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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
OF ONTARIO

Thursday 24 October 2013

ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE
DE L’'ONTARIO

Jeudi 24 octobre 2013

The House met at 0900.

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Good morning.
Please join me in prayer.

Prayers.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

WASTE REDUCTION ACT, 2013

LOI DE 2013 SUR LA REDUCTION
DES DECHETS

Resuming the debate adjourned on October 22, 2013,
on the motion for second reading of the following bill:

Bill 91, An Act to establish a new regime for the
reduction, reuse and recycling of waste and to repeal the
Waste Diversion Act, 2002 / Projet de loi 91, Loi créant
un nouveau cadre pour la réduction, la réutilisation et le
recyclage des déchets et abrogeant la Loi de 2002 sur le
réacheminement des déchets.

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Further debate?

Mr. Michael Mantha: I’'m glad to be talking about
waste reduction, Bill 91, this morning, but I think I’ve
got to find a way to stop wasting time when 1I’m running
around from area to area. | was just rushing in this mor-
ning from an early-morning meeting, and it’s amazing
how fast you can run when you have to be on time to talk
about this bill. But I’m glad to join the debate this mor-
ning, Mr. Speaker, and I’ll try not to be late for the prayer
next time.

I’m pleased to stand today with one of the final re-
marks during the second reading of Bill 91, the Waste
Reduction Act, 2013. It’s important to recognize that this
is a substantial bill, a bill that affects each and every On-
tarian in their daily lives. We must move forward with
the protection of our environment, and a major part of
that is reducing our waste and creating a strategy to prop-
erly manage it.

Regardless of how much time is spent talking about
this, now is the time to act, especially when we are in a
province that sits last among the rest in the country in
terms of achieving their waste diversion goals. We can-
not wait any longer; our environment is constantly at
risk, and now—not soon; now—is the time to do some-
thing, to proceed and to move forward.

I am happy to see some of the following aspects includ-
ed in Bill 91. This bill sets diversion targets and enforce-
able standards for producers to meet. This is extremely
important. By creating a Waste Reduction Authority, we

can properly enforce waste reduction activities. This bill
allows municipalities to register with the WRA, which
will require waste producers to pay municipalities for the
collection and recycling of designated materials.

Although municipalities can negotiate the fee paid by
waste producers, this could pose challenges for many
municipalities in rural areas and northern communities.
As distances between residences in rural areas are farther,
road conditions are more challenging and weather can be
more severe, | am left to wonder whether the costs and
fees associated with this bill will be higher for those
living in rural areas.

It is good that this bill considers disposal bans, which
can be effective tools for preventing recycling materials
from going to landfills. These kinds of tools have been
used in places like BC and Nova Scotia. All British Col-
umbia regional districts have banned toxic materials from
landfills, and as more recycling options become avail-
able, more items are being restricted. Metro Vancouver
introduced new landfill bans in January 2008 that cover
all curbside recyclables and all products covered by a
provincial stewardship program as a means to signifi-
cantly reduce the waste entering regional landfills. They
are years ahead of us, Mr. Speaker.

This has proven successful for other provinces, and we
can hope for the same here at home. In 2004, the Liberal
Minister of the Environment announced that the govern-
ment’s intention was to develop a strategy for Ontario
that would divert 60% of the province’s waste from dis-
posal by 2008. That was in 2004, nine years ago—nine
years ago, Mr. Speaker.

The bill has the potential to increase diversion rates by
setting strong, material-specific targets for recycling and
diversion. The bill expands on the industrial/commer-
cial/institutional sector, which is very much welcome as
the sector is mired with very low recycling rates at 13%.

It is important to acknowledge the municipal role: the
significant infrastructure investments in waste collection
over the years and the efficiency municipalities have
shown as collectors of waste.

The bill still has a way to go. It has the potential and is
well intentioned when it talks about the potential to
increase targets for diversion rates by setting strong, spe-
cific targets. But what are those targets? They are un-
certain over what the targets will be and what the time
frame is. We need to have a plan. We need clearly out-
lined targets and a clearly outlined time frame. We need
to set a goal, and we need to put the steps and timelines
in place to start achieving these goals.
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What happened to the goal of zero waste? In the past,
this government has touted a zero-waste plan. However,
Bill 91 does not mention the aim of achieving zero waste:
the goal of protecting the environment and the goal of
protecting human health. Like many here, we are not too
old to forget the old grade school teachings of the three
Rs. The bill doesn’t recognize the importance of the three
Rs: reduce, reuse, recycle. It fails to encourage reuse,
such as a refillable deposit return container system, over
recycling. A look across the country shows that provinces
with a deposit return system have higher rates than those
without.

However, these positive aspects of the bill continue to
be Toronto-centric and urban-centric. What is the plan
for rural communities, | beg to ask? Where do the needs
of rural communities show up in this bill? How are they
addressed? How are we going to support rural commun-
ities to divert waste? How will we ensure that producers
of waste will take responsibility for waste diversion in
northern communities?

People get upset if they can’t put something into their
blue bin that they think should be recycled. They’ll call
the city and complain; they’ll call the municipality and
complain; they’ll raise the issue with city councillors. |
believe that people take these actions and initiatives be-
cause they want to protect our environment, and now
they want to protect it for future generations.

However, this mentality—the idea that people can call
their city councillors to talk about waste management
processes—doesn’t apply for Ontarians in rural areas.
Residents in rural areas don’t have blue bins. Many com-
munities are just beginning to develop waste manage-
ment facilities to incorporate and include recycling as
part of their waste management strategy. Believe it or
not, Mr. Speaker, people in many rural areas—some of
them—are still disposing of their garbage by burning it in
their backyards.

While this bill excludes burning waste from waste
diversion programs, the legal impacts of this provision
are unclear. The bill also places limitations on the burn-
ing of waste for energy. The three main problems with
incineration are that it is a very inefficient use of end
products; it has potentially negative health and environ-
mental effects; and it locks municipalities into contracts
that require them to secure a guaranteed waste stream for
years to come, which runs counter to the goal of moving
towards a zero-waste province.

0910

This bill does include a provision for all-in pricing,
which will help consumers avoid confusion. This will
also ensure that environmental costs of products are not
passed on to municipalities and taxpayers.

While people in Ontario do not necessarily spend
hours of their day at this point thinking about what the
provincial government is going to do to promote waste
reduction, we have a job to do: to create laws and to
create good policy. We have a job to ensure that policy
we are putting forward is good policy that encourages
waste reduction and also ensure that we are creating the

framework for better policies to protect our environment
for my children, your children and those to come.

I’m pleased to have had the opportunity to voice my
concerns in regard to this bill. It is a good step moving
forward, but again | need to stress the point that in north-
ern and rural communities a lot of these communities are
finding it very challenging to obtain the resources and to
come to the agreements. A lot of us are very well-con-
nected between those communities—it’s to find a stream-
line and a balance in regard to the cost. As | said in my
comments earlier, many—even our children—want to
participate in waste reduction. We know the importance
of doing this. We see that our landfills are diminishing
year after year. The challenges are coming. But in north-
ern Ontario and rural communities, we do not have the
luxury of having all of this available to us and all of those
resources. So I’'m looking forward to having those dis-
cussions, and I’m pleased that you were here this mor-
ning to listen to the comments that | had. Thank you very
much.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments.

Mr. Mike Colle: | was listening attentively to the
member for Algoma—Manitoulin, with his attempt to
recover from his run up the stairs. | think he made some
very valid and insightful points in terms of the challenges
and the reality of waste diversion in Ontario. There’s no
doubt that we have ongoing challenges, and this is an
attempt, this bill, to try to meet some of these challenges.

I know that there is a reality difference between rural
and urban Ontario in terms of waste diversion. He’s so
right; there are special challenges in the north that we
need to address to make them able to do their waste
diversion.

I know that in Toronto one of the things that has
worked—almost accidentally—in terms of waste diver-
sion is that for about a decade our blue boxes in Toronto
were filled with wine and booze bottles. It seemed that all
the glass that was coming from the blue box was in these
bottles, and they were contaminating the waste stream.
Then there was a change that allowed the Beer Stores to
collect wine and beer bottles.

When that change was made, almost without any gov-
ernment intervention whatsoever, except that small change
allowing the Beer Stores to participate, we had—over-
night, almost—all of the beer bottles, wine bottles and
booze bottles gone. Almost overnight they disappeared,
because what was happening was that people in Toronto
saw an opportunity, basically, to return those bottles and
get a refund at the Beer Store for each bottle. So individ-
uals who perhaps had a hard time finding a job or were
essentially living on the margins, every day in Toronto
when the blue boxes are out, are going door to door, tak-
ing the wine and liquor bottles out of the blue boxes and
returning them.

The Beer Stores have almost become recycling stores.
There are more people in there, | think, recycling bottles
and getting a return than there are buying beer, most
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times I’ve been there. So that has helped, and that was
just one of the almost unintended consequences.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments.

Mr. John O’Toole: It’s always a pleasure to listen to
the member and the perspective from Algoma—Manitou-
lin, because he does effectively represent the interests
and perspective of his riding.

I generally agree with his theme; definitely, you can’t
throw the whole baby out with the bathwater here. But
our critic on this and his staff, Shane Buckingham and
others who have worked on it—the member from Kitch-
ener—Conestoga, Mr. Harris—have done a phenomenal
job of dissecting this Bill 91, which is really a bit of a
shell, technically. That’s the real disappointment here.
Really, the evidence is before all of us. For instance, the
member said that the largest amount of the waste stream
is the ICI sector, the industrial-commercial sector; in fact,
it’s 50% of all the waste. There are solutions for that
stream on the waste stream. But really, what’s the per-
formance of the government after 10 years? Well, | think
they were at the 20% level of recycling ICI waste. What
is it today? It’s 12%. The measure of the laudable goal of
zero waste—that’s very laudable, but let’s measure the
outcome after 10 years. How is it working, all this action,
or lack of it? You see it right across the spectrum on this
file, and now we’re seeing it on the energy file. It’s just
tragic. They’ve ruined the entire file. Now we’re paying
more and using less. Do you understand? Because we
can’t afford it.

| want to stay on topic here, because | think there are a
couple of parts in the bill that he had mentioned. He
mentioned the all-in costing. Well, what’s happening to
the consumer? You’re not going to know what it costs.
It’s going to be more, though; it’s going to be buried in
the price. So there’s no accountability, no transparency
now. That’s the deal. This is just another barrier to the
consumer, and he said he doesn’t want to pass it on to the
consumer. It’s not going to be a tax anymore, but it’s in
the price, which is a tax. It’s tragic, what they’re doing
here.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further
questions and comments?

Mr. John Vanthof: It’s always an honour to be able
to speak in this House, particularly to follow on the
comments of the member from Algoma—Manitoulin
regarding the waste diversion act. As always, he puts a
lot of focus on his riding and the problems that people in
his riding will face. | always like to be able to follow
him, because his riding and my riding have a lot of
similarities. A lot of the things about waste diversion and
waste reduction don’t work in a sparsely populated area.
There’s even a difference between rural southern Ontario
and northern Ontario. The population is completely,
completely different.

We do need to do something. Something comes to
mind: Before | came to this place, a long time ago, we
were involved in a big fight about a landfill, the Adams
mine landfill in northern Ontario. We spent a lot of time
at consultation hearings talking about the numbers for

waste reduction. This was a long time ago—10, 15 years
ago—and the numbers haven’t changed. So, obviously,
something has to be done. | think all three parties can
agree something has to be done. There are obviously very
big differences of opinion on what has to be done.

The one thing in this bill that bothers us considerably
is the creation of a waste management authority which is
unaccountable. It’s a step removed, again, from this
Legislature; it’s not accountable to the Auditor General.
Why are we doing this again? We know the problems
that this House has encountered, that that government has
encountered, by creating third-party unaccountable quasi-
government organizations. Why are we doing this again?

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments?

Mr. John Fraser: It was a pleasure to hear the mem-
ber from Algoma—Manitoulin recover from his run up the
stairs and speak very eloquently about the concerns in his
riding with recycling and waste. |1 was also pleased to
hear from the member from Durham, who said we
shouldn’t be throwing the baby out with the bathwater. |
want to go on in that theme a bit. In Ottawa and Ottawa
South we have a green box program which we just start-
ed about two years ago. It’s meeting some success right
now. We went to—

Interjection.

Mr. John Fraser: There we go. We went to biweekly
garbage pickup now. People are saying, “It’s not going to
work. We shouldn’t be doing this. There are all sorts of
reasons why we shouldn’t be moving forward with this.”
The program is gaining in success.

0920

What this bill does—it doesn’t speak to the green box
program, but it speaks to the blue box program, which
enables municipalities to have a more stable stream of
funding and control over their blue box and less burden
on the municipal taxpayer. As well, the bill clearly
defines what the roles are of each level of government
and producers and municipalities.

Again, | agree with the member from Durham. We
shouldn’t throw the baby out with the bathwater. We all
agree that this is something we need to do; we need to
move forward. Will we need to do other things, like we
do in many social endeavours we take forward as a gov-
ernment and as a legislative body? Yes, of course.

I’m glad to speak in support of Bill 91.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further
debate?

Interjection.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): My
apologies. The member for Algoma—Manitoulin, a two-
minute response.

Mr. Michael Mantha: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Were
you running into the House, to0?

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): It’s
been a long week.

Mr. Michael Mantha: It’s been a long week for all of
us. Actually, I started my day on the right foot, and it’s
going to be a very long day.
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To the member for Eglinton—Lawrence, I’m pleased to
hear that you understand the realities of the challenges
between rural and urban. You talked a lot about the col-
lection of beer bottles and wine bottles. We have a differ-
ent collection in my area. A lot of those collections are
done for fundraising. People actually keep their beer bot-
tles at home—keep all of that at home—Dbecause at the
end of the month or every other fundraising opportunity,
every organization—they schedule themselves to go
around the small communities in order to fundraise for
their activities. That’s one of our ways of diverting waste
and getting fundraising for them. I’m glad that what’s
happening in your area works for you, but for us, it’s a
little bit different. We use it in a different way.

The member from Durham said some very good
words, and there’s a lot of them that we can actually
agree on—you know, the transparency and accountability
of this government. You’re absolutely right: There are
things we can agree on. But you can’t discount taking a
step forward. This is something that, yes, is moving a
step forward, and it is going to help. It’s not going to cure
everything and we have to work at it, but you can’t just
say no and not move forward on the issues. You have to
take that step forward and be willing to take that step
forward.

The member from Timiskaming—Cochrane has cham-
pioned a lot of issues in his area, and | always enjoy
sitting at the table when we’re in caucus and having a lot
of our discussions, because that’s essentially what we,
from small northern Ontario communities, always bring
forward to discussions and the debate.

To the member from Ottawa South, I’'m glad that the
green box program is working for you, because you have
the capacity. The biggest challenge we have in northern
Ontario is that we don’t have that capacity yet. We need
to structure a way where we can connect all of our com-
munities, address the question about distances between
those communities and then we’ll move with it.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further
debate?

Mr. Jack MacLaren: | would like to speak to Bill 91,
and | would like to start off by saying that unfortunately
our party will not be able to support this bill because it’s
not quite right.

I would like to point out what the shortcomings of this
bill are. It really doesn’t change anything at Waste Diver-
sion Ontario; it just gives it a new name. It creates new,
bigger taxes, and it creates more bureaucracy with gar-
bage police, and they’re unaccountable.

We know, from the history of unaccountable agencies
in the province of Ontario, that when we set them up, we
invite corruption. We expect troubles, and we get them.
If we create the potential for agencies that are unaccount-
able to do something wrong, that situation invariably
does happen sooner or later.

We have big charges for eco taxes. A John Deere
combine would pay $823.20 as an eco tax fee to dispose
of used tires. In Quebec, that same fee would be zero
dollars, and in Manitoba, it would be $24. That’s a

penalty for business people in Ontario. It puts us at an
economic disadvantage with our neighbours, and that’s
something we should not do. When we create an eco tax
like that, what we are saying to the people of Ontario is,
“We don’t trust you to do the right thing, so we’re going
to penalize you with a tax and a fee.”

This bureaucracy, the Waste Reduction Authority,
starts with a registrar who will have a list of producers.
He will hire or have in place deputies who will help put
in place this list. There will be inspectors, who will
basically be garbage cops, and they’ll have the ability to
fine people for not doing the right thing. So there’s more
of that penalty, that idea that we don’t trust people to do
the right thing, taking people’s freedoms away. That’s
very undemocratic, and we should not be doing that.

What we should be doing, the PC Party would say—
oh, and one other thing that’s wrong with this is that
there’s a tribunal to appeal wrongful decisions, but basic-
ally you’re appealing to the people who hurt you in the
first place. We know, from practice in other organiz-
ations, that just does not work, so we cannot do that.
That’s an unworkable thing.

This organization is exempt from the freedom-of-
information act, which kind of flies in the face of every-
thing we stand for: openness and accountability. The
Auditor General cannot be approached unless the minis-
ter agrees that it’s a good and proper thing to do. Those
two actions right there remove oversight and remove
accountability. They protect an organization that has
police powers to lay fines, from oversight and scrutiny of
the people of Ontario, even the minister.

What we should be doing, and what the PC Party
would recommend, is that the Ministry of the Environ-
ment take responsibility for overseeing the recycling of
garbage. In this case, it’s just 3% of the total garbage
stream, so it’s only a very small percentage of our total
garbage: used tires, electronic devices like televisions,
and household hazardous waste like paints and cleaners.

We would have no taxes. There’s no need for taxes.
We would trust people and encourage people to do the
right thing. The Ministry of the Environment—

Interjection.

Mr. Jack MacLaren: Well, we have to trust the On-
tario people, because they are good people, Mr. Speaker,
and they deserve our trust. Certainly, they’ll get that from
this party.

We will set targets for recycling, we will establish en-
vironmental standards and we will monitor how the
process goes. That will be the Ministry of the Environ-
ment, and that’s how it should be done.

We have seen in the past, when we have set up an
agency like this that has no oversight and account-
ability—such as the OSPCA, which is a charity that has
police powers and what they do to people. Steve Straub
in Vienna, Ontario, had his animals seized, and he got a
bill for $167,000. Surely that’s abuse of power and au-
thority. The appeal process was with the same people
who took his animals and took him to court, and we don’t
want that to happen to any other people. Surely, if we set
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up a body like the Waste Reduction Authority, that has
police cops and no oversight and accountability, these
kinds of things can happen.

I would like to digress a little bit, Mr. Speaker. It’s not
really a digression but a broadening of the subject,
because we’re only talking about 3% of the garbage, and
I think we can’t do that, really. We have to look at the
whole ball of wax. We have to look at 100% of garbage
and how—as a people—in the long term, garbage should
be managed in Ontario.

We had a committee in my riding. In my riding, we
have the Carp dump, which is the largest dump in Otta-
wa. It’s full, and the waste management company that
owns and operates it has applied for a second landfill
beside the first. Recently, about a month ago, their en-
vironmental assessment was approved for the potential
building of this dump, and the Minister of the Environ-
ment did a very good job on that, so my hat is off to him
on that point. That’s positive news, sir.

So that subject of waste management is a very hot
topic in my riding. We had some people, after the last
election, who came up to me and said, “Why don’t we
strike a committee of six people”—there were six of us—
“to talk about what we do with garbage in the long term
in the province of Ontario?”

We decided that, first of all, we should take the atti-
tude that it’s our garbage; it’s our responsibility. Because
it’s our garbage, and it’s our responsibility to dispose of
it, we should also dispose of it in our community, be-
cause to put it on a truck and send it to our neighbour,
whether that be New York or wherever, is basically ir-
responsible. That was the first thing.

We should also take a look at ICI garbage and assume
that is our garbage as well, because the only reason the
industries, commercials and institutions are producing a
good or a service is because we want that good or ser-
vice. And as a result of producing that good or service,
there is garbage produced. Therefore, it is our garbage.
That would simplify the garbage process, because now
all garbage would be in one class, not two, as we cur-
rently have, which confuses and complicates the business
of the disposing of garbage.

0930

Beyond that, we would go one step further. We have
the three Rs, as was mentioned earlier by the previous
speaker: reduce, reuse, recycle. I would suggest we
should add a fourth R, and that would be recovery.
Recovery would be incineration. Basically, the recovery
part is where we incinerate the garbage and recover the
benefit in energy, which could be used to produce elec-
tricity or heat that could be used in various ways.

In the town of Brampton they’ve had an incinerator
for 25 years, right in the town. It works well. | talked to
Peter Robertson, the former mayor of Brampton, and he
was very proud of how well this privately owned and pri-
vately operated incinerator worked. They burn garbage,
they produce electricity, they pipe steam across the street
to a cardboard manufacturing plant. They make card-
board, pipe the hot water back, and it’s recycled through

the incinerator. Europe has been effectively using incin-
erators for probably 50 years. They’re usually in cities.
They burn clean, they burn well, they do the job. It gets
rid of the garbage.

Here in Ontario we can’t mandate incineration, but we
should encourage it, as government, as a choice to
municipalities—it would be the choice of municipalities.
Recently, the region of Durham, after years of process
and millions of dollars—seven or eight years, | think it
was, and $14 million—got approval to build an inciner-
ator, and they are in the process of building it as we
speak along Highway 401 in Bowmanville.

I met with those people. What a proud and wonderful
group of individuals: Roger Anderson, chair of the re-
gion; his team of engineers, led by Mirka Januszkiewicz,
who is the engineer. She’s a lady who is so enthused in
what they were doing. The whole group was so enthused
with what they’re doing. They’re doing the recycling, the
composting and the incineration, because they committed
that there would be no landfill in their community in
1999, and now in 2013 or 2014, their incinerator will be
up and be built. They tendered it and did a wonderful
process of choosing the best advice they could find in the
market. There are four or five companies in North Amer-
ica that produce working, proven incinerators, and they
chose one of them. It’s an exciting process.

| believe that would better address how to manage gar-
bage: We take the attitude that we own it, we’re respon-
sible for it. We encourage incineration, which reduces the
need for landfills. In smaller rural communities, inciner-
ation is not an option; it’s expensive, but it should be
something we very much encourage. Our group of people
came up with this plan, which I think is wonderful; we’re
quite excited about it. The Durham folks were inspiring,
and they’ve started the ball rolling again after 25 years.
Environmentalists with false information stopped the
idea of considering incineration in the province of On-
tario, which was a 25-year setback in time, I would say.
Now the ball is rolling again.

I think we need to embrace that as the future: the four
Rs, the responsibility and incineration as the way to go
along with recycling of all kinds. More than just 3%, Mr.
Speaker. This is a 3% solution; we’re looking for a 100%
solution.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments?

M™ France Gélinas: It’s rather interesting to see that
the goals are good. We all want to go there. We all want
to go to a place where people will reuse, will reduce, will
recycle and, sure, they will take responsibility. But the
road to get there doesn’t seem to be as straightforward as
one would think.

Ontario is a huge province that has very different
cities and towns. | represent 33 little communities. Not
one of them is big enough to be a town or a city or
anything of the sort. But the people who live in Nickel
Belt, they want to participate. They want to recycle. They
want to be part of the 100% solution, like the member
was just talking about. But it will take a different form,
depending on where you live.
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At the end of the day, | would say the people of On-
tario are hungry for this. The people of Ontario want it to
happen. If you go into any one of our schools, if you talk
to the youth, they get it. They want to participate, and
they’re a captive audience of people who would love it
more if only the infrastructure was in place for them to
do this, if only in little communities like the ones I repre-
sent, whether it be Shining Tree or Westree or Mattagami
or Ivanhoe Lake or Foleyet or Sultan or any of the 33
beautiful communities that | represent. So far, their
opportunity to recycle is non-existent. We have to do
better. We have to find a way where the path to 100%
will happen no matter where you live in this province.
The resolve to go there seems to be shared by all three
parties. The route to get there | don’t think is as clear as it
needs to be. By continuing dialogue, | hope we will get
there.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments?

Hon. John Gerretsen: I’d like to comment on the
member’s speech as well. Look, the reality is that the
Waste Diversion Act that was passed in 2002 was a good
attempt to increase recycling in this province. It simply
hasn’t worked. We’re doing a good job with respect to
household recycling. People are firm users of the blue
box, the grey box program and also, to a certain extent,
the green bin program. But when it comes to industrial
waste, we’re simply not doing enough. | believe it’s only
at about 12% or 13% right now.

What this bill is really all about—and Speaker, we’ve
had eight hours of debate of this. If we all agree that this
is the way to go, that we’re going in the right direction,
let’s get it to committee, let’s get the bill back, make
some amendments to it and get on with it. The funda-
mental aspect of this bill is twofold. Number one, it gives
the government much greater control over the total recyc-
ling industry that’s out there currently. We’ve basically
left it up to the private sector, by and large, and quite
frankly it hasn’t worked to the extent that it should. Sec-
ondly, we are making producers responsible for the cost
of the final disposition of the product once the product is
at the end of its life cycle. You know, when a product is
built, it has labour costs and it has material costs. It
should also have the end-of-life-cycle recycling costs,
reutilization costs or whatever built into it. That’s what
this bill is really all about.

Let’s get on with it. We cannot continue to dump all of
our problems in dumps, landfills or whatever we call
them. All we’re doing is we’re just leaving a much
greater cleanup bill for future generations. We simply
cannot allow that to happen. Let’s pass this bill, let’s get
on with it and let’s get a better recycling system in the
province of Ontario.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments?

Mr. John O’Toole: The Attorney General is certainly
making more than is necessary out of this. The import-
ance of people democratically having the right to debate
is—we should be careful treading on that.

But I do, out of respect for the Minister of Environ-
ment, who is here—he’s in pain, | can tell, and it’s not
particularly from this bill, so | won’t be harsh on him this
morning. | know if the member from Kitchener—-Cones-
toga was here it would be a different game. He would be
holding his feet to the fire, so to speak. But because his
knee is in such bad shape | won’t twist on him.

I would say this, though: | did listen to some of the
comments from people within the community of the
environmental watchdog groups. The Ontario Waste
Management Association sent me a letter, and in it they
said: “Over the last two decades, we have struggled to
make progress on waste diversion. The overall recycling
rate in Ontario has remained relatively stagnant, at under
25%.” We know as well, the recycling part of ICI waste
has gone down, from 20% to 12% being recycled.
They’ve had 10 years. It’s worse. That’s the measure-
ment; that’s the report card. They had a C and now they
have a D minus. They basically have failed.

Now, what they’re doing with this bill is really kind of
a shell game. The people of Ontario—and I’m speaking
directly to you, because this is affecting you. Right at the
curbside, you’re going to be paying for what’s in that box
when you bought the bottle of Javex or the bottle of soap
or whatever; it’s going to be in the price. They’re just
hiding the tax so you won’t know what it’s costing you.
It’s shameful.

The other day, the Premier talked about openness and
transparency. Oh, it saddens me, the duplicity of it all. |
don’t want to be too dramatic, but nonetheless I would
say that the truth is in the actions that we have heard
today. | do believe in the three Rs. We have a plan, and |
can tell you the plan has been well developed by Michael
Harris and his staff—Shane Buckingham and others, and
Rebecca. It says here—I have no time to put those re-
marks on the record, though.
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The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments.

Mr. John Vanthof: Once again, it’s a pleasure to be
able to stand up and talk about the waste diversion act,
and to comment on some of the comments from the
member from Carleton—Muississippi Mills. Again, he also
focuses on his riding, on the people in his riding, and |
share some—especially with the rural, agricultural part.

He brought up the tire issue, and | don’t think there’s
anyone, small business or consumer, who doesn’t want to
recycle, and who doesn’t know it has to be paid for
somehow. The problem with a lot of these things is that
they are unsure of the accountability of these programs
and if they are actually getting value for their dollar in
these programs.

When the price of recycling for tires for agriculture
went very high, it left a feeling of, “Okay, well, where
are they getting these numbers from? Are they just pick-
ing them out of thin air, or is it actually the cost of doing
this?”

I remember when the eco fees came in. | went to my
local tractor dealership, and | bought all my—it was the
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springtime; | bought all my oil filters to change all the oil
in my tractors, and there was $48 or $50 tacked on for the
eco fees. | said, “Oh, cool. So you mean”—now I’m pay-
ing $3 a filter—"“when | take the filters off, | can bring
them back and they’ll be recycled? I don’t mind, actually,
paying the $3 for that.” No, no, no. That money just goes.
You still have to take them to the landfill in northern
Ontario.

Well, that’s the problem. If we can actually get ac-
countability into this, | don’t mind. I didn’t mind. Maybe
I’m different, but | didn’t mind paying a couple of bucks
to recycle this oil filter, if it’s actually going to happen.
But it hasn’t happened, and that’s what we have to focus
on: making it happen.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): The
member for Carleton—Mississippi Mills, you have two
minutes for a response.

Mr. Jack MacLaren: | would like to thank the mem-
bers for their comments—from Nickel Belt, the Attorney
General, from Durham and from Timiskaming—Coch-
rane.

It’s a subject we all have a keen interest in, but we
don’t need to be taxing people to get them to do the right
thing. We need to be going to the private sector and
creating a bureaucracy that would encourage them to
participate in the marketplace in recycling and getting the
financial benefit from the marketplace.

I was at a reception last night, speaking to a man from
Lafarge cement. They need fuel to create heat to make
cement. They burn coal, because it’s the cheapest. They
love taking recycled materials that are flammable, like
wood, and they would take tires. A few years ago, they
had an approval from the MOE to do tires; the environ-
mental lobby groups got to the Ministry of the Environ-
ment, and that ended right away.

That was unfortunate. That was a negative setback for
the recycling of garbage, for the positive economic con-
sumption of garbage. Used tires would have been put to a
good use. They burn them clean, because they have the
technology. That’s the kind of thing we need to be doing.
That’s recycling—or recovery, actually; that’s the fourth
R that | talked about.

I do believe we need to change our attitudes and take
responsibility for garbage. We need to not, as a govern-
ment, be penalizing with taxes, fees and garbage cops. |
think we need to be creating that environment for the pri-
vate sector to want to recycle, to create an environment
where they can take advantage of the marketplace and
make a profit from recycling. | don’t think we should be
forcing anybody to pay for and be penalized, taxed and
fined if they’re not recycling the way the government
says they should. The marketplace will take care of that,
and recovery is part of that marketplace, because if we
can’t find a way to recycle it, we can burn it and create
energy and heat and use it that way.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Further
debate?

Mr. Rob Leone: I’m pleased to join the debate. | am
quite happy with the kinds of questions, comments and

remarks that members of this Legislature have made on
Bill 91, the waste diversion act. It’s a very, | think, im-
portant debate, because it touches at the—we’re entering
the Christmas season, and | know that a lot of retailers in
the province of Ontario are in the midst of putting to-
gether their displays and their advertisements to entice
shoppers to shop in their communities.

I know that certainly the government and all leaders of
each party in this Legislature have made a pitch for
Ontarians to shop within their neighbourhoods and to buy
locally. Certainly the whole campaign Shop the Neigh-
bourhood was launched this week with the intent of get-
ting Ontario consumers to buy things in their local com-
munities. They know, of course, that big sales are going
to be happening with Black Friday in the United States,
where items that might be consumed around the holiday
season are going to be at a significant discount, and folks
from Ontario who do not live too far away from the
United States border have a tendency to book shopping
trips around that time to take advantage of cheaper pro-
ducts.

Now, Mr. Speaker, when we look at the waste diver-
sion bill, we have to acknowledge that part of what’s
going to happen if this bill is instituted is the cost of
goods in the province of Ontario will simply be going up.
I know that the Premier, earlier this week, suggested that
the high dollar was one of the culprits that are enticing
Ontario consumers to choose to buy in the United States
where products are at a significant discount and the
dollar, at near parity, allows them to go to the United
States to purchase these items at a lower rate.

Well, I believe, with the institution of the waste diver-
sion act, where we’re removing eco fees on the receipt
and placing them in the purchase price—is further going
to drive the cost of those products higher, and at the end
of the day, it’s going to be a disincentive for Ontario
consumers to do the very thing that the leaders of this
Legislature are actually desiring, which is for Ontario
consumers to buy within their local communities, to sup-
port local businesses and to make sure that the money
stays within the province of Ontario.

You know, I’'m worried that the government seems to
be speaking from both sides of its mouth on this issue.
On the one hand, they’re saying, “Let’s shop local,” but
at the very same time they’re saying to Ontario consum-
ers that we’re going to drive up the cost of goods.

A few examples that | know of have been mentioned
earlier in this debate with respect to the cost of things. |
know a lot of folks like to purchase electronic items. The
cost of eco fees on big-screen televisions, for example,
have gone up by more than 40% in the province of
Ontario. Now, if we’re talking about trying to entice
Ontario consumers to stay within the province of Ontario,
they’re going to look at a price differential of 40% and
say, “Maybe I’'m going to have better luck finding that
TV in the United States,” and they’re going to try to shift
their shopping elsewhere.

| don’t think that’s the kind of climate we want to
create in the province of Ontario, and it’s one of the
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things | think we need to consider when we’re debating
this bill: that we can’t suggest that we want Ontario con-
sumers to stay here and buy goods when the cost differ-
ential is so great, and that’s because of the regulations
that are going to be put in place by this government
simply driving up costs for Ontario consumers. So | have
a significant issue with that, Mr. Speaker.

I also question the fact that in Ontario, this bill has
been proposed as being part of the Liberal government’s
jobs plan. Now, | don’t know how we can claim this to
be the case when we’re simply adding a tax to Ontario
producers and manufacturers of about half a billion
dollars, $500 million, adding to the price of the goods
that they’re creating in manufacturing centres right across
this province, in my community of Cambridge, in Hamil-
ton, London, even in smaller areas. This is going to mean
the cost of goods is going up, which is going to mean,
again, that fewer goods are going to be sold, fewer pro-
ducts are going to be made, and fewer jobs are going to
be realized.

So | have significant questions with the essence of this
being part of the Liberal government’s jobs plan. Cer-
tainly I know members of this Legislature recently met
with folks from their community newspapers. We have
community newspapers right across the province of On-
tario—I have a couple in my riding, the Cambridge Times
and Ayr News—that will be significantly impacted by
this piece of legislation. It’s going to drive their costs up
astronomically. | know in areas like Timiskaming—
Cochrane, Kenora—Rainy River and other parts of this
province where community newspapers are the bread and
butter of how the local residents get their news, these
community newspapers are going to be significantly
impacted by this piece of legislation.
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Jobs are going to be affected, and we have to say that
the labour market in the media is very tight as it is. We’re
going to be asking for further reductions in jobs poten-
tially in our community newspapers as a result of this
piece of legislation. So we have to be concerned about
the consequences of legislation like this because of what
may be unintended from its initial onset.

In the remaining time that | have, Mr. Speaker, | want
to talk a bit about why this piece of legislation, in my
view, has been proposed. Certainly from the perspective
of myself, it’s trying to hide, in many ways, the Liberal
failure to improve recycling in the province of Ontario.

I know that the member from Durham was stating
some statistics. We have had, since 2008, a promise to
have a 60% waste diversion rate in the province of On-
tario. Five years later, in 2013, that rate is still stalled at
just 23%. We are significantly below our targets with
respect to waste diversion, and that’s a serious consider-
ation and a serious concern. | think all members of the
Legislature would love to see more waste diverted, but
obviously what the government is doing hasn’t worked,
and there’s no way of knowing that this is actually going
to improve under this piece of legislation.

The industrial, commercial and institutional sector, the
ICI sector, accounts for 60% of Ontario’s waste, yet in

that sector the Liberals allowed recycling to decrease
from 19% to 12%. | think the member from Durham was
making that comment. It’s a concern because we want to
do our best to divert waste. We want to make sure that
we are encouraging our businesses to do that, but, by add-
ing a layer of bureaucracy, there’s no way of knowing
whether that’s actually going to have any effect what-
soever.

Instead of showing leadership in waste diversion, the
Liberals have spent all their time running massive eco tax
schemes on tires, electronics and household hazardous
materials, which, together, only make up 3% of the prov-
ince’s waste. Consumers have invested considerable
amounts of money trying to reduce waste, and it’s simply
not working.

I want to also commend the member from Kitchener—
Conestoga, who has done lots of work in this regard and
on this bill. He has laid out a bold plan. He talks about it.
I think he created it last November. Last November—so
the government knows—uwhile they were prorogued and
not conducting business, | know that PC caucus mem-
bers, like the member for Kitchener—Conestoga, were
busy talking about ideas to get Ontario back on track.

We would start by scrapping the Liberal eco tax pro-
grams and eliminating the government’s useless recyc-
ling bureaucracy. We believe businesses should do their
part to recover recycled products into new products, but
rather than create complicated bureaucracy and massive
new costs for consumers, we would simply create the
right conditions for economic growth.

We would do this by having the environment ministry
set measurable and achievable recycling targets of certain
materials, establish environmental standards, measure
outcomes, and enforce the rules. That’s it. Enforcing the
rules obviously is very important, and they simply aren’t
being enforced as they are today. Having the Ministry of
the Environment regulate the recycling industry would
establish a direct line of accountability between the
government and businesses.

I know the member from Timiskaming—Cochrane al-
ready talked about how setting up another board, another
agency, to remove accountability from this government is
a concern that I also agree with.

So, Mr. Speaker, there are lots of things we could be
doing to aid in trying to get further waste diverted from
our landfill. 1 would love to have the opportunity to
further elaborate on those items, but again, | think this
waste diversion act takes us down a path we simply don’t
want to go.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments?

Mr. John Vanthof: Once again, it’s a pleasure to be
able to stand up and make some comments on the mem-
ber for Cambridge. We disagree on a lot of things, but
we—

Mrs. Jane McKenna: Be positive.

Mr. John Vanthof: No, no. We disagree on a lot of
things, but we have some great conversations about our
respective areas.
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Mr. Rob Leone: And I’m the only one who gives you
applause.

Mr. John Vanthof: I’m not going to go there.

We do share some views on this act, and I’d like to
amplify them a bit. He brought up the part about com-
munity newspapers. My community newspaper in Timisk-
aming is one of the most important venues to find out
what’s going on in the central part of my riding, and they
brought up an important point. | think when and if this
bill goes to committee, it’s things like that that we have
to find out and fix. That’s the part about sending a bill to
committee, that we can actually make it work.

Overall, the biggest issue, | think, that we all have
with not just this bill but with a lot of legislation is ac-
countability. When you create the waste management
authority, it sounds very authoritative. It sounds like we
are doing the job. But in my business we say, “Where’s
the beef?” Well, where’s the proof? It goes to the core of
what we have to find out in committee: How can we
make this move from sounding good to being actually
accountable? It has been a huge problem, it continues to
be a huge problem with this government and it will con-
tinue to be a problem. That’s one that we have to really
drill down to.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments?

Hon. James J. Bradley: Mr. Speaker, | want to say
that very widespread consultation took place before this
bill was presented to the Legislative Assembly, including
consultation with both of the critics in the opposition and
widely within industry, with environmental groups and
so on. It really represents as much of a consensus as
you’re going to find on this specific issue. One thing they
said—and | don’t say this in a partisan sense—was that
the Waste Diversion Act of 2002 simply had to be
replaced. We looked at a number of other options, and
they said, “No, you really have to replace that, because
the provisions of it allow people to avoid recycling and
reusing products the way they might.” So there was quite
a consensus there.

I keep thinking of the question: So who, then, does
pay for it? | hear people say the producers shouldn’t be
responsible financially for the ultimate disposal, or, in
this case, diversion from disposal, of the product they
produce. Well, if they don’t have responsibility for it,
who does? Is it the grateful taxpayer at the local level, the
municipal property taxpayer who has to foot the bill?
Who is it? | consider, and I think most people do, that it’s
part of a cost of doing business, so everything is reflected
ultimately in the price.

In terms of jobs being produced, seven jobs are
produced in recycling for every one job in disposal. I’'m
amazed—and the member may be aware, because | think
there’s a recycling firm in his area —at some rather
substantial diversion taking place, the kind of recycling
that’s taking place that | would never have believed
would be possible before. A lot of jobs are being created,
and we’re achieving the kind of diversion that we’d like
to see. We want to make more progress. We believe this

bill, after it gets to committee, will ensure that progress
takes place.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments?

Mrs. Julia Munro: | just want to congratulate the
member from Cambridge on widening the basis of this
conversation on Bill 91. | think the reason for that is all
of us recognize that, regardless of our view of this bill,
this is only a small sliver of the huge problem that we’re
dealing with in our communities today.
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I think back on when | have been door-knocking in
neighbourhoods, and I’m sure that everyone who has
done any will agree with me that, first of all, you see
about one or two garages out of every 10 that has a car in
it; the rest of them all have discarded toys and things like
that. When 1 see those piles—and sometimes it literally is
just piles of stuff that has been discarded and not taken to
the curb for not knowing what to do with them—it’s kind
of a microcosm of what we face as a community at large.

So my concern about this piece of legislation—I think
this was brought forward by the member from Cam-
bridge—is the fact that there is a lot more to do. There is
a lot more education and there is a lot more opportunity
for innovation than this bill allows for.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): Ques-
tions and comments.

M™ France Gélinas: It’s my pleasure to add my two
cents to the comments that were made by the member
from Cambridge. Here again we see that everybody in
this House is in agreement that more needs to be done,
and is in agreement that our province would be better off
if we were to do recycling, if we were to reuse and if we
were to make sure that we practice the three Rs no matter
where we are. Whenever you introduce a change, there
will be good things that will come of it, but there could
be hardship put on some of our industries. It’s really to
find a path forward that will make sure that the prosperity
that we want for our province, the prosperity that all of us
want to share in, has an opportunity to continue while we
bring those new programs on stream.

| have no doubt that we will succeed. | have no doubt
that we will find a path that will make sure that industries
like newsprint will have an opportunity to continue to
flourish, be profitable and create jobs, while at the same
time aiming for the goals that we all want: that we protect
our environment, that we don’t produce any more gar-
bage than we need to and that we support, in the way of
doing business, what makes the most sense for the en-
vironment.

We all have the same gut reaction when we get to a
store and we see this great big package for a USB key
that big. Why are they doing this? Nobody knows. | guess
it’s because they’re afraid of having it stolen or whatever,
but at the end of the day we all have the same gut re-
action: Why are they doing this? | don’t need such a big
package to buy a USB key that is half an inch by three
inches tall but that comes in a box that is a thousand
times its size. We have to put our heads together to find
the right balance.
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The Deputy Speaker (Mr. Bas Balkissoon): The
member for Cambridge, you have two minutes for a
reply.

Mr. Rob Leone: | would like to begin by thanking the
member from Timiskaming—Cochrane, the Minister of
the Environment, the member for York-Simcoe and the
member for Nickel Belt for providing their questions and
comments on what | had discussed earlier today.

I do want to make special note that I do have a recyc-
ling firm in my riding of Cambridge. G