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The House met at 1330.
Prayers.

MEMBERS’STATEMENTS

PRINCE EDWARD-HASTINGS ECONOMY

Mr Ernie Parsons (Prince Edward-Hastings): My
statement today is directed to the Premier and to the Min-
ister of Economic Development and Trade. It appears,
unfortunately, that after four years in power for this
government, they have not yet recognized that not all of
Ontario is enjoying the prosperity that the greater
Toronto area is.

The Prince Edward-Hastings economy is one of these
areas. This past week my region was dealt another blow
with the news that Bata will cease all production at their
Batawa facility. This announcement is just the latest in a
series of job losses my region has experienced over the
years. These jobs are vital to our local economy and they
enable our people to raise their families.

Unemployment in my region is 7.8%, compared to the
provincial average of 6.4%. While 6.4% is dismal, 7.8%
is tragic. But these numbers don’t yet include the effect
of Nortel, with 722 jobs gone, and Bata, with 209 jobs
gone, and others.

Travelling throughout my riding, I’ve had the oppor-
tunity to meet many workers who have lost their jobs,
and they have a message for the Premier: They want help
from their government and they need it now. The eco-
nomic problems facing our region are real, and I can
assure you that they’re hurting people.

I call upon this government to show some leadership
and address the serious economic issues taking place in
most parts of this province. Those who are losing their
jobs were looking to the throne speech for help. My
constituents were hoping that the throne speech would
offer some specific proposals to deal with their concerns
and give them a fighting chance. Unfortunately, the
throne speech made it clear that when it comes to eco-
nomic issues in eastern Ontario, the Mike Harris gov-
ernment either is not listening or it doesn’t care.

Premier, my constituents need action, not rhetoric.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): Just so the members
know, if it is a member’s first statement, I will have a
little bit of leeway in terms of the time. I know some-
times it’s difficult making the judgment on the time the
first time around, so for any of the new members [ will
allow a little bit of grace on that matter.

WHITE RIBBON CAMPAIGN

Mr Gerry Martiniuk (Cambridge): As I have in past
years, I proudly stand in the House today to mark
National White Ribbon Against Pornography Week. The
week of October 24 to 31 has been declared WRAP
Week across Canada. I have distributed pamphlets and
white ribbons to all members of the House and ask that
they consider wearing the ribbons to show their opposi-
tion to pornography in our society.

The annual white ribbon campaign encourages all citi-
zens to wear the ribbon as an expression of their concern
with the proliferation of pornography and its negative
effects on our communities. Wearing the ribbon brings
awareness to this growing problem. By educating the
public, it unites all those who are concerned and high-
lights the importance to community leaders.

The white ribbon campaign is promoted by the Catho-
lic Women’s League, a very active organization in my
community of Cambridge and across all of Ontario. |
thank all the volunteers for their hard work and also the
members of this Legislature for their support of this very
important initiative.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): I thank the member
for his statement. The member will know that for wear-
ing ribbons you need unanimous consent. Would the
member like to ask for unanimous consent? Agreed.

ARCHIVES OF ONTARIO

Mr Steve Peters (Elgin-Middlesex-London): Mr
Speaker, in beginning, on behalf of my constituents,
please accept our congratulations on your appointment as
Speaker.

Today I’d like to pay tribute to the important efforts of
the Elgin St Thomas Archives Association. Their goal is
to see a permanent archives established and to make that
archives accessible to the public. I believe that archives
play a very important role in preserving our past for
future generations.

The Archives of Ontario was established in 1903 with
a mandate to collect and preserve Ontario’s heritage. This
collection has grown to over 200,000 cubic feet, so large
that 70% of our heritage is stored off-site. Collections
held at the municipal level are in a similar state. Our
province is seeing the number of municipalities rapidly
shrinking.

I am concerned that during this restructuring process,
valuable historic records will be lost. I believe it is up to
the province to do something about it. The Ontario
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government must act in conjunction with the Archives of
Ontario and the Archives Association of Ontario to
undertake a consultation process and plan for the future
of archives in Ontario. In addition, this government must
ensure that there is adequate funding in place for
archives.

My hope is to one day see an archives established in
all Ontario counties, regions and major cities to preserve
our heritage and to keep the past vibrant for the future.

WALKERTON ECONOMY

Mr Bill Murdoch (Bruce-Grey): The other week our
fine colleagues of the press painted another doom-and-
gloom story about rural Ontario, specifically one of my
riding’s most beautiful areas, Walkerton. And as usual,
the negative press of the Toronto Star got it wrong, paint-
ing a picture of a small town facing an economic reces-
sion. Walkerton, my friends, is facing anything but that.

As far as great opportunities and quality of life are
concerned, Walkerton has everything to offer, from being
the seat of Bruce county to the recent launch of the new
125-acre East Ridge business park. This town, with its
tree-lined streets and beautiful homes, celebrated its
125th birthday in 1996. Does this sound like a town
facing the blues? I don’t think so.

This year, the Rotary Club of Walkerton is celebrating
60 years of service. Down in the dumps? No, this town is
full of citizens who have overcome what could have been
insurmountable changes, a town that has launched, in
conjunction with its municipality, a new plan resulting in
the development of the Walkerton community develop-
ment team.

Yes, the spool and bobbin factory did close down 10
years ago, but now the site is being torn down. That in
itself is providing jobs, not to mention improving the
scenery of the beautiful Saugeen River.

In the wake of the Canadian Tire store closing, three
new businesses have sprung up, adding to the unique
shopping experience that can only be found in Walker-
ton.

Walkerton offers a standard of living that many towns
would envy, a low crime rate and beautiful scenery, the
perfect combination of a rural and urban setting.

Next time you read the negative gloom and doom
about small-town Ontario, don’t believe it. Small-town
Ontario—Walkerton—is doing just fine.

HIGHWAY SAFETY

Mr Bruce Crozier (Essex): I would like to address
my comments to the Minister of Transportation. In the
summer, you described your tour on the London-Windsor
section of the 401, where an inordinate number of high-
way deaths occurred, as a “pleasant drive.” When you
were forced to admit that your pleasant drive was in fact
dangerous, you held a highly publicized news conference
in Chatham.

As part of your long-overdue announcement, you told
us that truck inspections at that section of highway would
be carried out on a 24-hour basis. To do this, you would
hire more inspectors and reallocate present resources.

As you know, Ministry of Transportation inspectors
are responsible for Essex county, which includes Huron
Line, Highway 2, Highway 3, Highway 18, Highway 77
and other arterial roads. I’ve been told that a study done
by Ministry of Transportation officials shows that these
changes will leave only one inspector for the rest of the
areas. This will mean that trucks can simply run circles
around the Windsor South inspection station. Obviously,
this will have a dramatic effect on the safety of our roads.

Changes to the enforcement system are necessary and
long overdue. Despite your promise to hire more officers,
your announcement falls far short of providing the neces-
sary tools to do the job. Increased inspection on the 401
should not be to the detriment of safety on the rest of the
roads.

I hope it will not take more highway deaths to force
you into addressing the problem.

1340

ONTARIANS WITH DISABILITIES
LEGISLATION

Ms Marilyn Churley (Broadview-Greenwood): This
Friday, October 29, 1999, will mark the one-year anni-
versary of the unanimous adoption of a resolution outlin-
ing principles that should have been included in the
Ontarians with Disabilities Act. I thought it would be
useful to remind the government today that we will not
forget your betrayal of the disabled community and that
disabled people will not forget your betrayal.

It is time to do the right thing. Disabled people are
tired of being treated as charity cases. They want to be
equal partners, treated with dignity and respect. We’ve
had enough of the vague action plans mentioned in the
throne speech.

The disabled community has told you again and again
what they want. In 1995 you promised an ODA; in 1998
you introduced a pathetic three-page bill that did nothing
to address the barriers to people with disabilities. It was a
disgrace and a betrayal. I remember the ODA committee
calling it “a kick in the stomach,” and that’s exactly what
it was.

Finally, I want to be clear that this is just one essential
first step, but it will not undo all the damage caused by
your government. For example, we will continue to bring
forward cases of the chaos at the Ontario disability sup-
port program, where your under-resourcing and under-
staffing of this program have meant that files are lost,
calls are left unanswered and transportation allowances
are cut. It’s a disgrace and must stop today.

AIRPORT NOISE

Mr Carl DeFaria (Mississauga East): I’m pleased to
rise today to speak about an issue that is important to the
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residents of the Rockwood and Fleetwood communities
in Mississauga East.

During the election campaign, I had the opportunity to
listen to their concerns about airport noise and how it
affects their quality of life and the value of their homes.
They expressed their frustration with the federal Liberals,
who have jurisdiction over the airport but have failed to
bring in measures to curb the noise and to restrict the use
of the north-south runways.

As the provincial representative, I want to do what I
can to help my constituents in the community. I want to
inform the House that I am working on a private mem-
ber’s bill to amend section 19 of the Assessment Act to
provide as follows: “For the purpose of determining the
current value of land used for residential purposes, con-
sideration shall be given to air traffic noise.”

I hope all members of this House will be able to sup-
port my private member’s bill in this regard. This is an
important issue in my riding. Airport noise affects the
quality of life of my constituents, and I hope I will have
the support of this House when I introduce that private
member’s bill.

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE

Mr Dwight Duncan (Windsor-St Clair): One of the
important parts about being government and about being
open and accountable is answering letters. Arrogant
governments don’t respond to letters, not only from
members of Parliament but, more importantly, from
members of the public.

Let me give you some examples: to the Minister of
Education, several letters—admittedly this was to the
minister’s predecessor, who was defeated—from one of
our members, dated January 6, 1999, February 5, 1999,
March 8, 1999—not responded to.

Interjection: None?

Mr Duncan: None. Not one response.

Another one of our members has written to the Minis-
ter of Health. This one is most interesting. This is about
access to critical care for an individual. This is about
someone’s health care. I suppose if you’re a land devel-
oper, a minister will write a letter for you right away. But
let me give you an example: October 13, 1998, to the
Minister of Health; December 1, 1998, on the same ques-
tion; April 21 on the same question; October 1, 1999, on
the same question—no responses. But they can write to
developers.

This government claims that it is here to work for the
people, but it really doesn’t. If they are not arrogant, they
are going to start answering letters from members of
Parliament and they are going to answer letters from
people in Ontario, not just land developers.

HIGHWAY 407

Mr Toni Skarica (Wentworth-Burlington): In a dif-
ferent vein, I have a good-news story. About an hour ago
I was in a groundbreaking ceremony in Oakville, an area

which you have some familiarity with, Mr Speaker. I was
there for yet another groundbreaking ceremony for the
407. It was announced that there was another westward
expansion towards my riding. You couldn’t be there, Mr
Speaker, due to your other duties here, but present were
Halton Regional Chair Joyce Savoline, Mayor
Maclsaac of the city of Burlington, Mayor Mulvale of
the town of Oakville, Mayor Krantz of the town of
Milton and Mayor Serjeantson of the town of Halton
Hills, as well as council Lynda Schreiber from my area.
They were joined by the Honourable Cam Jackson, MPP
and Minister of Tourism.

As you know, Highway 407’s new expansion should
reduce traffic on both Regional Road 5 in your riding and
the QEW to Oakville and Burlington in both our ridings
by 15% to 30% once opened in August 2001. In addition
to traffic relief, Highway 407 will provide transportation
access to new residential and industrial lands.

The sale of Highway 407 represents great value for the
people of Ontario. The privatization means faster con-
struction at no additional cost to the taxpayer. It means
more expansions as the 407 expands to the east and west
towards my riding, and it means that I can get here
quicker for future groundbreaking ceremonies.

VISITORS

The Speaker (Honm Gary Carr): 1 would like to
inform the members of the Legislative Assembly that we
have today in the Speaker’s Gallery a parliamentary
delegation from the People’s Republic of China. Would
you please join me in welcoming our guests.

ORAL QUESTIONS

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Mr Dalton McGuinty (Leader of the Opposition):
We were informed that the Deputy Premier and the Min-
ister of the Environment would both be here. The Minis-
ter of the Environment is here. My question then is for
the Minister of the Environment.

Here’s a transcript of a radio show from this morning
where Gerri-Lynn O’Connor, the mayor of Ux-
bridge, was interviewed and she said the following with
respect to your letter:

“Why is a minister of the provincial government
responding to a copy of a letter? Let the application take
its course, and I mean certainly a flag went up for this
council and for the residents of our community when we
see a minister, particularly in light of Janet Ecker, who is
our MPP and is in the cabinet and who has taken an
arm’s distance from this application, stating that once it
was before the courts, she didn’t want to comment on it,”
and yet we’ve got another minister who has gotten deeply
involved for whatever reasons.



124 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO

27 OCTOBER 1999

We’re trying to understand the difference between
your standards and Janet Ecker’s standards. Can you
explain to us why she said she wouldn’t touch this with a
10-foot pole but, on the other hand, you jumped in with
both feet.

Hon Tony Clement (Minister of the Environment,
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing): It is my
pleasure to rise on this issue and reply to the honourable
member. [ think Janet Ecker and I are actually viewing
this from the same angle.

I can report to this House that certainly from my per-
spective there’s nothing in my letter that attempts to
interfere with any judicial or quasi-judicial processes. It’s
indeed not a letter to a judicial or quasi-judicial body; it
is a letter from one politician to another politician saying,
“Abide by the law.” I think it is within my rights, as a
minister who has carriage over class EAs and over envi-
ronmental assessments, to make that point and I stand by
that letter.

Mr McGuinty: We’re still trying to figure out who’s
right.

The Minister of Education, Janet Ecker, said the fol-
lowing when she was interviewed this morning: “I don’t
think it’s appropriate for me to take a position formally
or officially on a matter that is before the board. It is for
the board to make the determination as they see fit.”

We got the mayor of Uxbridge saying that you were
wrong to get involved with this, so tell us who’s right and
who’s wrong over there. Is Janet right or are you right?
You cannot both be right at the same time. From our
perspective she’s right and you’re wrong. So tell us
which it is.

1350

Hon Mr Clement: I’d be happy to elaborate and
make clear for the honourable member, who has diffi-
culty understanding, that Janet Ecker and I are on the
same side. We do not want to interfere with a judicial or
quasi-judicial tribunal.

I’11 tell you this: The honourable member has not got
his facts right and I’d be happy to correct the record,
because the honourable member does not have the
decency to do so. When I wrote the letter, this was not
subject to the Ontario Municipal Board, it was not a
subject that was before the board, it was not referred to
the board. So when he stands up in the House and says
that I interfered with a board, that board did not exist at
that time. He should be aware of that and he should have
the decency to correct the record on his own behalf.

Mr McGuinty: This may wash with your colleagues
here but it’s not washing in Ontario.

This is something else the mayor of Uxbridge said:

“First of all, we in local politics understand the rules
of the game and I just really feel that he was given some
very poor advice in even responding to a copy of a letter,
particularly in light that we have another very dangerous
situation in Uxbridge township that we’ve been trying to
get the Ministry of the Environment to deal with for two
and a half years and they won’t come to the table.”

Suddenly you are copied a letter from a developer and
this becomes a weighty matter, in your estimation. You
decide that you’d better weigh in and you fire off a letter
to the regional council. You’ve got another matter that’s
been sitting on your plate for two and half years at the
ministry and you decide you’re not going to do anything
about that.

You don’t have to answer me. Answer the mayor of
Uxbridge. Why was it so very important to you that you
weigh in on this matter when you’re merely copied a
letter from a representative of a developer?

Hon Mr Clement: I’d be happy to do the research for
the honourable member, because if he had done his re-
search he’d know that the mayor of Uxbridge got a letter
from my predecessor addressing and resolving the issue.
Perhaps the honourable member should have better re-
searchers.

Here’s another revelation for the honourable member
and the caucus on the other side: Not only was there no
OMB hearing when I wrote the letter, but the subject of
my letter was not before the OMB and is not before the
OMB at this time. So the subject of the letter, the class
environmental assessment, has nothing to do with the
OMB hearing. Perhaps the honourable member needs
some help with his research. We’d be happy to provide it
on this side of the House.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): New question.

Mr McGuinty: The Minister of the Environment has
understood the game of politics for a long time; he is
hardly a neophyte when it comes to these matters. He’s a
minister of the crown. When it comes to educating our
ministers, we’re talking about Poli Sci 101 here. Every-
body knows you don’t write these kinds of letters. You
don’t weigh in on these kinds of situations.

Let’s set apart now the issue of the OMB. Why did
you, as Minister of the Environment, feel that it was
entirely appropriate for you to weigh in on behalf of a
developer?

Hon Mr Clement: I find myself correcting the record
yet again. | encourage the honourable member and his
staff to read the letter. It in no way takes a position on the
development, it in no way takes a position in favour of or
against the development. It simply requests that, in his
due deliberations as regional chair, he act within the class
EA regulations and the law. I see no reason, either ethical
or legal, why I should not write a similar letter.

Mr McGuinty: That is simply incredible. Nobody is
buying that. Are you telling us that on a regular basis in
your ministry you sign letters, you get involved in these
matters? Is that what you’re telling us, and that there’s
nothing wrong with this whatsoever? Whenever these
kinds of matters arise, you get involved, you send off a
letter? Whenever any developer sends off a letter to you
and says they’re trying to accomplish something, you
suddenly take advantage of this copied letter and you fire
off some kind of directive to a regional municipality, or
any municipality in Ontario? Is that what you’re telling
us that you do? Tell us.
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Hon Mr Clement: The letter speaks for itself. It’s a
matter of public record. It was a matter of public record,
incidentally, six weeks ago and the Honourable Leader of
the Opposition didn’t see fit at that time to raise the issue
in any public forum. What I would say to the honourable
member is that he’s weaving a web here, suggesting that
somehow I was unduly influencing the regional chair. I
can tell you—here’s another revelation for the House; the
House should be aware of all the facts—that in a CP
newswire story that I have occasion to see before me
today, Mr Anderson, who is the regional chair, said yes-
terday that he felt the letter was neutral and the minister
was not taking any position. So who is the honourable
member, the Leader of the Opposition, trying to kid in
this House? That’s the question I have for him.

Mr McGuinty: This is what the mayor said. This was
the question put to her: “How do you respond to this
letter? What should Mr Clement do?”

Her answer: “Well, I think Mr Clement should stay at
arm’s distance. It’s before the courts. Why is a minister
of the provincial government responding to a copy of a
letter? Janet Ecker, who is our MPP and is in the cabinet,
has taken an arm’s distance from this application, stating
that once it was before the courts that she didn’t want to
comment on it, and that was a direct comment that she
made to regional councillor Susan Para and myself when
we asked her if we could sit down with her and discuss
what this application meant to Uxbridge township.”

Why is it that she decided that it was inappropriate for
her to get involved but, on the other hand, you decided,
as our protector of the environment, that it was entirely
acceptable to you to weigh in on behalf of a developer?

Hon Mr Clement: I find myself correcting the record
yet again. Let me say in the simplest of terms so the
honourable member can understand: When I wrote the
letter there was no OMB hearing. When I wrote the letter
it was about the class environmental assessment. When
the OMB hearing was raised as an issue, which was after
I wrote the letter, the class EA was not part of the OMB
hearing. What part of that does he not understand? There
was nothing in conflict. There was nothing untoward.
There was nothing unethical. There was nothing illegal.
If the honourable member has nothing else to talk about
in question period, my question to him is, why is he the
honourable Leader of the Opposition? Because he is not
earning his pay today.

ONTARIO DISABILITY
SUPPORT PROGRAM

Mr Howard Hampton (Kenora-Rainy River): My
question is for the Minister of Community and Social
Services. Two days ago the Premier stood in his place
and tried to convince the people of Ontario that your
government somehow is improving services for disabled
people. The fact is that the office for disability support is
sadly under-resourced and understaffed.

The Premier talks about a 1-800 number. I want you to
know that my staff have tried to call the 1-800 number.

The most recent experience is that it was busy for 15
minutes. Then when they called again, it rang for about
12 minutes and no one answered. Later on, when they
called again, it was answered but by voice mail. Is that
what you call helping disabled people?

1400

Then you tried to say that the transportation allowance
hasn’t been cut, but we have case after case of people
who are telling us quite clearly that the transportation
allowance has been cut, they can’t get to their doctor,
they can’t get to a food bank, they can’t get to their
clinic.

Minister, this is starting to sound like the Family Re-
sponsibility Office, where you let down all those women
and children who are vulnerable. Why are you picking on
the most vulnerable people in this province, and when are
you going to correct your mistakes?

Hon John R. Baird (Minister of Community and
Social Services, minister responsible for francophone
affairs): We created the Ontario disability support pro-
gram to better meet the needs of the disabled in the prov-
ince. It takes them off the welfare rolls, a place they
never belonged in the first place.

We have listened to our clients who are receiving
transportation costs to attend drug and alcohol recovery
support groups such as Alcoholics Anonymous and Nar-
cotics Anonymous, and we’ll continue to provide cover-
age for ODSP recipients to attend such groups under
medical transportation.

New requests will be approved where a drug or alco-
hol recovery support group is recommended by the doc-
tor or psychologist. We will obviously honour the
existing transportation costs for various day programs
which were covered on September 30, 1999, for those
clients who are using them as long as they continue to
attend the program.

We continue to cover 80% of discretionary benefits,
and if the municipalities would like to offer more of that,
we’re certainly prepared to do our part. The ODSP does
pay for all necessary medical transportation.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): Supplementary.

Ms Frances Lankin (Beaches-East York): That was
a nice public relations announcement, Minister. Please
acknowledge the problem that you have created. I want
to stress that it’s not staff in the offices; it’s the mess
you’ve created in having a botched implementation of
transition, in under-resourcing the offices, and in putting
through rapid policy changes that haven’t been thought
through and haven’t been communicated.

Peter Kivi, a dialysis patient in my riding who receives
benefits and a transportation allowance, received a notice
on October 17 that his benefits were suspended as of
October 1 because he exceeded his income. They had
calculated the transportation allowance as part of the
income. This is contrary to the entitlement rules. The
ministry has acknowledged that. But they’ve also said
there is no guarantee he’s going to get his cheque on
Friday. And guess what, Minister? We’re told that there
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may be thousands of people in the province like this.
Surely you know about it.

I’ve got some questions. How many clients are
affected by this? When will they receive this money?
Will it be there on Friday? Will it be deposited? Are you
going to cut manual cheques? Will you courier them, or
will you force all of these disabled people to go to the
office to pick up their cheques?

Hon Mr Baird: We weren’t pleased with the way dis-
ability support programs were offered to the disabled
when we were elected. There were backlogs of up to two
years, and we found that unacceptable.

We set up a whole new program for people with dis-
abilities to better meet their needs. We removed the label
“permanently unemployable” and are providing substan-
tially higher and greater supports for employment ser-
vices. We are committed to using resources more
equitably in order to ensure that an adequate level of
transportation costs is available to all Ontarians with
disabilities.

These changes aren’t easy. I suppose it would have
been easier to sit back and do nothing. We’ll continue to
work to try and improve the lives of people with disabili-
ties. If the member opposite has cases of particular con-
cern, I’d certainly be prepared to look at them on her
behalf.

The Speaker: Final supplementary.

Ms Marilyn Churley (Broadview-Greenwood): The
minister is either not listening to the question or not
listening to the information that we are trying to give him
here. We just got confirmation that this is not just one
case in Beaches-East York. There could be thousands of
disabled people affected this weekend, and the minister is
standing there giving out platitudes.

Minister, the member for Beaches-East York asked
you some questions, and I want answers. How many
clients are affected? Will they receive their cheque by the
end of Friday? Will you promise right now to leave this
chamber and go look into this situation, find out if there
really are, as confirmed to us, thousands of people
affected by this, and tell us, if there are, what you’re
going to do about it so these people get their cheques on
time?

Hon Mr Baird: We’re committed to improving sup-
ports for people with disabilities in the province. Before
the province took over the administration of the program,
municipalities determined the level of transportation
costs and were covered in their respective communities.
The result was that the disabled in larger cities and some
parts of the province enjoyed greater transportation sup-
port than in others. We’re certainly committed to increase
what is available and make it more equitable across the
province, but making improvements is often difficult.
We’re certainly committed to work and follow through to
ensure that the program is delivered in the best way
possible. We’re creating equity throughout the province
by ensuring that a level of service is available to each and
every disabled Ontarian.

OAK RIDGES MORAINE

Mr Howard Hampton (Kenora-Rainy River): My
question is for the Minister of the Environment. The
minister knows, or ought to know, how important the
Oak Ridges moraine is in terms of water quality and
water supply, not just for the Durham region but for
much of the greater Toronto region. But we know that the
moraine is under threat of rapid urban development. In
fact, you are now on record as supporting one of those
development applications by Jay-M Holdings, who make,
as we found out yesterday, a lot of contributions to the
Conservative Party.

Minister, you know that the mayor of Newmarket, Mr
Tom Taylor, said on September 16 that the Oak Ridges
moraine cannot be saved without the province getting
involved. You are the Minister of the Environment, the
last time we checked. Do you believe that the province
must get involved and the province must act to protect
the Oak Ridges moraine?

Hon Tony Clement (Minister of the Environment,
minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing): I thank
the honourable member for the question and for his
comments to the media, which are at counter-distinction
with what he is saying today if he is saying today that I
am somehow on the side of a development. He said, I
believe it was yesterday, that the letter is not proof of
anything illegal, so I thank him for his confidence in my
abilities.

But let’s get on to the broader issue, which is the issue
that I would very much like to have as part of a public
policy discussion, which is the challenge in an economy
that is booming, in the prosperity that is returning to
Ontario, to accommodate all of the people who want to
buy houses, who want to create jobs in Ontario, and at
the same time preserve a living legacy, if I may use that
phrase, on the moraine for future generations. That is
precisely the kind of issue on which the honourable
member’s input and his point of view should be taken
into account by my ministry, and I thank him for his
comments.

Mr Hampton: Minister, the question is, and the ques-
tion was, very direct: Do you support protecting the Oak
Ridges moraine? Your conduct and the conduct of your
associates indicate that you’re not in favouring of pro-
tecting it. You did write a letter which favours the pro-
posals of Jay-M Holdings, and you do receive a lot of
financial contributions to the Conservative Party from
Jay-M Holdings.

There is another application out there from Joe
Lebovic, who also wants to develop on the Oak Ridges
moraine. In fact, there is a lineup of developers who have
contributed to Conservative candidates or the Conser-
vative Party who want to develop on the Oak Ridges
moraine.

Minister, another very simple, direct question: Would
you support a development freeze on the Oak Ridges
moraine while you and your party sort out your environ-
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mental responsibility and while you sort out your appar-
ent conflicts of interest? Would you support that freeze?

Hon Mr Clement: There’s a whole raft of questions
in that series by the honourable member. I can tell him
this: We are a government that has the responsibility to
ensure ecological soundness in very sensitive areas. We
think there is a way to indeed ensure that there is a legacy
for future generations and at the same time accommodate
the massive growth that is associated with the prosperity
in which we find ourselves in Ontario.

The honourable member would know that this was an
issue that his government was grappling with way back
as early as 1991. If his government had actually grappled
with it in a sensitive, coherent way, perhaps this question
need not have been asked today in the House. But the
fact of the matter is that it has landed on our laps, and I
can assure the honourable member that this government
knows how to balance growth and prosperity with eco-
logical soundness and we will certainly do that in this
case as well.

1410

CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY

Mr Jean-Marc Lalonde (Glengarry-Prescott-
Russell): My question is to the Minister of Labour. On
the eve of the election announcement, your government
passed Bill 17, the Fairness is a Two-Way Street Act,
with all kinds of fanfare, billboards and press confer-
ences, at a cost of over $1 million to the taxpayers. Now
your government has chosen not to enforce section 24 of
the bill, which states that a person who is not a resident
of Ontario and who does not register with the job protec-
tion office is guilty of an offence, and upon conviction is
liable for substantial fines.

I ask you now, Minister: How much longer must
Ontario construction workers suffer? When do you intend
to start enforcing section 24 of the bill, or is this just a
one-way street? Are you going to ask the Quebec gov-
ernment to withdraw all outstanding fines given to our
construction workers? Tell me, Minister, what will you
do?

Applause.

Hon Chris Stockwell (Minister of Labour): Thank
you. It is a different view; [ will say that.

Mr Sean G. Conway (Renfrew-Nipissing-
Pembroke): All saints have a past; all sinners have a
future.

Hon Mr Stockwell: Yes, and I’ve always been one
step behind you, Sean. I’ve noticed that.

First, all three parties endorsed that piece of legislation
in this House and it was implemented by this government
before the election. Subsequent to the implementation,
there have been many spot visits to many construction
sites on the Ontario side of the border.

I myself have spoken on a number of occasions to the
member from Prescott-Russell and he has advised me of
some locations where there have been Quebec workers.
We have inspected, we have talked to the workers, we’ve

asked them to leave the sites, and I think we’re imple-
menting this very well. In fact, hundreds of workers from
Quebec have been removed from Ontario work sites. 1
think the offices out along the Quebec-Ontario border
have done a very good job.

I’ve got to say that we want to continue and we’ll
force the continuation, but I say to the member that if you
have sites where you believe these workers are working,
I’ve said to you before, call my office. I’ve got these
sites, we’ve investigated, and I presume that this has been
OK. If it hasn’t, let us know.

Mr Lalonde: Minister, we’re not enforcing section 24
of the act. No one has been fined yet. They just move
from one site to another.

But now tell me, what about SNC Lavalin, whose
head office is in Montreal, the recent purchaser of High-
way 407, the new contract at the Ottawa airport? I under-
stand you gave them an exemption from Bill 17. Why? Is
it because they have big Tory connections like the former
Minister of Municipal Affairs, Al Leach, who is a mem-
ber of their board? Also, I understand Hugh Segal,
another big Tory, is on the SNC Lavalin board.

Tell me, Minister, do I pass the word along to other
construction companies: “Get a big Tory on your board
like SNC Lavalin and you are exempt and then, bingo,
you have it made”? Who’s next to be exempt? Do you
want to give me the list? Who’s on the list? Hand it over
to me. I would like to see how many have Tory
connections.

Hon Mr Stockwell: I know my new good friends Mr
Leach and Mr Segal were a part of this corporation be-
fore I came to the office. Mr Leach didn’t receive this job
until after the exemption was given to Lavalin, to be fair.

Secondly, Lavalin was given an exemption not
because they’re just a Quebec operator. They have huge
holdings in Ontario, they have a lot of workers in
Ontario, they pay a lot of taxes in Ontario and they do a
lot of work in Ontario.

The fact was, when they applied for the exemption,
the ministry looked at this and said, considering their
holdings in Ontario, considering the taxes they pay in
Ontario, this would be one of those corporations that
were considered cross-border. It had some investments in
Quebec; it had substantial investments in Ontario as well.

Furthermore, this particular company, Lavalin, has
been suggested to be a lot of things, but it hasn’t been
suggested to be a Conservative company. If anything, it’s
been suggested it’s a Liberal company. I suggest they’re
a little off the mark on that one.

SUPERVISED ACCESS

Mr R. Gary Stewart (Peterborough): My question is
to the Attorney General. I’ve heard concerns from con-
stituents in my riding of Peterborough regarding safety
when it comes to child custody visits. In some instances,
custodial and non-custodial parents are concerned for
their personal safety and the safety of their children.
They want to comply with their child custody agreements
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by ensuring a safe and controlled environment for their
children.

Could you please tell the Legislature what action this
government is taking to assist families with their custody
and access concerns?

Hon Jim Flaherty (Attorney General, minister
responsible for native affairs): I thank the member for
Peterborough for his question. We have taken action. We
have established 14 supervised access centres. Super-
vised access centres provide for visits between children
and their non-custodial parents that might otherwise not
happen.

The centres also offer an alternative way to resolve
access disputes. Almost all referrals to supervised access
centres are as the result of court orders, generally because
of concerns about the safety of the child or one of the
parents; for example, in cases with histories of domestic
violence or risk of abduction.

We have also provided funding for new supervised
access services in 22 communities across Ontario. This
expansion surpasses the government’s promise to double
the number of supervised access sites from 14 to 28.

Mr Stewart: I personally am extremely supportive of
this type of initiative. Anything we can do to protect
children I believe has to be encouraged.

I would ask the Attorney General to describe to the
Legislature the benefits of the supervised access centres
and why this government feels it is important to expand
this very valuable program.

Hon Mr Flaherty: The supervised access centres
provide safe settings for visits between children and non-
custodial parents and other adult relatives in a supervised
and secure environment for the children. Supervised
access centres help to reduce the emotional toll of family
conflict on children and help them to maintain and estab-
lish healthier relationships with their parents.

I’m very pleased we’ve been able to surpass our prom-
ise to double the number of sites in the province of
Ontario. We have expanded the geographic areas covered
as well, and we are now serving all of the Unified Family
Court locations with the supervised access program. That
complements the mediation and the information services
that are available to families in times of difficulty
through the Unified Family Courts in Ontario.

Supervised access is an important service of the family
court system. the expansion of this initiative is a key part
of our ongoing effort to protect vulnerable children and
support families.

1420

ONTARIANS WITH DISABILITIES
LEGISLATION

Mr Steve Peters (Elgin-Middlesex-London): It was
with great interest that I listened to the Minister of Com-
munity and Social Services make the comment that
they’re committed to doing something for people with
disabilities in this province.

My question is for the Minister of Citizenship, Culture
and Recreation. Your Premier takes pride in saying that
he is a man of his word. During the 1995 election he
promised 1.5 million persons in this province with dis-
abilities that he would enact an Ontarians with Disabili-
ties Act during his first term in office.

Five years, three ministers and two elections later,
there still is no Ontarians with Disabilities Act. The
Premier callously broke that promise to the people of this
province. Because the Premier turned his back on them,
1.5 million people with disabilities continue to face
countless barriers in every aspect of their lives, barriers
that they wouldn’t face if they lived in the United States.

Minister, will you commit today, without qualifica-
tion, that you will make up for the Premier’s lack of
integrity and enact an Ontarians with Disabilities Act
during this term?

Hon Helen Johns (Minister of Citizenship, Culture
and Recreation, minister responsible for seniors and
women): As a result of the way the question was worded,
it’s important for me to correct the record, first off.

Let me say first that in the last term the government
implemented a bill called the Ontarians with Disabilities
Act. As we took it out for consultation, a number of
people thought that changes could be made to that bill.
So the Premier, in his wisdom, as I consider it, pulled
that bill and said, “No, we’re going to go back and we’re
going to look at this bill again because we want to hear
what the people of Ontario, and especially the people
with disabilities, have to say with respect to this bill.”

It’s important that the member opposite—I know he’s
new, so I give him the benefit of the doubt that he might
not have known—recognizes that we did put a bill for-
ward. The Premier was good to his word, but he decided
that we needed to go back and have a look at this bill one
more time. We have planned to do that. We said in the
throne speech we will do that, and we continue to keep
that promise.

Mr Peters: Minister, Bill 83 was a disaster. The gov-
ernment admitted as much during the throne speech last
spring. You’re hiding behind that legislation. Your own
throne speech last spring portrayed that as inadequate.

Ontarians with disabilities deserve better—a million
and a half people. Before the election you talked about
introducing legislation. Now, after the election, all you
talk about is a vague goal and an action plan. It’s been
five years, three ministers and two elections—still no
ODA.

One year ago this Friday, this House voted unani-
mously in favour of a resolution asking the government
to introduce an effective ODA. The Premier promised the
people of this province that an ODA would be enacted in
the first term. That pledge was broken. Today, persons
with disabilities want to know one thing: When will you
introduce an effective Ontarians with Disabilities Act?
This month? This year? This term? When will you fix the
promise that you broke to the people of Ontario?

Hon Mrs Johns: Let me once again reiterate that the
Premier truly is keeping his word. He has said we will
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come back, we will look at this again, and even in the
throne speech he made that commitment. We all made
that commitment.

In the throne speech we said as a government that we
were going to initiate an action plan. For those who may
not know what an action plan is, it’s a framework which
gives timelines; it talks about what we’re going to study,
when we’re going to come forward with legislation. He
said that would happen within this session, and we intend
to keep our word on that.

TOURISM

Mr Dan Newman (Scarborough Southwest): Thank
you very much, Mr Speaker. My question is to the Minis-
ter of Tourism. But first [ want to take the opportunity to
congratulate you on your election one week ago today. I
also want to say what a privilege it is to ask the first
question of the Minister of Tourism here in the 37th
Parliament.

This morning in the Toronto Sun I read an article that
the mayor of the city of Toronto, Mel Lastman, is asking
the province of Ontario to impose a hotel tax of up to 3%
in order to raise money to promote tourism within
Toronto. This is obviously an issue that directly affects
my constituents in the riding of Scarborough Southwest.
Can you tell me where your ministry stands on the issue
of raising hotel taxes?

Hon Cameron Jackson (Minister of Tourism): As
the honourable member knows, this government does not
raise taxes; it cuts taxes. In fact, in our first mandate we
cut 69 taxes and we are on track to cut a further 30 taxes,
a record for this continent.

This government has no intention of implementing
any kind of new hotel tax, as suggested in this morning’s
media reports. In fact, yesterday the Greater Toronto
Hotel and Motel Association met with the mayor to
inform him that the hotels in this city were experiencing
difficulties with their unusually high municipal property
taxes over the last few decades.

The fact that Mel Lastman is even suggesting that a
new tax on hotels be reinforced in the city of Toronto
clearly shows the need for the Taxpayer Protection and
Balanced Budget Act introduced in the House yesterday
by this government.

Mr Newman: That’s good news indeed for the people
of the city of Toronto.

My supplementary question is also for the Minister of
Tourism. I read with interest an article on Friday, Octo-
ber 22, last Friday, and in the article in the Toronto Star
Mayor Lastman referred to the hotel industry as “corpo-
rate welfare bums.” Does the mayor of Toronto really
understand the challenges faced by the hotel industry in
Toronto?

Hon Mr Jackson: I’ve called the mayor’s office and
I’m hoping that we can sit down with him and discuss a
series of issues relative to the importance of the tourism
industry to this great city of Toronto. It’s important that

he understand the contributions that every level of gov-
ernment can be making to improve tourism.

The fact is that this government, under Mike Harris,
has increased spending on tourism marketing. It’s more
than doubled the amount of money in the city of Toronto
in the last two years, to over $8.5 million. Yet the city of
Toronto—and the mayor should know this—over the last
seven years has reduced by over $3 million the budget
that it transfers to Tourism Toronto. Each level of gov-
ernment has a responsibility to promote this important
sector.

The fact is, not one new hotel has been built in the city
of Toronto for the last decade.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): Answer.

Hon Mr Jackson: Therefore, this government and I
as minister are committed to expanding jobs in the tour-
ism economy. I look forward to working with the mayor
to make sure he understands that every level of govern-
ment has a responsibility to promote tourism in Ontario.

FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY OFFICE

Ms Shelley Martel (Nickel Belt): I have a question
for the Attorney General. On October 9, your bureau-
cratic staff told the Toronto Star that the government was
abandoning its use of private collection agencies to col-
lect outstanding support payments. That’s because it’s
such a dismal failure. After one year of operation, less
than 1% of money owed to recipients was even collected.
Twenty-four hours later, in an effort, I believe, to do
damage control, your political staff announced that in
fact your ministry would continue using private collec-
tion agencies to collect arrears and that a second tender
was already in the works.

What is also interesting is that the Family Responsibil-
ity Office apparently knows nothing about your latest
plans, because in a memo we received last week the FRO
told us: “As of the end of this month”—October—"the
CAPP project is finished. All cases are being returned to
the FRO office. All information obtained by the collec-
tion agencies will also be redirected to the FRO. The
cases will be assigned to individual client service associ-
ates directly to continue enforcement.”

Minister, which is it? Is this fiasco finally over or do
you really intend to continue with round 2 of a pilot
project that has been a complete disaster?

Hon Jim Flaherty (Attorney General, minister
responsible for native affairs): I thank the member for
her question about the Family Responsibility Office. It’s
important to realize, when you look at the work of the
Family Responsibility Office, that since 1995 we’re
collecting more money than was ever collected by previ-
ous governments. This money’s being collected, as you
know, for spouses and families and children in Ontario
who need this money, largely pursuant to court orders.
Last year, there was a record $500 million disbursed to
recipients. That’s in the last fiscal year. That’s about
$135 million more than in the last year of your govern-
ment, in 1994-95. 1 say this to the honourable member so
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that we have in context the reality of the accomplish-
ments that are happening with the Family Responsibility
Office on behalf of spouses, on behalf of children in
Ontario.

1430

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): Supplementary.

Mr Peter Kormos (Niagara Centre): Of course
you’re collecting more money, because you have more
orders filed with the office than there’s ever been before.
But the fact remains that your much-touted private col-
lection agency scheme managed to collect less than 1%
of the almost half a billion dollars outstanding. Now
you’re going to embark on another private collection
agency scheme to collect the arrears that have accumu-
lated over the last three years, the three years during
which that office has fallen into complete chaos and
disarray.

Once again they don’t answer the phone there. Try
calling them. Once again they don’t respond to e-mail,
fax and correspondence. Claimants can’t get through;
their advocates can’t get through. The solution—and
please give us a time frame—is to make sure that office
is adequately staffed by properly trained people. Three
years later, it’s still the biggest mess we’ve ever seen.

Hon Mr Flaherty: The amount collected by the Fam-
ily Responsibility Office is greater than any other en-
forcement program in Canada. Let me tell you about the
private collection section. The 12-month pilot program
was an effort made to collect old debt. This was debt that
was more than three years old. This was deemed to be
uncollectable in fact. What has happened is that through
this 12-month project, $8 million has either been col-
lected or is on program to go to women and children and
other spouses in Ontario. We’re proud of that program. It
works.

For that reason, we’re expanding it. Now we’re going
to move forward so that debt that’s six months or older
will be sought to be collected through the private collec-
tion services. This is important; it brings money to chil-
dren and spouses in Ontario.

The Speaker: New question. The member for Toronto
Centre-Rosedale.

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE

Mr George Smitherman (Toronto Centre-
Rosedale): Thank you very much, Mr Speaker. May I
take this opportunity, on behalf of the residents of
Toronto Centre-Rosedale, to congratulate on your elec-
tion as Speaker. As your member, in the Speaker’s apart-
ment I do hope that you’ll follow the practice of your
predecessor and not get enumerated here.

I’d like to take this opportunity to ask a question of the
Minister of Transportation. For the last six weeks I've
been travelling around the greater Toronto area, speaking
with mayors and regional chairs and commuters. They
have a message for me that I’m unable to deliver because
the language would be found unparliamentary.

The issue of the gridlock in the greater Toronto area is
choking our economic capability. It’s diminishing the
quality of life for residents. Minister, what are you going
to do to unlock the gridlock in the GTA?

Hon David Turnbull (Minister of Transportation):
I thank the honourable member and congratulate him on
his first question in the House.

Indeed, our government recognizes the importance of
building infrastructure in this province. This is why every
year since we have been the government we have spent
record amounts of money on the provincial highways.
This year is the highest budget in history, at close to
$700 million. We will continue to strengthen the provin-
cial highway system.

Mr Smitherman: I shouldn’t be surprised that you
hide behind the figures with respect to capital budget for
roads and, of course, obfuscate around the impact that
your lack of support for transit has had in the greater
Toronto area.

The figures are clear. The startling number of reports
that have been issued on this problem are there. The
Greater Toronto Services Board is struggling to come up
with solutions for a comprehensive and integrated transit
system and transportation network.

What are you going to do to step in and show some
leadership on this issue?

Hon Mr Turnbull: A strong, integrated system of
transportation is indeed important. This is why we have
realigned the responsibilities and created considerable tax
room to allow municipalities to address that responsi-
bility whilst we continue to strengthen the highways of
this province. We will continue to strengthen the econ-
omy of this province by providing the highway system
that is required, which your party, sir, did not do.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): New question. The
member for Willowdale.

Applause.

HOMES FOR THE AGED

Mr David Young (Willowdale): Thank you, Mr
Speaker, and I thank my friends and colleagues.

Interjection.

Mr Young: I shall do just that, for the lovely greeting.

Mr Speaker, let me start by congratulating you, as
have many before me, on your ascendancy to that hon-
ourable chair. I want to congratulate you not only on your
success but also on the manner in which the campaign
was run; and the honourable member who ran against
you deserves a similar sort of congratulations. I think it’s
probably something we can all learn from.

My question is for the minister responsible for sen-
iors’issues. Over the past few weeks we have seen sev-
eral media reports, particularly in the Toronto area,
regarding the state of various rest and retirement homes
in the greater Toronto area. There have been numerous
reports suggesting that more needs to be done.

I have visited many of these homes, not only during
the election campaign that we recently came out of but
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also over the past number of months. I’ve also had the
opportunity of meeting with various members of my
constituency, including numerous seniors, and this issue
has arisen.

Minister, it’s not only important to the seniors of my
riding but it’s also important to the people of Willowdale
and undoubtedly to the people of Ontario. It is for that
reason that I rise today to ask you to share with us what
the government of this province is doing to address this
very important issue.

Hon Helen Johns (Minister of Citizenship, Culture
and Recreation, minister responsible for seniors and
women): | think it’s incumbent on me to recognize that
we have seven new members on this side of the House
and we’re pleased to have each and every one of them
with us.

The government of Ontario is committed to working
with the retirement home industry to ensure that a self-
regulation framework is in effect. We have worked with
the Ontario Residential Care Association for the past six
months on this very important issue to seniors. We’ve
also encouraged the Ontario Residential Care Association
to consult with the Canadian Council on Health Services
Accreditation. This organization accredits hospitals, it
accredits health care facilities across the province, and
what we want to ensure is that they develop a framework
in conjunction with ORCA to make sure that an accredi-
tation process exists within the retirement home industry.

We’ve also ensured that we have legislation in place
that allows municipalities to be able to tap into this, such
as the Tenant Protection Act and the health promotion
act.

Mr Young: I thank the minister. I point out that we in
the constituency office in Willowdale have produced
numerous materials to attempt to assist seniors with this
and other challenges they may encounter. We’ve recently
produced a seniors’guide that I think will be of great
benefit. We did so after consultation with various stake-
holders, we did so after we consulted with numerous
agencies and we did so after we consulted with various
municipalities.

My concern, though, regards recent measures taken by
the city of Toronto, or lack thereof, and I would like your
response, the response of this government to those meas-
ures. I want to know your comments, Minister, about
how you feel that response from our municipal partners
will address this very serious problem.

Hon Mrs Johns: I would just like to say a couple of
things and move on to this subject. First of all, you may
recognize that the NDP brought forward the Lightman
commission in 1990 through 1995, which gave them
some suggestions about to deal with this issue. They did
nothing. The NDP put through a report in 1989 with
respect to municipal regulation and they chose to do
nothing to date, so the irony of this week should not
escape any of us.

The other thing I would like to say is that I am encour-
aged by the city of Toronto. They have established a
hotline for the retirement industry. They have also sent

out health inspectors to many of these residences to en-
sure that people are being protected. Previous to the city
being amalgamated we had a city of Toronto and Etobi-
coke and both of those had bylaws which were there to
ensure that there was some safety and protection for
people within retirement homes. I am encouraged by the
city of Toronto. I intend to work with them so that they
can enact their own laws, because we have other experi-
ence with that such as Ottawa—

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): New question.
1440

GOVERNMENT SPENDING

Mrs Sandra Pupatello (Windsor West): My ques-
tion is for the Chair of Management Board. You’ve asked
us to tighten our belts for the last five years, all the regu-
lar folks across Ontario. I’d like you to explain why
today there are hundreds of workers with the Alcohol and
Gaming Commission who are at this moment negotiating
their contracts, regular folks, hundreds of them across
Ontario heading towards a Sunday strike deadline. 1°d
like you to explain to us why last year you authorized a
salary increase for the executive director of the Alcohol
and Gaming Commission of 35%. Why did you authorize
an increase in salary from $126,000 to five bucks short of
$170,000?

Hon Chris Hodgson (Chair of the Management
Board of Cabinet): As the member of the opposition
would know, the contract she’s talking about falls under
the purview of my colleague the Minister of Consumer
and Commercial Relations.

In regard to her second question, when we combined
the two functions of the Alcohol and Gaming Commis-
sion—prior to that it was one function and now there’s
the merger, so some efficiencies have been found—it was
recommended that you take a look at the market com-
parators, you take a look at the amount of work that’s
now required and you take a look at the scope of what
this job entails.

I just want to remind the opposition and the people of
Ontario that we have one of the most stringent regulatory
climates in the world. We want to make sure, if gaming
takes place in this province, that it’s well regulated and
conducted in an open and fair manner and that children
aren’t allowed into those premises. We want to make
sure that if alcohol is served, it’s not served to minors.
This is what this man is responsible for.

Mrs Pupatello: So far in the last few months you’ve
had a doubling of staff in the Premier’s office. You’'ve
added six more cabinet ministers. That’s six more limos
and six more drivers. Not only has the executive director
of the commission had an increase of 35%, but the
director of licensing and registration has had a 25% in-
crease in his salary. So never mind this change of jobs;
you’re increasing all the bosses’salaries.

My question for you is, why is it fair for you to have
this kind of increase vetted through Management Board
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for you and your bosses but for the rest of the regular
folks in Ontario it’s a whole different rule?

Hon Mr Hodgson: When you’re talking about sala-
ries, the ministries come forward with proposals that are
vetted by Management Board so there is control on the
money. If you’re looking—

Mrs Pupatello: Control. Give me your cheque book.

Hon Mr Hodgson: I’ll put our record up against your
free-spending ways any day of the week.

Interjections.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): Order, member for
Windsor West.

Hon Mr Hodgson: This comes from a party that
doubled spending in this province in their short term in
office, which led to the abysmal record that we had to dig
ourselves out of.

When specific proposals come forward, they’re dealt
with on a case-by-case basis in terms of the merit and the
qualifications that are required for that job. It’s compared
to the market. When you’re comparing other salary rates,
they are compared to the market comparators. In a union-
ized environment, the union comes forward and man-
agement negotiates that. In non-unionized environments,
the Civil Service Commission makes those recommenda-
tions, if they work for the government. When you work
for agencies, boards and commissions, they have arm’s-
length boards that make those comparisons on what skill
set they—

The Speaker: Would the member take his seat. New
question.

ABANDONED MINES

Mr Garfield Dunlop (Simcoe North): My question is
for the Minister of Northern Development and Mines. As
you know, when a mine’s resources have been depleted,
companies are required under the Mining Act to address
environmental and health issues before closing a mine.
These requirements have not always been in place, and as
a result some of the older open pits and mine shafts may
become public safety hazards.

Can you tell me what you, as the minister responsible
for mining in Ontario, plan to do to address the public’s
concerns about abandoned mines?

Applause.

Hon Tim Hudak (Minister of Northern Develop-
ment and Mines): Thank you very much to my col-
leagues for their kind commendations, and thanks also to
the member for Simcoe North. It’s an honour to receive
his first question in the House, and I’'m glad to have him
here and congratulate him for his arrival here at the 37th
assembly.

I’ve had the pleasure and the opportunity to travel to
over 30 different communities as Minister of Northern
Development and Mines to listen to northerners’views,
and I want to add too, in my first question in the House,
it’s an honour as well to represent part of the province so
vast, so beautiful, so proud. I'm very pleased and

honoured to be the Minister of Northern Development
and Mines.

In fact, on a recent trip to Sudbury I had the pleasure
of announcing a new program, a $27-million investment
in rehabilitating abandoned mine sites across the prov-
ince of Ontario, a very exciting program that’s going to
bring back land that was previously restricted from pub-
lic use; some hazards in the ground, for example, that
now can be brought back into recreational use for things
like hiking and exploring activities, very popular in the
north and the rest of Ontario. Important, as well, in bring-
ing back this land to productive use is the potential for
further economic development, for commercial use or for
further exploration and a mine in the future. It’s a very
important program for the north, and the $27 million is
going to go a long way for economic growth in the north.

Mr Dunlop: I thank you for that explanation, Minis-
ter. As you know, the mining industry dates back well
over a century in Ontario. There are a number of mines
that ceased operating before strict provincial legislation
was in place to regulate mine closures. As a result, there
is a lot of work to be done on abandoned sites in many
areas of the province. Given that this is a new program
and not every site can be rehabilitated immediately, how
will your ministry prioritize these sites to decide what
locations will receive your immediate attention?

Hon Mr Hudak: I thank the member for the supple-
mental question. The member is right. In fact, for most of
the history of the province there were no strict require-
ments for closing up abandoned mine sites, and as such
this created some hazards across the province, signifi-
cantly in northern Ontario.

The good news is that, under the Mike Harris govern-
ment, now the Mining Act requires that each mining
project must include a closure plan that will explain and
justify how the land will be restored to its natural state
upon completion of exploration and mining. The Harris
government remains vigilant in ensuring that the Mining
Act is enforced to protect our natural environment.

As the member mentioned, under the abandoned
mines rehab program we have developed a set of criteria
that will be applied to determine which mine sites are of
the greatest risk to public health and safety. I want to
ensure, as do my colleagues on this side of the House,
that those most urgent needs are addressed first.

As I said in Sudbury, we’re beginning work this year
on 30 sites. That’s the first in the four-year program, and
there are many more good things to come in this file and
in northern development.

VISITOR

Ms Marilyn Churley (Broadview-Greenwood): On
a point of order, Mr Speaker: Briefly, I just want to take
this opportunity to point out to the members in the House
that we have a special guest today. Mr Jim Maloway, an
NDP member of the Manitoba Legislative Assembly, is
with us today.
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The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): That is not a point of
order.

PETITIONS

HIGHWAY SAFETY

Ms Caroline Di Cocco (Sarnia-Lambton): “To the
Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas 13 people died during the first seven months
of 1999 on Highway 401 between London and Windsor;
and

“Whereas traffic levels on all sections of Highway 401
continue to increase; and

“Whereas Canada’s number one trade and travel route
was designed in the 1950s for fewer vehicles and lighter
trucks; and

“Whereas road funding is almost completely paid
through vehicle permit and driving licence fees; and

“Whereas Ontario road users pay 28 cents per litre of
tax on gasoline, adding up to $2.7 billion in provincial
gas taxes and over $2.3 billion in federal gas taxes;

“We, the undersigned members of the Canadian Auto-
mobile Association and other residents of Ontario,
respectfully request the Legislative Assembly of Ontario
to immediately upgrade Highway 401 to at least a six-
lane highway with full paved shoulders and rumble
strips; and

“We respectfully request that the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario place firm pressure on the federal govern-
ment to invest its gasoline tax revenue in road safety
improvements in Ontario.”

I will affix my signature to this petition, as I agree
with its contents.
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PARAMEDICS

Mr David Christopherson (Hamilton West): I have
a petition that reads as follows:

“To the Honourable Lieutenant Governor and the Leg-
islative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas the Ontario Ministry of Health this past
spring amended O. Reg. 501/97 under the Ambulance
Act so that paramedics are considered no longer qualified
to do their job if they accumulate a minimum of six de-
merit points on their driving record;

“Whereas the amended regulation has resulted in at
least one paramedic being fired”—that number is now
six, two of them from my hometown of Hamilton—
“from employment; and

“Whereas the Ministry of Health’s regulation is far
more punitive and harsh than the Ministry of Trans-
portation’s, which monitors and enforces traffic safety
through the Highway Traffic Act; and

“Whereas the Ministry of Transportation mails out a
notice to drivers at six to nine demerit points and

suspends a person’s driver’s licence at 15 points for a 30-
day period; and

“Whereas none of the other emergency services in On-
tario, e.g. fire and police services, are held to the same
standard or punished as harshly; and

“Whereas this amended regulation is not needed since
other sections of the Ambulance Act protect the public
against unsafe driving and/or criminal behaviour by
paramedics (specifically O. Reg. 501/97, part III, section
6, subsections 8, 9 and 10); and

“Whereas the Ministry of Health actions are blatantly
unjust and punitive, and they discriminate against para-
medics;

“Therefore, we, the undersigned citizens of Ontario,
beg leave to petition the Legislative Assembly of Ontario
as follows:

“To immediately eliminate any references to the
accumulation of demerit points during employment from
0. Reg. 501/97 under the Ambulance Act (specifically,
part III, section 6, subsection 7), thereby allowing the
Highway Traffic Act to apply to paramedics; and

“To order the immediate reinstatement of paramedics
who have been unjustly fired under this regulation.”

I continue to support these paramedics in their legiti-
mate fight.

WATERLINE INSTALLATION

Mr Marcel Beaubien (Lambton-Kent-Middlesex): I
have a petition which reads as follows. It has been signed
by approximately 200 to 300 people.

“We, the undersigned residents in the province of On-
tario, draw the attention of the Parliament of Ontario to
the following:

“Whereas the town of Bosanquet has billed the rate-
payers for the incomplete waterline installation; and

“Whereas the waterline installation interruption is
beyond the control of the ratepayers; and

“Whereas the engineering plans were completed for
the projects in the spring of 1995, and the contracts were
awarded and the waterline installation commenced June
1995; and

“Whereas the Ontario Clean Water Agency was
responsible for the trunk line mains on Highway 21 and
County Road 7; and

“Whereas all waterlines were to be installed within the
width of the road allowances which are the responsibility
of the Ontario government and Lambton county, respec-
tively; and

“Whereas work stoppage occurred in November 1996
on Highway 21 between Outer Drive and Army Camp
Road and continues to this present day because persons
on the camp threatened the agency workers and the
agency equipment;

“Therefore, your petitioners call upon Parliament to
ensure that the residences, businesses and commercial
consumers that could benefit by this waterline are not
liable for any interest and further costs as a result of the
interrupted waterline installation.”
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MEDICAL CLINIC

Mr Michael A. Brown (Algoma-Manitoulin): I have
a petition to the Legislative Assembly of Ontario.

“We, the people of Massey and surrounding area are
proud of our medical clinic. We have appreciated the
services of the Elliott Lake doctors for 27 years and wish
it to continue.”

This is signed by literally hundreds of my constituents
from Massey, Lee Valley, Sagamok, Webbwood and
other places.

BOTTLE RECYCLING

Mr Joseph N. Tascona (Barrie-Simcoe-Bradford): I
wish to table a petition to the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario. It’s from the students and teachers of St Mary’s
school, and it reads as follows:

“We are concerned about the future of Ontario’s envi-
ronment. We know that one-way plastic pop bottles and
aluminum cans waste non-renewable resources and
energy, create pollution, and 1.5 billion of them end up in
landfill or as litter every year in Ontario.

“We know that recycling the other half billion of them
is costing too much money and our blue box program is
suffering as a result. To try to save their recycling pro-
grams, hundreds of municipalities representing over 80%
of Ontario’s population have passed council resolutions
in support of a deposit-return system for beverage con-
tainers. We also know that a deposit-return system with
refillable bottles works well all over the world and is
possible for Ontario. We did it before, we can do it again.

“We ask you to support legislation to implement
refillable bottles and a deposit-return system for On-
tario.”

HENLEY ROWING COURSE

Mr James J. Bradley (St Catharines): I have a peti-
tion that reads as follows:

“Whereas the Henley rowing course in St Catharines
is an outstanding rowing facility which has for several
decades been the site of hundreds of international rowing
competitions;

“Whereas the World Rowing Championship has been
held in St Catharines in 1970 and 1999 and has been
declared an outstanding success on both occasions;

“Whereas the municipal, provincial and federal gov-
ernments, along with generous private donors, invested
several million dollars in the upgrading of the Henley
rowing course to enable the 1999 World Rowing Cham-
pionship to be held in St Catharines and that as a result
the Henley is a first-class rowing facility;

“Whereas the organizing committee of the World
Rowing Championship, the annual Royal Canadian
Henley Regatta and other prestigious regattas has proven
expertise to operate major international rowing competi-
tions;

“Whereas all taxpayers in Ontario will be compelled
to contribute to any financial assistance provided by the
Ontario government for the Olympic bid for the city of
Toronto;

“Whereas the creation of a new rowing facility outside
of St Catharines for the Toronto Olympic bid would
result in unnecessary expenditures of millions of dollars
to duplicate the St Catharines rowing facility;

“Whereas the rowing facility for several recent Olym-
pic Games has been located outside of the sponsoring and
host city;

“We, the undersigned, urge the government of Ontario
to persuade the Toronto Olympic bid committee to pro-
pose the Henley rowing course in St Catharines as a site
of the rowing competition for the 2008 Olympic Games.”

I affix my signature as I’'m in full agreement, and I
hand the petition to Lydia Parafianowicz, who is a page
from the city of St Catharines.

DRIVER EXAMINATIONS

Mr Gerry Martiniuk (Cambridge): I have a petition
of 2,736 names distributed by a young student constituent
of mine, Melisa Roselli. It reads:

“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas according to the Ministry of Transportation
for the province of Ontario there is at least a 10-month
backlog for persons wishing to take their road driving
test. This situation is prevalent throughout the entire
province. With Ontario’s booming economy and the cur-
rent provincial government objectives this is an intoler-
able situation. This backlog situation could be rectified
simply by the hiring of further testing staff or the reopen-
ing of examination offices.

“We, the undersigned, petition to the Legislative
Assembly as follows;

“That the government of Ontario hire additional Min-
istry of Transportation road testing staff and open further
testing offices to eliminate or substantially reduce the
current testing backlog within the province.”

NORTHERN HEALTH TRAVEL GRANT

Mr Michael Gravelle (Thunder Bay-Superior
North): I have a petition to the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario:

“Whereas the northern health travel grant was intro-
duced in 1987 in recognition of the fact that northern
Ontario residents are often forced to receive treatment
outside their own communities because of the lack of
available services; and

“Whereas travel, accommodation and other costs have
escalated sharply since the program was first put in place,
particularly in the area of air travel; and

“Whereas the Ontario government has provided funds
so that southern Ontario patients needing care at the
Northwestern Ontario Cancer Centre have all their
expenses paid while receiving treatment in the north
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which creates a double standard for health care delivery
in the province; and

“Whereas northern Ontario residents should not re-
ceive a different level of health care nor be discriminated
against because of their geographic locations;

“Therefore we, the undersigned citizens of Ontario,
petition the Ontario Legislature to acknowledge the un-
fairness and inadequacy of the northern health travel
grant program and commit to a review of the program
with a goal of providing 100% funding of the travel costs
for residents needing care outside their communities until
such time as that care is available in our communities.”

This is signed by thousands of people. Petitions keep
coming in, and I’'m proud to add my name to these
petitions.
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HIGHWAY SAFETY

Mr R. Gary Stewart (Peterborough): “To the Legis-
lative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas 13 people died during the first seven months
of 1999 on Highway 401 between London and Windsor;
and

“Whereas traffic levels on all sections of 401 continue
to increase; and

“Whereas Canada’s number one trade and travel route
was designed in the 1950s for fewer vehicles and lighter
trucks; and

“Whereas road funding is almost completely paid
through vehicle permit and driver licence fees; and

“Whereas Ontario road users pay 28 cents per litre of
tax on gasoline, adding up to over $2.7 billion in provin-
cial gas taxes and over $2.3 billion in federal gas taxes;

“We, the undersigned members of the Canadian
Automobile Association and other residents of Ontario,
respectfully request the Legislative Assembly of Ontario
to immediately upgrade 401 to at least a six-lane highway
with fully paved shoulders and rumble strips; and

“We respectfully request that the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario place firm pressure on the federal govern-
ment to invest its gasoline tax revenue in road safety
improvements in Ontario.”

I affix my signature.

EDUCATION FUNDING

Mr Tony Ruprecht (Davenport): I have a petition
that reads as follows:

“Whereas Mike Harris is cutting the heart out of many
communities by closing hundreds of neighbourhood and
community schools across Ontario; and

“Whereas this massive number of school closings all
at once will displace many children and put others on
longer bus routes; and

“Whereas Mike Harris promised in 1995 not to cut
classroom spending but has already cut at least $1 billion
from our schools and is now closing many classrooms
completely; and

“Whereas Mike Harris is pitting parent against parent
and community against community in the fight to save
local schools; and

“Whereas parents and students in the city of Toronto
and indeed many other communities across Ontario are
calling on the government to stop closing so many of
their schools;

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislature of
Ontario as follows: That the government of Ontario stop
closing local schools.”

I’m affixing my signature to this document.

RELIGIOUS READINGS IN SCHOOLS

Mr Wayne Wettlaufer (Kitchener Centre): I have a
petition to the Legislative Assembly of Ontario and it is
with a great deal of pleasure that I read this.

“Whereas, to honour the children let us make a
difference;

“We, the undersigned, are deeply concerned about the
waning of morality, of respect for human feelings and
life itself. Youth is where our future is.

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

“Collectively, we feel that some type of religious read-
ing, such as the Lord’s Prayer, be reinstated into the
public school system. This would be a most important
step towards ‘world healing.””

I add my signature to this petition.

HIGHWAY SAFETY

Mr Ernie Parsons (Prince Edward-Hastings): I
have a petition signed by people from Frankford, Belle-
ville, Picton and Carrying Place expressing concern
about Highway 401 and expressing concern that the
amount of money that governments collect for the sales
tax and for tax on gasoline is not being reinvested.

As one who’s had the privilege of working for the
once proud Ministry of Transportation back in the old
days when the government cared about our road system, I
am pleased to add my signature to this petition.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

THRONE SPEECH DEBATE

Resuming the debate adjourned on October 26, 1999,
on the amendment to the motion for an address in reply
to the speech of Her Honour the Lieutenant Governor at
the opening of the session.

Mr Howard Hampton (Kenora-Rainy River): I
very much appreciate the opportunity to respond to this
government’s speech from the throne because we believe
that there was a lot in the throne speech that misses the
point, and similarly, we believe that there are a lot of
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issues out there across Ontario that need to be dealt with
that the throne speech tried to ignore.

Let me say at the outset that what the government tried
to do in its throne speech was to essentially deflect atten-
tion away from what we regard as the major issues of the
day. The government wants to try to pretend that it has an
agenda for dealing with the causes of crime and dealing
with crime.

The centre point of this so-called agenda is going out
and attacking 300 or 400 squeegee kids, most of whom
do their line of work in downtown Toronto. They try to
play this up as the ultimate strategy to somehow take on
the causes of crime and the manifestation of crime in our
society.

It’s a wonderful deflection technique, a wonderful de-
flection attempt, but at its heart it is phony. Let me tell
you why it is phony. The government wants us to believe
that it has put more police officers on the street, that it is
putting more police officers on the street and that that is
going to deal with this issue.

Thankfully, we have something called Statistics Can-
ada which does, from time to time, reports and studies on
these issues. Statistics Canada recently released a study
looking at the number of police officers who are actually
available. This is what they found in Ontario: In 1994,
there were 20,737 police officers on the street in this
province; in 1998, there were fewer police officers,
20,454 police officers in Ontario.

That number itself reveals something. When you add
in the population increases in Ontario over that period of
time, from 1994 to 1998, the actual deficit in police
officers on the street is much larger. In fact, for the prov-
ince just to get back to where it was in 1994, the province
would have to go out and hire today—not next week, not
next year; hire today—an additional 1,400 new police
officers just to get back to where it was in 1994 in terms
of the growth of population and the fact that a number of
police officers have retired or gone on to other work.

Let me quote from some of the people who are speak-
ing up out there. The Waterloo police chief says that the
region of Waterloo needs 75 more police officers, mini-
mum. He says: “Our police want to focus on community
policing and on the serious crimes in our community.
They want to be on the street, not shuffling paper or
chasing after squeegee kids.”

Let me say to the government, your strategy of going
after squeegee kids, your attempt to say to people that
you have a strategy to deal with the causes of crime and
the manifestation of crime was a very nice deflection
technique, but at its heart it is hollow and Statistics Can-
ada has revealed for everyone exactly how hollow and
how phony it is.

Let me move beyond the deflection and let me get
down to some of the other issues that I believe are very
important but which were not dealt with in the throne
speech at all. As I say, the throne speech tries to deflect
attention away from the continuing holes and cracks in
our health care system and tries to deflect attention away
from the government’s direction in health care, which is

to privatize and Americanize more and more of our
health care delivery.

Where do we see evidence of the holes and cracks in
the health care system? Anyone can look in their own
community. In my constituency, the Lake of the Woods
hospital in Kenora has had to essentially curtail the sur-
gery which is ordinarily performed in the hospital be-
cause there is a chronic shortage of nurses, and they’ve
had to close hospital beds now because of the shortage of
nurses.
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In another community, Rainy River, a small rural
community, none of the nurses in that hospital have been
able to take any of their accrued vacation. Why? A
chronic shortage of nurses.

In another community—in fact, in a whole series of
communities further north, the aboriginal communities—
there is a chronic problem now in recruiting nurses.
Virtually every nursing station in those communities is
short nurses. This has dramatic impacts on the health care
that people receive on a day-to-day basis and even more
dramatic impacts in terms of public health, because pub-
lic health nurses get switched into day-to-day acute care
nursing.

One manifestation is the growing shortage of nurses
across this province, and this government has no strategy
to address it. In the part of Ontario that I represent, which
takes in 40% of the geography of the province, this
government has shut down the only two programs at the
community level for the training of registered practical
nurses, both in the community of Kenora and in the
community of Fort Frances. It has shut them down at the
very time when in community after community there is a
chronic shortage of nurses developing. I suspect I could
go into almost any community in northern Ontario now,
almost any community in rural Ontario, and in fact I
could go into many small towns and small cities in
Ontario, and find similar evidence of the nursing
shortage.

What does the government have to say about the nurs-
ing shortage in its throne speech? It has absolutely noth-
ing to say. It is as if this very pressing, very important
issue which impacts the health care of all kinds of On-
tarians didn’t exist.

Then there’s the issue of the physician shortage or,
let’s be more exact, the maldistribution of physicians
within Ontario. The fact of the matter is that under this
government, a problem which has existed in the past has
grown much worse; that is, that physicians seem only to
want to gravitate towards large cities like Toronto, like
Hamilton, like London, like Ottawa, and that now even
cities like Windsor, cities like Kitchener, cities like
Peterborough and certainly all of the cities and all of the
town in northern and rural Ontario are experiencing a
physician shortage.

I have to give the government credit. They actually
said they were going to do something about this. This is
their answer, and I want to get it clearly on the record so
that people understand how unacceptable this answer is:
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The government says that from now on they will begin a
process of subsidizing the tuition fees of medical school
students provided they sign a contract that when they
finish they will go back to underserviced areas and will
work as physicians there.

When 1 last checked, it takes about five years to get
through medical school and to qualify for practice. The
government’s suggestion is that Ontarians will suffer
through a continuing nursing shortage, a continuing
maldistribution of physicians, and that five years down
the road the government might be able to do something
to address that.

I just want to point out—and I would have hoped the
Minister of Health would have done this—that this strat-
egy of subsidizing tuition fees with respect to medical
school students has been tried before. The underserviced
area program for many years had a bursary program. |
don’t think there’s much difference between a bursary
and subsidized tuition. The idea behind the bursary pro-
gram was that if someone was going to school in one of
the areas of health care that was identified as a shortage
under the underserviced area program, they would
receive a bursary.

The bursary program was tried many years ago.
Unfortunately, it was found in the majority of cases not
to be a success. Why? The people of the underserviced
area program will tell you this: It was found not to be a
success because when young people go into medical
school or nursing school or, let’s say, physiotherapy,
many of them have not given any thought as to where
they want to live, where they want to practise, whether or
not they want to practise some kind of speciality and,
most of all, what happens if they decide to get married, to
have a spouse, and where their spouse wants to relocate
or locate. In fact, the underserviced area program found
that in about 75% of the cases with the bursaries, people
who had originally signed up said later on in their medi-
cal education, “I want out of this because I know now,
because of changes in my life—I’m married, we have a
family, I’ve decided on a specialty, I have something else
that’s attracting me elsewhere in the world—I don’t want
to do this. I want out.”

The government’s suggestion in terms of the physician
shortage is to wait five years and hope that a strategy that
hasn’t worked in the past—there’s been a failure in 75%
of the situations in the past—somehow succeeds this
time. That is the most charitable analysis you can give to
this government’s one-off to rural and northern Ontario
and small-town and small-city Ontario.

It goes on, and I want to delineate all of these. The
government does try to skip by, to ignore, the holes and
cracks in the health care system. Even more, it tries to
skip by the fact that its general direction for Ontario’s
health care system is to turn more and more of the health
care system over to private corporations for private
delivery.

Let’s make no mistake about it: That is what is
happening overwhelmingly in home care. Non-profit
community organizations like the Victorian Order of

Nurses and Red Cross are, in case after case, community
after community, being given the back of the hand, and
who is moving in? By and large, corporate health care
providers, American corporate health care providers like
the Olsten Corp, which have a dismal record in the
United States. Olsten, convicted of health care fraud in
the United States, having to pay a fine in excess of $70
million because of that health care fraud in the United
States, Olsten, which has a despicable record in the
United States, is being invited into this province with
open arms by this government.

However, it goes beyond that, because people need to
look at what happens when you turn health care delivery
over to private corporations. The former Conservative
government in Manitoba—I say “former” because they
are no more—went down this route about six years ago
of privatizing and Americanizing home care. After they
had gone down the road for about a year and a half, there
was such public disaffection, such public unhappiness,
that they brought in an independent auditor, an independ-
ent analysis, to look at what was happening in home care.
The analysis was done by a group of university profes-
sors I believe out of Carleton University. They went to
Manitoba and sort of followed what was happening in
home care. Again it was Olsten Corp, an American pri-
vate health care provider, which was welcomed into
Manitoba.

What they found was this: First of all, they found that
Olsten was engaged in a strategy to force down the
wages and working conditions of the people who were
providing home care, so the workers in the system whom
we depend on to deliver quality care were having their
wages, their benefits and their working conditions low-
ered in a deliberate strategy. As a result, many of those
registered nurses, registered practical nurses and physio-
therapists were leaving the system. They simply said, “I
am not going to work in a system which I believe doesn’t
have integrity any more.” So workers were leaving, and
they were leaving for good reason.

Then they looked at it from the perspective of patients,
and more and more they were finding that patients were
being rationed or limited in terms of the home care they
were receiving. They were being told in some cases:
“This service is no longer covered by the system. This
particular procedure is no longer covered by Manitoba
health insurance. If you want this, you’ll have to pur-
chase it privately.” In other cases, patients were being
told: “We are going to limit your visit to 10 minutes or
15 minutes a day, and if it takes longer, we’re sorry;
that’s all I’ve got. I’'m on a strict schedule. I can only do
this for 15 minutes a day.”

The conclusion: Patients were not benefiting from this
private, corporate delivery of home care. In fact, the
quality of care they were receiving and the hours of care,
or the minutes of care, that they were receiving were all
declining.
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Who’s winning? Well, Olsten was winning. Olsten

had put in place a strategy to lower the wages, a strategy
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to ration the care, and Olsten was showing projections
that two or three years out they were going to make in-
creasing profit from the provision of health care. The
health care workers lose, the nurses lose, the registered
practical nurses lose, the patients lose, but the private
corporate deliverer of home care goes to the bank.

I invite members of this government to read the Mani-
toba study. Since you’re following down the same road
as your colleagues in Manitoba, you might like to have
the benefit of what that independent analysis, that inde-
pendent audit found.

Let’s face facts. Not only are you privatizing home
care, but you are privatizing the delivery of long-term
care as well. Anyone who reflects on the last four years
will note that instead of taking what have been hospital
facilities and converting them into long-term-care facili-
ties, you’ve been closing the public facilities and then
turning over the provision of long-term care to private
corporate deliverers. Overwhelmingly, your strategy for
long-term care is to award the contracts, to award in
effect the monopoly to private corporate deliverers.

I invite anyone again to look at where that leads. I
would suggest that we’re already seeing where it leads if
we look at recent news reports. The recent news reports
are full of information where seniors are being neglected,
where seniors are receiving an inadequate level of care,
where seniors are being told, “If you want a higher level
of care, you should fork money out of your pocket to pay
for it.” That is in the news everywhere and that is going
to continue to grow.

Why? There’s no secret here. Those private providers
will want at least 15% off the top for their profit line. If
they couldn’t get 15% in providing long-term care, ac-
cording to the rules of economics, they would leave the
provision of health care and they would go into some
other sector where they could realize a 15% return. They
want to take 15% out of the budget.

If I can go back to Olsten for a minute, there’s a very
instructive example with Olsten. Just a little bit of re-
search would show you that the chief operating officer of
Olsten in the year 1997 received close to $2 million in
salary and also close to $2 million in bonus. In a health
care system, I know that money has effectively got to
come out of the pockets of patients; it’s got to come out
of patient care. That’s what happens. There’s only so
much budget for health care. We hear from the Minister
of Health of this province all the time that there is so
much money available for health care and so hospitals,
homes for the aged and home care providers have to
make choices. If part of the model now is that the execu-
tive of Olsten has to be paid $4 million a year, that is
coming out of patient care. No matter how you try to
square the circle or cut the circle, that’s what’s happen-
ing. That is very much the history of health care in the
United States.

Hon Michael D. Harris (Premier): Is that where
your $2 million came from?

Mr Hampton: If the Premier wants to interject, I’d
say to the Premier, look at any objective study that’s been

done of health care in the United States. It is the most
expensive health care system in the world; it is one of the
least efficient health care systems in the world; it leaves
close to 100 million Americans either without health care
coverage or with health care coverage that, when you
read the exclusion clauses, the exemption clauses and the
limitation clauses, doesn’t amount to anything.

The American system of health care, provisioned by
private corporations, is the least efficient, most expensive
health care system in the world. I can’t figure out for the
life of me why your government wants to emulate it, why
you want to adopt the private corporate provision of
home care, of long-term care. As we watch over the next
four years, more and more we will see the private corpo-
rate provision of ambulance services and, I suspect, also
public health.

Day by day, week by week, whether through the back
door or the side door, what you’re doing is Americaniz-
ing and privatizing our health care system; and the result
is going to be a more expensive health care system, a less
efficient health care system, where all kinds of Ontarians
are going to fall through the gaps.

I would have wished at least that the government
would have identified for people what your agenda is, so
that people could understand clearly that that is your
agenda, and then we could get into that debate.

But it doesn’t end there with the government’s attempt
to gloss over and ignore what’s happening in health care.
I looked for some mention in the throne speech of the
government’s intention to deal with the tragedy that is
developing in terms of special education in our schools. |
know, as I make my way from community to community
across Ontario, that thousands of children who have
special needs, who need special education, are falling
through the holes and the cracks of the education system.

I also know that this government’s agenda is, and will
continue to be, not to provide any additional resources
for special education, not to provide any additional re-
sources for children with special needs. In fact, this gov-
ernment’s agenda will be to flatline education budgets for
elementary and secondary schools, and as the number of
students in the system grows, it will continue to say to
boards of education, “You decide where you’re going to
cut.” The agenda will be to cut more from education, not
to deal with the tragedy that’s happening in special edu-
cation across this province.

I looked for some indication in the throne speech that
the government recognized that it is dramatically under-
investing in our colleges and universities. I looked for
some indication that the government was prepared to
make those strategic, all-important investments in post-
secondary education—colleges and universities—as we
move more and more into the knowledge economy, and
once again it was empty.

This is the problem: Today in Canada, Ontario ranks
last in terms of its per person investment in colleges and
universities. Every other province in Canada invests
more on a per person basis in colleges and universities
than Ontario does. Poor provinces like Newfoundland,
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provinces like Saskatchewan which are facing a tremen-
dous challenge in terms of their agricultural sector, poor
provinces invest more in post-secondary education on a
per person basis than Ontario does. That’s the reality of
the problem in Ontario.

If you put it in North American terms, only two states
invest less in their colleges and universities in the United
States than Ontario. That’s Vermont and New Hamp-
shire. Anyone who checks will find that Vermont and
New Hampshire have historically and traditionally been
the home of a large number of private universities and
private colleges, so those two states believe that they’ll
leave it to those upper-echelon private institutions. But
after that, if you compare Ontario to any other state in the
United States, Ontario would rank behind. Even states in
the United States that have chronic literacy problems—
Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi and, for God’s sake,
even Arkansas—invest more in their colleges and univer-
sities on a per person basis than Ontario.

What is so dramatically wrong with this? We live in a
knowledge economy. We all recognize that the most
important thing we can do now in this knowledge econ-
omy is to invest to ensure that our people, Ontario peo-
ple, have the best knowledge, the best set of skills, the
best well-rounded ability than ever before. That will
determine our success economically and socially more
than ever. At the very time when it’s more pressing than
ever to make these investments, Ontario is de-investing.
Ontario is going in the opposite direction to virtually
every other jurisdiction in North America as they try to
find ways to increase their investment in college and
university education. Once again, the government tried to
ignore this issue completely in their throne speech.

1530

But that’s not the end of it; it goes on. The government
tries to ignore the fact, the reality that Ontario now has
the second-worst environmental record in North Amer-
ica. Only the state of Texas, a state where they brag,
“Anything goes,” has a worse environmental record than
Ontario.

I won’t recite for you all the United Nations reports
which list, chapter and verse, the fact that if you do not
take care of your natural and physical environment, if
you continue to degrade your natural and physical envi-
ronment, it will come back to bite you big time in terms
of health care bills; that the health of our people, the
health of our communities is intimately linked to the
standards that we set for the protection and the enhance-
ment of our natural and physical environment. Most
jurisdictions in the western world, in Europe and—yes,
it’s true—even the United States, are taking more and
more steps to protect and improve their natural and
physical environments.

What is happening in Ontario? If you look over the
last four years, every year the government cut the
investment that it was prepared to make in protecting and
improving our environment. Thus, we have the second-
worst environmental record in North America, and there
was absolutely nothing in the throne speech to indicate

that it’s going to change or alter its direction in any way.
We’re going to continue to see the degradation of our
environment with all the negative repercussions that will
have for the health of our communities and most of all
the health of our people.

I looked for some indication in the throne speech that
the government had a strategy to deal with the growing
daily crisis of homelessness and the lack of affordable
housing. We first saw this crisis about three years ago
with people who are hard to house, let’s face it, people
who perhaps have a problem of alcoholism or who have a
drug addiction or perhaps are suffering from psychiatric
disorders; we first saw that housing crisis in terms of that
population, those most unfortunate people. The govern-
ment [ think tried to ignore it. In its language, it tries to
say people in that unfortunate situation are not deserving
or somehow are the authors of their own fate. So the
government tried to ignore the problem of homelessness
at that time.

What we saw this fall is that now university and col-
lege students who come to places like the University of
Waterloo or Sir Wilfrid Laurier University or McMaster
or any of the Toronto colleges or universities cannot find
a decent place to live in order that they can pursue their
education.

We also know—and all it takes is a cursory call to Sta-
tistics Canada who keeps track of this—that rents are
increasing in major Ontario cities at an astronomical
level since the government has essentially cut the heart
out of rent controls through its so-called Tenant Protec-
tion Act. Landlords are finding a variety of ways to dra-
matically increase the rent. But we know from similar
work that Statistics Canada has done that lower-income
families and modest-income families are not enjoying a
similar increase in their wages, in their income. So we
are seeing more and more families out on the street and
that problem is going to continue. It is indeed a crisis
that’s already happening and it’s going to get worse.

What is so bad about this is, I don’t know of anyone
who can organize their life for work or education or
training if they don’t have a roof over their head. If you
don’t have a roof over your head, you don’t have an
address. If you don’t have a roof over your head, you
don’t have a phone. If you don’t have a roof over your
head, it’s very difficult just to organize any kind of
schedule, never mind a work schedule or an education
schedule.

The government, by ignoring this problem, seems to
be saying it is OK to exclude from Ontario society a
growing number of people, that it is OK to exclude them
from the economy, it is OK to exclude them from soci-
ety, to exclude them from the community in general.

There may be some people in Ontario who say, “I’'m
not too concerned about this.” But I just want to again
put on the table for public discussion what happens when
people are homeless. When people are homeless they
become more and more susceptible to very serious
chronic diseases.
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A public health nurse will tell you that in Toronto 36%
of the people who are homeless—I'm not just talking
here about single men; I’m talking about families, I'm
talking about young people who are trying to find a job—
now carry the tuberculosis bacteria. They may not mani-
fest tuberculosis yet, but they carry the bacteria and it is
only a matter of time before tuberculosis becomes a very
serious problem.

Many people in Ontario perhaps didn’t live through
the 1940s or 1950s or early 1960s. Many people in
Ontario perhaps do not know the history of how much
money had to be expended out of the health care budget
to get control of tuberculosis and chronic diseases once
they found a hold in the population. Tens of millions of
dollars, hundreds of millions of dollars had to be
expended.

Yet the government here is allowing the very sort of
scenario to be created once again which is going to create
that problem and lead again to a very serious public
health problem which will not respect income categories,
will not respect what neighbourhood we live in and will
not respect whether we are young or old. Once something
like tuberculosis takes hold, it has an incredible capacity
to travel. Government seems not to care one whit about
this problem.

Just to show how out of step the government is with
many other jurisdictions, I want to point out that right
now in the large cities in the United States, the federal
government is making a consistent and persistent attempt
to address some of these problems because they know
how serious they are. In fact, as Ontario increasingly
steps away from its cities, increasingly abandons its
cities, whether in terms of affordable housing or public
health or ambulance services, or in terms of public transit
or simply the building of roads, Ontario stands back and
says, “You’re on your own,” in the United States they’re
headed in the opposite direction.

Why? First of all, just let me tell you what they’re do-
ing. Let’s take Toronto, for example. This, by the way,
comes out of the Globe and Mail, not an NDP publica-
tion. This is the right-of-centre Toronto Globe and Mail.
It points out:

“In the 1970s, Toronto was the envy of large US cities
because it successfully put neighbourhoods before ex-
pressways. Now bonus points for quality of urban life go
south of the border. The explanation is simple: Three
levels of government in the United States recognize that
cities are the engines driving regional and sometimes
national economies and fund them accordingly.” They
realize that “Every dollar spent on infrastructure—
whether it is roads, public housing or social services—
more than pays the investment in higher productivity.

“Once reviled by Jane Jacobs in the Life and Death of
Great American Cities, the United States has profited
from her teachings. While the provincial and federal
governments in Canada have” allowed cities like Toronto
to “languish on its laurels as a world-class city, their US
counterparts are rebuilding and reinvesting to further
their regional and national self-interest. That’s another

Jacobs maxim: Organisms will co-operate, if only to
compete more effectively.

“The largest infrastructure investment in the United
States is the six-year, $218-billion Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century.... In addition to roads and tran-
sit, the US federal government also provides funding for
other urban regeneration programs, including the Com-
munity Development Block Grant ... the Home Invest-
ment Partnership Program ... and the Revitalization of
Severely Distressed Public Housing Program....”

They’ve been there. They recognize that if they’re go-
ing to be economically successful they have to make
those investments in public health, they have to make
those investments in the education of the population, they
have to make those investments in public infrastructure
and housing which allow people to take part in the econ-
omy, which allow people to gain the skills that are more
and more necessary in that increasingly complex society
and to also have the public infrastructure to allow them to
get to work, to get home from work and to take part in
what is, we all agree, more complex.
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But what is happening here in Ontario? The reverse.
I’ve said this before; I will say it again. What we see in
Ontario is a government that is underinvesting in the
strategic investments in education, the strategic invest-
ments in health and in public health, underinvesting in
the protection of the environment and the enhancement
of the environment, underinvesting in the necessary
public infrastructure which makes us all more economi-
cally and socially productive. It is underinvesting in all
those things because it has to siphon away the money to
finance their much-ballyhooed tax cut, a tax cut which, |
invite people to sit down and analyze, at the end of the
day only benefits the most well-off among us.

I was hoping that we would see somewhere in the
speech from the throne an indication that the government
wants to correct that balance somewhat. But what I saw
was no indication that you want to correct that balance;
in fact, you’re going to distort that balance even more.

That brings me to the other things that were not in the
throne speech which I think need to be addressed. The
government had very little to say about child poverty,
almost nothing to say about child poverty, despite the
fact that child poverty today in Ontario is at a greater
level than ever before and despite the fact that the growth
in child poverty is faster in Ontario than in any other
province in Canada. At a time when Premier Harris
boasts that we’re living in economic prosperity—and it’s
not just Premier Harris—at a time when Jean Chrétien
boasts that we’re living in economic prosperity, the real-
ity is that more children in this province are living in
poverty and the growth rate of child poverty is greater
here than in any other jurisdiction.

Something is wrong with this equation; something is
very wrong with this equation. Anyone who has looked
at juvenile crime, anyone who has looked at the success
of children in school and their success later on in life will
tell you that an impoverished childhood is not a good
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predictor of success. In fact, a chronic impoverished
childhood is a predictor of leaving school early, dropping
out of school, involvement in crime and, later, unem-
ployment. Again, I looked for something in the throne
speech which indicated that the government at least
recognized this problem and at least had an idea of what
must be done to start to wrestle with it. But again, the
problem was completely ignored.

Finally, I want to talk just a bit about the most vulner-
able and in many cases the most disadvantaged people in
this province: people who are disabled, people who
through no fault of their own are dealing with a variety of
disabilities. We know the history of this government.
This government promised, in 1994 and 1995, to bring in
a disabilities act which would restore some fairness and
would address the imbalances that disabled people face.
What disabled people got instead of legislation to address
this was an awful slap in the face. It was a three-page
piece of wordage that is frankly shameful—shameful in
the way that it cynically treats some of the most disad-
vantaged people in our society. We have seen since then
the government continue in this shameful strategy.

I would say that if the Premier is right that we are in-
deed living in an economic boom, then for God’s sake,
we should have the decency as a society to be able to
reach out to the most disadvantaged people in our com-
munity, the people who through no fault of their own are
not in every way able to participate in our economy and
in our society, and we should reach out with an attitude
and with a direction that we are going to right those
wrongs and we are going to bring some balance and we
are going to recognize the dignity that they have in their
lives and that they ought to be recognized as having.

What did I see in the throne speech? The continuation
of the shameful strategy we’ve seen before. I say to the
government, I think you’re making a huge mistake here. I
hesitate to use this analogy, but I think in a crude sort of
way it is the analogy: You went out and made statements,
not so many months ago, that you would never under any
circumstances do away with the bear hunt, and then
somebody brought some polling to you which showed
that not only were you saying something that was quite
unpopular but you were inflaming the issue, and as an
effort in political damage control you had to reverse your
position, with much embarrassment to the Minister of
Natural Resources and the Premier.

Recognize that the vast majority of people in Ontario
believe, are convinced, that we need to address the ine-
qualities, the unfairness, that exist in the lives of disabled
Ontarians. They want your government to move forward,
and they want you to move forward not in a half-hearted
way, not in a half-step, but in a bold way. I looked for
some indication of that in the throne speech, and unfortu-
nately found none.

I want to refer to some other figures. They happen to
be in the media today. This is October 27, Canada
NewsWire, and it’s titled, “Average Compensation for
Toronto Chief Executive Officers in 1999 was
$353,900,” and it goes on to point out, “Over 80% of all

executives received an increase to their base salaries of
4% or more, with the highest increase of 5.8% awarded
to chief financial officers.” Imagine that: You’ve got an
income of $354,000 a year, and then you get a 4% or 5%
increase on top of that.

Mr Peter Kormos (Niagara Centre): Nice work if
you can get it.

Mr Hampton: As my colleague from Welland-
Thorold says, “Nice work if you can get it.”

Let me just contrast what’s happening to all those very
hard-working women and men who work for the mini-
mum wage. While chief executive officers, who already
have an income of $354,000 a year in the greater Toronto
area, got an increase of 4%, all of those people, women
and men, mostly women, who work for the minimum
wage, have had their wages frozen now for almost five
years. For five years they haven’t had a pay increase.

As this government has heaped on user fee and user
fee, as this government has heaped on more and more
copayment fees, administrative fees, the lowest-paid
people in this province have not had a wage increase in
almost five years.

What’s in this story? Well, I invite members of the
government to look at the research done by the Centre for
Social Justice. It’s a group of economists who record not
only how the macro-economy is doing, but they also look
at how it’s being distributed. What they point out is that
persistently and consistently under your government,
those who are well-off, like these greater Toronto area
CEOs, are doing better than ever, have higher incomes
than ever. Those people who have lower incomes and
modest-income families in fact are seeing their take-
home income drop, in part because they haven’t received
a pay raise, but also in part because they’re the people
being hit by the $1,500-a-year increase in tuition fees for
college and university, the copayment fees for prescrip-
tion medicine, the copayment fees to use a public library,
to use a recreation centre—all of those things. They’re
the people who are being hit.

So in fact, at the end of the day, at the end of the year,
modest- and middle-income families are worse off in
your Ontario, while these CEOs are doing better and
better.

The research also shows something else. The so-called
middle class, middle-income families are in fact declin-
ing. The percentage of families in Ontario that can be
classified as middle income—as I understand it, the
middle-income category is somewhere between $30,000
and about $65,000—is declining under your government.
It has gone from about 68% of families down to about
43% of families. That’s what’s happening.

1550

Hon Michael D. Harris (Premier): They’re all get-
ting richer.

Mr Hampton: The Premier says they’re all getting
richer. Premier, as is usual with your comments, you’re
about one-tenth correct. Some of them have gotten
wealthier. Nine-tenths of them, in fact, are seeing their
incomes decline. They’re equally being hit by the
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$1,500-a-year increase in tuition fees, the increase in
health care user fees, the increase in municipal taxes, the
increase in library user fees and recreation user fees. You
may be able to keep the lid on this for a while, but let’s
face political experience: After a certain period of time
people will start to realize that.

I just want to draw reference to something else the
government has said. The government has introduced its
legislation, and they referred in the throne speech to their
taxpayers protection and balanced budget legislation.
They’re saying that in the future if you raise any taxes,
there must be a referendum. They’re bragging that they
haven’t increased taxes.

I just want to say to the Premier and to all the mem-
bers of the government, particularly the cabinet ministers,
I got a note last week from a fellow who rents crown
land. He’s got a little, two-room cabin and he rents crown
land. He got a notice from your government about three
weeks ago that you’re increasing the rent from less than
$100 a year to almost $500 a year, a 500% increase, what
is for him a tax. Let’s recognize what it is. Let’s recog-
nize it—

Interjections.

Mr Hampton: I think that tax increase—

The Acting Speaker (Mr Michael A. Brown):
Order. Stop the clock. Premier. Member.

Mr Hampton: This individual lives in a small com-
munity named Ear Falls, which has had a very tough time
and has to struggle with some very high levels of unem-
ployment. But imagine his surprise, Premier, when he
hears you saying there will be no tax increases and then
he gets a notice which says that the Ontario govern-
ment—Ilet’s call it what it is; it’s essentially a property
tax—is increasing the property tax on that property by
500%.

But it doesn’t end there, because everybody who is an
angler or a hunter in the province is getting notice over
the next little while that in addition they are going to pay
a higher tax. The fee, the tax, you’re going to charge
them to go out and catch a few fish or to go out and enjoy
the experience of hunting is also going to go up by not
quite as much, not 500% but by a significant amount.

Interjections.

Mr Hampton: This mention of tax increases by the
back door is touching a nerve. There’s a little twitching
going on on the government side.

You can get away with this back-door stuff, this side-
door stuff for a while, but don’t treat the people of
Ontario with contempt. It will take a while and people
will see what’s going on, they’ll figure it out.

I just want to close on another note, because it’s very
important to people who live where I live in Ontario,
people in northern Ontario. We know that gas prices have
been increasing in a chronic way but also that private
marketers, when they can, on special weekends, have
really been boosting up the price.

The government’s answer two years ago was to bring
out somebody they called the gas-busters. I think people
in Ontario recognize now that was frankly the Ghost-

busters, because they were a ghost. They didn’t do any-
thing, they didn’t see anything, they didn’t learn anything
and they had no impact.

What does the government say in the throne speech?
What are they going to do now about higher gas prices,
something which they have the legislative competence to
regulate or even to lower? What’s the government going
to do? What’s the strategy? The strategy is: Ghost-
busters II.

Ms Frances Lankin (Beaches-East York): The
sequel.

Mr Hampton: It’s the same old movie. They’re not
going to do anything. They think they can snow-job the
people of Ontario again.

I just say to you, the throne speech was bereft of the
ideas, of the agenda, of the strategy to deal with the real
problems that Ontarians face. There is no agenda to deal
with the growing holes and cracks in the health care
system. There is no agenda to deal with the growing
shortage of nurses, the imbalance in distribution of phy-
sicians. There is no strategy to deal with the tragedy of
special education that’s happening in our elementary and
secondary schools. There is no strategy to start to
reinvest in our colleges and universities and bring us up
to a level—please, please—that is not next to the bottom
in North America. There is no strategy to deal with the
growing degradation of our environment, the second-
worst environmental record in North America. There is
no strategy to deal with child poverty. There is no strat-
egy to deal with the growing problem of homelessness
and affordable housing. There is no strategy, other than
Ghostbusters II, to deal with the problems of consumers
and the growing price of gas. There is no strategy other
than the continuation of the cynical strategy with respect
to people who are disabled.

I’'m disappointed in the throne speech. Over the next
few weeks, from now until Christmas, we’re going to try
to outline for this government the kinds of investments
that we think should be made. Just as I pointed out, just
as the realization is being made in the United States that
those infrastructure investments have to be made, that
those investments in education have to be made, those
investments in public health have to be made, those
investments in affordable housing have to be made, I
want to outline for this government the kinds of strategies
that I think they should be employing. They’re workable,
they’re practical, and I believe they would make us a
more productive jurisdiction, both economically and
socially. But regrettably, those things aren’t going to
happen, at least in the short term.

In view of my dissatisfaction with the throne speech,
in view of the fact that the government tried a strategy of
deflection, tried to pretend it somehow has an agenda to
deal with the causes of crime and the manifestation of
crime, even though that is hollow because they have
fewer police officers on the street than were on the street
in 1994, in view of the fact that the government doesn’t
deal with the real problems Ontarians confront, I move,
seconded by my colleague Ms Lankin:
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“That the amendment to the motion for an address in
reply to the speech of Her Honour the Lieutenant Gover-
nor at the opening of the session be amended by striking
out all of the words after “Whereas the throne speech’
and substituting the following:

“Whereas the throne speech lays out a government
agenda that will increase the growing gap between the
rich and poor in Ontario, while tightening the squeeze on
the middle class; and

“Whereas much of that agenda is supported by an
official opposition that is complaining about the tone,
rather than the substance, of the government’s direction;
and

“Whereas the government’s policies will continue to
enrich the wealthiest in the province while damaging
environmental protection, child care, home care, afford-
able housing, community safety and other areas of pri-
mary importance to the people of Ontario; and

“Whereas the protection of the rights of workers and
the health and safety of Ontarians on the job will con-
tinue to be eroded by the government actions; and

“Whereas the government has repeatedly broken
promises to people with disabilities, both to pass an
Ontarians with Disabilities Act and to put in place an
effective disabilities support program; and

“Whereas working families who are falling farther
behind need a government that will address their growing
economic insecurity, not funnel more money into the
pockets of those who are already well off;

“Therefore, this House regrets that the government has
failed to put forward a legislative agenda which deals
with the issues of concern to a majority of Ontarians.”
1600

The Acting Speaker: Mr Hampton, seconded by Ms
Lankin, moves that the amendment to the motion for an
address in reply to the speech of Her Honour the Lieu-
tenant Governor at the opening of the session be
amended by striking out all of the words after “Whereas
the throne speech” and substituting the following:

“lays out a government agenda that will increase the
growing gap between rich and poor in Ontario, while
tightening the squeeze on the middle class; and

“Whereas much of the agenda is supported by an offi-
cial opposition that is complaining about the tone, rather
than the substance, of the government’s direction; and

“Whereas the government’s policies will continue to
enrich the wealthiest in the province while damaging
environmental protection, child care, home care, afford-
able housing, community safety and other areas of pri-
mary importance to the people of Ontario; and

“Whereas the protection of the rights of workers and
the health and safety of Ontarians on the job will con-
tinue to be eroded by the government’s actions; and

“Whereas the government has repeatedly broken
promises to people with disabilities, both to pass on an
Ontarians with Disabilities Act and to put in place an
effective disabilities support program;

“Whereas working families who are falling farther
behind need a government that will address their growing

economic insecurity, not funnel more money into the
pockets of those who are already well off;

“Therefore, this House regrets that this government
has failed to put forward a legislative agenda which deals
with the issues of concern to a majority of Ontarians.”

Further debate? We are at the point where the member
from North York has completed her speech. We now
have questions and comments. The member for Don
Valley East.

Mr David Caplan (Don Valley East): Thank you, Mr
Speaker. At the outset, I congratulate you and your col-
leagues on your appointment to the chair. I know that you
will serve fairly and justly.

It’s interesting when you look at the throne speech
document for what is there but also for what’s not in the
document. Not one mention of seniors, especially in the
International Year of Older Persons, as designated by the
United Nations, which all members have celebrated,
which all members would recognize. This government
doesn’t choose to put any mention of seniors in our
throne speech. It’s no surprise because we have a minis-
ter for seniors who refuses to acknowledge that there’s a
problem in retirement and care homes with the kind of
care that our seniors and elderly, disabled and mentally
ill people are receiving.

It’s interesting to note what also is not in the throne
speech. The throne speech makes absolutely no mention
of housing. We have a housing crisis. Here in Toronto
alone our vacancy rate is well less than 1%. In fact, some
time in the next few weeks CMHC is going to be releas-
ing the numbers. It’s going to be a very sorry picture and
an indictment of this government and their actions, par-
ticularly when it comes to the target they have painted on
every tenant in this province.

What’s happened that is tenants have been forced to
pay incredible rent increases, yet at the same time tenant
incomes have been dropping at a substantial rate. This
government has placed people in an incredibly vulnerable
position. It is a shameful act.

The fact that our seniors and our tenants have received
absolutely no mention at all in the throne speech shows
the arrogant nature of this government, shows that these
are groups of people that they don’t even care about. It
shows just how out of touch this government is, and it’s
only a few months into their mandate.

Mr John O’Toole (Durham): It’s my privilege to
respond to the member from York North’s remarks,
concluded last night, in response to the speech from the
throne. I just want to pick up on the main theme that the
member from York North was trying to make. It’s a point
that all sides of the House should recall.

Without a strong economy, you can’t have a strong
health and education social support system. If anyone
disagrees with that fundamental premise, clearly the last
10 years where they spent more money and got less
service demonstrates the success of that particular
approach.

I think a great starting point to pick up on Ms Munro
is the seven-point plan in the Blueprint, covered during
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the election. Very clearly the public supported that and
we formed the government, so I think we have a mandate
to move ahead with a strong economy.

Clearly there is another initiative that’s on the front
page of most papers, and it’s the balanced budget legisla-
tion, the taxpayer protection act. That’s a very important
fundamental change in spending your way out of every
problem. When the Liberals were in power they had the
greatest revenue and highest number of people on wel-
fare. Our debt doubled during the period of the last 10
years. No longer can the taxpayer tolerate a government
that just spends money to solve problems. We have to do
more with less. We do it in our own household, and as a
government we’re committed it. Really, it’s a strong
economy. Our plan demonstrates 825,000 net new jobs.
Just imagine, keeping this strong economy—it’s the
small business sector that creates the real jobs in our
economy—and being accountable for our actions to the
taxpayers of Ontario.

I respect the member for York North. I think she
respects the system and we’re the government to deliver
on our promises.

The Acting Speaker:
Middlesex-London.

Mr Steve Peters (Elgin-Middlesex-London): Thank
you, Mr Speaker, and congratulations on your appoint-
ment.

It really is truly an honour and a privilege to be in this
House. Serving as a municipal politician, I saw at first
hand some of the damage that was done by this govern-
ment.

There are many areas that were not addressed in this
throne speech, and in some of the areas that are talked
about, such as the balanced budget, all we’re going to see
here is another form of downloading to municipalities.
It’s been unprecedented what municipal politicians have
witnessed. I think that this House needs to take into
account that municipal politicians are a very important
part of the decision-making process.

If we’re going to hold the line on new taxes in this
province, what you’re going to do is download more to
municipal governments. You’re going to cause property
taxes to rise. You’re going to cause new user fees to be
found.

Mr Frank Mazzilli (London-Fanshawe): More jobs
have been created in St Thomas because of this govern-
ment.

Mr Peters: No, we demonstrated in St Thomas—we
recognized that we needed to be fiscally responsible well
before this government was elected in 1995. We recog-
nized in 1992 that we had to get our financial affairs in
order.

But what else was not addressed in this throne speech
was the environment. We need to do a great deal towards
improving environmental controls in this province. Your
goal of a 50% reduction in garbage going to landfill sites
is not going to be achieved. The city of St Thomas,
though, I can tell you, achieved that. We had a great
model of a garbage collection system, and I need you as

The member for Elgin-

government to do more to help work with municipalities.
You’re not doing that; you’re just passing more off to
municipalities.

The 401 is not addressed in the throne speech. Eighty
kilometres of the 401 are within my riding. You have not
addressed the serious concerns and issues that are faced
with the 401.

I will reiterate to the Minister of Citizenship and
Culture: Your comments in the throne speech to the
Ontarians with Disabilities Act were not appropriate.
More needs to be done.

The Acting Speaker: The member for Broadview-
Greenwood.

Ms Marilyn Churley (Broadview-Greenwood):
Broadview-Greenwood used to be Riverdale. Although I
wasn’t in the House last night, I guess I should get a life
because I was actually watching the proceedings on TV. I
did see a portion of the member’s speech last night. What
disturbs me is what was left out of her speech and all of
the government members’ speeches that I’ve heard.

We’re in this House today and we raised a very seri-
ous issue. It looks like we have a looming crisis within
the disabled community. It looks like, and we had it
confirmed today, that there may be thousands of people
affected by a so-called computer glitch. I notice that the
minister is here, but I don’t think he paid attention. He
didn’t run out and see what’s going on. None of this was
talked about last night or in the throne speech. The reality
is that we still do not have an Ontario disabilities act after
five years of promise after promise, and just a bare men-
tion of that in the throne speech.

Now today, on top of that, we find out—and we’ve
been trying to point this out all week—that there’s a
problem with this program, the program where people are
supposed to have their lives improved and in fact it’s
getting worse because of this government. Today we
mentioned a crisis in the making where there could be
thousands of people not getting their cheques on Friday,
thousands of people worried about where they’re going
to get food to eat, in some cases get their medication, pay
their rent. They may have to come down and pick up
cheques. How are they going to get there when their
transportation has been curtailed, plus they’re not getting
the—it’s a chicken-and-egg.

I am absolutely amazed that this government can make
such speeches and not even refer to the disabled in our
communities.

Mrs Julia Munro (York North): Thank you very
much to the members for Don Valley East, Durham,
Elgin-Middlesex-London, and Broadview-Greenwood. |
certainly appreciate the opportunity to respond to some
of the issues that have been raised.

There are two that stand out, and one of those is that
mentioned by the member from Don Valley East. In his
comments he discussed the fact that seniors, he felt, had
not been addressed by this throne speech. I think it’s
important to understand that when a throne speech is
crafted, it is crafted with the idea of all citizens in this
province. Very clearly, there are some strong messages
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of support to those people in our community, those sen-
iors who have contributed so much in their working life
and their volunteer life. In my riding, in York region,
we’re talking over 1,500 long-term-care beds. It’s ironic
that it should come from the opposition, who chose not to
introduce one long-term-care bed during their time in
office.

It’s also interesting to note our commitment to
increase by 20% the health care dollar in this province, to
raise it beyond the historic elements that it is now. I’d
also suggest that the seniors are going to be the recipients
of the 20% decline in the provincial portion of residential
taxes. These are very direct benefits that the seniors of
our province are going to receive as a result of the com-
mitment of this government in the throne speech.

Mr Caplan: I move adjournment of the debate on the
throne speech.

The Acting Speaker: Mr Caplan moves adjournment
of the debate. Is it the pleasure of the House that the
motion carry? Carried.

Hon John R. Baird (Minister of Community and
Social Services, minister responsible for francophone
affairs): I seek unanimous consent for the House to now
recess until 4:30 this afternoon.

The Acting Speaker: Is there unanimous consent to
adjourn until 4:30 this afternoon? Agreed. The House
will stand in recess until 4:30.

The House recessed from 1614 to 1630.

The Acting Speaker: Orders of the day.

Hon Norman W. Sterling (Minister of Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, Government House Leader): Order
G4, Mr Speaker.

I think for all members present I will just explain what
we expect to go on this afternoon. We’re going to try to
deal with the amendments to the Legislative Assembly
Act as well as deal with our standing orders. I expect that
members will be involved in the debate on the standing
orders rather than the Legislative Assembly order, and
we’ll be treating these more or less as a package. That’s
my hope.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY STATUTE LAW
AMENDMENT ACT, 1999

LOI DE 1999 MODIFIANT DES LOIS
EN CE QUI A TRAIT
A L’ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE

Mr Sterling moved second reading of the following
bill:

Bill 4, An Act respecting the Legislative Assembly
and its officers / Projet de loi 4, Loi concernant I’ Assem-
blée 1égislative et ses fonctionnaires.

The Acting Speaker (Mr Michael A. Brown):
Debate? Is it the pleasure of the House that the motion
carry?

Hon Norman W. Sterling (Minister of Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, Government House Leader): Mr
Speaker, I had understood that we were going to have our

debate on the standing orders, but if we would like to talk
with regard to the Legislative Assembly Statute Law
Amendment Act, that’s fine.

There are two guiding documents which really control
this Legislative Assembly. One is the Legislative Assem-
bly Act and the other is the Standing Orders, and we’re
dealing with both of those this afternoon.

The amendments to the Legislative Assembly Act are
primarily focused on the number of members that are
required to make up an official party in the Legislature
for purposes of appropriation of monies to run their party
caucuses and to hire people to do their research and that
kind of thing.

Before, there was a requirement for 12 members to
make up a recognized party in this Legislature. As you
know, in order to save the taxpayers some money and to
make our electoral process somewhat less confusing, our
government in the 1995 election promised to reduce the
number of seats from 130 to whatever number there
would be in the House of Commons from Ontario. In
other words, there would be an equivalent number, the
same number of MPPs, members of provincial Parlia-
ment, as federal members of Parliament. In doing that,
what has happened is the Legislature has reduced from
130 to 103 members, a reduction of about 20% of the
House. This resulted in each of us having fewer mem-
bers, save and except for the Her Majesty’s loyal opposi-
tion who went up slightly in the number of members that
they have. The third party went from I think it was 16
members—something in that nature—down to nine
members.

Shortly after the election, both party leaders said that
they would recognize the third party and therefore we are
adjusting that number from 12 down to eight in order for
the third party, the New Democratic Party, to have an
appropriation and funds to run their party activity and to
fully participate in Parliament and represent the people
who voted for them.

The Legislative Assembly Act also makes some other
minor amendments which I’'m sure the other members
will point out. I look forward to the support of all mem-
bers of this Legislature. Fortunately, we had very suc-
cessful negotiations between the three House leaders of
the three parties to come to the conclusions that we are
arriving at today.

This is perhaps the first time that I know of in some
considerable period of time where the House leaders
have been able to negotiate a package which they have
all said we will support. That meant compromise on the
part of each one of us, compromise on the part of each of
the parties. I think it bodes well for this Parliament. It
bodes well that the parties I believe all have a unified
purpose, and that is to make this place work as best it can
under what political circumstances we have.

I say with great pride, as the government House
leader, that we have in fact been able to put our differ-
ences aside and come to a common conclusion and all
support these rules. I think that means then that when
members are speaking in this Legislature, when members
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are participating in this Legislature, there will be a
greater tendency, there will be a greater discipline to in
fact follow the rules which we have all agreed upon.

The Acting Speaker: Questions and comments.

Mr Dwight Duncan (Windsor-St Clair): I’ll have a
moment to speak at greater length in a moment, but there
are a number of other issues that we will be putting on
the table over the course of the coming year with respect
to the standing orders. We have some thoughts with
respect to the freedom of information act, by way of
example, and the need to expand people’s access to
information. We have some thoughts with respect to
protecting the budget and staff complement of the envi-
ronment commissioner and we fully expect that the gov-
ernment in this era of co-operation will want to move on
some of those recommendations.

Yes, we were, through a course of sometimes difficult
negotiations, able to come up with a package of com-
promises and I welcome the government House leader’s
observation that he hopes this portends things to come.
I’1l take him at his word then that when I put forward a
number of changes that we’re going to be proposing to
the standing orders the government itself will in fact be
prepared to discuss and will, based on what he said here
today, I’'m sure be most likely to agree with some of
them, to help make this Legislature function in a more
efficient and better way for the people of Ontario and to
help make it a Legislature for the 21st century, one where
the opposition has the opportunity to question the gov-
ernment, one where we get more time to debate.

I’'ll look forward to that era of co-operation and that
ability to discuss and hopefully find the kinds of com-
promises that will allow what I know this government
said, because the House leader has now said it, this desire
to work together to make things work better here for all
sides of the House, the opposition and the government.

Ms Marilyn Churley (Broadview-Greenwood): I
just want to take a minute to congratulate the three party
leaders for coming to this agreement. I, as the whip of
our party, was behind the scenes and every now and then
our House leader would come and consult with me. I
know a little bit about the comings and goings and things
on the table, off the table, and I know my House leader is
getting very nervous now because we haven’t voted on
the deal yet and I’'m up on my feet talking about things
being on and off the table. So I won’t go any further, but
I do want to take this opportunity to congratulate the
three.

It’s very unusual, as anybody who watches this chan-
nel and anybody who’s ever been in this Legislature
knows, to see a situation where three party leaders can
get together and come to an agreement that basically
everybody’s happy with. Obviously, everybody had to
give and take and there are some things that each party
would like to see changed I suppose in some ways, but I
was very gratified to see everybody smiling at the end of
the process.

It bodes well for the people of Ontario, what this
means not just now for the NDP with nine members but

in a smaller House. In fact, we all agree some of this
should have been done beforehand. It wasn’t, and what
this means is for future parliaments some other party—I
will be careful, House leader—may be in this situation
some day with even fewer seats. Who knows? I do want
to say that this bodes well for the people of Ontario.
We’ve kept a three-party system that we’re all familiar
with and works well for us in Ontario in representing the
people of Ontario.

Again, let me congratulate the House leaders and wish
us all good luck now in carrying out our duties for the
people of Ontario.

1640

Mr James J. Bradley (St Catharines): I must say
that the arrangement that is made through this particular
piece of legislation is much more benign than what we’ve
seen in the past. It may be that if I get a chance to speak a
little later on, I may want to review some of the draco-
nian measures which were imposed by the Harris gov-
ernment on the opposition and talk a little bit about this
House.

What I wanted to do in the two minutes in response to
the minister was to commend the three party House lead-
ers, who had a very difficult time coming to an agree-
ment. There were substantial changes that took place
after the last election: a new government coming into
office or a renewed mandate often has some new ideas as
to how it would like to treat the Legislature, in particular
the opposition.

I know that the discussions are difficult. The House
leader for the Liberal Party, Dwight Duncan, member for
Windsor-St Clair, did an outstanding job in his negoti-
ating and kept in touch with members of the caucus. I'm
sure his hair is turning grey now. That doesn’t happen to
the government House leader because he has already
reached that stage. But for each of the House leaders it’s
difficult, because they come back to their members and
each member has a pet project with which to deal.

I want to say about this House—it is my opinion,
being here in my 23rd year now—that this House is
virtually irrelevant to the province of Ontario and the
governing of Ontario. That’s very difficult for me to say,
because if you say, “Well, why would you run for a
House that’s irrelevant?”—I just have seen a change of
the rules by three political parties: the Liberal Party, then
the NDP and then the Conservatives, which have shrunk
the role, which have diminished the role of the opposi-
tion, indeed of the individual member of the Legislature.
That’s why the suggestions of my House leader, Dwight
Duncan, should be taken into account as to how the role
of the members can be enhanced through further changes.

Mr Michael Gravelle (Thunder Bay-Superior
North): I also want to compliment all three House
leaders, in particular our fine House leader, Mr Duncan,
for the negotiations that have taken place. May I say,
though, that I come from a new riding, Thunder Bay-
Superior North, which is probably a pretty good example
of the need for some of these changes that are taking
place, a certain understanding of the fact that as the gov-
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ernment House leader mentioned, the ridings have been
dropped from 130 to 103.

As a result, there was an amalgamation of many of the
ridings. My riding was formerly Port Arthur, which I was
proud to serve for four years. I’'m very grateful to the
people of Thunder Bay-Superior North that they have
elected me for this term. But the riding has changed in a
rather dramatic way. From previously representing sim-
ply the north side of Thunder Bay and some areas outside
that, I now in essence have taken over a large part of the
previous Lake Nipigon riding, which puts real demands
in a very different way on me, as it does on you as well,
Mr Speaker, in terms of your largely expanded riding.

Many of the issues we will be discussing today that
are in the agreement are ones that are truly crucial so that
we can represent our constituency well. Having spent
most of the summer travelling throughout my new riding
and having seen some of those challenges, I am pleased
that there has been such co-operation and such under-
standing brought forward in terms of some of these
decisions.

We look forward to further debate today to do so. I
hope 1 get an opportunity at some other time, perhaps
later this afternoon, to go through my riding so people
can understand what the large new riding of Thunder
Bay-Superior North is all about. There are a number of
communities, 10 First Nations communities, all of them
vibrant communities that truly have exciting things hap-
pening, many projects that are going forward that I want
to work very hard on. I look forward to further discussion
today and having an opportunity myself later on to talk
further about my riding.

The Acting Speaker: Response?

Hon Mr Sterling: I didn’t intend a long debate at the
first setting out of this. The member from Thunder Bay
recognizes that the government acceded to giving a sig-
nificant boost in resources for seven northern ridings
even though we, this government, only occupy one of
those ridings. That’s a recognition of fairness, a fairness
in terms of trying to strike these.

We’ve heard from I guess one of the longest-sitting
parliamentarians here, Mr Bradley, from St Catharines.
In spite of his interventions about what he wanted in
these standing orders we couldn’t include them all. Jim, I
just want to say to you, we’re not going to have an
appointed Senate at the provincial level.

The Acting Speaker: Further debate?

Mr Duncan: [ believe we have unanimous consent for
me to split my time with the member for St Catharines.

The Acting Speaker: Is that agreed? Agreed.

Mr Duncan: Let me elaborate a little bit on what I
spoke of a few minutes ago. My colleague from St
Catharines quite correctly pointed out that there have
been significant changes to the rules in this House prior
to this agreement that we have reached today.

The official opposition, for its part, intends to bring a
number of its own proposals to make this Legislature
work better, to make it more relevant to the people of
Ontario. My colleague from St Catharines, who has been

here a long time, understands and remembers the history
of this chamber and how important it could be once again
if only we took seriously our commitment to recognizing
the role of individual members both on the opposition
side and, dare I suggest to my colleagues on the other
side, in the government back benches, those who aren’t
in cabinet. So we’ll be bringing those changes forward.

Our objective when we entered into these negotiations
was that the rules of the House need to reflect what the
people said and did on June 3, 1999. To that extent, I
believe we’ve achieved that objective within reasonable
boundaries. I believe all three parties, as represented by
their House leaders, understood that.

Certainly there was give and take. We didn’t get
everything we wanted, but I believe we have corrected a
situation which we felt was unfair to our party over the
last nine years in terms of the allocation of time and
questions, time in the Legislature and money for cau-
cuses. | believe that what we’ve set up is a template so
that in future legislatures it will be easier to come to
terms with these changes. Other than the fact that this
government will be changed in four years, I don’t expect
the kinds of changes we saw resulting from the Fewer
Politicians Act that the government introduced.

I welcome the comments of the government House
leader today, his willingness to co-operate and to work
together to make this place once again the kind of rele-
vant legislative body it was when my colleague from St
Catharines began his career several years ago.

I look forward to the opportunity of debating with my
colleagues in the New Democratic Party, because they
are a party, and that needs to be said. They campaigned
together with a common leader, a common theme, and
they have a rich and deep tradition in this place. I think
the agreement we reached was appropriate and reflects
the will of the people of Ontario as expressed on June 3
of this year.

With that, I turn it over to my distinguished colleague
from St Catharines. I should tell you that those of us who
have not—

Hon Helen Johns (Minister of Citizenship, Culture
and Recreation, minister responsible for seniors and
women): You’ve had a change of heart.

Mr Duncan: Pardon me? What I wanted to suggest
was—to those of us who don’t have the same amount of
experience, we’ve come to refer to the member for St
Catharines as Yoda. Yoda, you’ll recall from the Star
Wars movie, was the wise and experienced Jedi knight
who trained all of the younger members in the ways of
the Force and how to use the Force to conquer the dark
side. With his guidance and his representation, let me tell
you, the forces of good will defeat the dark side in four
years’ time.

Mr Bradley: 1 want to thank the member for Win-
dsor-St Clair for the very kind and mercifully brief intro-
duction this evening.

The government House leader, who was elected to the
Legislature the same time I was, in June 1977, has also
seen some significant changes take place. I must say that
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what I liked about this set of changes—even though I
don’t necessarily find all of them changes I would cheer-
lead about, I do find them acceptable and I know how the
procedure of give and take works.

1650

What I think was absent previous to this was any
meaningful negotiation between whoever was the gov-
ernment House leader of the day and the opposition
House leaders. There was from on high given an edict
that the rules would change substantially in June 1993,
when Dave Cooke, the member for Windsor-Riverside at
that time, was given orders to make substantial changes
to the Legislative Assembly procedures to limit the
activity of the opposition and the power of the opposi-
tion—I think ultimately it reflects on all members of the
Legislature—and then, of course, the draconian measures
brought in I think under Mr Johnson in that case. He
simply was the person taking the orders from the Pre-
mier’s office. They had the now Minister of Community
and Social Services, who I think was age 29 by then, who
was coming forward with all these changes—

Hon Mr Baird: Now 30.

Mr Bradley: He’s now 30, he tells me. He was com-
ing forward with changes which were written in the
office of—who’s the chief adviser again?—Guy Giorno,
the chief adviser and the person with the most power in
the government, and others who contributed to it.

What has happened as a result of these? What’s hap-
pened as a result of these is that the House has become
relatively ineffective and relatively irrelevant. It really
amounts now to WWF wrestling. In other words, because
you’ve removed legitimate means of slowing down the
government or bringing criticism upon the government,
the opposition now must act in an extraordinary way in
order to gain the same attention.

Where I first saw this happen was with bell-ringing. 1
was in opposition at that time; the Conservatives were in
power. Federally I think it was the opposite then, and the
Conservatives had used the bell-ringing. It meant that
bells rang for long periods of time and the House was
tied up. Was that good? No, it wasn’t. I did not like that
tactic, but it was a tactic that had to be used to slow the
government of the day down and to have them pause and
reflect upon controversial legislation.

That came about because we removed the filibuster.
The filibuster, for those who are at home and may not be
familiar with the term, was a very long speech. The one |
remember most in this Legislature was by Peter Kormos,
who is the member now for Niagara Centre, then for
Welland-Thorold, who took great exception to a bill on
automobile insurance brought in by the Liberals and
spoke for some 17 hours in succession. As a result of
that, the Liberal House leader of the day brought in rule
changes which would eliminate that possibility.

I think upon reflection, allowing longer speeches and
allowing more speeches is preferable to finding tricks to
bring the Legislature to a complete standstill. We in the
opposition in the last Parliament resorted to those tricks.
One night the House was brought to a complete standstill

because the Sergeant at Arms was not allowed to physi-
cally remove a member of the opposition from the
House. It’s not something that the opposition looked
forward too. There was not great euphoria, though it was
something different and the news media was interested. It
was a tactic that was employed because there was virtu-
ally no other way of getting the attention of the govern-
ment.

I was reading some of the comments of the now gov-
ernment House leader and of Ernie Eves, who was the
previous government House leader, about the role of the
opposition. I’m not doing it to be mischievous because
I’m not even going to read it into the record—I can’t
really find it right now and didn’t do the research for
that—other than to say that both made an excellent point
about why it’s important to have an opposition with the
power to at least slow the government down.

Government is elected and has the right to govern, but
it’s important that the government pause and look at its
legislation. Some of the best legislation I’ve seen—and
the government House leader made reference to this in a
eulogy to Ross Hall the other day, Ross Hall being the
Liberal member for Lincoln who passed away recently
and whom we were eulogizing in this Legislature. He
said that when you were in a minority Parliament, both
sides had a responsibility. The government had to be
acutely aware of what the opposition was thinking, but
also the opposition couldn’t oppose simply for the reason
that it’s there in opposition to oppose. It had to take some
responsibility for legislation. It worked well. I’'m not
advocating minority Parliament all the time, but I'm
going to tell you, I was amazed with that.

A person who was good on the US side and who just
died a couple of days ago was Senator John Chafee, a
Republican from Rhode Island. He was one of the last of
what they call “centrists,” a bipartisan person. You used
to see in the US Senate some good bipartisan agreements.
One of them was the Clean Air Act, by the way, that the
former Minister of the Environment would be interested
in and is aware of. That came about as a result of people
like John Chafee of Rhode Island, a Republican, and
Senator Stafford of Vermont, Senator Mitchell of Maine
and so on. These people got together on a bipartisan basis
and developed good legislation.

My observation in this House is that it has never been
so divided ideologically as I’ve seen it in the last few
years. Some people like that. They say, “Hey, that’s the
way it’s got to be.” I don’t. I’'ve never liked it that way,
but it is, and I understand why that is the case. There is
partisanship in politics, and we have to understand that.

But what I’ve seen is a continuing erosion of the
power of individual elected members. At the risk of
being repetitious, I don’t want to centre in only on
Ontario, but let me look right around the country and in
other jurisdictions. The offices of the premiers or the
prime ministers or the presidents have become extremely
powerful these days. The individual elected members,
particularly new members when they get elected, think
they have some power and influence. Well, you’ll get
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patted on the head and you’ll be told that you have some
role and responsibility, but essentially it will be the un-
elected political advisers to Premiers or Prime Ministers
who are the people who are responsible.

Now I’'m going to get some orders from my House
leader on how much time I have and what I should talk
about.

Interjection.

Mr Bradley: He wants me to wrap it up fairly soon, I
see. I’'m much prepared to do that. I simply want to con-
trast this particular group of changes as one that is much
more built on consensus than the others. Even though I
think the House has become largely irrelevant today and
without much power, I want to commend the government
House leader and the other two House leaders for making
an effort to reach a consensus and to make the atmos-
phere just slightly better in this House and to make mem-
bers’ roles slightly more meaningful.

I hope this is just a start and that we can continue to
build upon that to restore some of that responsibility and
power to elected members of the Legislature.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr Bert Johnson): Further
debate?

Questions and comments? The Chair recognizes the
member for—

Ms Churley: Broadview-Greenwood. It’s going to
take a while, I know, Speaker. You’re having to look at
all those photos and ridings again.

As always, I listened quite intently to—should I say
Yoda?—the member for St Catharines. I'm sorry, mem-
ber for St Catharines, but that’s it for you. You’re Yoda
forever now.

The member for St Catharines raised a very good
point. I would say that it’s a very good thing that two of
the three House leaders who were negotiating have ex-
perienced both opposition and government. Although the
Liberal House leader had not experienced government, |
know that he was working closely with his mentor, our
good friend from St Catharines, better known as Yoda
now.

But one of the points he makes, and I think it’s very
important—frankly, I saw it as a new member in our
government and I saw it with new members in the last
Parliament; I haven’t seen it yet, there hasn’t been
enough time, and I hope it doesn’t happen—is that new
members come here and get into government and see
opposition acting up and actually sometimes stalling
legislation or demanding certain things, and there’s a bit
of, “We’re the government.” What we are hearing now
already is, “The debate is over.”
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But the opposition plays a very important role. I’'m
afraid that what happens is new members—and it hap-
pened to many of us too, coming right into government—
are very offended and insulted when you see this pesky
opposition trying to, in your view, hold things up when
you have a majority and you feel you should be able to
get it through like that. We experienced it. I believe, from
what the member for St Catharines said, that the Liberals

before changed rules as well, and now your government
came in the last session and I think, again, because there
were a few things which were perceived as quite draco-
nian, rules were changed even further and that’s some-
thing we really have to keep an eye on.

The Deputy Speaker: Further debate?

Mr David Christopherson (Hamilton West): Let me
begin by first of all thanking both my counterparts—
Norm Sterling, the government House leader, and
Dwight Duncan, the Liberal House leader—for a job well
done on behalf of the people. I realize that could seem
very self-serving, given the fact that we have something
today, assuming the vote goes the way that Norm tells me
it’s going to, as opposed to what we had before.

There was a real spirit of co-operation, a desire to try
and find an agreement, and I don’t think that people
should underestimate how far apart we were when we
began. Most of my negotiating experience in the past has
been with two parties. When you have three parties pre-
sent with three separate agendas, it becomes a whole
different game of chess; and make no mistake, there were
a couple of times during the debate where we nearly went
into the ditch and almost didn’t get to this point, notwith-
standing our desire to reach an agreement. There’s a lot
of emotion involved here and a lot of history, a lot of
tradition and a lot of principles, and they’re not always
the same among the three parties. This was not an easy
road.

I want to say the great respect that I have for my two
counterparts in terms of the personal integrity that they
brought to the table. I would say to Speaker Carr that the
relationship we have developed will serve him well, as
well as the people of Ontario. When we get into those
situations where there is a legitimate impasse—we’ve got
hard-line politics, hard-line emotions, hard-line passion
and principles happening here in this place and the busi-
ness of the Parliament seizes up when the political will
eventually overtakes us—I think we as House leaders
will be able to sit down and find our way through what-
ever situation we’ve all got ourselves into and find a
resolve to it.

I also want to express—and I think this is probably the
first time I have ever done it and likely the last—a thanks
to the Premier because I think he showed great leadership
on this issue at a time when it wasn’t so motherhood that,
“Oh yes, the NDP will get party status, it’s just a matter
of working out the details.” There were those advocating
at the time that this not happen, and I think it was the
intervention of the Premier, who stated clearly and un-
equivocally that the government was in support of the
fact that we would have party status, and that then
launched the negotiations because it shifted some other
people’s positions and that gave us the environment to
allow the negotiations to begin and ultimately to prosper.

While I am thanking individuals—because this was an
important issue for us and certainly given the feedback
we’ve all got from New Democrats across Ontario, both
members and supporters who believe in the things we
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advocate. This was an important part of Ontario’s his-
tory, an important part of democracy.

Two of the people who played an important role hap-
pen to be right here beside me and I think that’s quite
convenient: Marilyn Churley, our whip, and our deputy
leader, Frances Lankin, both of whom stayed here late
hours, early in the morning, available by phone. I want to
put on the record how much I appreciate their playing
that role and the advice and assistance they provided.
They played a big role in getting us to this point.

In this context—the government House leader talked
about the fact that they changed the number of seats in
this House to reflect the federal House—there’s an im-
portant principle there that we still don’t accept: This
idea that somehow having the same number of provincial
seats as there are federal seats is better democracy is one
that we reject. It’s based on the fact that it’s 103 in
Ontario out of 301 across the country. This 103 is every-
thing. That’s all there is, if you will. I have been an
alderman and I know that if anybody suggested, “Well,
let’s just by extrapolation say, why don’t we streamline
things even further and make municipal wards the size of
MPP ridings?” that’s not going to serve democracy. A lot
of it has to do with the scale.

When you’re an alderman, potholes and tree roots in
the sewers are important. They may not be earth-
shattering but they’re important to the people who live
there. If you’re an alderman or a local councillor, you’ve
got an obligation to deal with that.

I sure wouldn’t want to try now, given the kind of ter-
ritory that I cover or even the territory I had before, to
understand those kinds of local needs. Given the number
of school boards that are now within each of our ridings,
parent councils, community groups, Neighbourhood
Watch, it’s going to be so difficult for us to provide the
same kind of relationship to the communities that make
up our ridings that we did in the past. I predict that not
too far in the future we will begin to change and go back
to slightly smaller ridings, recognizing that ultimately
gives us the kind of democracy that people want and
gives them the kind of access they need as MPPs.

The other thing I want to put on the record at this time
is that the most significant thing for us—and this is
where we got into a lot of difficulty in the negotiations,
and I’m not going to name names because that serves no
purpose—one perspective at the table was: “Look, there
are only nine of you and there’s X number of us, so why
should you get this and this?”

That argument was repeated over and over and was
extremely frustrating for us. It’s not the numbers per se
that matter. We’d like to have a bigger caucus, for sure,
no question about that. But the principle that I took on
behalf of our caucus to the negotiating table was that we
provide the historic third alternative to the Tories and the
Liberals. I don’t expect anyone in the other two parties to
agree with this, but we make the case that in far too many
instances there’s really not a lot of difference between the
Liberals and the Tories, and that the people of Ontario
deserve—now we’re getting into the kind of debate I’'m

used to: We provide an alternative that’s different. If this
were a regular debate I’d be arguing better, but ’'m not
going that far till after the vote, OK?

That was the important principle, that once you
crossed the threshold of party status, you then had an
obligation to have a position and respond to environ-
mental issues, labour issues, health issues, social service,
all the things that provincial government provides. That
obligation is not decided based on whether you have §, 9,
12, 15 or 30 members.

Providing that legitimate third choice, the second
alternative from the government, requires a certain infra-
structure. First of all, you’ve go to be in question period.
You’ve got to be in the game in order to be offering the
kind of constructive criticism that opposition does and
also offering your alternative. If you’re sitting quietly
during all of question period, the reality is that it’s not
happening. You really aren’t participating as a full part-
ner in this House. We know for decades that has been the
experience. As I read into the record earlier, there are
experts who have said that we have the only real, true,
stable three-party system in this place.

It was important for us in the NDP, on every issue we
debated, to maintain enough presence, enough resources,
enough opportunity to make a difference in some of the
voting procedures, that we were offering a legitimate,
full-fledged, fully researched, fully credible third choice
to the other two traditional parties that make up this
place.

I’m pleased that at the end of the day we were able to
overcome the differences on that point of view. There are
things we would have liked to have in here that aren’t,
there are some things in here that we like less than others,
but I have no hesitancy in saying that I think it’s a fair
agreement. [ think it provides the kind of traditional
Ontario Legislature that Ontarians have expected and
expected to see as a result of the June 3 election.
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I want to also say on at least one point that there is
something new and innovative here. It came at a price,
but it’s new, it’s innovative, and I want to make sure that
if it works, the government House leader, Norm Sterling,
gets all the credit. Conversely, if it bombs, Norm, you’re
going to wear it.

I won’t go into the detail of it because we don’t want
to take up too much time today, but I think it’s important
because it’s not often that we see—I see—things coming
across from the government that are new and that en-
hance democracy. I realize that can be an explosive point,
but that’s my opinion. In this case, though, what we see
is a change to the committee system where in two of our
committees now individual members of those committees
can generate bills that at least will get the time of day in
committee. If they get the support of five members on
that committee—it doesn’t matter which party, and no
one party can control that—the issue has to come to the
House and there has to be at least a debate on it.

This is a good thing. I hope we pay a lot of attention to
it and I hope we analyze it carefully, because if it works,
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maybe we can build on it in the future as a way of putting
real meaning to what we all say, which is that back-
benchers in the government and in the oppositions have
to play a bigger role. Everybody makes that speech and
nothing changes. This is a change that has some real
potential.

When it was first introduced, I really had some con-
cerns about it because we didn’t have the mechanism for
the vote spelled out, but I want to give House leader
Sterling all the credit in the world for backing up his
words with a process that said yes, he’s trying to provide
people with a new role, a more effective role. If that
means down the road that backbenchers come to play a
more important role in this place, then I think the source
of that ought to be recognized. It was from the govern-
ment House leader, who had no real gain to put it on the
table other than as something he’s personally felt
strongly about. I want to acknowledge it and give him
credit for having the courage to put it on the table and to
give individual members some opportunity to play a
bigger role than we have in the past.

With that, Speaker, I will conclude my remarks except
to say to all the members of the House, to tell you
straight up, that I don’t think we’ve gotten anything that
quite frankly the third party didn’t deserve at the end of
the day, because had there been a change in the math
formula in the original bill that reduced the number of
seats, we wouldn’t have had these negotiations. Having
said that, there was nothing that absolutely guaranteed or
ordained that we would get party status. As much as I
feel we deserve it, there was nothing to guarantee that. |
want to thank all the members of the Tory party and the
Liberal Party who put their support behind this to give us
the opportunity to continue to play the important histori-
cal role that we have in Ontario and at least provide some
glimmer of light that indeed democracy is alive and well
in Ontario.

The Deputy Speaker: Comments and questions?

Mr Bradley: I want to say right off the top that I
believe the NDP should be extended party status. During
the election campaign and after the election we’ve had
some tough contests between us, between the various
political parties, but I’ve always believed that each of the
political parties after the election should have been
recognized as political parties. Each has an important role
to play in a democracy and each of us has a different
approach to politics. It varies from time to time.
Sometimes if we’re in government, tough decisions have
to be made that don’t always reflect what we feel we
would like to do, but there we are.

I want to say that I think the House is enhanced by the
fact that we have three political parties that are recog-
nized in this House and that we have members of all
political parties who are able to make a contribution to
this House. I believe that’s as it should be. I suspect that
all of us, right after the election, knew that would be the
case, but [ want to say that I most assuredly believe that.

I also want to say that it is more of a challenge for us
with larger ridings today, and to meet those challenges

some provisions have been made in the discussions be-
tween the three House leaders which will be helpful. 1
know particularly the northern members—I represent
north St Catharines, so I don’t know if I’'m eligible for
this, but some of the northern members particularly have
a long way to travel. I can get through my riding in three
minutes. I better amend that, because that would be
breaking the speed limit. In four minutes I can drive from
one side of my riding to the other along the Queen Eliza-
beth highway if it isn’t tied up with an accident. It would
take some members in the north a couple of days some-
times to travel because they don’t even have roads or
railroads and they have to fly into some places. So I think
the provisions that are made for those folks are excellent.

I do want to say, if I may sound partisan for a
moment—the government House leader would be dis-
appointed if I were not—that I think you really put the
boots to the Ombudsman and the Environmental Com-
missioner, both of whom were critical of this govern-
ment. I thought the reappointment of both would have
been in line, but obviously the government does not
agree with me on this.

Ms Frances Lankin (Beaches-East York): It’s such
a rare occasion in this House when there is such unanim-
ity and good spirit that I had to stand up. I just wanted to
be part of it.

I say in response to our House leader’s comments that
he was very gracious in the tribute he paid to the others
who were involved in the negotiations, and of course we
are pleased with the result that has been arrived at. I did
want to make the point, however, that I think the issue of
party status is not one of largesse on the part of the other
parties. I believe, with the reduction in the number of
seats in the House, it was due and expected. I also want
to make the point that the new number, at eight, is still
the highest percentage of any Legislative Assembly in
the country. The average is 4.9%, which would turn out
to be a caucus of five members in this Legislature, and
we have the number at eight. This is just to make the
point that this is something that I think is the right thing
to do, and I applaud that it is being done.

I want to close my remarks echoing the minister
responsible for seniors’ issues from question period
today. When she was responding to a question from one
of her back-bench members, she said that she wanted to
acknowledge that there were seven new members on that
side and she wanted to say how pleased they were that
there were seven new members and how pleased they
were to have each and every one of them. Well, let me
say there are nine returning—I almost said “old”—
members. I can’t tell you how pleased we are to have
each and every one of them, and we wish them all a very
long and very healthy term of office in this Legislature.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): Further questions
and comments? Further debate?

Mr Sterling has moved second reading of Bill 4. Is it
the pleasure of the House that the motion carry? Carried.
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Hon Mr Sterling: Mr Speaker, I seek unanimous con-
sent to move third reading of the Legislative Assembly
Statute Law Amendment Act.

The Speaker: Is there unanimous consent? Agreed.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY STATUTE LAW
AMENDMENT ACT, 1999

LOI DE 1999 MODIFIANT DES LOIS
EN CE QUI A TRAIT
A L’ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE

Mr Sterling moved third reading of the following bill:

Bill 4, An Act respecting the Legislative Assembly
and its officers / Projet de loi 4, Loi concernant I’ Assem-
blée l1égislative et ses fonctionnaires.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): Is it the pleasure of
the House that the motion carry? Carried.

Be it resolved that the bill do now pass and be entitled
as in the motion.
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GOVERNMENT MOTIONS

STANDING ORDERS REFORM

Hon Norman W. Sterling (Minister of Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, Government House Leader): Mr
Speaker, I believe I have unanimous consent to move the
following motion without notice regarding the standing
orders and that the debate time remaining on the clock
this afternoon be divided equally among the three parties.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): Agreed? Agreed.

Interjection: Dispense

Hon Mr Sterling: I wish I could. This is going to be
rather long because it includes a number of changes to
our standing orders.

I move that the standing orders of the Legislative
Assembly be amended as follows:

That standing order 1(d) be struck out.

That standing order 2 be struck out and the following
substituted:

“2. For the purpose of these standing orders, ‘recog-
nized party’ means a party caucus of eight or more mem-
bers of the Legislative Assembly.

“‘Routine motion’ means any motion, including mo-
tions under standing order 9, made for the purpose of
fixing the days or times of the meetings or adjournments
of the House, or its committees; establishing or revising
the membership of committees, and the meeting schedule
thereof; arranging the proceedings of the House; or any
other motion relating strictly to the technical procedure
of the House or its committees and the management of
the business thereof.

“‘Substantive motion’ means a motion that is not inci-
dental or supplementary to any other business of the
House, but is a self-contained proposal capable of
expressing a decision of the House. Examples of such

motions are: the motion for an address in reply to the
speech from the throne, the budget motion, want of con-
fidence motions on allotted days, resolutions and motions
for returns or addresses;

“‘Sitting day’ means any day on which the House
meets.

“‘Sessional day’ means a meeting of the House held
pursuant to standing orders 8(a), 9(c)(iii) or 10(a); or an
evening meeting of the House held pursuant to standing
order 9(c)(i) or (ii).

That standing order 4(c) be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted:

“(c) At the commencement of every Parliament, or
from time to time as may be required, the House shall
appoint two Deputy Chairs of the committee of the whole
House, to be known respectively as the First and Second
Chair of the committee of the whole House, either of
whom shall, in order of precedence, whenever the Chair
of the committee of the whole House is absent or other-
wise unable to act, be entitled to exercise all the powers
vested in the Chair of the committee of the whole House
including those powers as Deputy Speaker.”

That standing order 9 be struck out and the following
substituted:

“9.(a) Except as provided in clause (c)(iii), and in
standing order 37, at 6 pm on Mondays, Tuesdays,
Wednesdays and Thursdays, the Speaker shall adjourn
the House without motion until the next sessional day.

“(b) Except as provided in standing order 95(e), at 12
noon on any day on which the House meets in the morn-
ing, the Speaker shall leave the chair until 1:30 pm.

“(c) Upon passage of a government motion, the House
shall meet, as the case may be,

“(1) Between the hours of 6:45 pm and 9:30 pm, notice
of which must appear on the Orders and Notices paper by
the first sitting day of the first week to which the motion
applies, or

“(i1) Between 6:45 pm and another specified time not
later than midnight, notice of which must appear on the
Orders and Notices paper by the second sitting day of the
week immediately preceding the first week to which the
motion applies, or

“(ii1) Past the adjournment time set out in clause (a)
and continuing to a specified time not later than mid-
night, notice of which must appear on the Orders and
Notices paper by the second sitting day of the week
immediately preceding the first week to which the mo-
tion applies.

“Such a motion may apply to one day or to more than
one day and, in the latter case, shall specify whether
clauses (i), (ii) or (iii) apply to different days. The ques-
tion on such a motion shall be put forthwith and without
amendment or debate. If a recorded vote is requested by
five members, the division bell shall be limited to five
minutes.

“Evening meetings held under clauses (i) or (ii) shall
be limited to the consideration of government orders or
private members’ public business or both, according to
the terms of the motion, but no government bill shall be
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called on more than one sessional day during a single
sitting day without unanimous consent. At the adjourn-
ment time specified for the day or days in the motion, the
Speaker shall adjourn the House without motion until the
next sessional day.

“(d) Where a motion under clause (c) provides that all
or part of an evening meeting shall be devoted to the
consideration of private members’ public business, the
motion shall indicate the business to be considered, the
time or times reserved for such business, and any special
procedure to be followed. Such motion may provide that
all or part of standing order 95 applies with necessary
modifications to the debate on private members’ public
business.

“(e) When the House adjourns, the members shall
keep their seats until the Speaker has left the chamber.”

That standing order 10 be amended by adding the fol-
lowing clause:

“(a.1) The Speaker shall have the authority to vary the
time of any recall made under this standing order to such
extent as is, in his or her opinion, necessary to ensure that
reasonable notice of the recall is conveyed to each mem-
ber and to permit all other arrangements to be made for
the House to meet. However, no variance may be made if
the time specified in the notice of recall for the House to
meet is at least 24 hours later than the time the Speaker
receives the notice.”

That standing order 10(b) be struck out.

That standing order 11(a) be amended by striking out
the number “20” in the first line and substituting the
number “12.”

That standing order 11(b) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(b) If at any time after prayers, the Speaker’s atten-
tion is directed to the apparent lack of a quorum, the
Speaker shall, upon determining that a quorum is not
present, cause the bells to be rung until a quorum is pre-
sent and, in any case, for no longer than five minutes. If a
quorum is not present after the expiration of five minutes,
the Speaker shall adjourn the House without question put
until the next sessional day. The matter under considera-
tion prior to the adjournment is deemed to be adjourned
to a future sessional day.”

That standing order 14 be struck out and the following
substituted:

“l14. Whenever the Speaker is of the opinion that a
motion offered to the House is contrary to the rules and
privileges of Parliament, the Speaker shall rule it out of
order, and may quote the rule or authority applicable.”

That standing order 15(d) be struck out.

That standing order 16 be amended by striking out all
of the words between “may” in the second line and
“adjourn” in the fourth line.

That standing order 24(a) be amended by striking out
the words “of a committee” in the second line and the
words “or committee” in the third line.

That standing order 24(b) be amended by adding the
following:

“At any time during a debate limited by this clause, a
member then speaking may divide his or her time among
a member or members of his or her party. Such speeches
shall be given consecutively without rotation among the
parties and shall be deemed to be a single speech for the
purposes of standing order 25.”

That standing order 24(d) be struck out.

That standing order 25 be struck out and the following
substituted:

“25. Following the speech of each member, up to four
members may ask questions and comment for up to two
minutes each on matters relevant to the matters before the
House, and the member originally speaking may reply for
up to two minutes, in the following circumstances:

“(i) debate on second reading of a government bill, but
no such questions and comments shall be allowed follow-
ing the reply allowed to the minister or parliamentary
assistant who has moved second reading of the bill;

“(i1) debate on third reading of a government bill, but
no such questions and comments shall be allowed follow-
ing the reply allowed to the minister or parliamentary
assistant who has moved third reading of the bill;

“(ii1) debate on the address in reply to the speech from
the throne, but no such questions and comments shall be
allowed following the speeches of the mover and the
seconder of the motion for the address; the speeches of
the members speaking first on behalf of the official oppo-
sition and the other recognized opposition parties, and the
speeches of the members winding up the throne debate
for each recognized party;

“(iv) debate on the budget motion, but no such ques-
tions and comments shall be allowed following the pres-
entation of the budget by the Minister of Finance, the
speeches of the members speaking first on behalf of the
official opposition and the other recognized opposition
parties, and the speeches of the members winding up the
budget debate for each recognized party; and

“(v) debate on a motion for interim supply.”
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That standing order 28 be amended by striking out
clause (h) and substituting the following:

“(h) Except in the case of any division arising out of
any routine proceeding, or where a standing order or
other order specifies the time of the vote, a vote may be
deferred at the request of any chief whip of a recognized
party in the House. The Speaker shall then defer the
taking of the vote to the next sessional day during the
routine proceeding ‘Deferred Votes,” at which time the
bells shall be rung for five minutes.”

That standing order 28(j) be struck out.

That standing order 30(b) be amended by adding at the
end thereof the words “However, routine proceedings
shall continue past 4 pm to permit the Speaker to put
every question on the deferred votes.”

That standing order 31(b) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(b) Up to nine members of recognized parties in the
House may make a statement during the period for
‘Members’ Statements’ and the statements shall be allo-
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cated in proportion to the number of private members of
each of the recognized parties in the House.”

That standing order 31(c) be struck out.

That standing order 32(c) be amended by striking out
the words “then shall adjourn the debate” in the fourth
and fifth lines and substituting the words “notwithstand-
ing standing order 45(a), shall then move adjournment of
the debate.”

That standing order 33(c) be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted:

“(c) On the introduction of a government bill, a com-
pendium of background information shall be delivered to
the critics of the recognized opposition parties. If it is an
amending bill, an up-to-date consolidation of the act or
acts to be amended shall also be delivered unless the bill
amends an act amended previously in the session.”

That standing order 34 be amended by striking out the
words following the word “motions” in the second line
and substituting the words “as set out in the definition
thereof in standing order 2. Except as provided by stand-
ing order 9 and 105, these routine motions do not require
notice.”

That standing order 35(c) be amended by striking out
the words “opposition party leaders” and substituting the
words “the leaders of recognized opposition parties.”

That standing order 36(b) be struck out.

That standing orders 37(a) and (b) be struck out and
the following substituted:

“37(a) The Speaker’s rulings relating to oral questions
are not debatable or subject to appeal. However, a mem-
ber who is not satisfied with the response to an oral ques-
tion, or who has been told that his or her question is not
urgent or of public importance, may give notice orally at
the end of the oral question period that he or she intends
to raise the subject matter of the question on the ad-
journment of the House and must give written notice to
the Speaker and file reasons for dissatisfaction with the
Clerk before 4:30 pm, and the Speaker shall, not later
than 5 pm, indicate the matter or matters to be raised at
the time of adjournment that day.

“(b) Where notice has been given and reasons filed, as
provided in clause (a), at 6 pm on any Tuesday or Thurs-
day, the Speaker may deem that a motion to adjourn the
House has been made, whereupon the matter in question
may be debated for not more than 10 minutes, five min-
utes to be allowed to the member raising the matter and
five minutes to the minister or to his or her parliamentary
assistant to reply if he or she so wishes. No more than
three such matters of which notice has been given and
reasons filed shall be debated on any single sitting day.
At the conclusion of such debate or debates the Speaker
shall deem the motion to adjourn to be carried and shall
adjourn the House to the next sessional day.”

That standing order 37(e) be struck out.

That standing order 37(f) be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted:

“When the House continues to meet past 6 pm on a
government motion as provided in standing order 9(c)(iii)

the adjournment proceeding under this standing order
shall not apply.”

That standing order 37(g) be amended by replacing the
time “6:30” in the first line with the time “6:45” and by
replacing the time “6:25” in the third line with the time
“6:30.”

That standing order 38 be amended by adding the fol-
lowing clause:

“(b.1) No member may seek to present a petition
unless it has previously been given to the Clerk of the
assembly who has examined it and certified that it is
correct as to form and content.”

That is known as the Jim Bradley standing order
amendment.

That clause 38(c) be amended by adding the words “In
order to be certified by the Clerk,” immediately before
the word “every” in the first line.

That standing order 38(h) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(h) Within 24 sitting days of its presentation, the
government shall file a response to a petition with the
Clerk of the House and shall provide a copy of the
response to the member who presented the petition.”

That standing order 39(b) be amended by striking out
the words “opposition critics” in the third line and substi-
tuting the words “critics of the recognized opposition
parties.”

That standing order 42(c) be amended by striking out
the word “sessional” in the first line and substituting the
word “sitting.”

That standing order 42(g) be amended by replacing the
time “6” in the second line with the time “5:50” and the
number “five” in the fourth line with the number “10.”

That standing order 42(1)(ii)) be amended by striking
out the word “sessional” in the first line and substituting
the word "sitting,” and by adding at the end thereof the
words "and during any extension thereof.”

That standing order 43(a) be amended by deleting the
words “third party” in the third line and substituting the
words “recognized party having the third largest mem-
bership in the House.”

That standing order 43(b) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(b) Debate on a motion under clause (a) shall be at a
time allotted by agreement of the House leaders of the
recognized parties and restricted to one sessional day.
The time available shall be apportioned equally among
the recognized parties in the House. At 5:50 pm on that
day, the Speaker shall interrupt the proceedings and put
the question without further debate.”

That standing order 43(c) be amended by replacing the
number "five" in the second line with the number “10.”

That standing order 44(b) be amended by adding the
word “recognized” immediately before the word "parties"
in the second line.

That standing order 45 be amended by adding the fol-
lowing new clause:
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“(a.1) When a motion to adjourn the House is carried,
the matter under consideration prior to the adjournment is
deemed to be adjourned to a future sessional day.”

That standing order 45(d) be struck out.

That standing order 46(a) be amended by striking out
the words "or any minister of the crown" in the first and
second lines.

That standing order 46 be amended by adding the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(a.1) The time available for debate on a time alloca-
tion motion shall be apportioned equally among the
recognized parties.”

That Standing order 46(b) be amended by replacing
the time “6” in the first line with the time "5:50,” the
time “9:15” in the first line with the time "9:20" and the
number "five" in the last line with the number "10.”

That standing order 46(e) be struck out.

That standing order 48(a) be struck out.

That standing order 57(a) be amended by adding the
following words at the end thereof, “Following the
budget speech, if requested by the Minister of Finance,
the House shall revert to “Introduction of Bills” for the
purpose of allowing the Minister of Finance to move the
introduction of any bill or bills arising from the budget.”

That standing order 57(b) be amended by replacing the
time “5:45” in the second line with the time “5:50,” the
time “9:15” in the third line with the time “9:20” and the
number “15” in the last line with the number “10.”

That standing order 58 be struck out and the following
substituted:

“58. When a budget has been presented, the main
estimates shall be tabled in the House no more than 12
sitting days later. During those 12 days the budget debate
shall be completed. If no budget has been presented by
the first sitting day following Victoria Day, the main
estimates shall be tabled at the next available sitting day.
Upon tabling, the estimates shall be deemed to be
referred to the standing committee on estimates.”

That standing order 59(d) be amended by adding the
word "recognized" before the word "party" in the fourth
line.

That standing order 59(e) be amended by adding the
words “including a procedural motion,” following the
word “matter” in the second line.

That standing order 62 be amended by adding the fol-
lowing clause:

“(b.1) In the event that any supplementary estimates
are not presented to the House until the third Thursday in
November, or thereafter, then those supplementary esti-
mates shall be deemed to be referred to the standing
committee on estimates as they are presented to the
House, shall be deemed to be passed by the committee
and shall be deemed to be reported to and received by the
House.”

1740

That standing order 62(c) be amended by replacing the
time “5:45” in the third line with the time “5:50,” the
time “9:15” in the third line with the time “9:20” and the
number “15” in the 14th line with the number “10” and

by striking out the words “subject to the usual standing
orders” in the last line and substituting “and the Speaker
shall apportion the time equally among the recognized
parties in the House.”

That the following new standing order be added:

“62.1 Adoption of orders for concurrence shall consti-
tute an order to bring in a supply bill founded on the
resolutions contained therein, and founded on the resolu-
tions contained in the deemed concurrences made pursu-
ant to standing orders 60 and 61. Debate under this
standing order shall be apportioned equally among the
recognized parties. At 5:50 pm or 9:20 pm, as the case
may be, on the sessional day during which debate on the
second reading stage of the supply bill commences as the
first government order of the day, or after three hours of
debate if the debate did not commence as the first gov-
ernment order of the day, the Speaker shall without fur-
ther debate or amendment put all questions necessary to
dispose of this stage of the bill. A supply bill given sec-
ond reading shall be ordered for third reading, and the
order for third reading shall then immediately be called
and the Speaker shall put the question forthwith without
further debate or amendment, no deferral under standing
order 28(h) being permitted. In the case of any division
under this standing order, the division bell shall be lim-
ited to 10 minutes.

That the following new standing order be added:

“65(a.1) The time available for debate on an interim
supply motion shall be apportioned equally among the
recognized parties.”

That standing order 65(b) be amended by replacing the
time “5:45” in the second line with the time “5:50,” the
time “9:15” in the second line with the time “9:20” and
the number “15” in the last line with the number “10.”

That standing order 68(b) be amended by striking out
the word “sessional” in the second, fifth and sixth lines
and substituting in both cases the word “sitting.”

That standing order 68(c) be amended by striking out
the word “sessional” in the second line and substituting
the word “sitting.”

That standing order 68(d) be amended by adding the
words “including a procedural motion,” following the
word “matter” in the second line.

That standing order 71(a) be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted:

“(a) At any time before the commencement of second
reading debate on a public bill, during “motions,” the
government House leader may move the following
motion, no debate or amendment being permitted, ‘That
the order for second reading of bill [insert bill title] be
discharged and the bill be referred to the standing com-
mittee on [insert committee name].

“(a.1) Notwithstanding standing order 76(a) a bill
referred under this standing order, when reported from
the committee, shall be ordered for second reading.”

That standing order 71(c) be amended by striking out
the number “12” in the fourth line and substituting the
number “eight.”
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That standing order 73 be amended by striking out the
words “five calendar days” and substituting the words
“the fifth calendar day.”

That standing order 74(a) be amended by adding the
word “recognized” immediately before the word
“parties” in the last line.

That standing order 74(b) be struck out.

That standing order 74(c) be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted:

“(c) The chair of a committee, including the Chair of
the Committee of the whole House, may take such rea-
sonable steps as he or she considers necessary to facili-
tate the committee’s consideration and disposition of
multiple amendments.”

That standing order 82 be amended by striking out the
word “Revenue” in the fourth line and substituting the
word “Finance.”

That standing order 94 be amended by striking out the
first full paragraph of the “Public Notice” and substitut-
ing the following:

“The rules of procedure and the fees and costs related
to applications for private bills are set out in the standing
orders of the Legislative Assembly. Copies of the stand-
ing orders, and the guide ‘Procedures for Applying for
Private Legislation,” may be obtained from the Legisla-
tive Assembly’s Internet site at http://www.ontla.on.ca or
from:”

That Standing Order 95(g) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(g) To be considered in private members’ time the
order for second reading or notice of a motion must
appear on the Orders and Notices paper two weeks in
advance of the day that is determined by the ballot con-
ducted under clause (d).”

That standing orders 96(d) and (e) be struck out and
the following substituted:

“(d) The minister shall answer such written questions
within 24 sitting days, unless he or she indicates that
more time is required because the answer will be costly
or time-consuming or that he or she declines to answer,
in which case a notation shall be made on the Orders and
Notices paper following the question indicating that the
minister has made an interim answer, the approximate
date that the information will be available, or that the
minister has declined to answer, as the case may be.

“(e) The answers to such written questions shall be
given to the member who asked the question and to the
Clerk of the House who shall print a notation in the Votes
and Proceedings that the question has been answered.”

That Standing Order 98 be amended by adding the fol-
lowing thereto:

“Unless expressly provided by the standing orders or
by unanimous consent, no member shall speak for more
than 20 minutes at a time in committee of the whole
House.”

That standing order 105 be amended by striking out
the words “each session in” in the second line; inserting
the words “on motion with notice” following the word
“appointed” in the third line; and striking out the word

“session” in the last line and substituting the word “Par-
liament.”

That standing orders 105(a), (b), (c) and (d) be struck
out and the following substituted:

“(a) Standing committee on justice and social policy;

“(b) Standing committee on general government.”

That standing order 105(h) be struck out.

That standing order 105(i) be amended by adding at
the end the following:

“and to be the committee which is empowered to re-
view and consider from time to time the reports of the
Ombudsman as they become available; and, as the com-
mittee deems necessary, pursuant to section 15(1) of the
Ombudsman Act, to formulate general rules for the guid-
ance of the Ombudsman in the exercise of his or her
functions under the act; and, to report thereon to the
Legislature and to make such recommendations as the
committee deems appropriate;”

That the following new standing order be added:

“105.1 In any standing or select committee, the stand-
ing orders of the House shall be observed so far as may
be applicable, except the standing orders limiting the
number of times of speaking. Unless expressly provided
by the standing orders or by unanimous consent, no
member shall speak for more than 20 minutes at a time in
any standing or select committee.”

That standing order 107(a) be amended by striking out
the words “(a), (b), (¢) and (d)” in the first and second
lines, and replacing them with the words “(a) and (b).”

That standing order 107(b) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(b) At the beginning of each Parliament and, if neces-
sary, during the course of a Parliament, the standing
committee on the Legislative Assembly shall prescribe
the ministries and offices assigned to the standing com-
mittees for the purposes of this standing order and shall
make a report thereon to the House, which report shall be
deemed to be adopted.”

That standing order 109 be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted:

“109(a) No standing or select committee shall consist
of more than nine members and the membership of such
committees shall be in proportion to the representation of
the recognized parties in the House.

“(b) Notwithstanding clause (a), each independent
member shall, at his or her request, be appointed to at
least one standing committee. An independent member
may state his or her committee preference to the House
leaders but such statement of preference is not binding.
Unless the House decides otherwise, no standing com-
mittee shall include more than one independent member.

“(c) The appointment of an independent member to a
standing committee shall be in addition to the members
of recognized parties referred to in clause (a). A recog-
nized party with a majority of seats in the House is enti-
tled to an additional member of the committee for each
independent member appointed to the committee.

“(d) Any member appointed to a standing or select
committee may, at any time afterwards, be discharged by
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order of the House from attending the committee and
another member appointed.

“(e) A temporary substitution in the membership of a
standing or select committee may be made provided a
notification thereof, signed by the member acting as the
whip of a recognized party, is filed with the clerk of the
committee either before or within 30 minutes of a com-
mittee meeting being called to order.”

That standing order 111 be amended by striking out
the word “sessional” in the first line and substituting the
word “sitting.”

That standing order 112 be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted:

“112. At the commencement of every Parliament, or
from time to time as may be required, each standing
committee shall elect a Chair and Vice-Chair.”

That standing order 114 be amended by striking out
the word “sessional” in the fourth line and substituting
the word “sitting.”

That standing order 116(c) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(c) If at any time during a meeting of a standing or
select committee the Chair’s attention is directed to the
apparent lack of quorum, the Chair shall, upon determin-
ing that a quorum is not present, suspend the proceedings
of the committee; if no quorum is present at the expira-
tion of 10 minutes, the Chair shall adjourn the committee
to the next scheduled meeting of the committee.”

That standing orders 117 and 118 be struck out.

That standing orders 121(a) and (b) be struck out and
the following substituted:

“I121.(a) At the beginning of each fiscal year or as
soon as possible thereafter, the Clerk of the House shall
prepare a budget for presentation to the Board of Internal
Economy for its approval in whole or in part. The budget
shall set forth in reasonable detail estimates of proposed
expenditures of standing and select committees for the
fiscal year.

“(b) When the expenditures of any committee have
reached the limits set forth in any such budget, the Chair
of the committee shall present to the Board of Internal
Economy, for its approval in whole or in part, a supple-
mentary budget or budgets.”

That standing order 124 be struck out and the follow-
ing substituted:

“124(a) Once in each session, for consideration in that
session, each member of a committee set out in standing
order 105(a) or (b) may propose that the committee study
and report on a matter or matters relating to the mandate,
management, organization or operation of the ministries
and offices which are assigned to the committee, as well
as the agencies, boards and commissions reporting to
such ministries and offices.

“(b) Notice of a motion by a member under this stand-
ing order shall be filed with the clerk of the committee
not less than 24 hours before the member intends to
move it in a meeting of the committee. The clerk of the
committee shall distribute a copy of the motion to the
members of the committee as soon as it is received.

Whenever a motion under this standing order is being
considered in a committee, discussion of the motion shall
not exceed 30 minutes, at the expiry of which the Chair
shall put every question necessary to dispose of the
motion and any amendments thereto.

“(c) The proposal of a member for study and report
must be adopted by at least two-thirds of the members of
the committee, excluding the Chair. Such study in the
committee shall not take precedence over consideration
of a government public bill.

“(d) Following its consideration of such a matter, the
committee may present a substantive report to the House
and may adopt the text of a draft bill on the subject mat-
ter. Where the text of a draft bill is adopted by the com-
mittee, it shall be an instruction to the Chair to introduce
such bill in his or her name as primary sponsors. The
other committee members who support the bill may have
their names printed on the face of the bill as the secon-
dary sponsors.

“(e) There shall be not less than one sessional day, or
three hours, of debate in the House on such a bill, to take
place at a time or times allotted by agreement of the
House leaders of the recognized parties.”

That standing order 129(c) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(c) Every member of the committee, other than the
Chair, shall be permitted to indicate that he or she dis-
sents from a particular recommendation or comment. The
committee shall permit a member to express the reasons
for such dissent in an appendix to the report.”

That standing order 129 be amended by adding the
following new clause:

“(c.1) The Chair of a committee may establish a rea-
sonable deadline for filing any dissenting opinion with
the clerk of the committee.”

That standing order 133 be amended by adding the
following new clause:

“(a.1) To certify whether petitions proposed to be pre-
sented by members are correct as to form and content.

That standing order 134(a) be amended by striking out
the word “sessional” in the second line and substituting
the word “sitting.”

That standing order 137(e) be struck out and the fol-
lowing substituted:

“(e) Provide assistance to standing or select commit-
tees considering bills.

And that the Clerk of the House be authorized to make
such consequential changes in the standing orders,
including renumbering as may be required as a result of
the amendments made herein.

Mr Bert Johnson (Perth-Middlesex): On a point of
order, Mr Speaker: I missed a couple of words and I
wonder if you could repeat it again.

The Speaker: That’s not a point of order.

Just a clarification from the government House leader:
On section 71(a) you said “charged.” The copy of the
motion says “discharged.”

Hon Mr Sterling: I’'m sure it’s “discharged.” I just
wanted to see if you were awake, Mr Speaker.
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The Speaker: 1 was listening very carefully. In 74(a)
you read “after” instead of “before,” which is in the table
copy.

Hon Mr Sterling: It’s obviously “before.”

The Speaker: Finally, in 107(a) you omitted to indi-
cate standing order 107(a).

Hon Mr Sterling: I did intend to include 107(a).

The Speaker: Thank you. Mr Sterling has moved that
the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly—

Interjection: Dispense.

The Speaker: Dispense? Agreed. Debate? Is it the
pleasure of the House that the motion carry? Carried.

It almost being 6 of the clock, this House stands
adjourned until 6:30 of the clock this evening.

The House adjourned from 1758 to 1830.

Evening sitting reported in volume B.
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