads safer for all road 
users, and in particular cyclists? 

Hon. Steven Del Duca: Again, I want to thank the 
member for that thoughtful question. Last fall I was very 
proud to introduce Bill 31, the Making Ontario’s Roads 
Safer Act. As part of this bill we have proposed a number 
of legislative and regulatory amendments to improve 
cycling safety in Ontario, including requiring drivers of 
motor vehicles to maintain a minimum distance of one 
metre when passing cyclists, permitting cyclists to ride 
on paved shoulders of all unrestricted highways, and 
increasing the fine for persons who improperly open or 
leave open the doors of motor vehicles. 

Though, unfortunately, the official opposition chose to 
abstain yesterday, I am very pleased to announce that Bill 
31 passed through committee with the support of the 
third party. If passed, this legislation will help ensure that 
cyclists remain safe on our roads for years to come. 

EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION 
Mr. Ernie Hardeman: My question is to the Minister 

of Municipal Affairs and Housing. Minister, the 2010 
sunshine list included nine people at the Housing Ser-
vices Corp.—nine people making over $1 million com-
bined. That was in 2010. We know that the CEO of the 
Housing Services Corp. earned almost $300,000 last 
year. 

Minister, can you explain why no one from the Hous-
ing Services Corp. appeared on the sunshine list that was 
released last week? 

Hon. Ted McMeekin: They must be, for some rea-
son, exempt from appearing on the list. That’s all I can 
offer. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Ernie Hardeman: Minister, you claim that your 

government has made this rogue agency more account-
able but, in fact, it was your government that changed the 
legislation that took them off the sunshine list. My pri-
vate member’s bill would increase accountability by once 
again requiring housing service corporations to report 
salaries of over $100,000. These are public social hous-
ing dollars, and taxpayers deserve to know how they’re 
being spent, Minister. 

If your changes to the HSC made it more accountable 
and transparent, as you claim, can you tell us how many 
people at the Housing Services Corp. earned over 
$100,000 last year? 

Hon. Ted McMeekin: The Housing Services Corp.—
which was established by the party opposite, when they 
were in power, as an independent private corporation—
operates as an independent private corporation. We’ve 
enhanced the accountability by having them agree to live 
with Management Board of Cabinet expense limits, 
making some changes to the board, and bringing in a 
third-party independent review agency. 

As for the sunshine list and whether they and other in-
dependent private corporations all across the province— 

Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member from 

Oxford, come to order. You asked the question. 
Hon. Ted McMeekin: —should be added to the sun-

shine list is something we’ll determine when we debate 
the honourable member’s private member’s bill. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. 
I’m not going to debate you either. 
Next question. 

EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS 
Ms. Jennifer K. French: My question is to the Pre-

mier. On March 31, temporary foreign workers in On-
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tario will go to bed as lawfully employed, hard-working, 
taxpaying residents of Canada and will wake up the next 
day as illegal immigrants. 

What conversations has the province had with the 
federal government about this new legislation? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Minister of Labour. 
Hon. Kevin Daniel Flynn: The world of work is 

changing in the province of Ontario. Obviously we try to 
maintain a good relationship with those people who are 
governing our rules at the federal level as well. We 
understand that the world of work in the province of 
Ontario is changing. 

Precarious work is more of an issue that the Ministry 
of Labour needs to deal with on an ongoing basis. We’ve 
got the workers’ centre report that came out today on 
precarious work outlining some of the situations that take 
place here in the province of Ontario. Certainly I meet 
with my counterparts, with the other Ministers of Labour 
throughout this country, and certainly I meet with the 
federal minister. We correspond on a regular basis. 

We are keeping abreast of the issue. We certainly take 
the issue seriously. It’s something that we plan to address 
as a part of the Employment Standards Act and Labour 
Relations Act review that’s taking place in the province 
of Ontario as I speak. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary. 
Ms. Jennifer K. French: To the Premier once again: 

Thousands of Ontario workers are being left in the lurch. 
Will this government co-operate with Stephen Harper? 
Will the OPP, MTO and corrections Ontario be helping 
to execute the biggest deportation in Canadian history, or 
does this government have a plan to protect these 
vulnerable workers and their families that will help them 
to have a future in Ontario? 

Hon. Kevin Daniel Flynn: I think the question was: 
“Would we co-operate with Stephen Harper?” The an-
swer is that we’ll co-operate with the federal government 
when it’s in the best interest of Ontario and when it’s in 
the best interest of employees who work in the province 
of Ontario. 

The member will know—and I know she knows be-
cause we’ve had a few conversations—that no one in this 
province should be wondering if they’ll get paid follow-
ing a hard day’s work. We have the Employment Stan-
dards Act that is in place, which has protected people in 
the past. 

The world of work is changing. I understand that, and 
certainly what we need to do is ensure that the legislation 
we have in place in the province of Ontario that covers 
workers within the province and those workers who 
come from outside the province has the sort of regula-
tions that suit the needs of the workers themselves and 
suit the wishes of the people here in the province of 
Ontario. 

MUNICIPAL PLANNING 
Mr. Peter Z. Milczyn: My question is to the Minister 

of Municipal Affairs and Housing about Bill 73, Smart 

Growth for Our Communities Act, which he introduced 
in the Legislature a few weeks ago. 

Mr. Speaker, you and most colleagues in this House 
will know that I had a 17-year career as a city councillor 
and I was chair of Toronto’s Planning and Growth Man-
agement Committee. During that time I advocated for 
many of the changes proposed in this bill. Now I’m very 
proud to be part of a government that is making meaning-
ful changes to the planning process in this province that 
will increase the accountability and transparency of local 
decision-making and improve the way for municipalities 
to fund growth through changes to the Development 
Charges Act. 

My question is to the Minister of Municipal Affairs 
and Housing: Could he explain some of the important 
changes that are being proposed in Bill 73, both to 
planning regulations and also to development charges? 

Hon. Ted McMeekin: I’d love to. I want to thank the 
member from Etobicoke–Lakeshore and note, through 
you, Speaker, that we consulted widely with stakeholders 
across Ontario. We heard that Ontarians wanted greater 
say in the planning process, and if this act is passed that 
will happen. We’ll also provide some ways to assist mu-
nicipalities to resolve disputes, and municipalities will 
have to put a parks plan in place to make sure we handle 
money in lieu of parks. I think I left myself time for a 
supplemental. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Peter Z. Milczyn: The changes that are being 

proposed in this act will, in part, allow municipalities to 
have more of the final say in local planning matters by 
restricting some of the ability to appeal certain matters to 
the Ontario Municipal Board. They’ll also provide muni-
cipalities more ability to raise funds to pay for important 
growth-related initiatives in their communities, but also 
make that far more transparent to those who pay those 
charges, be they developers or homeowners that buy 
those new properties. This was part of the Premier’s 
mandate letter to the minister. 

Mr. Speaker, through you to the minister: Can he 
please tell the House how the proposed changes to the 
Development Charges Act will actually work and what 
other changes are being contemplated to the municipal 
planning process that he might be bringing to the House 
in the coming months? 

Hon. Ted McMeekin: I deeply appreciate the mem-
ber from Etobicoke–Lakeshore’s supplemental question 
and his ongoing commitment to making things better for 
Ontario municipalities. 

I can say, through you, Mr. Speaker, that our proposed 
changes to the Development Charges Act aim to give 
more municipalities further opportunities to invest in 
growth-related infrastructure like transit and recycling. It 
would make land use fee collection systems more trans-
parent and accountable, and would support curbing urban 
sprawl in favour of livable, walkable communities that 
will help create jobs and grow our community. 

The member is right: The Premier has given me a 
mandate letter. My mandate is clear. We as a government 
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intend not only to fulfill my mandate, but the mandates of 
all members here. 

VISITORS 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member from 

Perth–Wellington on a point of order. 
Mr. Randy Pettapiece: I would like to introduce Dan 

Mathieson, who is the chair of MPAC and also the mayor 
of the city of Stratford, which is in my riding of Perth–
Wellington. Welcome, Dan. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The Minister of 
Training, Colleges and Universities on a point of order. 

Hon. Reza Moridi: Mr. Speaker, it’s my pleasure to 
welcome members and researchers from the Council of 
Ontario Universities. They are visiting the House today 
and they’re having their reception in room 228. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member from 
Nepean–Carleton on a point of order. 

Ms. Lisa MacLeod: A point of order: In reference to 
August 28, 2012, there was a unanimous resolution in 
this Legislature supported by all parties with respect to 
the cancellation of the Slots at Racetracks Program. 

Today, a provincial court has ordered the government 
as well as the OLG to produce documents related to the 
cancellation of— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): That’s actually not 
a point of order. 

Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): There are other 

ways in which you can obtain that information. This is 
not a point of order. 

There are no deferred votes. This House stands re-
cessed until 3 p.m. this afternoon. 

The House recessed from 1142 to 1500. 

INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS 

Mr. Percy Hatfield: Over the lunch hour, I encoun-
tered Councillor Mike Akpata from the town of LaSalle, 
who was here today. Mike is a member of the Windsor 
police force and, Speaker, as you know, he’ll be the 
sergeant major on parade, colour party, for the police 
memorial service that will be held on the first Sunday in 
May. Thanks to you, they’ll be doing it on the grounds 
instead of in the park. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Half introduction, 
half statement: That’s good. 

MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 

HYDRO RATES 
Mr. Randy Pettapiece: Last week, we learned that 

hydro bills are set to increase yet again. Next year, 
electricity bills will increase by a reported average of 
$137 a year, and that doesn’t take into account the two 

planned time-of-use adjustments that will hike hydro 
rates this year. It’s an increase that many individuals, 
families, seniors and businesses cannot afford. 

Electricity costs in Ontario are now amongst the 
highest in North America. Over the last four years, it’s 
reported that off-peak electricity prices have increased by 
over 50%. In 2013, the government’s own estimates 
showed that they planned to hike electricity costs 42% by 
2018. 

My constituents are fed up. Many times I’ve spoken 
up for them in this Legislature. Many times we have 
proposed sensible solutions to make hydro more afford-
able. Rather than change course, the government seems 
intent to continue making my constituents pay for Liberal 
mistakes. Instead of looking out for the people, the Liber-
als are looking out for special interests, including multi-
national wind companies. 

Skyrocketing hydro costs must be reined in. Liveli-
hoods depend on it. 

FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY OFFICE 
Ms. Catherine Fife: In 2010, the Auditor General 

reported that Ontario’s Family Responsibility Office was 
broken. The report revealed $1.6 billion in arrears and 
1,377 cases per FRO worker, compared to other prov-
inces’ 400 cases per worker. Fewer than one quarter of 
cases received attention annually. 

The Ministry of Community and Social Services 
promised that by the end of 2012, systems would be in 
place to ensure adequate case management, yet five 
months ago, CBC reported that 79% of FRO’s open cases 
are in arrears, for a total of $2.1 billion. Investment in a 
poor computer system and high caseloads leave calls 
unreturned. 

This past November, the minister was on TVO’s The 
Agenda reiterating the same old promises to cut through 
the backlog, but failed to provide any details. 

While calls from my constituents facing problems 
with FRO are increasing, the government remains unable 
to fix FRO. One constituent, Dawn-Marie, hasn’t 
received payment on her file since 2006, despite repeat-
edly providing FRO with the payor’s employment infor-
mation. As of this month, she is owed $50,000. In 
December, the payor moved to Newfoundland. They re-
solved the issue very quickly, something that this 
province hasn’t been able to do for nine years. 

Families who do not receive payment are forced to 
rely on Ontario Works to survive. Social assistance is 
already stretched. It is time for this government to fix 
FRO and stop ignoring the most vulnerable and at-risk 
citizens in the province of Ontario. 

MAX KHAN 
Ms. Indira Naidoo-Harris: I rise today on behalf of 

myself and the member from Oakville in memory of a 
dear friend, a beloved community leader and a remark-
able man who suddenly passed away this past weekend. 
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Max Khan was a devoted family man, a loving son to 
his father, Mahmood, and his mother, and a dedicated 
family member to his brother and sisters. He was also a 
devoted father to his son, and partner to his beloved Elsi. 

But Max will always be remembered by the residents 
in Oakville and Halton as a highly respected and cour-
ageous city councillor and trial lawyer. He worked 
tirelessly for the people in his community. He was a 
volunteer, an organizer and a champion for fairness, 
justice and democracy. 

I had the pleasure of getting to know Max well over 
the last few years; he helped me with both of my cam-
paigns. He was a man who exuded confidence, strength 
and integrity. He was a dynamo. When he knocked on 
doors, he didn’t walk, he ran. He loved people, loved 
meeting them and finding out about their challenges and 
trying to help them. His tireless spirit was matched only 
by his passion to create a better society and improve the 
lives of the people of Oakville and Halton. He lent his 
voice, his time and his energy to countless organizations 
throughout his community. 

Max was the kind of guy who was always there to 
lend a helping hand. He was someone who would drop 
by his mom and dad’s home for a visit, but before he left 
he would shovel their sidewalk and the neighbours’ 
sidewalks too. I can honestly say for all of us who knew 
Max that we are incredibly fortunate to have had him in 
our lives. Our thoughts and prayers are with the Khan 
family. 

KEN MONTEITH 
Mr. Jeff Yurek: Speaker, today I’d like to honour a 

constituent of mine, Mr. Ken Monteith. Ken was born 
June 26, 1938, in St. Thomas, Ontario, and grew up on 
the family farm on Fingal Line where he still resides 
today. 

Ken graduated from the Ontario Agricultural College 
in 1957 and has held various offices throughout our 
riding. From 1978 to 1980, he was a councillor and 
deputy reeve of Southwold township, and in 1980 he 
became the reeve of Southwold township. Ken also 
served as the warden of Elgin county during his time in 
municipal politics. In 1988, he decided to run for the 
federal Progressive Conservatives and was elected as the 
MP for what was then our riding of Elgin–Norfolk for the 
34th Parliament of Canada. 

This past Saturday, Ken was inducted into the Elgin 
agricultural hall of fame at the Elgin Federation of Agri-
culture Agricultural Awards night held at the CASO 
Station. Not only is Ken agriculturally accomplished 
locally but provincially and federally as well. He has 
served as the chair of the Progressive Conservative’s 
agricultural caucus and sat on the agricultural standing 
committee from 1988 to 1993. 

Ken is an active community member, sitting on the 
Agri-Food Foundation at Ridgetown College, helping 
with the International Plowing Match and is currently the 
chair of the capital campaign of St. Thomas Elgin 

General Hospital which is close to raising $13 million 
needed for our addition at the hospital. He is actively 
fundraising for the United Way Elgin-St. Thomas, the 
CASO Station in St. Thomas, and Family and Children’s 
Services of St. Thomas and Elgin. 

Ken, on behalf of the people of Elgin–Middlesex–
London, thank you, and congratulations on this tremen-
dous accomplishment. 

CAREPARTNERS 
Ms. Cindy Forster: I stand today to speak for 

OPSEU, Local 294, the RNs and RPNs who work in four 
clinics, run by the for-profit CarePartners, in my riding 
and in the ridings of my fellow MPPs in Hamilton, 
Niagara, Haldimand and Brant regions. This agency runs 
private, for-profit clinics under contract to the CCAC for 
key health services to patients: dialysis, wound, pediatric, 
diabetic and oncology care. Without these services, 1,600 
patients in the region would be in long-term care or in 
hospital. 

The employees are not getting the respect they 
deserve, and it’s impeding their ability to serve the pa-
tients with the best quality care. These nurses are paid by 
visit—piecework—rather than by the hour, with no paid 
vacation and no compensation for overtime. 

I spoke with Tristen Castro, an RPN for CarePartners 
and VP of the local, who said he and his colleagues are 
very concerned that front-line workers are being paid 
significantly less than not-for-profit agencies such as 
VON, the Victoria Order of Nurses. 

How it is that the CEO of the CCAC had $50,000 in 
raises in the past four years but this agency has not had 
any increased funds for providers in five years? Does 
profit come before quality of care? 

It’s unfortunate that CarePartners staff are left with no 
option but to strike on April 10 if a fair agreement is not 
reached. As the labour critic, a labour activist and a 
former RN, I stand in support of these nurses and their 
right to be treated with respect, and the right to a fair 
wage and a fair contract. 

UNITED WAY OF GREATER SIMCOE 
COUNTY 

Ms. Ann Hoggarth: On Friday, I had the pleasure of 
touring and making an announcement at the United Way 
of Greater Simcoe County. Director of finance and oper-
ations, John Morrison, and board treasurer, Katherine 
Campbell, have advised me that they expect to reach this 
year’s milestone goal of $2 million when officially 
closing the books today. 

Since incorporating in 1959, this United Way, which 
serves my constituents of Barrie and the other residents 
across Simcoe, Muskoka and the town of Blue Moun-
tains, has raised more than $35 million—how amazing. 

Through multi-sector partnerships and donor-dollar 
reinvestment, United Way of Greater Simcoe County 
expands the capacity of local charities to respond to some 
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of the most challenging social issues facing our growing 
region, including poverty and affordable housing, divers-
ity and inclusion, mental health and opportunities for 
youth. 
1510 

Starting April 1, United Way of Greater Simcoe 
County is committed to funding 25 programs delivered 
by 21 local agencies, including county-wide housing 
resource centres, in-school mentorship programs for 
children across Simcoe and Muskoka, and regional 
seniors’ programs to foster independence. By initiating 
successful social enterprise initiatives, including a call 
centre assisting low-income households with utility 
arrears and referrals to other community resources, they 
are a leader in non-profit best practices for revenue 
diversity. 

Congratulations to the dedicated volunteers and 
employees of the United Way of Greater Simcoe County. 

HOCKEY CHAMPIONSHIPS 
Mr. Norm Miller: I rise in the House today to recog-

nize two exceptional hockey teams from my riding of 
Parry Sound–Muskoka. I would first like to congratulate 
the 2014-15 all-Ontario champions in the midget B 
division. The BrokerLink Parry Sound Shamrocks com-
pleted the feat against the Ayr Flames in five games, 
clinching the series-winning game on home ice in Parry 
Sound this past weekend. It was Parry Sound’s first 
midget championship since 1996. Congratulations. 

I would also like to congratulate the 2014-15 all-
Ontario-champion Progressive Waste Solutions South 
Muskoka Bears. For the second consecutive year, they 
took home the title of major midget BB champs in the 
Ontario Minor Hockey Association. The Bears also 
clinched their title on home ice this past weekend in 
Bracebridge with a 4-2 victory over St. Marys. Anybody 
who has played or coached knows just how difficult it is 
to repeat as champions. I would like to recognize this 
group for accomplishing this impressive feat. 

I was able to drop the puck at the opening game of the 
final in Gravenhurst and watched one of the Shamrocks 
games in Parry Sound. I must say that it made for very 
exciting hockey. 

Finally, I would like to recognize the parents, volun-
teers and coaching staff who made this season possible 
for both teams. It is their efforts and contributions that 
helped to make the 2014-15 season such a success. 

LE RÊVE DE CHAMPLAIN 
Mme Marie-France Lalonde: J’ai le plaisir de me 

lever en Chambre aujourd’hui pour parler du lancement 
du docudrame de TFO, le Rêve de Champlain. À la suite 
d’un point de presse à l’ambassade de France, le 
lancement officiel s’est déroulé lors d’un bel événement 
au Musée des beaux-arts du Canada à Ottawa, le 9 mars 
dernier. 

J’encourage tous les membres de cette Assemblée à 
rester à l’écoute de TFO pour avoir le plaisir de visionner 
cette adaptation audiovisuelle en six épisodes. C’est une 
adaptation du livre de l’auteur et grand spécialiste de 
Champlain, David Hackett Fischer, lauréat du prix 
Pulitzer. 

Ce docudrame est un projet phare de nos 
commémorations du 400e anniversaire de la présence 
française en Ontario, et plus de 400 personnes étaient 
présentes pour célébrer ce lancement, incluant la ministre 
déléguée aux Affaires francophones, le commissaire aux 
langues officielles du Canada, le commissaire aux 
services en français de l’Ontario, la ministre fédérale du 
Patrimoine et des Langues officielles, bon nombre 
d’ambassadeurs de la Francophonie, et j’en passe. 

C’est une série innovatrice et dynamique qui capte 
l’attention dès les premiers instants. Après tout, puisque 
le sujet principal fut navigateur, cartographe, écrivain, 
ethnologue, botaniste, explorateur et diplomate, il y a 
matière à créer tout un monde captivant. Je vous invite 
donc tous à regarder les prochains épisodes, qui seront 
sur TFO tous les lundis à 21 h, et aussi à participer aux 
évènements entourant les célébrations du 400e cette 
année. 

ALEX AND TYLER MIFFLIN 
Mr. Arthur Potts: Thank you, Speaker. As a great 

fan of TVOntario, like I am, you may be familiar with 
two constituents from my great riding of Beaches–East 
York, Alex and Tyler Mifflin, more famously known as 
the Water Brothers. The Water Brothers explore the 
world, uncovering the most important water stories of our 
time. Alex and Tyler have earned accolades from eco-
experts worldwide, including David Suzuki, for bringing 
to light the many water issues that we face around the 
world, including here with Lake Ontario. 

Born and raised in the Beach, the Water Brothers grew 
up steps from Lake Ontario. Growing up, they recall 
being told not to swim in the lake, because it was too 
polluted, and this memory has stayed with them and 
carried their passion to this day. 

The brothers pitched a documentary and started brain-
storming for ideas involving environmental issues facing 
the world, and they came to realize that so much of what 
they had to think about involved stories where water was 
the most common element. Tyler is quoted as saying, 
“We didn’t get into this because we wanted to be on TV. 
We really wanted to raise awareness and educate others 
about water issues.” 

Outside of the show, the Water Brothers find other 
ways to educate and raise awareness that include en-
gaging schools and students. They’ve even scaled Mount 
Kilimanjaro to raise funds to combat the global water and 
sanitation crisis we face. They’ve been to over 30 coun-
tries on almost every continent, uncovering fascinating 
stories, and they came to realize that everywhere they 
went, people had a spiritual connection to water and a 
profound respect for it. 
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They once said that one of the biggest issues they face 
in Canada is the myth of abundance. Even though we are 
blessed to have an incredible abundance of water, we 
remain one of the largest users of water. 

I encourage you all, my colleagues and you, Mr. 
Speaker, to tune into TVO and get educated by these two 
constituents from Beaches–East York, who are bringing 
awareness to a very important element in our society. 

REPORTS BY COMMITTEES 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): I beg to inform the 
House that today the Clerk received a report on intended 
appointments dated March 31, 2015, of the Standing 
Committee on Government Agencies. 

Pursuant to standing order 108(f)(9), the report is 
deemed to be adopted. 

Report deemed adopted. 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON GENERAL 
GOVERNMENT 

Mr. Grant Crack: I beg leave to present a report 
from the Standing Committee on General Government 
and move its adoption. 

The Clerk-at-the-Table (Ms. Tonia Grannum): 
Your committee begs to report the following bill, as 
amended: 

Bill 31, An Act to amend the Highway 407 East Act, 
2012 and the Highway Traffic Act in respect of various 
matters and to make a consequential amendment to the 
Provincial Offences Act / Projet de loi 31, Loi modifiant 
la Loi de 2012 sur l’autoroute 407 Est et le Code de la 
route en ce qui concerne diverses questions et apportant 
une modification corrélative à la Loi sur les infractions 
provinciales. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Shall the report be 
received and adopted? Agreed? Agreed. 

Report adopted. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The bill is there-

fore ordered for third reading. 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON 
REGULATIONS AND PRIVATE BILLS 

Ms. Indira Naidoo-Harris: I beg leave to present the 
first report, 2015, from the Standing Committee on Regu-
lations and Private Bills and move the adoption of its rec-
ommendations. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Ms. Naidoo-Harris 
presents the committee’s report and moves the adoption 
of its recommendations. Does the member wish to make 
a brief statement? 

Ms. Indira Naidoo-Harris: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I 
would like to thank all of those who spoke and presented 
to the committee on this report. 

I move adjournment of the debate. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Is it the pleasure of 

the House that the motion carry? Carried. 
Debate adjourned. 

VISITORS 

Ms. Cheri DiNovo: Just a point of order, Mr. 
Speaker: I didn’t have a chance earlier to introduce Carly 
Ferguson, president of Ontario Captive Animal Watch, 
who is here—a trained OSPCA inspector; and Dr. Gitte 
Fenger, veterinarian. 

PETITIONS 

CURRICULUM 

Mr. Ernie Hardeman: Mr. Speaker, I have a petition 
here with the following note enclosed: “The enclosed 
petition has been signed by members of St. Mary’s 
CWL” in Tillsonburg “in the hope of parents having a 
say and in this case at least a look at what will be taught 
to their children. Thank you,” from Veronica Holly in 
Tillsonburg. 

“Whereas in 2010, the Ontario Liberal government 
promised to consult with voters before implementing a 
revised sex education curriculum; 

“Whereas since 2010, the Ontario public has not been 
given opportunity to provide feedback on proposed sex 
education changes; 

“Whereas in late October, 2014, the Ontario Liberal 
government announced that more revisions to the sex 
education curriculum would be implemented in time for 
the next school year; 

“Whereas the announced plans to consult only one 
hand-picked parent per school does not constitute broad 
public feedback on the curriculum, and therefore, the 
Ontario Liberal government is breaking its 2010 promise 
to consult with the people of Ontario; 

“We, the undersigned, do hereby petition the Legisla-
tive Assembly of Ontario as follows: 
1520 

“To publicly release the updated version of the sexual 
education curriculum that will be taught in Ontario 
schools in September of 2015 promptly; to allow parents 
and educators to review the updated curriculum and 
provide meaningful feedback to be considered by the 
Ontario government in the name of transparency and 
accountability.” 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to allow me 
to present this petition on behalf of Veronica. 
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OFF-ROAD VEHICLES 
Mme France Gélinas: I have this petition that was 

collected by Mr. Lemieux in Sudbury. It reads as follows: 
“Whereas the NDP MPP for Timiskaming–Cochrane, 

John Vanthof, has introduced Bill 46 in the Legislative 
Assembly ... so that UTVs (utility task vehicles) would 
be treated like all-terrain vehicles (ATVs) by the 
Highway Traffic Act; 

“Whereas this bill to amend the Highway Traffic Act 
in respect to UTVs was introduced on November 24, 
2014; 

“Whereas this bill will have positive economic impact 
on clubs, manufacturers, dealers and rental shops and 
will boost revenues to communities promoting this 
outdoor activity;” 

They “petition the Legislative Assembly...: 
“To vote in favour of MPP Vanthof’s Bill 46 to allow 

UTVs the same access as ATVs in the Highway Traffic 
Act.” 

I fully support this petition and will ask Natasha to 
bring it the Clerk. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
Mrs. Cristina Martins: It’s a pleasure to introduce 

this petition here today in the House. 
“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario: 
“Whereas microbeads are tiny plastics less than one 

millimetre in diameter which pass through our water 
filtration systems and get into our rivers and the Great 
Lakes; and 

“Whereas these microbeads represent a growing 
presence in our Great Lakes and are contributing to the 
plastic pollution of our freshwater lakes and rivers; and 

“Whereas the scientific research and data collected to 
date has shown that microbeads that get into our water 
system collect toxins and organisms mistake these 
microbeads for food and these microbeads can move up 
our food chain; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario as follows: 

“Mandate the Ontario government to ban the creation 
and addition of microbeads to cosmetic products and all 
other related health and beauty products; and 

“The Ministry of the Environment conduct an annual 
study of the Great Lakes analyzing the waters for the 
presence of microbeads.” 

Mr. Speaker, I couldn’t agree more. I’m going to sign 
this petition and send it to the table with Danielle. 

LANDFILL 
Mr. Ernie Hardeman: I have another petition here. 
“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario: 
“Whereas many of the resources of this planet are 

finite and are necessary to sustain both life and quality of 
life for future generations; 

“Whereas the disposal of resources in landfills creates 
environmental hazards which have significant human and 
financial costs; 

“Whereas all levels of government are elected to guar-
antee their constituents’ physical, financial, emotional 
and mental well-being; 

“Whereas the health risks to the community and 
watershed increase in direct relationship to the proximity 
of any landfill sites; 

“Whereas the placement of a landfill in a limestone 
quarry has been shown to be detrimental; 

“Whereas the placement of a landfill in the headwaters 
of multiple highly vulnerable aquifers is detrimental; 

“Therefore be it resolved that we, the undersigned, 
humbly petition the Legislative Assembly of Ontario as 
follows: 

“To implement a moratorium in Oxford county, On-
tario, on any future landfill construction or approval until 
such time as a full and comprehensive review of alterna-
tives has been completed, which would examine best 
practices in other jurisdictions around the world; 

“That this review of alternatives would give particular 
emphasis to (a) practices which involve the total recyc-
ling or composting of all products currently destined for 
landfill sites in Ontario and (b) the production of goods 
which can be practically and efficiently recycled or 
reused so as to not require disposal.” 

I affix my signature, Mr. Speaker. Thank you very 
much for the opportunity. 

LGBT CONVERSION THERAPY 
Ms. Catherine Fife: “To the Legislative Assembly of 

Ontario: 
“Whereas in 2013 the fifth edition of the Diagnostic 

and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5) 
removed transgender and gender non-conforming 
identities from the mental disorders category; 

“Whereas LGBT youth face 14 times the risk of 
suicide compared to their heterosexual peers and 77% of 
trans respondents in an Ontario-based survey had 
seriously considered suicide, with 45% having already 
attempted suicide; 

“Whereas an Ontario study found that transgender 
youth aged 16-24 have a 93% lower suicide rate when 
they feel supported by their parents in the expression of 
their gender identity; 

“Whereas LGBT conversion therapy seeks to prohibit 
gender and sexual orientation expression, has no 
professional standards or guidelines in how it is practised 
and is condemned by all major professional associations 
of health care providers; and 

“Whereas Ontario’s Ministry of Health currently funds 
LGBT conversion therapy through OHIP; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative 
Assembly of Ontario as follows: 

“That the Ministry of Health immediately cease 
funding all known forms of conversion therapy.” 
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It’s a pleasure to affix my signature to this petition and 
give it to page Japneet. 

FRENCH-LANGUAGE EDUCATION 
Mr. Arthur Potts: I have a petition here. 
“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario: 
“Whereas section 23 of the Canadian Charter of 

Rights and Freedoms guarantees access to publicly 
funded French-language education; and 

“Whereas there are more than 1,000 children attending 
French elementary schools in east Toronto ... and those 
numbers continue to grow; and 

“Whereas there is no French secondary school ... in 
east Toronto, requiring students wishing to continue their 
studies in French school boards to travel two hours every 
day to attend the closest French secondary school, while 
several English schools in east Toronto sit half-empty 
since there are no requirements or incentives for school 
boards to release underutilized schools to other boards in 
need; and 

“Whereas it is well documented that children leave the 
French-language system for the English-language system 
between grades 8 and 9 due to the inaccessibility of 
French-language secondary schools, and that it is also 
well established that being educated in French at the 
elementary level is not sufficient to solidify French-
language skills for life; and ... 

“Whereas parents and students from both French 
Catholic and French public elementary schools in east 
Toronto are prepared to find common ground across all 
language school systems to secure space for a French-
language secondary school in east Toronto; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 

“That the Minister of Education assist French school 
boards (public and Catholic) in locating an underutilized 
school building in east Toronto that may be sold or 
shared for the purpose of opening a French secondary 
school ... in the community ... so that French students 
have a secondary school close to where they live.” 

I agree with this petition, sign my name and leave it 
with page Aiden. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
Mr. Ernie Hardeman: I have a similar petition to the 

last one, but it is different. It was presented, again, with a 
lot of signatures from the great riding of Oxford. 

“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario: 
“Whereas the purpose of Ontario’s Environmental 

Protection Act (EPA) is to ‘provide for the protection and 
conservation of the natural environment.’...; and 

“Whereas ‘all landfills will eventually release leachate 
to the surrounding environment and therefore all landfills 
will have some impact on the water quality of the local 
ecosystem.’—Threats to Sources of Drinking Water and 
Aquatic Health in Canada; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 

“That section 27 of the EPA should be reviewed and 
amended immediately to prohibit the establishment of 
new or expanded landfills at fractured bedrock sites and 
other hydrogeologically unsuitable locations within the 
province of Ontario.” 

I affix my signature to this petition as well, Mr. 
Speaker. Thank you very much for allowing me to 
present it. 

HOSPITAL SERVICES 

Mr. Percy Hatfield: I have a petition to the Legisla-
tive Assembly of Ontario: 

“We request that the Legislative Assembly of Ontario 
keep the obstetrics unit open at Leamington District 
Memorial Hospital.” 

I fully agree. I will affix my name and give it to Marin 
to take up to the desk. 

EMPLOYMENT PRACTICES 

Mr. Lou Rinaldi: Speaker, I too have a petition. 
“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario: 
“Whereas some establishments have instituted unfair 

tipping practices in which a portion of tips and gratuities 
are being deducted and kept by owners; 

“Whereas employees in establishments where tipping 
is a standard practice, such as restaurants, bars and hair 
salons, supplement their income with tips and gratuities 
and depend on those to maintain an adequate standard of 
living; 

“Whereas customers expect that when they leave a tip 
or gratuity that the benefit will be going to the employees 
who directly contributed to their positive experience; 

“Whereas most establishments do respect their 
employees and do not collect their tips and gratuities 
unfairly and thus are left at a disadvantage compared to 
those owners who use tips and gratuities to pad their 
margins; 

“Whereas other jurisdictions in North America such as 
Quebec, New Brunswick and New York City have 
passed legislation to protect employees’ tips; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 

“That all members of the Legislative Assembly of 
Ontario support Bill 12, the Protecting Employees’ Tips 
Act, 2014, and help shield Ontario employees and busi-
nesses from operators with improper tipping practices 
while protecting accepted and standard practices such as 
tip pooling among employees.” 

I, too, support this petition. I send it to the desk with 
page Alycia. 
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CURRICULUM 
Mr. Ernie Hardeman: I have another petition here. It 

has been sent to me by Fatima Vieira-Cabral, from 
Woodstock. 

“Whereas in 2010, the Ontario Liberal government 
promised to consult with voters before implementing a 
revised sex education curriculum; 
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“Whereas since 2010, the Ontario public has not been 
given opportunity to provide feedback on proposed sex 
education changes; 

“Whereas in late October, 2014, the Ontario Liberal 
government announced that more revisions to the sex 
education curriculum would be implemented in time for 
the next school year; 

“Whereas the announced plans to consult only one 
hand-picked parent per school does not constitute broad 
public feedback on the curriculum, and therefore, the 
Ontario Liberal government is breaking its 2010 promise 
to consult with the people of Ontario; 

“We, the undersigned, do hereby petition the Legisla-
tive Assembly of Ontario as follows: 

“To publicly release the updated version of the sexual 
education curriculum that will be taught in Ontario 
schools in September of 2015 promptly; to allow parents 
and educators to review the updated curriculum and 
provide meaningful feedback to be considered by the 
Ontario government in the name of transparency and 
accountability.” 

I affix my signature to this petition. 

LONG-TERM CARE 
Mme France Gélinas: I have this petition that was 

collected by Mrs. Helen Benoit, from the Family Council 
Network Four. It has 410 signatures. It reads as follows: 

“Whereas Ontario ranks ninth of 10 provinces in terms 
of the total per capita funding allocated to long-term care; 
and 

“Whereas the Ontario Ministry of Health and Long-
Term Care data shows that there are more than 30,000 
Ontarians waiting for long-term-care placements and 
wait-times have tripled since 2005; and 

“Whereas there is a perpetual shortage of staff in long-
term-care facilities and residents often wait an unreason-
able length of time to receive care, e.g. to be attended to 
for toileting needs; to be fed; to receive a bath; for pain 
medication. Since 2008, funding for 2.8 paid hours of 
care per resident per day has been provided. In that 
budget year, a promise was made to increase this funding 
to 4.0 hours per resident per day by 2012. This has not 
been done; and 

“Whereas the training of personal support workers is 
unregulated and insufficient to provide them with the 
skills and knowledge to assist residents who are being 
admitted with higher physical, psychological and emo-
tional needs. Currently, training across the province is 
varied, inconsistent and under-regulated;” 

They “petition the Legislative Assembly of Ontario to: 
“(1) immediately increase the number of paid hours of 

nursing and personal care per resident per day to 4.0 
hours (as promised in 2008); 

“(2) develop a plan to phase in future increases so that 
the number of paid hours per resident per day of nursing 
and personal care is 5.0 hours by January 2015; 

“(3) establish a licensing body, such as a college, that 
will develop a process of registration, accreditation and 
certification for all personal support workers.” 

I will ask Jessie to bring it to the Clerk. 

FISHING AND HUNTING REGULATIONS 
Mr. Jeff Yurek: “To the Legislative Assembly of On-

tario: 
“Whereas the Ontario hunting and fishing regulation 

summaries are printed each year by the Ministry of 
Natural Resources and distributed to hunters and 
recreational fishermen throughout the province to inform 
them of all the relevant seasons, limits, licence 
requirements and other regulations; and 

“Whereas these valuable documents are readily 
available for hunters and anglers to keep in their 
residence, cottage, truck, boat, hunt camp and trailer to 
be fully informed of the current hunting and fishing 
regulations; and 

“Whereas the MNR has recently and abruptly 
drastically reduced the distribution of the Ontario hunting 
and fishing regulation summaries such that even major 
licence issuers and large hunting and fishing retailers are 
limited to one case of regulations per outlet; and 

“Whereas hunters and anglers do not always have 
access to the Internet to view online regulations while 
travelling or in remote areas; 

“Therefore we, the undersigned, petition the Legisla-
tive Assembly of Ontario as follows: 

“To immediately return the production of the Ontario 
hunting and fishing regulation summaries to previous 
years’ quantities such that all hunters and anglers have 
access to a copy and to distribute them accordingly.” 

I agree with this petition and affix my signature. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

ONTARIO SOCIETY 
FOR THE PREVENTION 

OF CRUELTY TO ANIMALS 
AMENDMENT ACT, 2015 
LOI DE 2015 MODIFIANT 
LA LOI SUR LA SOCIÉTÉ 

DE PROTECTION DES ANIMAUX 
DE L’ONTARIO 

Mr. Naqvi moved second reading of the following bill: 
Bill 80, An Act to amend the Ontario Society for the 

Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act and the Animals 
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for Research Act with respect to the possession and 
breeding of orcas and administrative requirements for 
animal care / Projet de loi 80, Loi modifiant la Loi sur la 
Société de protection des animaux de l’Ontario et la Loi 
sur les animaux destinés à la recherche en ce qui 
concerne la possession et l’élevage d’épaulards ainsi que 
les exigences administratives relatives aux soins 
dispensés aux animaux. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): Govern-
ment House leader. 

Hon. Yasir Naqvi: Thank you, Speaker, for recogniz-
ing me to speak on Bill 80. I will be sharing my time 
with my parliamentary assistant, the member from Scar-
borough–Rouge River, as well. 

It’s my honour to begin second reading of the Ontario 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
Amendment Act, 2015. This bill amends the Ontario 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act and 
makes related amendments to the Animals for Research 
Act. These amendments, if passed by this House, will 
prohibit the future possession or breeding of orcas in On-
tario. 

It would also enable a framework for animal welfare 
committees, or AWCs, which would ensure planning, 
protection and oversight for animal care. This includes 
access to vets with expertise in marine mammals, and en-
hanced record-keeping. 

To put these proposed amendments in context, let’s 
step back a bit. 

Members may be interested to learn that the original 
OSPCA Act was passed in this building in 1919. Indeed, 
for over 100 years, the OSPCA has been dedicated to the 
well-being of animals, saving countless animals from 
dangerous situations and improving conditions for ani-
mals everywhere. 

Our government has been working for a number of 
years to make sure all animals in Ontario are protected 
and kept safe. In 2009, this government implemented 
stronger animal protection legislation and stiffer penal-
ties, including jail, fines and a potential lifetime owner-
ship ban, for those who abuse animals. We put additional 
oversight and rules in place for roadside zoos. We re-
quired veterinarians to report suspected abuse and 
neglect, and introduced measures to protect them from 
liability for doing so. We also enabled the OSPCA to 
inspect places where animals are kept for entertainment, 
exhibition, boarding, sale or hire. We introduced added 
penalties for harming law-enforcement service animals, 
such as dogs and horses. 

In short, Ontario developed the strongest animal pro-
tection in all of Canada, with a commitment to remain 
diligent when it came to the care and protection of our 
animals. 

But we did not stop there. We continued to listen and 
we acted to make sure that our standards were as strong 
as possible. That is why in October 2012, my predeces-
sor, the Honourable Madeleine Meilleur, now the Attor-
ney General, set out a framework to further strengthen 
animal welfare enforcement, with a three-point plan. 

This plan would (1) improve province-wide enforce-
ment of animal protection measures in the OSPCA Act 
and strengthen governance of the OSPCA; (2) develop a 
registry for the province’s zoos and aquariums; and (3) 
create new regulations to further protect marine mam-
mals in captivity. 

Since that time, our government has been busy mov-
ing that plan forward with measures to strengthen animal 
protection in all parts of the province and enhance 
accountability between the government and the OSPCA. 
Our government increased our annual funding to the 
OSPCA from $500,000 to $5.5 million annually, im-
proving the OSPCA’s ability and capacity to carry on 
their good and important work. 

Let me further explain each part of this plan. 
First, we established province-wide animal protection 

enforcement. This was done by improving coverage to 
underserved areas of the province, such as rural and 
northern communities, and supporting investigative ef-
forts throughout the OSPCA network. 

We also created the Major Case Management Team 
responsible for coordinating investigations that require 
specialized expertise. This team, for example, is helping 
to crack down on and combat illegal puppy and kitten 
mills. 

We also established a province-wide toll-free hotline 
number to report suspected cases of animal abuse. This 
new toll-free number, 310-SPCA, is supported by a 24/7 
call centre with the ability to dispatch OSPCA investiga-
tors as required. The call centre’s around-the-clock 
operation ensures timely and strategic responses to com-
plaints of animal abuse and neglect across the province. 
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We’re supporting the OSPCA to conduct regular 
inspections of all zoos and aquariums, and to develop and 
maintain a registry of these facilities to support a 
minimum of twice-yearly inspections at each zoo and 
aquarium in the province. There are over 60 zoos and 
aquariums in Ontario, more than all other provinces com-
bined. 

In addition, the OSPCA agreed to provide regular 
progress reports to the government to ensure that our 
enforcement goals are being met and that the public is 
getting value for its investment. For the first time in 
history, a ministry representative now attends meetings 
of the OSPCA board of directors. 

This is a government driven by results. I’m proud, 
Speaker, to share some of the results of those measures: 
The Major Case Management Team has been deployed 
more than a dozen times since its inception; every zoo 
and aquarium in the province is being inspected at least 
twice; and more than 22,000 calls have been logged by 
the 24/7 centralized dispatch. 

Today, we begin to complete this picture. There was 
one final component to the three-point plan, which leads 
to why I’m speaking to this House today. 

Marine mammals are complex animals, and our gov-
ernment cares very deeply for these magnificent and 
complex creatures. In October 2003, we asked Dr. David 
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Rosen, a respected marine biologist with the University 
of British Columbia, to lead a team of experts to prepare 
a report on the care and maintenance of marine mammals 
in captivity. Dr. Rosen’s report is available on the Min-
istry of Community Safety and Correctional Services’ 
website. Ultimately, his report showed that our current 
standards are inadequate, what areas need new standards 
and what the elements of those standards should be. 

Let me offer some highlights from his report. 
Facilities that hold marine mammals must meet their 
physical and psychological environmental needs. Con-
sideration, for example, must be given to the environ-
ment in which marine mammals live. They must be given 
sufficient space for species-appropriate activities such as 
swimming and play. The water supply must be reliable 
and contribute to the good health and well-being of 
marine mammals. Each facility must provide suitable 
social and environmental enrichment programs. Facilities 
must ensure that marine mammals are not harmed in their 
contact with the general public. Facilities that allow 
public contact with marine mammals must have 
programs that minimize potential risks to the health and 
safety of the marine mammals and to the families who 
come out to see them. 

The UBC report has provided our government with the 
foundation to introduce new standards of care for marine 
mammals such as dolphins, beluga whales and walruses 
that will be among the best in the world. These new 
standards—which are separate from this legislation—
which I will be speaking about shortly, will be brought 
forward this summer. They will ensure both greater 
protection and improved treatment for marine mammals 
in areas such as: the size of pools used to house them; 
environmental considerations such as bacteria content, 
noise and lighting; and regulations for the handling and 
display of marine mammals. 

We’re now working with a team of expert scientists, 
animal advocates, industry and enforcement who are 
providing advice on these new standards. When these 
enhanced standards are brought forward this summer, 
Ontario will be the first province in Canada with these 
important protections. That is something we can all be 
proud of. 

It has been while looking closely at this issue and 
developing these new standards of care that we con-
cluded that orcas, sometimes referred to as killer whales, 
should be treated differently than beluga whales and 
dolphins. 

Orcas are the largest of the marine mammals in 
captivity in Ontario and anywhere else. They are over 
twice the length and four times the mass of a beluga, the 
next-largest marine mammal in captivity. They are very 
social mammals and normally live in pods of five to 30 
whales in the wild. Some pods combine to form a group 
of 100 whales or more. Orcas typically dive 500 feet or 
more and can swim up to 100 miles per day—the ap-
proximate distance from this Legislature to Belleville, 
just to put it in context. 

These unique features and the extraordinary mag-
nitude of the orca led us to determine that their well-
being in captivity would be especially difficult to ensure, 
and so we would end this practice in Ontario. As such, 
our proposed amendments to the OSPCA Act would 
immediately prohibit the possession and breeding of 
orcas in Ontario. Failure to do so could result in initial 
penalties of up to $60,000 and/or imprisonment of up to 
two years upon conviction. Upon conviction, the court 
would be able to order an entity to remove an orca from 
Ontario within a set period of time. Failure to comply 
with a court order could result in the entity being liable, 
on conviction, to a fine of up to $250,000 and up to two 
years’ imprisonment. 

Along with the proposed amendments to the OSPCA 
Act to prohibit possession and breeding of orcas, our 
government is also introducing related amendments to 
the Animals for Research Act. These amendments enable 
the prohibition against orca possession and breeding to 
extend to facilities regulated under that particular act. 
They could allow for the establishment of additional 
standards that require management, oversight practices, 
professional services, and the collecting and disclosing of 
information intended to ensure the appropriate level of 
care of an animal, including marine mammals. 

The proposed amendments to the OSPCA Act will 
also enable the requirement for zoos and aquariums to 
have animal welfare committees on location. These ani-
mal management committees are consistent with the rec-
ommendations of the UBC report by Dr. Rosen and best 
practices in research facilities that care for marine 
mammals. They will provide the necessary oversight to 
help ensure the long-term well-being of marine mammals 
in a facility’s care. 

The amendments, if passed, will establish the frame-
works for a written animal management plan, access to a 
qualified veterinarian with expertise in marine mammal 
medicine, and a written veterinary care program, which 
should include an annual physical examination of each 
marine mammal. 

In conclusion, the people of Ontario demand high 
standards of care for animals anywhere in the province, 
regardless of their habitat. With these amendments, our 
government is taking the next big step on stronger protec-
tions for marine mammals to ensure that these unique and 
complex animals receive the best possible treatment and 
care. Prohibiting the future possession and breeding of 
orcas, as part of the larger package of introducing 
enhanced new standards of care for marine mammals that 
will be among the best in the world, is something that 
Ontarians expect and these animals deserve. These 
amendments build on our government’s ongoing efforts 
to have and maintain the strongest animal protection laws 
in Canada. 

I am looking forward to hearing the debate on this 
important piece of legislation in this House. I urge all 
members to support this very important legislation that 
will ensure we’ve got a higher standard of care for our 
marine mammals in Ontario. 
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Speaker, at this point, the member from Scarborough–
Rouge River will continue the debate and speak on the 
bill. Thank you. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Rick Nicholls): I 
recognize the member from Scarborough–Rouge River. 

Mr. Bas Balkissoon: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I’m 
proud to join the minister in speaking in support of our 
government’s proposed amendments to the Ontario 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act, and 
to join the growing chorus of Ontarians and people 
around the world who are demanding better care and 
treatment for marine mammals. 
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The Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional 
Services is a large and complex organization. In addition 
to animal welfare, they are responsible for law enforce-
ment; community safety and well-being; the rehabilita-
tion and reintegration of offenders; fire safety and pre-
vention; and forensic and death investigations. 

Speaker, we get a lot of mail. Correspondence about 
animal welfare and the protection of marine mammals 
routinely tops the list. This is a real credit to our caring 
society. 

I am sure we’re all familiar with the words of Gandhi: 
“The greatness of a nation and its moral progress can be 
judged by the way its animals are treated.” Amendments 
to the Ontario Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals Act is the next important step on a journey our 
government began in 2009 by substantially amending the 
OSPCA Act. 

The path we’re on today will lead to standards of care 
for marine mammals in Ontario that will be among the 
best in the world. These standards, when they’re brought 
forward this summer, will be the result of this govern-
ment’s work and input from a special technical advisory 
group. The group is made up of animal science and 
veterinary specialists, animal welfare, business and en-
forcement stakeholders. They will provide valuable 
advice on new enhanced standards of care and how they 
should be implemented. These proposed amendments, if 
passed, will authorize the making of administrative re-
quirements in addition to these new standards of care. 

The OSPCA Act, in its present form, already enables 
the government to move forward with enhanced science-
based standards of care for marine mammals in captivity. 
It also enables the government to introduce species-
appropriate standards of care for Kiska, the sole orca in 
Ontario, currently living at Marineland, a themed amuse-
ment and animal exhibition park in Niagara Falls, On-
tario. It provides the OSPCA with the authority to con-
duct inspections and issue orders to ensure that standards 
of care are complied with. 

But the OSPCA Act does not go far enough, Mr. 
Speaker. Alongside physical considerations, including 
the size of enclosures, and environmental considerations, 
such as water quality, noise and lighting, the University 
of British Columbia report made it very clear that 
consideration must be given to administrative oversight. 

We are talking about things such as an animal man-
agement plan, access to a qualified veterinarian with 
expertise in marine mammal medicine, and a written vet-
erinary care program. This is part of what these amend-
ments set out to do. If the bill is passed, the Minister of 
Community Safety and Correctional Services’ regulation-
making authority would be expanded to enable prescrib-
ing new standards of care that address these types of 
administrative and oversight requirements related to the 
keeping of animals. 

After seeking the advice of the technical advisory 
group, the minister will then prescribe new administra-
tive requirements through regulation. Depending on the 
advice we receive, here is a detailed look at some of what 
could be addressed through this proposed new regulation-
making authority. 

If passed, the legislation would permit creating new 
standards of care that would require all zoos and aquar-
iums with marine mammals to keep a written animal 
management plan. 

One potential new standard of care could require each 
facility to have access to a qualified veterinarian with 
expertise in marine mammal medicine. This veterinarian 
could oversee a program of preventive veterinary medi-
cine and clinical care for all marine mammals. 

Another potential new standard of care could require 
each facility to have a written veterinary care program. 
This new standard could also get into the finer points of 
this type of program, including a program to be de-
veloped by a veterinarian in collaboration with other 
experts such as biologists, trainers and curators. 

The new standards of care would require the animal 
management plan, veterinary care program and all other 
information related to marine mammals’ welfare be kept 
current and available for disclosure. 

To oversee the welfare and management of marine 
mammals, the bill, if passed, may require each zoo and 
aquarium to establish an animal welfare committee. In 
addition, these new standards of care could address con-
siderations regarding human interaction with marine 
mammals at an exhibition park. All of these new 
potential standards would be enacted via regulations 
under the OSPCA Act and each would be the result from 
the technical advisory group and our assessment of that 
input. 

The bill also proposes that the breeding and possession 
of orcas will be prohibited, effective immediately. Orcas 
are also referred to as “killer whales.” Members might be 
interested to know that the orca is actually the largest 
member of the dolphin family. Related amendments to 
the Animals for Research Act ensure that facilities gov-
erned by that act are subject to the same prohibitions on 
orcas as zoos and aquariums. 

While Ontario would be the first province in Canada 
to introduce standards of care specific to marine mam-
mals, we are not the only jurisdiction considering legisla-
tion to prohibit the possession or breeding of orcas. Both 
New York and California are considering similar 
legislation. We have a responsibility to ensure the wel-
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fare of whales and dolphins held in captivity in Ontario, 
Mr. Speaker. 

If these amendments are passed, how would this 
prohibition work? There is nothing preventing a zoo or 
aquarium from going out and acquiring an orca today, 
even, although it is highly unlikely. Any orca acquired 
after this bill was first introduced on Monday, March 23, 
of this year, but before royal assent—would be granted 
six months after assent to remove the animal. Once the 
orca prohibitions take effect, any person or facility that 
acquires an orca would be immediately subject to 
charges. 

Penalties would run from up to a $60,000 fine and/or 
two years’ imprisonment upon first conviction, and up to 
$250,000 and/or two years’ imprisonment if a court order 
is subsequently ignored. The court would also be able to 
order the OSPCA to remove the orca from Ontario. In 
addition to penalties that may be imposed, the offender 
can be liable to compensate the OSPCA for costs 
incurred in relocating the orca. A $60,000 fine and/or two 
years’ imprisonment are consistent with existing penal-
ties for persons found to be non-compliant with standards 
of care. 

These proposed amendments to the OSPCA Act pro-
vide a framework for the management and oversight of 
marine mammals. It prohibits the future possession or 
breeding of orcas; it enforces stiff penalties for anyone 
who violates the prohibition—but as we all know, the 
teeth of any bill is in the enforcement. The OSPCA will 
continue to enforce compliance with standards of care. 
This bill would not grant the OSPCA additional inspec-
tion authority. However, if passed, it would grant the 
OSPCA the authority to demand that facilities provide 
records and any other information on an animal’s care 
and management within a specified time frame. This 
would ensure that the prescribed standards are being 
complied with. While currently the OSPCA can demand 
a facility’s records during an inspection of a place where 
animals are kept, this authority will be separated from the 
process of conducting an inspection. 

The bill also proposes to clarify that the OSPCA’s 
authority to inspect a facility includes all places where 
animals may be kept for the purpose of exhibition, 
entertainment, boarding, hire or sale. This includes off-
season locations. Human dwellings have always been 
exempt from this inspection authority, and they will con-
tinue to be. 
1600 

Our government has considered the impact of these 
proposed amendments. There are no significant com-
pliance costs associated with the prohibition on the 
possession and breeding of orcas in Ontario. However, 
future regulations on new standards of care for marine 
mammals, including new standards for management and 
oversight as permitted under these new proposed amend-
ments, may result in additional compliance costs. 

Still, our number one priority must be with the proper 
care and humane treatment of marine mammals. Proper 
care, management and habitat design will help the prov-

ince to address the unique challenges faced by these mag-
nificent creatures. 

Speaker, I call on all members of this House to sup-
port this piece of legislation. Hopefully, it will be passed 
very quickly. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. Todd Smith: We have no orcas in Prince 
Edward–Hastings. There’s really good fishing, though, 
on the Bay of Quinte. Actually, it’s the walleye capital of 
Ontario. If you’re in the mood for a good fishing vaca-
tion, make your way to the Bay of Quinte region, and 
you’ll enjoy yourself for sure. 

I listened with interest to the minister, and then the 
parliamentary assistant as well, on this bill. Without 
going too deep into the details—because my colleague 
from Chatham–Kent–Essex has a full hour that he’ll be 
using up this afternoon to talk about the intricacies of this 
bill and what it might actually mean in the province of 
Ontario—this is an interesting piece of legislation to 
bring out now, at a time when we have a budget that’s 
about to come out. 

Today we learned that the deficit in the province of 
Ontario isn’t getting smaller. The deficit is getting larger. 
The finance minister, at an event during the noon hour 
today, confirmed that the deficit is actually going from 
$10.5 billion to $10.9 billion for the upcoming year. So 
the deficit is getting larger. In spite of what they’re trying 
to spin over there, the deficit in Ontario is getting larger, 
which makes it more of a precarious slope that we’re on 
right now in Ontario. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): I think it’s 
appropriate to remind the members that questions and 
comments are expected, by the Chair, to relate back to 
the speech that was given, so I would ask the member for 
Prince Edward–Hastings to speak to the members’ 
remarks. 

Mr. Todd Smith: Thank you, and I appreciate that. 
Where I was going with this is, Mr. Speaker, that’s one 
killer whale of a deficit that we have in Ontario, and it’s 
something that we really should look at eliminating. 

I thank you for the two minutes to address the bill. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 

and comments? 
Ms. Cheri DiNovo: We, as New Democrats, are 

going to support this bill. We’re going to put forward a 
number of amendments. 

But I want to tell you the story of Kiska. Kiska was 
mentioned by the minister. Kiska is 40 years old. She’s 
going to live to be maybe 70 to 90 years old, so she’s 
only halfway through her lifespan. She’s a social animal. 
The OSPCA and the regulations already say that she 
shouldn’t be alone. 

Orcas have a portion of their brain that is very similar 
to humans’—in fact, it’s one of the most similar brains to 
humans’. It has a seat of emotion that we don’t see in 
other animal brains. 

To keep Kiska where she is is like keeping a human 
being in a bathtub in solitary confinement. I want you to 
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think about a lifetime spent in a bathtub in solitary 
confinement. That’s where Kiska is at. That’s why we 
have a veterinarian sitting here: Because we know that 
the facility where she is is under investigation for their 
veterinary practices by the college of veterinarians right 
now. 

Think of poor Kiska: 100% of her infants have died, 
one after the other, all in infancy. To add insult to injury, 
I just found out that on the facility’s homepage there is a 
picture of a trainer with his hand up her vagina, and that 
is not an unparliamentary word. We should be ashamed 
at the treatment of this animal. 

This bill will not change her treatment. So we need 
this ministry to act, and I know it’s their intention to do 
so. We need quick action. We need to do better for this 
orca. As she has lived out her life to date, we want to 
make sure the rest of her life is a whole lot better. I’ll be 
saying a lot more in subsequent comments. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Ms. Ann Hoggarth: Marine mammals are complex, 
diverse and magnificent creatures with unique needs that 
require the right standards of care. However, they are far 
more magnificent and awe-inspiring when they are in 
their natural environment. That is why our government 
introduced the Ontario Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals Amendment Act, Bill 80. It is very 
important that we get this bill passed. Our government is 
committed to the strongest possible standards of care and 
protection for marine mammals in captivity, because that 
is what Ontarians expect and that is what these animals 
deserve. 

The students in Ontario classrooms believe that these 
wonderful creatures deserve the best care as well. They 
are in favour of this. You might think that they aren’t, but 
my little kindergarteners, when we talked about this, 
made it very clear that they think they should be free in 
the ocean where they belong. 

Our legislation builds on existing protections and 
follows through on our government’s commitment to de-
velop the best standards and protections for marine mam-
mals in captivity. But we’re not stopping with this 
legislation; we’re taking the next step. We have consulted 
with experts, and we believe that this bill is the best thing 
for all marine animals. You have a much better look at 
marine animals on the Internet or somewhere else than if 
you’ve ever gone to Marineland—and I must tell you that 
one of the most wonderful trips our family ever had was 
to Marineland, but the part that my children liked the best 
was at the petting zoo. It was not watching poor Kiska. If 
you have ever been sprayed by that water from Kiska’s 
pool, you know that we need this legislation. You would 
walk around for the rest of the day smelling quite nasty 
because of that pool water. 

We need to pass this bill immediately. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 

and comments? 
Mr. Jeff Yurek: Speaker, I enjoyed listening to the 

opening remarks by the government on this bill. I do 

know that our critic will be speaking in the next few 
minutes on his opening in representing the official oppos-
ition of the Legislature. I do know that we’ll be taking a 
cautious, careful approach in review of this legislation to 
ensure that it’s reasonable and fair going forward. 

What I wish was being talked about here today is the 
commercial fishing industry, especially along Lake Erie, 
which has its good and bad days. I wish the government 
would take a more proactive approach with regard to the 
commercial fishing industry, especially when there’s talk 
that perhaps the quota is going to be cut 25% in zone 3 of 
Lake Erie. That is quite a concern to the local economy—
let alone knowing that the fish populations from the 
biologists from the commercial fishing industry are at the 
correct levels. 

But this bill is being brought forward in the midst of 
the government announcing their deficit increasing this 
year, as opposed to last year. I’m afraid it might be a 
little bit of a red herring to take us off target—off talk 
about debt, the deficit, hydro and the cost of living, 
which has shot through the roof in this province, making 
it harder for families and individuals to make life 
affordable and pleasant for them. We should be discuss-
ing this more often in this Legislature and making 
changes to rules and regulations and laws so that people 
can actually survive and live in this province. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): That con-
cludes our questions and comments. I look to the member 
for Scarborough–Rouge River to reply. 

Mr. Bas Balkissoon: I’m happy to provide a few 
comments in response to the member from Prince 
Edward–Hastings, who went through an elaborate pro-
cess but just mentioned the bill, probably, in two words. 
To my colleague from Parkdale–High Park, I take her 
comments seriously. To my colleague from Barrie, I 
want to thank her for all her comments and for being sup-
portive of the bill. As she said, it’s something that is 
absolutely necessary at this time. Then my friend from 
Elgin–Middlesex–London in his comments said that he is 
going to be very cautious and take a good look at it. 
1610 

I say to everyone, this is about protecting the animals. 
But as I mentioned in my deliberation, the ministry gets a 
lot of mail, and this file has probably the most mail we 
receive on many occasions. Some of you may remember 
the incident at Marineland a couple of years ago. This is 
as a result of that. The government is taking action, as 
requested by the public. 

I think this is the job we’re here for. We’re here to 
respond to the public when there’s a serious concern, es-
pecially when it comes to animal welfare. Animals can’t 
express to you their dissatisfaction like human beings 
can. We have to take the lead from the public, which has 
seen what has happened in that situation. As a 
government, we have to take the appropriate action to 
make sure we protect these animals. 

This bill is just another step in the right direction to 
provide the community with what they were asking us to 
do. We’re looking at experts in the field who will provide 
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us with a management plan and a proper care plan so that 
anyone who has one of these mammals in captivity 
would be required to do the right thing. 

Mr. Speaker, I’m happy to listen to the debate, and I 
hope that we would allow the bill to go through. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further de-
bate? 

Mr. Rick Nicholls: It’s my pleasure to rise today to 
lead off debate on behalf of the PC caucus for Bill 80, the 
Ontario Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
Amendment Act, 2015. 

First of all, I will begin by saying thank you to my 
page for bringing a couple of glasses of water. I’ll 
probably need them since I’ll be speaking for about an 
hour. Thank you for that. 

On another note, I will be looking at this at a high 
level, at the changes that the bill will bring and other acts 
that would, in fact, be impacted by this bill. 

It looks like Ontario is getting back into the business 
of prohibition—yes, in this case, prohibition of the pos-
session of, or breeding of, orcas. It would become illegal 
to possess or breed an orca here in Ontario if this legisla-
tion is passed. This prohibition does not apply to orcas 
possessed on the day prior to the bill’s introduction. 

It comes at a time, though, when Ontario finds itself 
setting all-time records for the number of orcas that were 
brought into the province last year. Actually, it was an 
all-time low of zero orcas bred or brought into Ontario 
during 2014. This exemption is essentially the Marine-
land clause, as they possess the only captive orca in On-
tario. 

At any rate, if a person just happens to acquire an orca 
after the introduction of the bill, but before royal assent, 
they would be granted six months after assent to cease to 
possess the whale. If a person acquires one after royal 
assent, they are immediately subject to charges. So to the 
countless viewers at home who are about to head out to 
purchase a whale, don’t bother. 

A person found to possess an orca acquired after the 
introduction of the bill would be liable, on conviction, of 
a fine of not more than $60,000 and imprisonment of up 
to two years. That is a really steep penalty, Mr. Speaker. 
You could find yourself being sent to Ontario’s brand-
new superjail, a model for the rest of the province: 
Toronto South Detention Centre, which has somehow 
been operational for over a year without any infirmary. 
You really don’t want to end up there. Luckily, they’ve 
started to hire medical staff—a year after opening. That’s 
great news—now it’s great news. 

But it really is astounding to see attention paid by this 
ministry to humane conditions. I say that because this is 
the same ministry that opened two new facilities for 
humans to stay in, the Toronto South and the South West 
Detention Centre, which I happened to have toured back 
in the fall because it’s down in the Windsor area, close to 
my great riding of Chatham–Kent–Essex. 

Of course, when we talk about those two new facil-
ities, they didn’t have an infirmary or mental health unit. 
Most would say that’s quite inhumane. The government 

is obviously instead focusing on getting the number of 
orcas bred or brought into Ontario down to zero, all the 
way from a staggering zero last year. 

The Animals for Research Act would also be amended 
so that the orca prohibitions would apply to registered 
research and research supply facilities, which will con-
tinue to be exempt from animal care standards in the 
OSPCA Act. There are also zero orcas being held in 
research facilities in Ontario, with none on the way, by 
the way. 

Despite all of the media focus given to the orca ban, it 
is actually only a small component of this bill. Much of 
the true impact of the bill will be found within the 
sections that seek to expand the number of powers the 
minister has without specifying what exactly those 
powers will be and if he will use those powers for good. 

This bill seeks to expand the minister’s regulation-
making authority to include prescribing administrative 
requirements related to keeping of animals, including the 
establishment of animal welfare committees, animal care 
plans, veterinary care programs and mandated record-
keeping and disclosure. In fact, Speaker, these require-
ments will come through future regulatory change. 

A technical advisory group, as has been mentioned on 
the government side, will, in fact, be established. They 
have been talking with various groups at this point in 
time. This particular advisory group will report in six 
months with suggestions for the final standards and a 
timeline for their implementation. The group is com-
prised of experts from science, industry, advocacy and 
enforcement. 

This builds on the work of Dr. David Rosen and his 
team, who were, by the way, tasked by the Ministry of 
Community Safety and Correctional Services to author a 
report in regard to developing standards of care for 
marine mammals in captivity and how best to ensure the 
most humane treatment for captive marine mammals. 
Interestingly enough, the committee specifically states in 
their report that they were not to comment on which ani-
mals can or cannot be kept safely in captivity. 

The Rosen report also makes a clear recommendation 
to follow the national standards of care and maintenance 
for marine mammals, which the province may not have 
appreciated, as they want to create their own special set 
of standards. 

The power to inspect would be amended to make it 
clear that all of the places, excluding owners’ private 
dwellings, where animals are kept, including the off-
season locations, may be inspected if the animals are kept 
for the purpose of exhibition, boarding, hire or sale. 
OSPCA inspectors would be able to demand the produc-
tion of records without physically inspecting the site. The 
ministry has claimed that inspectors currently cannot 
view records of animal care. 

Before we dive deep into the content of this bill, 
Speaker, it would be helpful to those watching this 
debate to provide some background information on 
marine mammals and orcas. In the strictest sense, a 
marine mammal would be defined as any mammal that 
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makes the sea its home for part of or all of its life. This 
category includes cetaceans. That includes whales, dol-
phins, porpoises, pinnipeds, seals, sea lions, the noble 
walrus, marine mustelids—that would be like the sea 
otter and the marine otter—and, of course, the polar bear. 

Whales are obviously marine mammals, as are dol-
phins, porpoises, seals, sea lions, manatees, the dugong 
and the sea otter. Polar bears are considered marine 
mammals but were left out of this discussion as they are 
treated more as a land animal in zoos. 

The world’s present-day cetacean fauna consists of 
more than 80 species. One of the most famous species is 
the orca, commonly referred to as the killer whale. For 
those at home who might be wondering if the killer 
whale is the one that is black and white—yes, kind of 
dressed the way I am today, in black and white. Also, 
perhaps, they may be more familiar with the movie Free 
Willy. Free Willy was, in fact, a killer whale. 

For the sake of variety, I’ll be using two terms inter-
changeably throughout my speech, simply to avoid 
saying the word “orca” hundreds of times over the next 
hour. 
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The killer whale’s exposure on television, in movies 
and at aquariums throughout the world has made the 
species an icon. As recently as the 1960s, killer whales, 
also known as orcas, were feared and persecuted. How-
ever, after a few were brought into captivity and trained, 
the public’s view of them became transformed. 

Today, these whales are much beloved. While public 
opinion and public policy in many jurisdictions is 
changing in regard to captivity, the captivity of orcas did 
play a part in the change of public perception of orcas 
that led to a decrease in the hunting of the whales as 
populations of people were able to see first-hand how 
majestic and worthy of protection they truly are. 

Killer whales are among the most well-known 
cetaceans, thanks mainly to the work of research based 
out of the west coast of North America. For more than 
four decades, these researchers have studied the pods of 
whales that live off Washington, British Columbia and 
Alaska. 

The world population of killer whales seems to consist 
of specialized subpopulations, each adapted to live off 
the resources available within its home range. In this 
sense, they share a trait with people, as we can also eat a 
wide variety of foods but tend to depend largely on what 
food can be found in our habitats. Their diet is largely 
dependent upon what is available around them, and they 
are well-suited hunters—they are, in fact, well-suited 
hunters who can readily adapt to the prey of the area. 

Inquisitive and approachable in nature, orcas can be 
observed engaging in a wide variety of activities. Both 
adults and juveniles frequently breach, making graceful 
leaps out of the water and landing on their backs, sides or 
stomachs with a noisy splash. Just like juvenile humans, 
juvenile orcas are more adventurous than their elders. 
They often attempt more dramatic twists and turns than 

adults. I believe, Speaker, that has something to do with 
age, as we humans realize the same thing. 

Spy-hopping is another activity enjoyed by orcas. 
When spy-hopping, the orca slowly rises out of the water 
until its head and most of its flippers are above the 
surface. It almost looks as if it is standing up and peeking 
out of the water. That’s actually what they’re doing. They 
can scan the horizon while spy-hopping. They then 
slowly sink back down out of sight. Several killer whales 
may spy-hop together, which would be a great sight. A 
bunch of bobbing killer whales would surely be some-
thing to see. 

The killer whale’s body is extremely robust. The aver-
age birth weight of an orca is 395 pounds, or 180 kilo-
grams. Adult weight ranges between 2.6 tonnes and nine 
tonnes. The head is conical and lacks a well-defined 
beak. The dorsal fin, situated at the mid-back, is large, 
prominent and highly variable in shape. On males, the 
dorsal fin can reach a height of three feet or six feet. I’m 
more familiar with feet and inches, Mr. Speaker, but that 
works out to about one metre to 1.8 metres. Flippers are 
large, broad and rounded. There are 10 to 14 pairs of 
large pointed teeth in both the upper and lower jaws. The 
colour pattern consists of iconic, highly contrasting areas 
of, as I mentioned earlier, black and white. 

Considered the most widespread cetacean, the killer 
whale is truly cosmopolitan and is not limited by such 
habitat features as water temperature or even depth. It 
occurs in the highest densities at high latitudes, especially 
in areas with an abundance of prey. Its movements gener-
ally appear to track those of favoured prey species or to 
take advantage of increases in prey abundance or vulner-
ability, such as during times and in areas of fish spawn-
ing or even seal pupping. 

Studies in northwest North America suggest that there 
are two genetically distinct forms of killer whale, known 
as transients and residents. Transients tend to form 
smaller pods of one to seven whales, roam over a wider 
area, feed predominantly on mammals, vocalize less fre-
quently, make abrupt changes in swimming direction, 
and often stay under water for five to 15 minutes at a 
time. I’m out of breath just thinking about that, Speaker. 
They also have more pointed, centrally positioned dorsal 
fins than residents. 

Residents, in fact, tend to form larger pods between 
five and 25 whales. They also have smaller home ranges, 
at least in summer months. They feed mainly on fish, 
vocalize quite frequently, keep to relatively predictable 
routes, and rarely stay under water for more than four 
minutes at a time. 

In killer whales there are marked differences in the 
sexes. Males are longer and bulkier than females. The 
average male length is 24 feet, or 7.3 metres. The average 
length of females is 20 feet, or 6.2 metres. There’s also, 
by the way, a great difference in the size and shape of 
their dorsal fins. 

Orcas are seen more often in cooler waters, especially 
in the polar regions, than in the tropics or sub-tropics. 
Sightings can range from surf zones to open sea, though 
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they usually occur within 800 kilometres, or 500 miles, 
of the shoreline. Large concentrations can be found over 
the continental shelf. Generally, orcas prefer deeper 
water, but are often found in shallow bays, inland seas 
and estuaries, but rarely in rivers. 

Killer whales have no regular long migrations them-
selves, but some local movements occur according to 
changing ice cover in colder regions in higher latitudes 
and food availability elsewhere, such as hunting a migrat-
ing group of prey—they’re essentially coming along for 
the ride. Stranding can happen, but is rare and usually 
involves males. Males tend to be the ones engaging in 
riskier behaviour. 

In the Antarctic during summer, killer whales position 
themselves near the ice edge and in channels within the 
pack ice where they prey on baleen whales, penguins and 
seals. It is uncertain how far or where they migrate. Some 
may remain in Antarctic waters year-round. 

In the Arctic, killer whales rarely move close along or 
into the pack ice. Researchers studying killer whales in 
Washington and British Columbia have identified resi-
dent and transient pods, although both types of pods are 
present year-round. Some occupy very large ranges. For 
example, photo identification studies have found that 
some killer whales move between Alaska and, in fact, 
California. 

The basic social unit of resident killer whales in 
Washington and British Columbia is a matrilineal group 
consisting of two to four generations of two to nine 
related individuals. These groups are stable over long 
periods of time, and all members may contribute to calf- 
rearing. A number of groups that spend much of their 
time together form what is called a pod. The largest 
resident pod in the area of Washington and British 
Columbia consists of close to 60 of these mammals. 

Resident pods greet one another by facing off in two 
tight lines and then mingling in a relaxed manner as if to 
reassure social bonds. They’re social creatures. They 
need to be around other killer whales, other orcas. This is 
similar to the observed human behaviour of school 
dances. 

Killer whales often breach and slap the surface with 
their flukes and flippers. They exhibit various responses 
to boats and other vessels ranging from indifference to 
curiosity. 

Mass strandings occur occasionally, and pods some-
times become trapped in tidal ponds or inlets. Wind-
blown or fast-forming ice can be a hazard for orcas in the 
Arctic regions. 

In the resident population off Washington and British 
Columbia, calving occurs year-round, with a peak 
between autumn and spring. Right now, as we stand and 
debate this bill right here in the Legislature, they’re at 
their peak. 
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Females usually stop producing at around 40 years of 
age. Interestingly, Kiska, the orca at Marineland, is either 
past or will soon be finished her breeding. I spoke with 
members from Marineland, and they said she is still able 

to breed. However, this bill will in fact have little effect, 
as she likely won’t be able to produce offspring 
anyway—at least, that is the assumption. Studies of 
whales in captivity suggest that gestation lasts 15 to 18 
months, so she wouldn’t really be able to anyway, 
because she’s in complete isolation right now. 

Although killer whales begin eating solid food at a 
very young age, they continue to nurse for at least a year 
and may not be fully weaned until close to two years of 
age. Killer whales eat a diet ranging from small school-
ing fish and squid to large baleen and sperm whales. 
Their prey items include sea turtles, otters, sharks, rays 
and even deer or moose, which they can catch swimming 
across channels. They’re not picky eaters, Mr. Speaker; 
that’s for sure. Although they are happy to eat a wide 
variety of foods, pods tend to specialize in hunting 
specific prey. For example, some depend largely on 
salmon, tuna or herring, while others patrol pinniped 
habitats or stalk migratory whale populations. 

To draw a comparison to a land animal, this hunting 
behaviour is similar to wolves that stalk caribou 
populations. They follow their prey through the migra-
tory range instead of residing in a specific area. 

Like most animals, killer whales need to use co-
operative hunting tactics to harass and subdue large prey. 
Despite their large size, there are certainly larger crea-
tures in the ocean, and they have to work together to hunt 
effectively. 

The same holds true when orcas hunt smaller prey. 
They also work as a team to come together and maintain 
tight balls of smaller baitfish, taking turns slicing through 
the schools of trapped fish to feed. 

Killer whales are resourceful as well. They’ve been 
known to steal fish from longlines and scavenge on dis-
carded fishery by-catch. 

Prey are often strongly influenced by their fear of 
killer whales. Pinnipeds flee from the water onto land or 
ice, and whales and dolphins move into the near-shore 
shallows or hide in cracks in ice until the coast is clear. 

Nature gives these magnificent creatures the respect 
that they deserve. They are truly awe-inspiring animals. 

While, as a species, the killer whale is not endangered, 
whaling or live-capture operations have depleted some 
regional populations. Resident and transient populations 
off Washington and British Columbia number only in the 
low hundreds and are threatened by pollution, heavy ship 
traffic and, possibly, reduced prey availability. There is 
concern that intensive whale-watching operations may, in 
fact, influence the behaviour of killer whales. 

About 8,500 killer whales are thought to reside in the 
eastern tropical Pacific, at least 850 in Alaskan waters, 
possibly close to 2,000 off the coast of Japan, and about 
80,000 in the Antarctic during summer. That’s almost 
enough orcas to form a riding. At least, Chatham-Kent is 
about 110,000 people, so there you have it. I’m sure that 
they would be in favour of this bill. 

Whalers in Japan, Indonesia, Greenland and the West 
Indies continue to hunt killer whales. While the whales 
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are killed in small numbers, the effects of hunting on 
local populations could, in fact, be substantial. 

In the wild, the killer whale is a fearsome predator 
whose diet can include huge, fast fish like bluefin tuna, in 
addition to seals, dolphins and even larger marine mam-
mals. There are even recorded instances of orcas success-
fully preying on the great whales, including blue and 
sperm whales. 

Now that I’ve finished playing the role of marine 
biologist, let’s again take a look at the work done by a 
real team of marine biologists. Yes, I’m about to intro-
duce the Rosen report. 

Before we look at the report’s considerations, we need 
to consider who put the report together. The committee 
was chaired by Dr. Rosen. 

From the report: “Dr. David Rosen chaired this com-
mittee. Dr. Rosen is an expert in the physiological and 
behavioural ecology of marine mammals,” with a bach-
elor of science in marine biology, and master of science 
and PhD degrees in biopsychology. “Dr. Rosen has 
published more than 60 studies of captive and wild 
marine mammals, including those related to bio-
energetics, nutrition, behaviour, and stress. Dr. Rosen is 
presently a research associate with the Marine Mammal 
Research Unit at the University of British Columbia 
(Vancouver, Canada), and heads the Marine Mammal 
Energetics and Nutrition Laboratory. He is an associate 
editor for the scientific journals Aquatic Mammals and 
Frontiers in Aquatic Physiology, and is the past president 
of the Comparative Nutrition Society. 

“Dr. Rosen was assisted by two colleagues that served 
as members of this committee: Dr. Heather Koopman, a 
marine mammal physiologist and Dr. Colleen Reich-
muth, a marine mammal behaviourist.” 

Clearly these are qualified experts. They delivered the 
following recommendations to the government last May. 
These are, in fact, the specific recommendations: 

“(1) We recommend additional regulation(s) to sup-
plement the OSPCA Act that are specifically tailored to 
meet the needs of marine mammals that are not currently 
covered by other relevant sections of the act. These 
recommendations for standards of care apply to all 
facilities that hold marine mammals primarily for public 
display. These can be broadly grouped into three over-
arching goals, each with a specific set of recommenda-
tions: 

“i. Facilities must demonstrate responsibility to the 
long-term well-being of marine mammals in their care. 

“a. Each facility must have an established animal wel-
fare committee. 

“b. Each facility must have a written animal manage-
ment plan that provides justification for all marine mam-
mals housed in the facility. 

“c. Each facility is required to help maintain a provin-
cial inventory of marine mammals housed in display 
facilities. 

“d. Each facility must have access to a qualified veter-
inarian with expertise in marine mammal medicine, who 
oversees a program of preventive veterinary medicine 

and clinical care for all marine mammals held in the 
facility, in accordance with professional standards of 
practice in Ontario. 

“e. Each facility must have a written veterinary care 
program. This should be developed by a veterinarian in 
collaboration with other experts (biologists, trainers, 
curators etc.), and should include an annual physical 
examination of each marine mammal.” 

I’m going to continue with this, but I also want to 
mention, Speaker, having had the opportunity to address 
this and talk with a stakeholder in the Niagara Falls area, 
where Kiska is held—I’m talking about Marineland—
they have some of the world’s finest veterinarians there. 
They care. They record everything that Kiska eats. 
Whenever medicine is required, they record everything. 
They do everything above and beyond the standards. 
They are, in fact, in my opinion, a model representation 
for other places such as Marineland throughout the 
world. That includes also SeaWorld in California. 

But I digress. Let me continue on with the Rosen 
report: 

“e. Each facility must have a written veterinary care 
program. This should be developed by a veterinarian in 
collaboration with other experts”—I think I may have 
mentioned this earlier—“and should include an annual 
physical examination of each marine mammal. 

“ii. Facilities that hold marine mammals must meet 
their physical and psychological environmental needs. 

“f. Consideration must be given to the three-
dimensional environment in which marine mammals live 
and the need to provide sufficient space for species-
appropriate activities both in and out of the water. There-
fore, it is recommended that each facility adopt a set of 
minimum space requirements that are based upon estab-
lished, internationally recognized codes. 
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“g. Marine mammals must be protected from exposure 
to noise that could cause auditory discomfort or distress 
and lead to injury. 

“h. The water supply must be reliable and contribute 
to the good health and well-being of the marine mam-
mals. 

“i. Provisions must be made for appropriate light ex-
posure, including consideration of the type, level, and 
cycle of exposure.” 

Continuing along with the report: 
“j. Each facility must provide suitable social and en-

vironmental enrichment programs. 
“iii. Facilities must ensure that marine mammals are 

not harmed in their contact with the general public. 
“k. Facilities with public contact programs must en-

sure the programs are adequately designed and outfitted 
to minimize potential risks to the health and safety of the 
marine mammals and humans. 

“l. Facilities with a public contact program must have 
a written policy that clearly identifies and addresses the 
safety issues and concerns for all participants in the pro-
gram, including the marine mammals, and specifies the 
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qualifications of those conducting the public contact 
session.” 

The second major recommendation in the Rosen 
report goes on to say: 

“(2) We recommend additional regulation(s) through 
the OSPCA Act for facilities acquiring new wild-born 
animals. These regulations are designed to protect the 
welfare of cetaceans destined for public display, either 
through foreign or domestic acquisitions, with particular 
emphasis on safeguarding the health of wild populations. 

“(3) We recommend the timely adoption of the Guide-
lines On: The Care and Maintenance of Marine Mam-
mals established by the Canadian Council on Animal 
Care (CCAC) as a specific standard of care for marine 
mammals under the OSPCA Act.” 

The government’s hand-picked expert committee rec-
ommends the following highest standards of care, set by 
the Canadian Council on Animal Care, the other CCAC. 
The purpose of the committee is as follows: 

“This committee was convened by the government of 
Ontario’s Ministry of Community Safety and Correction-
al Services in October 2013 to (1) evaluate Ontario’s 
current regulations pertaining to the care of marine mam-
mals in captivity for public display, (2) consider whether 
current regulations are sufficient to ensure the care of 
these marine mammals, and, if not, to (3) suggest how 
existing regulations could be improved. Additionally, the 
committee was asked to (4) give special consideration to 
the welfare of cetaceans in public display facilities.” 

Further, the committee explains its mandate: 
“The mandate of the committee was to address the 

first three aims concerning regulations for the care of 
marine mammals in display facilities using documents in 
the public domain, their professional expertise, and 
consultations with animal care specialists, and to evaluate 
the broader aim concerning the welfare of captive 
cetaceans using their interpretation of the best scientific 
data available, assisted by consultations with the scientif-
ic community. As a result, this report represents the sci-
entific perspective of the committee and does not include 
other viewpoints such as those concerned with social, 
ethical, political, and economic factors.” 

This is a very important distinction, Mr. Speaker. That 
means that this committee of experts left political ideol-
ogy out of the equation and instead focused on the best 
scientific data available to make informed recommenda-
tions. 

“In addition, this report does not make a determination 
as to whether cetaceans should be kept in captivity; that 
issue is beyond the purview of the committee.” 

It’s very interesting that the specific issue that the 
government is dealing with in this bill was not to be 
commented on by the government’s committee tasked 
with crafting recommendations on standards of animal 
care. We’d like to hear what Dr. Rosen’s thoughts would 
be on an orca ban and whether this would hurt the 
province’s only orca. But for one reason or another, that 
was beyond the allowed purview of the committee. 

This is not an issue that comes up frequently in our 
province, given that Ontario only has one orca residing in 
the entire province. But by looking at other jurisdictions 
that have much more experience with orcas and with 
initiating similar bills, we can learn lessons in order to 
make sure that our own legislation is sufficient. 

In April 2014, the state of California introduced some-
what similar legislation in an effort to protect orcas in the 
state. At the time of the bill’s introduction, a CNN report 
stated, “Currently, California has 10 captive killer 
whales, and seven of them were captive-born.” 

Interjections. 
Mr. Rick Nicholls: This might be very important for 

the members of the Legislature to hear, because they may 
be asked to speak to this a little bit later on. 

California has 10 times the number of orcas in 
captivity as Ontario. They also have orcas living off of 
their shorelines. They are certainly experts when it comes 
to the subject. As they say, those who do not learn history 
are doomed to repeat it. With this in mind, perhaps it 
would be wise to consider how California approached the 
issue, and what implications this approach has, as well as 
what lessons we can learn right here in Ontario. 

We feel it is prudent to take the best practices from 
around the world and make sure that we’re not leaving 
any stone unturned when it comes to creating the best 
possible animal protection legislation. Any less would be 
a disservice. 

Whales.org, an animal rights advocacy site, described 
the situation in California. Specifically, they noted that 
due to the complex nature of the issue at hand and the 
great importance of getting the legislation right the first 
time, the responsible thing to do is to wait until proper 
consultation can be done and more expert witnesses can 
lend their skills to craft a piece of legislation that is not 
only noble in spirit but in execution. 

Whales.org’s report said that it was determined by the 
state that the usual period of debate was not adequate to 
address the issues raised by the bill, and recommended 
that the bill be referred to “interim study” by the commit-
tee. Such a process would be open to all stakeholders, 
may include public hearings on the issue, and would 
result in a committee report. That report is expected at 
some point this year. 

With that in mind, we can compare the approach of 
the two jurisdictions. California is interested in taking an 
evidence-based approach and realizes that it needs to take 
the proper time necessary to get the bill right. They’re 
doing their due diligence as legislators, are bringing 
experts in for public hearings, and are open to friendly 
amendments to strengthen the bill. Here in Ontario, one 
can only hope that our government will share a willing-
ness to take the time to get the legislation right, just like 
our counterparts in California. 

We don’t want to see the government take action 
while only providing lip service to the hard science that 
is out there on this topic, as they have so far discarded 
most of the Rosen report to suit their political interests. 
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One of the largest areas of concern amongst our cau-
cus about Bill 80 is the lack of clarity regarding which 
powers the minister will be able to implement. These 
powers will be added at a later date, away from the 
scrutiny of the House. That does not mean that the 
government does not have good intentions with this bill. 
It simply means that the opposition is being asked to 
support a bill. 

These sections of the bill are basically like a connect-
the-dots picture. We’ve been given a bunch of dots and 
have been asked if we like the final picture. Since we can 
only assume what the final picture will look like and the 
ministry can connect those dots in any manner it happens 
to see fit over the summer, it’s hard to know exactly what 
the bill is calling for at second reading. 

Many of my colleagues have some real concerns about 
leaving the real changes of this bill to be brought in away 
from public scrutiny. This is especially true amongst 
members who represent rural ridings. They have legitim-
ate concerns about the lack of oversight at the OSPCA 
and are wary to grant additional powers without first 
introducing some basic accountability measures. 

The following is taken from a January 2014 Toronto 
Star article that sheds a bit of light on the recent history 
of the OSPCA, some of its shortcomings, and the govern-
ment’s role to date: “Although the OSPCA’s decisions to 
seize animals may be appealed to an independent review 
board, there is no provision for overall government 
oversight of the society.” 

This lack of sufficient oversight is something that we 
have serious concerns with, Speaker. Oversight is re-
quired at every single level of government. We trust the 
hard work done by our province’s doctors and nurses, for 
example, but we all agree that the health sector should 
have very strong oversight. 
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Likewise, animal health—and the agencies or groups 
that perform the important role of maintaining animal 
health—requires oversight. It really matters in the case of 
the OSPCA; whenever oversight is lacking, lives are put 
in jeopardy. 

The article goes on to describe the effect of this lack 
of government oversight: “Critics say this omission 
became particularly evident in 2010 when the OSPCA 
euthanized animals in its Newmarket shelter to deal with 
a ringworm epidemic that, a later investigation found, 
had never existed.” 

“Two OSPCA veterinarians who assessed the situation 
on Monday gave the final call: All the animals had to 
die.” Two OSPCA veterinarians with no oversight, as 
raised by several media reports and members of the 
opposition, made a decision that led to the unnecessary 
killing of dozens of animals. 

Let’s go back to the previous section of the Toronto 
Star article: “Although the OSPCA’s decisions to seize 
animals may be appealed to an independent review 
board, there is no provision for overall government over-
sight of the society.” Again: There is no provision for 
overall government oversight of the society. On this side 

of the House, we feel that a government should bring for-
ward basic accountability measures before expanding the 
powers of any agency, especially the OSPCA. That’s just 
good government. 

Don’t just take the word of the official opposition. On 
December 13, Animal Justice released its report OSPCA 
Act: A Better Way Forward, A Report on the Ontario 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act. 
The report had a lot to say in the interest of animals, 
those who work with them, farmers and private citizens 
who all share a common interest in protecting the health 
of the animals we care for. 

Before we get into the report and the insights and con-
cerns, it’s important to look at who Animal Justice 
Canada is. From their website: “Animal Justice Canada is 
a Canadian registered charity ... dedicated to advancing 
public knowledge of animal practices and preventing the 
abuse and killing of animals through the enforcement of 
existing laws. Animal Justice Canada Legislative Fund is 
a federally incorporated not-for-profit dedicated to advo-
cating for the humane treatment of animals.” 

This is a federally incorporated registered charity 
which devotes itself to protecting the lives and quality of 
life of animals here in Ontario and across the rest of the 
country. 

In their words, the report “provides recommendations 
for improvement that will afford all animals, including 
marine mammals, farm animals and shelter animals, 
greater protection against cruelty.” 

Animal Justice went on to say that they hoped the 
report would be an important tool in the ongoing process 
of educating the public and informing positive improve-
ments to animal protection legislation in the province. 

The current OSPCA Act, under the government, is 
simply not adequate. The discussion is often unfairly 
framed as out-of-control officers versus landowners who 
are painted as being off their rocker. They aren’t bad 
people; they’re good people operating in a crazy system, 
pitted against each other and scapegoated. By keeping 
them just out at arm’s length, the government is able to 
keep itself out of the mess when times are bad—simply 
issuing a budget to keep the group going. 

To the government’s credit, they have increased that 
budget, although some would argue the merit of increas-
ing the budget without first fixing the problems unrelated 
to money that are keeping the organization from succeed-
ing. But that would be beyond the scope of this particular 
bill before us here in the Legislature today. 

I want to quote again: “Allegations of the OSPCA 
abusing the power granted to it under the act have been 
publicly made by many landowners’ groups. 

“For example, during the public hearings regarding 
Bill 50, a speaker representing one of the landowners’ 
groups raised issue with the fact that where police offi-
cers are required to advise a suspect of his or her rights, 
the OSPCA enforcement officers have no such obliga-
tion. The speaker suggested that this allows OSPCA offi-
cers to abuse their powers by pressuring landowners who 
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do not know their rights for permission to enter onto their 
property in the absence of a warrant. 

“Landowners have also made abuse-of-power argu-
ments respecting the warrantless entry provisions of the 
OSPCA Act. For instance, the same speaker identified 
above made statements that in their own personal experi-
ence, ‘out-of-control OSPCA enforcement officers tried 
to seize all of [their] animals without warrants or proper 
cause.’” 

Again, this is a problem stemming from a lack of 
effective legislation when it comes to the OSPCA. The 
lack of an effective legislative framework not only leaves 
civilians vulnerable to potential abuse by renegade offi-
cers, but it also places the good enforcement officers in a 
needlessly risky situation. 

Animal enforcement officers also benefit from a 
clearer set of rules. It’s surely not an easy task for them 
to seize animals. It’s obviously a passionate and stressful 
situation for all involved. If they have clearer criteria, it 
has a dual benefit: increased transparency and more 
public support. By putting the rules out there for all to 
see and play by, it sheds light on the large grey area that 
animal enforcement can sometimes operate in, where 
rulings are left up to on-the-fly personal interpretations. 
In the current system, the liability is effectively placed on 
the individual OSPCA enforcement officers, who are 
forced to make personal judgment calls in a stressful 
environment, as the government has been unable to 
provide them with the proper legislative framework to 
work under to date. 

Luckily, there are people here in the province of On-
tario who take the rights of animals seriously and work 
tirelessly to improve the animal care system. I met with 
several individuals from the Ministry of Community 
Safety and Correctional Services, and it was clear just 
how much they care about the well-being of animals in 
this province and the importance of making well-thought-
out changes to improve the framework that oversees the 
entire matter. 

Many people care deeply about the health of animals. 
They’re our companions and friends and, in many cases, 
a member of our own family. A lot of people are passion-
ate about animal welfare, and a good number of these 
people could be found right here in the Ontario PC 
caucus. We stand together, Speaker, in our desire to im-
prove the legislation surrounding animal rights and the 
enforcement and protection of animals carried out 
throughout the province of Ontario. 

In November 2010, the member from Newmarket–
Aurora, Mr. Frank Klees, came to Queen’s Park with the 
intent of closing some of the loopholes in oversight and 
efficiency that led to the loss of animal life in his 
community. It was a fine example of an experienced 
MPP using their position to offer solutions to a problem 
that impacts residents and the province as a whole. We 
all benefit from a good idea. As MPPs, we should never 
let politics get in the way of a good idea. In fairness, I’m 
sure that some of the members on the government side 
may say that my description of this motion has a bit of a 

bias, considering that the member was a colleague of 
mine. Instead, let’s listen to the non-partisan animal ad-
vocates at Animal Justice Canada and their description of 
the motion. In their report, the registered charity stated: 
“Mr. Klees tabled a motion in the Legislature calling on 
the government of Ontario to review the powers and 
authority granted to the OSPCA under the OSPCA Act. 
Further, Mr. Klees advocated for specific changes to the 
act in order to ensure greater efficiency of the organiza-
tion as well as to afford greater protection to animals. 
However, the motion was rejected by the Legislative As-
sembly of Ontario.” 

We want to ensure that landowners can be protected 
from potential abuses of power and the unnecessary 
seizure of cherished and beloved animals. We want a 
clear set of rules so that those who are guilty can be 
punished for their crimes but those who are innocent will 
not have to live with the fear of potential prosecution and 
persecution. 

We also want to ensure that enforcement officers can 
perform their duties safely. Current legislation does not 
afford them as safe an environment as they can work in 
with improvements. By putting the decision squarely on 
the shoulders of individual officers, they take the heat for 
unpopular decisions. It’s not fair to the countless officers 
who carry out their work with a great degree of respect 
for both animals and their owners who share in the 
interest of their care. 

We also want to close the loopholes that allow for the 
unfortunate few officers who, in fact, abuse their power. 

Finally, we want true oversight of the area to ensure 
that problems are actually noticed and fixed quickly. 

The government is often found to be chasing its tail in 
scandal. Transparency and effective oversight end this 
cycle. 
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The goal here isn’t just to hold a press conference or 
to take a picture with a cheque or to move on to the next 
issue. That’s just pretending to solve the problem. That’s 
not what Ontarians want to see. They don’t want to see 
governments hand out hard-earned tax dollars without 
checking out the problem first. Granted, a lack of funding 
could be part of the issue, but there are several systematic 
issues that have long plagued the organization and have 
led to tragic incidents which involved the loss of animal 
life. 

While we’re talking about pets, let’s think of the prob-
lem this way: If you’re trying to pour some water in a 
bowl for your pet and there’s a problem and the bowl 
starts leaking water, you’re not going to solve the prob-
lem by continuing to stand there and pour water into the 
bowl, are you? No, that’s just useless, throwing water 
away, just like throwing money at a problem without first 
having a plan. Once again, this speaks to the importance 
of letting evidence form decision-making, instead of 
coming to a decision ahead of time and tailoring your 
information to fit that narrative. 

As I discussed earlier in my remarks, it’s incredibly 
critical that we always remember the importance of 
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science when making informed public policy decisions. 
We have seen this government throw science out the 
window in the past when it comes to animal welfare and 
safety in the province of Ontario. This government com-
pletely ignored science when it imposed a blanket ban on 
the possession, breeding, importing and transferring of 
pit bulls in Ontario. This replaced a system that permitted 
pit bulls as long as they were muzzled and leashed in 
public, spayed or neutered, or euthanized if they posed a 
real threat for attack, or following an attack. Many critics 
at the time pointed out that the blanket ban would unfair-
ly target pit bulls and not actually solve the problem. 

Animal Justice Canada was one of several groups 
representing both animal rights and owners’ rights that 
expressed criticism of the policy. Commenting on the 
breed-specific ban last year, Animal Justice stated, 
“Though intending to reduce the frequency of dog 
attacks, breed-specific legislation is problematic. It incor-
rectly attributes violent behavioural traits to breed rather 
than training and unfairly generalizes across the breed 
based on the actions of a few when all dogs are capable 
of biting.” 

The Toronto Humane Society said that countless pit 
bulls and Staffordshire terriers were euthanized as a 
direct result of the ban. The actions of the government 
led directly to the death of dogs. Again, the number was 
described as “countless” by the Toronto Humane Society 
alone. 

That said, did the ban at least work? Well, in 2010, a 
statistical survey conducted by the Toronto Humane 
Society found that the ban had not significantly reduced 
the number of dog bites in the province. When evidence 
takes a back seat to ideology in the form of public policy, 
the public suffers. But there is a better way, Speaker. If 
you leave ideology out of the matter and look solely at 
evidence and good public policy, you achieve real results 
and actually drive change. 

Animal Justice compared Ontario’s ideologically 
driven, ineffectual blanket ban policy with a well-
thought-out model that is working wonders in Calgary: 
“In contrast to the breed-specific legislation in Ontario, 
Calgary implemented a model in 2006 that uses dog 
education and stronger enforcement of bylaws to reduce 
the number of dog-related incidents and injuries. Rather 
than attributing these incidents to one specific breed of 
dog, the Calgary model asserts that misbehaviour on the 
part of any canine is the responsibility of the owner. The 
model demonstrates that by encouraging more 
responsible ownership the problem of dog attacks can be 
greatly reduced.” 

As we talk more specifically about killer whales, 
there’s only one orca in the entire province of Ontario. It 
receives daily medical care from a number of physicians 
and veterinarians. The average Ontarian spends several 
hours waiting if they want to receive emergency care. In 
my riding, many residents don’t even have a family 
doctor or even a registered nurse to see. 

Bill 80’s also much publicized section contains a 
prohibition of orca possession and breeding: “No person 

shall possess or breed an orca in Ontario.” The wording 
is very important here. There’s no room; there’s no 
flexibility. The language is very—no pun intended—
black and white. This lack of flexibility could potentially 
have a negative impact on the health of orcas. The lack of 
flexibility will certainly have negative implications for 
Ontario’s only orca. 

In all of Canada, there are only two aquariums that are 
capable of providing rehabilitative care for injured killer 
whales. A ban without any ministerial flexibility could 
consign an injured orca to death unnecessarily. This goes 
against the very basis of all sensible conservation efforts. 

As I mentioned previously, the unintended conse-
quence of the bill would be condemning Ontario’s only 
orca to a lonely end of life. Ironically, the original Toron-
to Star report that eventually led to the bill before us 
today actually spoke against the isolation of orcas, which 
the government is currently looking to enshrine into law. 
The story, written in mid-2012, stated, “Orca Kiska has 
been alone since November 2011. It’s a practice banned 
in the US and frowned on by CAZA.” 

Animal rights activists, trainers, veterinarians and the 
general public would all agree that it’s best for orcas not 
to be kept alone for the duration of their lives. As the 
article mentioned, this practice is banned outright in the 
US. In Ontario, this government is effectively looking to 
do the exact opposite thing. In the case of Kiska, as the 
bill is currently written, the government would be sen-
tencing her to a life in solitude. 

The ministry noted that Kiska is too old to move to 
another facility or even to be released into the wild. At 
this stage of her life, the most humane thing to do is to 
ensure that she is living comfortably under excellent 
standards of care. She does get excellent care; everyone 
is in agreement on this. And what about other orcas who 
are already in captivity, too old to reproduce and, for one 
reason or another, cannot be released into the wild? 
Would it not be more humane to allow these animals to 
live in the company of Kiska in the largest orca facility? 

Rules can and should be strengthened to ensure that 
top-notch care is received by Kiska and all other marine 
mammals. However, these rules should actually be to the 
benefit of animals. As written, this bill would forbid 
Kiska from ever swimming with a friend for the rest of 
her life. If passed as is, Bill 80 could very well lead to 
decades of loneliness for an animal that prefers to be 
amongst fellow orcas. 

As I mentioned earlier in my remarks, most orcas 
routinely travel with companions. Transient orcas tend to 
form smaller pods of one to seven whales, while resident 
orcas form larger pods of between five and 25 whales. 
Look, Speaker, I believe most Ontarians would support 
the spirit of the bill, but I also believe that many would 
not want to pass a bill that would guarantee that Kiska 
will never see her kind again for the rest of her life. 

There has to be a common-sense approach—there 
simply has to be. Surely, there must be an approach that 
allows for the spirit of the bill to live on while allowing 
for the possibility of at least temporary companionship or 
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emergency rehabilitation of orcas in the future. What 
happens if an orca washes up on shore after this bill is 
passed? Do they then say, “You can’t provide a home for 
an orca”? What happens then? I guess maybe that orca is 
destined for premature death. 

This tool should be for specific circumstances only 
and up to the discretion of the minister of the day and the 
experts at the ministry. That way, we can ensure that the 
true spirit of the bill comes through in the legislation 
instead of harming the health of the only whale in the 
province and, perhaps, others who may need a rehab 
stint. 

As the official opposition, it’s our duty to point out the 
consequences of any particular bill, whether they are in-
tended or unintended. In addition to concerns over animal 
welfare, this bill will certainly impact the Niagara Falls 
region as a whole. 

On September 9, 2013, in a letter addressed to Premier 
Wynne, Niagara Falls Mayor James Diodati expressed 
the city’s support for Marineland. In the mayor’s words, 
“Marineland is a major employer and a successful busi-
ness that supports Niagara Falls as an iconic, thriving 
tourism destination.” 

The Niagara Falls mayor went on to state that they are 
a leader in marketing the region, as they contribute $4.5 
million annually “to help promote our destination to the 
world.” 

Mayor Diodati ended his letter with a plea to the 
Premier: “I urge you to carefully consider the ramifi-
cations of any proposals made to the government in light 
of the importance of Marineland to Niagara Falls and our 
region.” 
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A similar letter was also addressed to the Premier by 
Niagara Falls Tourism. In their assessment of the situa-
tion, Niagara Falls Tourism stated, “The OSPCA has 
declined to lay any charges and closed its case, and 
experts from Canada’s Accredited Zoos and Aquar-
iums”—that’s CAZA—“found ‘no evidence of animal 
abuse’ at Marineland and concluded unequivocally that 
the animals at Marineland are healthy and well cared 
for.” 

The letter goes on to express support for enhanced 
care and treatment of animals, but through the use of 
well-thought-out legislation. “We all welcome thoughtful 
and well-considered legislation to enhance and improve 
the care and treatment of animals. We do not support and 
cannot support ill-considered, unscientific, unnecessary 
and thoughtless proposals that will devastate our com-
munity. A marine mammal ban imposed by the govern-
ment of Ontario will force the closure of Marineland.” 

These are the valid concerns of local leaders and 
community representatives. This bill will certainly have 
an impact on their region, and the government needs to 
be honest about this. If it feels that it is worth losing 
economic activity in the Niagara Falls area to bring this 
change forward, will the government help the Niagara re-
gion brace for the impact of lower revenue and huge job 
losses? 

That’s a question that is on my mind and on the minds 
of many other people, especially those in this Legislature, 
and one I hope the government can answer as we move 
forward. This bill is very much a work in progress, as so 
few of the eventual changes are spelled out in this legis-
lation. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Ms. Cheri DiNovo: It’s hard to know where to start. 
Let’s start by saying to the member from Chatham–
Kent–Essex that he should watch a film called Blackfish. 
He should watch the face of that orca mother as her 
children are being ripped away from her into captivity. 

He should think about the reality of an animal that is 
used to swimming miles and miles—we heard about 
diving a mile—in a pod of 25 to 30 being kept in a swim-
ming pool for her entire life. That is the fate of Kiska. 
The answer to the fate of Kiska is not to bring more 
Kiskas into that fate; the answer is to stop that practice 
entirely. 

In fact, every marine biologist in the world supports 
this stance. There isn’t one who would support what the 
member is saying. Let me talk about one of them: 
Jacques Cousteau. How about him? Let’s start with him. 
He said there is as much educational benefit in studying 
dolphins and whales in captivity as there is in studying 
humans by observing prisoners in solitary confinement. 
He said, “No aquarium, no tank ... however spacious it 
may be, can begin to duplicate the conditions of the sea. 
And no dolphin” or orca “who inhabits one of those 
aquariums or one of those marine lands can be con-
sidered” in any way in normal circumstances. 

Or Ric O’Barry, The Cove, another great movie about 
the killing of dolphins by Japanese whalers: He was up 
here, actually, and he met with the Attorney General. He 
said that it’s just appalling that the people in power 
haven’t done anything to implement the kinds of basic, 
elementary laws which exist even in developing or Third 
World countries to protect animals. 

That’s what we’re dealing with here, not to mention 
the SLAPP suits against the trainers who worked with the 
animals, against the Toronto Star, who reported on the 
trainers who worked with the animals—not to mention 
the 85,000 signatures I personally delivered to this 
House, calling upon this government for action. 

More later, Mr. Speaker. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 

and comments? The member for Northumberland–Quinte 
West. 

Ms. Lisa MacLeod: You’re the voice. 
Mr. Lou Rinaldi: Absolutely. I’ve been waiting for 

this moment all my life. 
Let me just try make some comments on the member 

from Chatham–Kent–Essex. Speaker, I did listen intently 
as he was speaking for an hour. I think we should give 
him another hour, frankly, because I was having a hard 
time making sense of what he was saying. He was all 
over the place. I thought at first it was going to be an 
educational exercise for me, but it failed. 
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Let me talk about a couple of things he said. He talked 
about comparing this legislation with what’s happening 
in California, but with more consultation. Well, we are 
going to have consultations. We’re not there yet. The 
minister did consult with stakeholders. He followed some 
of the direction from reports. 

We’re here debating during second reading. I’m sure it 
will get to committee, and a lot of input from the public 
and experts. 

I find it hard to understand how human beings are able 
to sit back and, for enjoyment, watch whales like Kiska 
in a tank. Frankly, it’s like being in prison, I would think. 
I’ve never been in prison; I don’t know what it’s like. 

Interjection: It’s the same thing, I assure you. 
Mr. Lou Rinaldi: I’m sure it’s not easy. 
For us, for a sense of some enjoyment, I’ve taken my 

kids and grandkids to aquariums, but under those circum-
stances, I’m not sure that’s what we want to see. 

Speaker, let’s get this legislation beyond this stage of 
debate. Let’s get it to committee and get the consultation 
process done, and let’s get on with it. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Ms. Lisa M. Thompson: I’m actually very pleased to 
stand up here and share some comments with regard to 
the member from Chatham–Kent–Essex and his remarks 
on Bill 80, the marine mammals act, because he has done 
his homework. He actually has met with stakeholders 
from Niagara region to understand their perspectives, so 
that the debate in this House could be balanced. That’s 
what we need. We just can’t have people ramming legis-
lation down our throats. We need a balanced approach, 
with thoughtful ideas coming forward, so that the legisla-
tion that we uphold makes sense across the board for all 
three parties. 

I find it interesting, because I did appreciate the mar-
ine biology lesson that you set off sharing with us at the 
beginning of your debate, but I really appreciated it spe-
cifically when the member spoke of the loss of oversight 
that has happened over the last decade with regard to 
how the OSPCA is conducting itself. You shared the 
example of the ringworm episode in Newmarket as a per-
fect example of how things have gotten out of hand. 

We need a government that casts oversight on all 
agencies, so that we know that the welfare of animals is 
being upheld properly. There are wonderful organiza-
tions, such as Farm and Food Care Ontario, that are 
advocates to do just that. I would encourage all parties in 
this House to utilize qualified organizations, like Farm 
and Food Care Ontario, to truly understand, embrace and 
move forward on legislation with regard to animal wel-
fare that makes sense. 

Lastly, to the member from Chatham–Kent–Essex: 
You mentioned that we stand together as a caucus, and 
that we do. We stand together as a caucus when it comes 
to upholding standards that should be addressed in this 
House, as opposed to unbalanced approaches. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. Percy Hatfield: It’s an honour to stand in the 
House and make comments after my friend from 
Chatham–Kent–Essex. I don’t know Kiska or any other 
killer whales. I have met whales in the wild. 

Let me give you a picture, Speaker: myself, a buddy 
and my father-in-law, out in a small boat, not far off the 
south coast of Newfoundland. We’re jigging for codfish 
on a really foggy day. You look around and you don’t see 
much but fog, and all of a sudden—whoosh—this sperm 
whale breaches about 20 feet from your boat. The whale 
is a lot bigger than your boat, so you can imagine what 
may have happened if that whale would have been any 
closer. 

I’ll tell you another story. We know whales are really 
intelligent creatures, as are porpoises and dolphins— 

Interjection: Manatees. 
Mr. Percy Hatfield: I don’t know about manatees so 

much. 
1720 

But my dad, one time, was out with a buddy off the 
south coast, and they were going to pick up their cod 
nets. They had their lines strung out. Well, they came 
across a dolphin that was all wrapped up in the net. Now, 
my dad’s buddy wanted to shoot it, cut off its tail fin and 
put it up over a door—like a horseshoe over a door—for 
good luck. My dad wouldn’t let him. My dad forced him 
to take the time, my dad unwrapped the dolphin from the 
net, saved him, patted him on the nose. The dolphin 
swam out about 50 yards or so, my dad said, came up on 
his tail fin and came in three times, nattering away as if 
to say, “Thank you.” 

When you see something like that—no, I didn’t see 
that; my dad related the story to me—but when you see a 
whale breach, or you see something like that on the tail 
coming in saying “Thanks,” it makes you think about 
creatures in the wild versus creatures in a pen some 
place. Thank you, Speaker. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): That con-
cludes our questions and comments. We return to the 
member for Chatham–Kent–Essex for his reply. 

Mr. Rick Nicholls: Again, I’d like to thank the mem-
bers for their contributions, the members from Parkdale–
High Park, Northumberland–Quinte West, Huron–Bruce 
and Windsor–Tecumseh. 

Since it was mentioned earlier about Marineland, 
again, I want to reiterate the fact that there were no 
charges. Their first priority is in fact the health and 
welfare of its mammals and other animals. Without that 
health and welfare of animals and so on, they wouldn’t 
be in business. Of course they support very much clear 
principles and coherent legislation which in fact ensures 
the proper care and treatment of all animals. That’s very, 
very important. 

The member from Parkdale–High Park is sensation-
alizing this element if it pertains specifically to Marine-
land. I don’t agree with that at all. There are activists out 
there, and there may be in fact activists who would seek 
the demise of any zoos. I don’t know if she has a zoo in 
her area or not. They would spell the demise of any other 
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aquariums; perhaps even Ripley’s would be the next 
thing. 

Where does it stop? This is what I call the “camel 
theory,” Mr. Speaker, where the camel is cold outside its 
camel master’s tent and he puts his nose inside and says, 
“Let me just get my nose in here so I can be warm.” And 
the next thing you know the head and then the front 
hoofs—next thing the entire camel is in there. Where’s it 
going to stop? Is it going to stop with orcas? Is it going to 
stop with other types of whales, with dolphins? Could it 
be the closure? I don’t know. 

Some of the activists out there are very much against 
this, where people can come and grow—and of course 
it’s been proven that Marineland is a huge contributor to 
the economic well-being of Niagara Falls as well. So I 
stand firm, and we stand strong as a caucus. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Speaker. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further 
debate? 

Ms. Cheri DiNovo: It’s a pleasure to stand and speak 
to this bill. 

We remember back in 2012 when the first articles—
excellent articles—appeared in the Star, written by Linda 
Diebel and Liam Casey. They were articles that outlined 
the condition of animals at Marineland. And it wasn’t 
something they invented. They’re journalists, and they’re 
good ones. It’s something that they heard from the 
workers at Marineland, the young people who were just 
earning over minimum wage there; people like Christine 
Santos, Jim Hammond and Phil Demers, who were the 
trainers, who loved the animals and took care of them. 
Absolutely, they took care of them and absolutely, they 
loved them. And that’s why they came forward to the 
Star. 

The sad reality that came from all of that is that all 
those three were fired. I’m going to talk about anti-
SLAPP legislation in a minute—which was originally our 
bill, Mr. Speaker; it was originally the New Democratic 
Party bill that brought in anti-strategic lawsuits against 
public participation—anti-SLAPP—defamation suits. 
This is a classic defamation suit that is happening against 
not only Christine Santos, Jim Hammond and Phil 
Demers, who were all workers who needed those jobs, 
who did those jobs well and who loved those animals, but 
also the Toronto Star, $7 million; the Georgia Straight, 
Digital Journal and lots and lots of other, smaller organs 
of communication that simply wanted to have a discus-
sion about how to keep marine mammals—if you’re 
going to keep them at all—in captivity, and how this 
perhaps wasn’t the way. 

So I want to dedicate my comments to them. And I 
also want to dedicate them to people like Carly Ferguson. 

Sorry, Mr. Speaker; I forgot. I believe we have unani-
mous consent to stand down the lead. I forgot to say that 
right up front. Can I ask— 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): I have to ask 
the House. The member for Parkdale–High Park is seek-
ing the unanimous consent of the House to stand down 

the lead speech on this bill for the New Democrats. 
Agreed? Agreed. 

Ms. Cheri DiNovo: Thanks, Mr. Speaker. 
I want to dedicate my comments to them and also to 

groups like Ontario Captive Animal Watch; Carly 
Ferguson here, OSPCA-trained, sitting; and Dr. Gitte 
Fenger, a veterinarian here; and all the veterinarians, in-
cluding the veterinary association itself, which is now, by 
the way, investigating the veterinarians who were part of 
this at Marineland and has been for a number of years. 

The other sad reality is that Smooshi—we all remem-
ber Smooshi. Remember Larry? Remember Kiska from 
those stories? They were brought so vividly home to us 
with those pictures. Three years after those Star investi-
gative pieces, those animals are still in the same con-
ditions. They’re still in the same place. Really, nothing 
much has changed. The water is cleaner. The tanks are 
cleaned a little bit more often. But really, nothing much 
has changed. 

You all heard me quote from Jacques Yves Cousteau. 
You heard me quote from Ric O’Barry, the narrator in 
The Cove. You heard me talk about Blackfish, that movie 
that outlined so well the condition in SeaWorld of orcas, 
where in the off-season they’re kept in sheds—in sheds. 
Imagine this creature that swims for miles, that dives, 
kept in a shed. Again, I go back to that image: Imagine 
you being kept in a bathtub in solitary confinement. 
That’s what it’s like. 

Is Kiska getting medical attention? Oh, yes, she is, 
because she desperately needs it; no animal like her can 
live in those conditions. She is heavily medicated. That’s 
the simple reality, and so would you be if you lived in 
those conditions. She has lost five of her offspring. Five 
have died, one after the other after the other. Surely this 
calls for action, and that’s what we hope we’re getting. 

There are some concerns, however, because yes, 
orcas—we think Free Willy. But there’s also dolphins 
there. There’s also belugas there. In fact, we think there 
are over 40 belugas there, and they’re breeding. Why 
would this legislation only look at orcas and not look at 
belugas and not look at dolphins, which, again, marine 
mammal experts have called for legislation around? 

But I’m hopeful—I live in hope; otherwise I wouldn’t 
do this job—that the ministry, through their regulations, 
which are going to be forthcoming, and also through their 
expert panel, will actually come back with other regula-
tions and other asks. I suspect they will. I hope it’s done 
quickly for Kiska’s sake and for all animals’ sake—not 
just at Marineland, of course, but everywhere because 
that’s what we’re talking about here. 

I want to talk about those young trainers too, because 
this is a situation that hasn’t only hurt those with fins; it 
has also hurt those with two legs. Those trainers are still, 
as I say, fighting those lawsuits just for doing their jobs. 

I’m going to read you some of the issues that have 
been raised around this bill. I was happy to hear that 
Zoocheck—we heard one of the members talk about 
Animal Justice; I’m going to be talking about them as 
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well—and other organizations are actually part of that 
expert panel. I was happy to hear that. 

I already talked about the breeding of other cetaceans 
and other marine mammals and how that should also be 
captured with this bill. The Rosen report recommended 
additional regulations for facilities acquiring new wild-
born animals, but Ontario has not acted on that recom-
mendation. I don’t see it here. What do I mean by that? 
That means that Ontario can still allow whales and dol-
phins brutally captured from the wild to be brought into 
the province. Greenland could still get belugas and dol-
phins, capture them from Russia. 

They could even purchase dolphins from the dolphin 
fishery in Japan that The Cove is based on. My goodness, 
if you never want to sleep again and have nightmares 
forever, watch The Cove; it’s awful. 

Of course, we’ve talked about Kiska and what is going 
to happen to her. That’s a primary concern: How are we 
going to deal with her? So I hope the government gives 
itself some powers to be able to deal with that. 

Talking about powers, there are concerns, of course. I 
heard what the member from Chatham–Kent–Essex said 
about the OSPCA. By the way, we, in the New Demo-
cratic Party, supported Frank Klees’s bill to have over-
sight over the OSPCA; we absolutely think it should. It is 
a private charity and, as such, as a private charity, it does 
not have to disclose its books and does not have to have 
its practices open and transparent. 
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I hope by giving this extra $5 million a year to them, 
the government will demand some accountability also—
demand them to open their books, demand to look at their 
practices and to have a say about those practices, because 
this is significant taxpayers’ money now that’s going into 
the OSPCA. 

The member from Chatham–Kent–Essex was 
absolutely right. There have been problems with the 
OSPCA in the past. We think about—it was 100 dogs 
euthanized because they had ringworm, a treatable condi-
tion. It was only the outcry from the member himself in 
Newmarket–Aurora, and from residents around there, 
who said, “Enough” that made them stop. So just giving 
money to them isn’t going to confirm that something will 
be done about marine mammals either, unless there is 
oversight. 

There is no reason that the Ministry of Community 
Safety and Correctional Services shouldn’t be that min-
istry to have that oversight; somebody has to. The Om-
budsman would be good. We like the Ombudsman and 
what he does. But somebody should have oversight over 
what the OSPCA does and what they don’t do. 

Also, of course, when they open their books as a 
private charity, that brings up other concerns, and the 
concerns are very clear. The concerns are those of any 
private charity who then we call upon to enforce rules, 
regulations or laws, and that is: Who are they getting 
their money from? Who are they getting their money 
from? Rumour has it, although, again, we don’t know for 

sure, that Marineland is one of the major contributors to 
the OSPCA. 

I ask you, Mr. Speaker, if that is the case—or any 
other facility, for that matter. We could single out any 
roadside zoo anywhere and ask: If this body, the OSPCA, 
is supposed to be auditing and enforcing rules over a fa-
cility that donates to them, is this not a conflict of inter-
est? 

Again, I go back to the ministry. The OSPCA, in all of 
its capacity, needs oversight. We have no one else to turn 
to, so we have to turn to them. But let’s make sure that 
the job is done well. I don’t fault the individual enforce-
ment officers there. I believe they have the best interests 
of animals at heart, but mistakes are made. Clearly mis-
takes were made with the 100 dogs that were euthanized, 
so let’s have some oversight. 

Talking about oversight, here’s the most frightening 
thing of all. This is so shocking that I would ask almost 
for a moment of silence, at least inhale before I say this, 
because in Ontario you need a licence for a cat, you need 
a licence for a dog, but you don’t need a licence for an 
orca or a tiger. Think about it. If I had the wherewithal, I 
could import a tiger and keep it in my backyard. By the 
way, people are doing just about that with roadside zoos, 
and we’ve had some terrific occurrences because of that. 
Members might remember the attack by a tiger from a 
roadside zoo, because there are no laws governing them. 
There’s no licensing governing them. This is appalling. 
This is ridiculous. This is dangerous, and this is the case 
here. 

I hope that one of the regulations that the ministry 
looks at with their expert committee, and I know this 
goes beyond the scope of aquariums, is to look at bring-
ing in—a couple of backbench Liberals, David Zimmer 
being one in the day, now a minister, brought in bills to 
this effect, which is that we need licensing for those who 
will have exotics and marine mammals. We need 
licensing for this. We have had enough bad experiences 
in the province. It’s ridiculous we don’t have this done; 
nothing much is going to change until we do. 

Here’s a situation that needs to be remedied. Maybe 
this is the place to do it. I don’t know. Maybe it’s beyond 
the scope of the bill, but it’s certainly an amendment that 
we, as New Democrats, will look at and will want to see 
some movement on, because, my goodness, just because 
you have a lot of money, you shouldn’t be able to get a 
whale and keep it in a bathtub. Got it, right? You 
shouldn’t be able to get a lion and keep it in your back-
yard, either. 

What else should we say? Animal Justice Canada has 
done some phenomenal work, and I want to give them a 
shout-out, as well as the Star and others who did some 
great investigative journalism. They made a series of 
recommendations about the OSPCA and about, really, 
animal welfare generally. I think they’re important to just 
go over. It’s interesting that the member from Chatham–
Kent–Essex didn’t mention the fact that they would like 
to see things change at Marineland too. 

They also want to see things change at the OSPCA. 
They want to see the separation of shelter and investiga-
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tive mandates. Again, that just makes some sense. They 
want to establish—and I’ve talked about this before—
independent oversight of the OSPCA. What else do they 
want to do? They want to amend the OSPCA Act to 
authorize preventive medical care during redemption 
periods. This means that when they take the animals in 
from wherever, when they’re seizing animals, they have 
to look after them and that they don’t charge back to the 
people whose animals they seized if, again, there was no 
fault of that—it was filed, there was no fault. That they 
establish minimum standards of care for their own 
shelters—think about it: We ask of the OSPCA that they 
establish minimum standards of care for their own 
shelters. Again, I go back to the ringworm and the hun-
dred dogs euthanized. Establish minimum standards of 
care: That seems to be kind of a no-brainer—and, of 
course, the regulatory oversight of zoos and aquariums, 
which I think needs some policy changes here. 
Hopefully, that’s going to be happening. 

So that was Animal Justice, a wonderful group of 
folks, many lawyers among them. I’ll give you another 
example, which is actually quite startling. I’m going up 
to a primate sanctuary next month to visit, among other 
primates, the Ikea monkey—remember the Ikea mon-
key?—who was seized, with good reason, from its 
owner. That same owner has gone out and gotten two 
more monkeys—two more monkeys, the same owner, 
again. I call upon the ministry, I call upon the minister, 
let’s look at the licensing and how it works for exotics, 
primates being among them. You shouldn’t be able to 
have a monkey without a licence. Come on. You prob-
ably shouldn’t be able to have a monkey at all, I think. 
Hey, maybe they’re fine someplace as somebody’s pet, 
but for heaven’s sake, let’s have some oversight, have 
some licensing, have some regulatory body looking at 
them. 

I mentioned off the top that never before in my experi-
ence of this House has a petition garnered so much 
support as the petition for changes at Marineland specif-
ically, growing out of the Star’s investigative report and 
the good work of the trainers who worked there and came 
forth; 85,000 signatures through change.org were deliv-
ered to the then Premier of the day, Dalton McGuinty. 
Here’s the sad reality, Mr. Speaker: We’re still talking 
about it. It’s three years later. It’s 2015. 

I certainly hope for speedy passage of this bill. I cer-
tainly hope that the regulations they bring forward add 
immensely to the scope of this bill, because it needs to 
happen. Ultimately, when we really think about it, what 
do we really want? We really want the best for the ani-
mals that are still there as well. We want what’s best for 
them. That may mean a number of things. I’m not the 
expert; we need to hear from the experts. We need to see 
some action. 

Back in the days when I was in seminary, as part of 
our graduation from seminary, we had to do a year-long 
stint in some facility, some institution—a pastoral stint. I 
ended up doing mine in a hospital, but SickKids was one 
of them. I knew in my heart of hearts that I couldn’t do 
that. I could not be the chaplain at SickKids. I just didn’t 

have the wherewithal. I’ll freely admit it took more than I 
have in terms of courage to deal with children who are 
suffering. Maybe children who are suffering I could have 
dealt with, but children who are being abused and caused 
to suffer by someone who has power over them, I knew I 
could not deal with, and I certainly couldn’t be forgiving 
and loving to the abuser. It’s beyond me. 

What we all can do as legislators is stand up for the 
vulnerable and the marginalized in this place, which I’ve 
tried to do, lo, these almost nine years later in a variety of 
contexts. 

Here is one of those contexts. I think we all know—
studies show—the early signs of psychopathy or socio-
pathy in children are when they hurt animals. We know 
this. We know that we have power over animals. We 
know this. We are more powerful than they are in many 
ways. It is incumbent upon us to watch what we do, to 
monitor our behaviour and the behaviour of other 
animals to look after that which we have been gifted 
with. It’s that simple. What we’re calling for here—I was 
hoping we were all of one accord. I’m not so sure after 
the comments from the member from Chatham–Kent–
Essex, but I live in hope. 
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I think that, from the government side and certainly 
from our side, we want to move forward to see something 
happen. Over here in the New Democratic Party, we want 
to have it happen a little faster, like maybe three years 
ago, but we’ll work with what we’ve got. We’re talking 
about power over the vulnerable. 

Here, again, is something where I admit I don’t have 
the wherewithal. I don’t want to go into those places and 
take pictures. I don’t want to measure the water quality. I 
don’t want to be the OSPCA officer who has to confront 
abuse when I see it. I don’t want to do that. I would never 
sleep again if I had to do that as a job. I don’t have what 
it takes. But it is incumbent upon me and, I would argue, 
all of us who have the wherewithal to stand in this place, 
in a Legislature—we don’t have to go out and do the 
dirty work. We don’t have to be called upon to be brave 
and courageous like others are—and I’m looking at two 
of them sitting here. All we have to do is the right thing 
with policy, and here’s our chance to do it. All we really 
have to do is to say something so obvious that I think it’s 
a no-brainer; anybody could agree to ban the importation 
of any more orcas to live as Kiska has to live, to stop that 
from happening again—that’s what this bill says—and to 
get together an expert panel to look at other regulations 
that are needed. And other regulations are needed. As I 
go back, hark, again: You need a licence for a dog or a 
cat. You don’t need a licence for a lion, a tiger or a 
whale. How ridiculous is that? 

The time has come, Mr. Speaker, to act—finally; my 
goodness, years later. Please, let’s get it right. Please, 
let’s listen to all the voices. Let’s listen—absolutely; I 
have no objection—to the people of Niagara Falls, to the 
people at Marineland. But let’s also listen to those people 
who have made it their lifelong duty to look after animals 
in captivity—people like Zoocheck, a wonderful 
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organization; people like Animal Justice, another won-
derful organization; people like Ontario Captive Animal 
Watch; and the veterinarian association. Let’s listen to 
them too. Let’s listen to all the voices. 

Let’s listen to the Rosen report and the recommenda-
tions therein, because they’re good ones, and let’s now 
finally put them into place, quickly—because I wish I 
could say time is running out for Kiska, but it’s not. She 
could live another 40 years in solitary confinement, in a 
bathtub. 

We’ve got to do something better. We can do some-
thing better. It’s incumbent upon us to do something 
better. Let’s do something better. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Mrs. Kathryn McGarry: It gives me pleasure to rise 
on behalf of my constituents in Cambridge to speak to 
this very important bill. I want to start out by thanking 
the member opposite for her passionate support of the 
reason behind Bill 80. 

Animal welfare is a key priority for our government. 
As has been talked about, marine animals are complex, 
diverse and magnificent creatures with unique needs that 
require the right standards of care. That’s really why Bill 
80, the Ontario Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals Amendment Act, is being introduced. It would 
prohibit the breeding and acquisition of orca whales in 
Ontario. 

Orcas are extremely complex and exceptionally large 
animals. As we’ve come to know the science better, it 
became clear to us that our government needed to enact a 
ban on the breeding and acquisition of orcas in Ontario. 
Our government feels strongly that it’s difficult to de-
velop a suitable habitat for an animal of that magnitude. 
That’s why we made the decision to prohibit the future 
acquisition and breeding of orcas in Ontario. 

Additionally, the bill would create a framework to 
establish animal welfare committees, as recommended in 
Dr. Rosen’s report. These committees would ensure plan-
ning, protection and oversight for the animals’ care—
animal care plans, if you will—and access to veterinar-
ians with expertise in marine animals, and enhanced 
record-keeping. 

Our government is putting in place the strongest pos-
sible standards of care and protection for marine mam-
mals in captivity in Canada. Our government remains 
committed to the strongest possible standards of care and 
protection for marine animals in captivity because that’s 
what Ontarians expect, that’s what these animals deserve 
and that’s what our government is committed to doing. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. Jeff Yurek: It’s great to rise and have a comment 
on the speech delivered by the member from Parkdale–
High Park. I enjoy listening to her speak on occasion, 
because she has such passion on every issue that comes 
forward. 

I’d just like her to maybe ferret out more of a direction 
with regard to how you talk about licensing for cats and 
dogs but not for lions, tigers and bears. The fact is that 

licensing for cats and dogs is just filling out a form and 
paying a fee. It has nothing to do with actually knowing 
how to properly care for a cat or dog. I don’t know. I get 
what you’re saying, but maybe tweak it a little more, to 
have a better understanding during the debate. 

I think the Windsor–Tecumseh member, Percy, talked 
about the whales he met while out fishing. They’re a 
magnificent animal to see out in the wild. I was fortunate 
enough, before I got into politics, to have a trip to Maui, 
in February, and that is the time when the whales are in 
the area of Hawaii. We had a great boat cruise. The size 
and the majesty of the creatures—there were two of them 
playing and they came right under our boat. I honestly 
thought, if they actually lifted it out of the water, that our 
boat would have been capsized. I was like, “Holy 
smokes.” 

But it’s interesting to debate this. Like I said, our party 
is definitely taking a close look at this legislation and 
taking a careful, cautious approach to ensure that it’s 
done right. 

I’m glad our critic had the hour to speak. I would have 
liked to hear you talk for an hour, but you stepped down 
to have 20 minutes. Maybe we’ll get you back, on further 
readings, or comments and questions. 

Thanks very much. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 

and comments? 
Mr. Michael Mantha: It’s always a pleasure and a 

privilege to stand up on behalf of the people in Algoma–
Manitoulin. I must admit, I didn’t particularly know 
where I stood on this issue, because although there may 
be a lot of people who care about it across Algoma–
Manitoulin, it’s not something that I’ve actually experi-
enced throughout the riding. But having said that, some-
times you have to refer back and you have to go back to 
your strengths. 

As a father, what did you do when you were from 
northern Ontario? You came down to Marineland. You 
went out and visited the orcas; you went out and visited 
the whales; and you went out to the facilities where these 
beautiful creatures were swimming in their environment. 
It reflected a couple of questions that my kids would ask 
me: “Where are they going after we leave, Dad?” So it 
made me think some more. 

Listening to what the member from Parkdale–High 
Park said—sometimes you have to stand up for the most 
vulnerable. It really clicked in to me. It just jogged 
something in my mind. 

Again, as a father, when you’re back home and you’re 
talking to your kids—would we accept walking by the 
yard of somebody who has a dog, on about a two-foot 
chain, running around in a circle? What would I say to 
my kids there? It makes you think. This makes you think. 

We have a responsibility here as legislators as to—if 
you don’t have a position and you don’t know what to 
feel, it’s your job to go out and find people who are 
passionate about the issue, to find out what it means to 
them. 

I do want to add that the powers of an animal are 
great. I need to introduce you to my dog, Abby, at home. 
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She does have control over me, and she does make me do 
certain things, and I do wonderful tricks with her. But 
she’s part of my family. She’s a family member. That’s 
the difference. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): One last 
question or comment? 

Ms. Eleanor McMahon: I’m happy to rise in my 
place today on behalf of my constituents in Burlington 
and talk about this very important piece of legislation. I, 
too, want to thank the member from Parkdale–High Park, 
who is an outstanding advocate. I always enjoy listening 
to you. We may not always agree, but I’m absolutely 
delighted to have you as a colleague, and I love to watch 
your passion for issues. It really reminds me of why I’m 
here, so thank you for your comments today. 

Of course, my other colleagues from Cambridge, 
Elgin, Algoma–Manitoulin—the member from Algoma 
was talking about his dog, and I just had to get a word in 
about my dog, Lola, who’s a friend, so, I mean, one dog 
to another, right? Lola has been my friend for 12 years 
and is part of my family too. But you’re quite right: 
These are members of our family. 

Of course, marine mammals are a completely different 
kettle of fish. As animal lovers, I know we all share an 
interest and concern in protecting our most vulnerable, 
and, of course, marine mammals are part of that conver-
sation. The member for Parkdale–High Park outlined the 
situation with the whale at Marineland. That’s why we’re 
all here to discuss this very important issue, to see where 
we agree to come to some kinds of conclusions about 
what we want to do in this regard. 

I think the Ontario Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals Amendment Act, Bill 80, is an im-
portant step forward in this regard. I hope it’s going to 
have all-party support. What I’m hearing from the mem-
bers today is an interest and concern that’s common. I’m 
particularly pleased to see the technical advisory group 
that’s going to be established, and the opportunity for 
further consultation through the Environmental Registry. 
All of our constituents will have that opportunity, and I 
know they will have something to say. Certainly the 
people in Burlington care deeply about marine animals. 
Niagara Falls is not far away from my riding, and many 
of them like to visit. I know they care deeply about the 
animals and the orcas that are there. 

The member from Windsor was talking earlier about 
orcas in Newfoundland. I saw them there as well. They 
are absolutely magnificent creatures. 

My time is up. I could talk longer, Mr. Speaker, but 
unfortunately my time has run out. So thank you, col-
leagues, for the debate today. I look forward to further 
conversation. And thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): You’re wel-
come. 

We now return to the member for Parkdale–High Park 
for her two-minute reply. 

Ms. Cheri DiNovo: Thank you to everyone who 
weighed in on this debate. 

To the person who talked about the animal welfare 
committees, that may be good, but they have to be au-
tonomous. There was an animal welfare committee at 
Marineland. It was the trainers who loved and looked 
after the animals. They spoke out. They got fired and 
they’re being sued. They were an animal welfare com-
mittee. We can’t have the same thing repeat itself. We 
need something that’s autonomous, that isn’t under the 
control of the owner, obviously. 

Licensing—the member talked about that. Of course 
it’s only a first step. It’s just a piece of paper, but at least 
it demands interaction with some body. It’s just the first 
step; oversight and enforcement are clearly the next two. 

Whales in the wild—of course, that’s where we should 
see whales. If you want to see a whale, go see it in the 
wild. You don’t see a whale in a swimming pool; you see 
the mere shadow of what could have been a whale. You 
see a whale suffering. As you heard Jacques Cousteau 
say, it’s like trying to get to know humans by watching a 
prisoner in solitary confinement. 

And children? Children need to get information about 
marine mammals. You can do it on wonderful 3D film 
technology now if you can’t get into the wild to do it. 

I also have a dog, Victoria. I have to give her a shout-
out. She has her own Facebook page. You’re all invited 
to join it. Of course, I ring with ending the breed-specific 
legislation, because my dog would be covered by it if she 
weren’t an English bull terrier. She, I’d like to say, has 
nothing in common with Don Cherry’s dog, though. She 
is a social democrat bull terrier. 

Just finally, I want to say that if we go out of this place 
with one thought, we have to walk out of this place with 
this thought: Remember Kiska. Let’s free Kiska. Let’s 
not forget Kiska. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Thank you 
very much. 

Second reading debate deemed adjourned. 

ROYAL ASSENT 
SANCTION ROYALE 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): I beg to in-
form the House that in the name of Her Majesty the 
Queen, Her Honour the Lieutenant Governor has been 
pleased to assent to a certain bill in her office. 

The Deputy Clerk (Mr. Todd Decker): The 
following is the title of the bill to which Her Honour did 
assent: 

An Act to authorize the expenditure of certain 
amounts for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2015 / Loi 
autorisant l’utilisation de certaines sommes pour 
l’exercice se terminant le 31 mars 2015. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): It being very 
close to 6 of the clock, this House stands adjourned until 
tomorrow at 9 a.m. 

The House adjourned at 1754. 
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