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The House met at 1845.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

MUNICIPAL ACT, 2001
LOI DE 2001 SUR LES MUNICIPALITES

Mr Kells, on behalf of Mr Hodgson, moved third
reading of the following bill:

Bill 111, An Act to revise the Municipal Act and to
amend or repeal other Acts in relation to municipalities /
Projet de loi 111, Loi révisant la Loi sur les municipalités
et modifiant ou abrogeant d’autres lois en ce qui
concerne les municipalités.

Mr Morley Kells (Etobicoke-Lakeshore): I am very
pleased to speak today on third reading of Bill 111, the
Municipal Act, 2001. Today we are ready to make
history.

Municipal government in Ontario began with the
passage of the Baldwin Act in 1849. Through this legis-
lation, municipalities were created as democratically
elected bodies with the power to levy property taxes,
mainly to fund the construction of infrastructure—roads
and schools—and to serve a new, mainly rural and
growing province.

Times have changed. We no longer require house-
holders to furnish two buckets for carrying water for fire
suppression, as the Baldwin Act did. Municipalities have
evolved to meet the changing needs of a changing
society. I know from personal experience that muni-
cipalities play a vital role in the day-to-day lives of
everyone in Ontario. Where once they provided mainly
hard services—roads, water and sewer pipes—today they
offer a wide range of services both hard and soft. They
have had to develop expertise in a rapidly increasing
number of service areas that their citizens demand: parks
and recreation, child care, community health and
economic development, to name just a few.

Over time the legislation governing municipalities has
been added to and amended to reflect changing municipal
roles. As a result, it has grown longer and more
complicated. Parts of it are no longer relevant to today’s
municipalities but remain in force. At its heart, it
remained a prescriptive law telling municipalities in great
detail exactly what they were allowed to do. If a
municipal council wants to do something new to respond
to some local need, the municipal lawyers have to look

through hundreds of pages of laws to see if the authority
is there. If not, they have to come here to the Ontario
Legislature for an amendment.

It’s not much wonder, then, that municipalities have
been saying since the first AMO conference 102 years
ago that the Municipal Act in some cases had become an
impediment to change and innovation. What they needed,
they said, was flexible enabling legislation, legislation
that would set them free to meet the needs of their
residents in the best, most efficient ways possible.

I want to stop here. I didn’t necessarily write this
speech but it’s ministry policy. I want to read it into the
record one more time. What they needed, they said, was
flexible enabling legislation, legislation that would set
them free to meet the needs of their residents in the best,
most efficient ways possible. I believe that’s what the
ministry’s trying to do.

I mention that in the House right now because on
Thursday we discussed Bill Pr22. I think what the
ministry is saying here applies to Bill Pr22. I know
there’s going to be some opposition from both the
government side and, possibly, from the opposition side,
but I want it on the record that this ministry calls for
legislation that would set them free to meet the needs of
their residents in the best, most efficient ways possible.
1850

This government in 1995 made a commitment to bring
forward a new Municipal Act. We promised a modern,
easy-to-use act, one that would set out areas of respon-
sibility for municipalities, but doesn’t tell them in great
detail exactly how to do it.

We also wanted to make sure to maintain the fine
balance established over the years among competing
interests, a balance that gives municipalities the authority
they need to meet local needs while ensuring a dynamic,
barrier-free Ontario economy in which Ontario towns and
cities can maintain their competitive position. Bill 111
maintains that balance.

Over the past few years, we’ve been working with key
stakeholders—actually five years now—both municipal
and business groups, to find common ground and achieve
a consensus. This bill is a result of that work.

Let me touch on some of the highlights of this bill. If
it is passed by the Legislature, this new Municipal Act
would give municipalities the tools they need to tackle
the challenges of governing in the 21st century. When it
takes effect on January 1, 2003, it would allow muni-
cipalities to organize and deliver services as they see fit,
involving the private sector where appropriate, in
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keeping with local needs. I’d like to repeat that. When it
takes effect on January 1, 2003, it would allow muni-
cipalities to organize and deliver services as they see fit.

It would give municipalities broad, flexible authority
in 10 areas of jurisdiction. It would also give them nat-
ural person powers, to be used in areas in which they
have authority to act. Those are the same powers people
and companies have to conduct day-to-day business
without the need for specific legislative authority.

Then there are matters of significant provincial as well
as local interest. They include the natural environment,
health, safety and nuisance. In these areas, in order to
protect the provincial interest, the proposed act sets out
municipal powers in more detail rather than through
broad spheres of jurisdiction. Provisions governing those
powers would be streamlined.

I’d like to go back. Then there are those matters of
significant provincial as well as local interest. They
include the natural environment, health, safety and nuis-
ance. But you will notice that in here they don’t mention
housing.

These had been considered for spheres in the 1998
draft, but we the government heard loud and clear from
municipalities that the limits placed on them in the act
were unacceptable; therefore, we have left them as
prescriptive powers, a compromise that both levels of
government can work with.

As with any broadening of authority, a balance of
accountability must go hand in hand. I would point out
that municipalities are already subject to certain account-
ability measures, including, of course, elections every
three years. The proposed legislation would add a few
more, such as licensing and user fee processes that would
be made tighter and more transparent, and municipalities
would be required to pass bylaws setting out procurement
procedures. These measures are already standard practice
in many municipalities.

The proposed new act also responds to municipal
requests for tools to make their communities safer when
dealing with problem properties. It would allow muni-
cipalities to pass bylaws on matters that in the council’s
opinion are or could become nuisances. They could also
ask the courts to close down properties that are causing
public nuisance. Such a request would have to be made
after giving notice to the Attorney General and with the
agreement of the police in order to avoid the possibility
of jeopardizing an ongoing police investigation related to
the property in question.

The proposed act would also help municipalities deal
with heavily fortified buildings used by motorcycle gangs
as clubhouses, or by others, by allowing municipalities to
enact bylaws to address excessive fortification of
buildings.

The proposed Municipal Act would also contribute to
the government’s Smart Growth agenda by giving muni-
cipalities more authority to set up corporations and
involve private sector partners in financing and under-
taking public projects.

I mentioned earlier that the government worked
together with stakeholders in order to make sure this bill
meets their needs. That co-operation did not end with the
introduction of the bill. We have continued to hear from
municipalities, municipal associations and others with an
interest in municipal government.

During the committee hearings, we heard about parts
of the bill that could be made clearer, minor house-
keeping changes that would improve the legislation. The
bill before us for third riding today incorporates a number
of those sorts of amendments.

There is one substantive amendment, though, that I"d
like to mention. The bill now includes a requirement for a
complete review to begin before the end of 2007 and
every five years after that. The suggestion was made by
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario, the Asso-
ciation of Municipal Managers, Clerks and Treasurers of
Ontario, the city of Toronto, the Ontario Chamber of
Commerce and the Toronto Board of Trade. This
amendment should keep the Municipal Act current. It
should mean that 150 years from now another Minister of
Municipal Affairs and Housing won’t face the daunting
challenge of fixing a Municipal Act that’s 150 years out
of date.

Bill 111 would also formally recognize the importance
of consultation between the province and municipalities
on matters that directly affect them. Discussions are
already underway with the Association of Municipalities
of Ontario on a memorandum of understanding to form-
alize the consultation process. The minister expects to
sign that memorandum of understanding very shortly.

This new Municipal Act, if it is approved by the
Legislature, would become the cornerstone for our new,
mature and more productive relationship between
Ontario’s municipalities and the provincial government.
This legislation, as I mentioned, is long overdue. It has
the support of those who will be most affected by it, and I
encourage my colleagues to pass it today.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr David Christopherson):
The floor is open for further debate. We’ll pass by the
official opposition. Are you standing or sitting, member?

Mr Gilles Bisson (Timmins-James Bay): Sitting.

The Deputy Speaker: Then I recognize the member
for Oak Ridges.

Mr Frank Klees (Oak Ridges): I’'m pleased to join
the debate on Bill 111, the proposed Municipal Act,
2001.

In 1995, the government made a commitment to bring
forward a new Municipal Act. At that time, we promised
an act that would be modern, streamlined and easy to use.
It would be readily understood. We wanted to introduce
an act that sets out areas of responsibility for muni-
cipalities but does not specifically tell them in great detail
exactly what they are permitted to do and how to do it.

I recall many years ago listening to municipal
politicians talk about the fact that they feel they are such
a creature of the province that they are unable to do many
things that they feel are appropriate and make good com-
mon sense, but an outdated Municipal Act prevents them
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from acting judiciously to follow through on some of
those initiatives. It has been a very long time in coming,. [
know that appeals were made to successive governments
in this place to deal with this issue, and for one reason or
another it has never been done. We have understood over
the last number of years, since our government took on
this challenge, why perhaps other governments withdrew
from that responsibility, because it is in many ways over-
whelming. It is a substantive piece of legislation. There
are many protocols that have been in place for many
years. To now move into that and begin to refine and to
modernize that piece of legislation is not an easy task.

I want to commend the Ministers of Municipal Affairs
and Housing of our government and of course the current
minister, the Honourable Chris Hodgson, and his astute
parliamentary assistant, Mr Kells, who in his own right
has brought a great deal of wisdom to the drafting of this
legislation and gave a great deal of guidance to our
caucus as we moved this bill forward.

We wanted to make sure we would also maintain a
balance that has been established over the years among
competing interests, that balance that gives authority to
municipalities to meet local needs, while ensuring on the
other hand a dynamic, barrier-free Ontario economy in
which Ontario towns and cities can maintain their
competitive position. What we didn’t want to do was
overstep that balance and somehow create an unhealthy
competition between municipalities. So we feel, in this
legislation we’re bringing forward today, that we have
been able to find that balance.

1900

This balance was achieved, I would point out, after
several years of discussions with all affected stakeholders
across the province. The government released draft
legislation, in fact, in 1998 that generated a great deal of
debate and discussion. Since then, the government has
worked with key stakeholders, including both municipal
and business groups, to find common ground and to
achieve a consensus, which at some points it seemed
perhaps we would never achieve. But to the credit of all
the stakeholders, all the parties involved, we have been
able to bring to the floor of this Legislature a piece of
legislation that has in large part achieved that consensus.

Earlier this year an understanding was reached among
key stakeholders on most of the fundamental issues
addressed in this legislation. At the conference of the
Association of Municipalities of Ontario in August, the
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing released an
outline of the government’s proposed direction, and I
might say the reaction at that time, within that con-
ference, by the members of that association was
extremely positive. There continued to be issues that
were of concern to some, and we continue to listen and
hear from them. If this legislation is passed by the
Legislature, it would give municipalities the tools they
have told us they need to tackle the challenges of
governing in the 21st century. Certainly the conditions
are very different today from they were at the time the
existing act was drafted.

Of utmost importance is the fact that it would give
municipalities the authority to organize and deliver their
services as they see fit, not as someone else at Queen’s
Park dictates that they should do. Because we want to
recognize through this legislation that circumstances in
different areas across the province are different and they
have their unique circumstances, we have responded and
have given to the municipalities that authority to do
business as they believe is most appropriate for their
circumstances in their jurisdictions.

In addition to that, we’ve allowed for an involvement
of the private sector, where appropriate. It would give
municipalities broad, flexible authority in 10 broad areas
of jurisdiction. I just want to enumerate those for the
record. These 10 areas are public utilities; waste manage-
ment; public highways; the transportation systems;
culture, parks, recreation and heritage; drainage and flood
control, with the exception of storm sewers; parking;
economic development services—and this particularly is
important, that we allow municipalities to deal with
economic development issues as they relate to their
particular economic environment; structures not covered
by the Building Code Act; and animals. It would also
give them natural person powers, and the parliamentary
assistant referred to that. Effectively, these are those
powers that a person in this province would have to
conduct day-to-day business without the need for specific
legislative authority. I think that particularly is an import-
ant principle as we move forward and as we look for
municipalities to assume more and more responsibility.

There is inherent in this legislation a desire on the part
of the provincial government that there be initiative at the
municipal level, that we as levels of government would
begin to work together co-operatively, as opposed to
suggesting that a problem that one level of government is
having is because one other level of government isn’t
allowing them the jurisdiction to deal with their
problems. At the end of the day, what we want, what our
objective is, is that we would work co-operatively
together, that each level of government would assume
responsibility.

Equally as important as responsibility is account-
ability. This act would bring into the picture a strong
system of accountability of the municipal level of
government, yes, to the provincial Legislature, but also to
the people in that community. At the end of the day, we
believe that is critically important.

There are a number of areas I would like to comment
on, but I see the time is running down. I know my friend
from Kitchener would like to have his opportunity to
debate this bill as well, and I’'m sure he’ll cover some of
those off.

I want to again commend the leadership of our
ministers of municipal affairs over the last number of
years who have shepherded this legislation through its
various stages, and I look forward to all members of this
House giving quick approval to this bill.

The Deputy Speaker: The floor is open for further
debate.
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Mr Ted McMeekin (Ancaster-Dundas-Flamborough-
Aldershot): My apologies to the House for perhaps
missing an earlier cue.

I’'m pleased to stand and join in the debate on Bill 111.
We on this side of the House—certainly my Liberal
colleagues—believe and know that Ontario munici-
palities are the primary engines of this province’s social,
economic and cultural life. We believe that it takes a real
partnership to build the kind of strong, healthy and pros-
perous communities that we all, on a good day, would
claim to want.

We on this side of the House understand the impor-
tance of a progressive, contemporary new Municipal Act,
one that meets the SR requirements of municipalities: the
requirement of respect; the requirement of recognition;
the requirement that real revenue tools, not just the
hammers and screwdrivers that they’ve become so used
to, be made available; that a real partnership be put in
place; and, finally, that the Municipal Act be relatively
regulatory-free.

While this government is wont to talk about its
vaunted memorandum of understanding, we on this side
of the House understand all too clearly that the most
important memorandum of understanding is in fact the
Municipal Act itself. It’s the Municipal Act, after all, that
defines specifically what municipalities can and cannot
do and how they should go about their business.

It would be unfair not to give some credit to the
minister and the government opposite.

Mr James J. Bradley (St Catharines): I don’t know
about that.

Mr McMeekin: Well, I’ll be careful, Jim.

Over the last century and a bit, we’ve had some 300-
plus amendments to the Municipal Act. It’s not as if, as
the government would tend to characterize, we’re back
into the pony, pail and water scenario. In fact, the act,
notwithstanding its complexity, worked relatively well
for a great number of years.

1910

There was always the academic argument—you and I,
Mr Speaker, have talked about this from time to time
“Gosh, golly, gee, isn’t it awful that municipalities don’t
have a clearly set out, contemporary, constitutional
framework?”” But after the party or after the discussion, it
always seemed that municipal leaders went about doing
what they do best: getting on with building strong,
healthy, prosperous communities. It has only been of late,
in the last six years or so to be precise, that municipalities
have begun, almost as if in chorus, to speak out about the
need for a new Municipal Act. I suspect if the govern-
ment were completely upfront with respect to that, they
would have to acknowledge that that’s by and large
because of the cumulative sense of abandonment that
municipalities have experienced.

I have a 10-year background in municipal elected
office, as do some 20-odd of my colleagues here. We’ve
certainly had a great deal of time to look at this—

Mr Peter Kormos (Niagara Centre): On a point of
order, Mr Speaker: Is there a quorum, sir?

The Deputy Speaker: Would the clerk check for a
quorum, please.

Clerk Assistant (Ms Deborah Deller): Quorum is
not present, Speaker.

The Deputy Speaker ordered the bells rung.

Clerk Assistant: Quorum is now present, Speaker.

The Deputy Speaker: The member for ADFA may
continue.

Mr McMeekin: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I’'m pleased
that the quorum is now present, because what I have to
say is so darned important.

The government members opposite talk about their
desire in this new act to balance competing interests. |
think they’ve done that very well. In fact, I think they’ve
done it so well that very little has changed or will change
as a result of this new act.

I find that passing strange, because when my good
friend the Minister of Municipal Affairs got up in this
House to introduce the legislation he said, and some of us
on this side of the House took him at his word, that he
was anxious to have the debate on this bill in the House
and to get it to committee so that we in our cumulative
wisdom would have the opportunity to bring all of our
experience and expertise to the table and make it a better
act. You may recall those reference words.

I can recall that when the bill was introduced we
outlined for our part on this side of the House the
template, the plumb line, if you like, by and through
which we would measure whether this act made sense.
We wondered at the time whether it would go any
distance toward ending the war of attrition with muni-
cipalities. We wondered whether it would bring about
real change, whether it would produce some real revenue
tools. We wondered whether there would be adequate
time for full discussion and debate. Well, we didn’t have
to wait long for that question to be answered. We hoped
there would be an enhanced ability for municipalities,
given the new act, and upon reflection, to build the
stronger, healthier, more prosperous communities they
claimed they wanted to build. Finally, we were curious
and anxious to know whether there would be any real
power shift between the province and the municipalities,
but as the government members have already said, they
were very concerned about making sure there was a
balance of competing interests and that not too much
changed. I think it would be fair to say that they have
been quite successful in that.

So in the context of the five plumb lines that we had
offered up as measuring sticks for this, we on this side of
the House are quite disappointed with what is happening
now. You know, look, to his credit, the complex series of
regulations and what have you needed to be cleaned up.
But we would have preferred to see some sweeping
changes, not just a sweeping out of the garage. I know in
our home when the garage is swept, about all you get
afterwards is, “Oh, that looks nice,” and that’s about it. I
think on balance we can say you cleaned up the language
and you’ve done a little bit of work there, and we
appreciate that, municipalities appreciate that, but funda-
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mentally it hasn’t changed very much. It certainly doesn’t
keep pace with the kinds of changes that we’ve seen,
predicated in large part with the frequent admonition of
this government as it moves forward with amal-
gamations, more often than not forced amalgamations,
and certainly the offloading of provincial fiscal respon-
sibilities, something that the Provincial Auditor noted, as
you’ll recall, was entirely non-revenue-neutral.

I know in the community that we represent the
imbalance of the revenue neutrality is exceeding $100
million cumulative. It’s pretty tough for municipalities to
survive in that kind of a situation. But it’s entirely
predictable that a government, particularly one wanting
to make itself look good immediately prior to a general
provincial election, would move to have somebody else
pick up all its mortgage payments; kind of like a no-fault
insurance clause. But be that as it may, we’ll get to that.

We would have preferred to have seen the distrust
level that has been so high with municipalities replaced
with a real partnership. The act is to come into play, I
believe, January 1, 2003. There’s absolutely no reason
why the incredible emphasis on the regulations that are
going to need to be developed in this memorandum of
understanding, which is so affectionately referenced by
the members opposite, couldn’t have been done and put
in place properly. I know there’s a lot of fear out there
among my previous municipal colleagues with respect to
that. One of the members opposite made reference to
wanting to see some true changes. I come from an old
school that believes that the truth really sets us free.
Sadly, this bill and what it purports to do, falls far short.
In fact, it’s a sad shell of what municipalities had been
expecting.

There’s some reference to AMO, the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario, and their broad-based support
for the bill, but I can tell you, I have a list of 50 items in
my office that AMO wanted to see included in the bill
that weren’t included. During the very shortened com-
mittee hearings on it, I offered at one point to go and get
that list because, given that so few municipalities had a
chance to respond at the committee hearings—in fact
some, I think, are just learning now that committee
hearings had occurred—it would have been useful to
revisit some of those. We were profoundly disappointed
that we weren’t able to do that. Frankly, we needed a
government prepared to breathe some life into their
frequent rhetoric about trust and respect and partnership.

We worked with the stakeholders, albeit with our
hands somewhat tied here, because we had some real
difficulties, given the lack of time that was available to
people to get their stuff together. So we worked with our
municipal colleagues who had some thoughts on this bill,
and despite the inherent process difficulties, we were able
to develop a whole series of amendments.

1920

I just want to footnote for those who may be tuned in
to this debate that the government opposite talks about
this process of consultation that they went through and
claimed to have some 358 consultations between the last

proposed act and what we see before us. Those who are
tuned in to this debate need to know that notwithstanding
our request to have access to those, we have to date not
seen those. So there’s very little way of knowing whether
the things that were being said to the government were
listened to at all. In fact, we’re hearing on an almost daily
basis now that much of what was proposed by the so-
called stakeholders was, like so much else, swept aside.
That’s really unfortunate. We can only conclude on this
side of the House that the reason for that was that the
government really didn’t listen to the proposals that were
being made, that they were more anxious to rush into the
debate and to control the amount of time available, even
using closure, time-limited debate, as you’ll recall, Mr
Speaker, to curb this discussion about the act, which the
minister claimed he wanted to see improvements to,
whom we took at his word.

So there were lots of amendments put to the
legislation, and I want to tell those who may be tuned in
tonight, I think there were over 100 amendments. It is
passing strange that every single amendment that was
placed by the government, every single one, passed,
many without any debate at all. Some might say, “What
about the amendments from the official opposition and
the third party? There were surely some of those?” There
were. Not one amendment put by—

Mr Bradley: I wouldn’t vote for the bill then.

Mr McMeekin: Not one. That’s a good reason. I
think the member for St Catharines makes a good point,
particularly after the minister said he was so anxious to
see improvements, wouldn’t you think? But not one of
those amendments in the slightly less than three hours for
clause-by-clause debate was embraced by this govern-
ment.

Let me just highlight in the five minutes and 47 sec-
onds I have left to speak on this specifically some of the
shortcomings tied to some of the amendments that we put
that were set aside and laughed about and defeated by
this government.

Interjection.

Mr McMeekin: Yes, I’ll make sure my colleague has
his 10 minutes; I’'ll go down to 10.

There was no reference at all to a community charter
or to charter communities, which is something that’s
been a big discussion issue in major municipalities like
Toronto, Ottawa, Hamilton and elsewhere. Both parties
on this side of the House put a motion that if there were
to be substantive changes to the funding responsibilities
between the province and municipalities, there ought to
be a minimum amount of notice set for that. That motion
was defeated. Just imagine: to have an opportunity to sit
down for six months, which was one resolution, or 12
months, which was ours, prior to that offloading of
responsibilities, as a courtesy, predicated on trust and
respect in this new relationship. That was defeated.

When we talked about enhanced funding for
municipalities and the passing on of some revenue tools,
it was defeated. I don’t think the viewers will believe
this. When both parties on this side of the House moved a
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motion to require that no amalgamation of any
municipality in this province take place without their
consent, with consent being pretty broadly defined, do
you know what the majority of the government members
of the committee did? They said, “No, we’re going to
defeat that.”

As the former mayor of the town of Flamborough, the
only municipality in all of Ontario that actually lowered
taxes six years in a row and went to our just reward of
being amalgamated with the new city of Hamilton, I'm
reminded, particularly given all the reference to
memoranda of understanding, of what Al Leach, the
former minister, said in late 1998. He said, “We’ve been
very consistent in saying we want a local decision. We
will not come in as a government and force a decision on
Hamilton-Wentworth.” Then Paul Rhodes, the spokes-
person for Premier Harris in the last general election,
said, “There will be no imposed solution. That is our
party’s definitive position.”

Mr Klees: It was.

Mr McMeekin: Well, it was until you got elected.
That flip-flop makes Flipper look like a goldfish, I’ve got
to tell you. So we had a legacy of promises made, prom-
ises spoken, promises broken.

We suggested by way of amendment that the review
of this new act ought to take place in 2004: three years to
experience it. But no, that was defeated.

We talked about a legislated 12-month consultation
period: defeated.

We talked about municipalities having the right to set
their own ward boundaries within their municipality.
What could be closer to the people than that? Guess
what, David?

Mr Dave Levac (Brant): I think they said no.

Mr McMeekin: It was defeated. It was. I couldn’t
believe it.

We wanted to add—and ironically, these areas were in
the original draft, which mysteriously was dropped out.
We can’t yet find any of the consultation papers to find
out exactly why. We wanted to add specific reference to
municipalities having responsibility for affordable hous-
ing, for health, safety, protection of the well-being of
people and the protection of property. This government
laughingly defeated that.

We talked about expanding protection for the natural
environment: defeated.

We talked about enhancing some of the requirements
around nuisance, including noise and odour and vibration
and illumination, and this government, obviously not
very illuminated, defeated that.

We looked at concerns of the city of Burlington and
Her Worship from the town of Caledon about granting
certain controls to municipalities around pesticide
control. That too was defeated, as was our reference to
economic development not being confused between the
two tiers of government and the need, from our per-
spective, to protect heritage properties by granting
additional powers to municipalities. All of those were
defeated—defeated by a government that talks about trust

and respect and partnership and accountability. They
denied members of this side of the House access to the
information so that we could check out their own claims.
They asked municipalities to take a leap of faith, and I
need to tell you that municipalities, based on this experi-
ence with this government, hold little sacred, and they’ve
been given nothing new to believe in.

The Deputy Speaker: The floor is open for further
debate. Somebody stand up and debate.

The Chair recognizes the member for Beaches-East
York.

Mr Michael Prue (Beaches-East York): Thank you
very much, Mr Speaker.

About nine or 10 weeks ago, I came to this House as a
rookie MPP. I guess I’m still the rookie.

Mr Klees: You’re a veteran now.

Mr Prue: I’'m a veteran. It has taken 10 weeks.

But I came here as a person who had been involved in
municipal politics for some 13 years: 13 long years as a
councillor in the former borough of East York, as the
mayor of the borough of East York and as a councillor
for nearly four years in the megacity of Toronto. Now
here I am. And in all those 13 years—

Mr Klees: You knew when to get out.

Mr Prue: Well, you know when to get out, when
those guys have been downloaded on to the extent they
have that they are going to be suffering. Even your own
auditor has told you that you downloaded too much on
them.

Mr Klees: Now you want to come here.

Mr Prue: I’'m here, and I’'m here to fight for the
people in the municipalities, because as a mayor, as a
councillor, as a megacity councillor, we talked very often
about the constraints on municipalities and how muni-
cipalities weren’t getting a good deal. It wasn’t just this
government; it was all governments.

When I started out in municipal politics, there was a
Liberal government, and we didn’t have a Municipal Act
that did anything for the municipalities. It was at that
time about 140 years old. Then we went to an NDP
government and we didn’t get a new Municipal Act.
Then we got a Conservative government, and it took five
years, but we finally got one. Somebody finally did
something. I commend whoever was involved for taking
149 years to think this out, but I also tell those same
people who took 149 years that they could have done a
whole lot better job. One can be thankful for having done
something, but one can also be angry because what
needed to be done after 149 years wasn’t done.

1930

The municipalities have longed for the day when they
can come into the light. They have longed for the day
when they can be recognized as a mature level of govern-
ment within the Canadian polity. They have longed for
that day when people will recognize and know that the
municipal government carries on a great many of the
local and daily needs of the populace. In fact, if you want
something done, if something is troubling you in your
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municipality, township, borough, city, town or village, it
is more than likely it is going to be a municipal issue.

The municipalities have had, and continue to have,
great dreams. They look around the world and see other
municipalities that seem to be doing so much better than
the municipalities of Ontario. They look to the United
States. They look to places people wouldn’t go 10 or 15
years ago. They look at Cleveland, at New York and at
Indianapolis. They look at places in the United States
where people wouldn’t go 10 years ago because of the
degradation, the crime, the poverty and what was
happening in those cities. They look today, as federal and
state dollars flow into those cities, and they see a rebirth.
They do not see it here.

They look to Europe and they see the great cities of
Europe where the governments of those countries are
putting in hundreds of millions of dollars, or pounds or
guilders or whatever they use, to make those cities
absolutely phenomenal. They look to places in South
America and to places in Africa. They look where the
cities are building. They do not see the same commitment
here. Even within Canada, they look at the rebirth of
Montreal and they look at Quebec City. They look at all
the cities across this country from Vancouver to St
John’s, which has its own charter, and to St John, New
Brunswick, which also has a charter, and they do not see
the same things happening in Ontario.

They waited a long time for this bill. They waited a
long time for people on that side of the House and on this
side of the House to say that the bill was coming and
there were going to be fundamental changes in the cities
and the major towns of this province.

Most people live in urban areas today. The days when
the people of Ontario lived in rural areas or the far north,
when there was a balance between those people and those
who lived in the city are long since past. Most people
today live in an urban environment and understand the
city and the town in which they live. They do not
understand and fail to recognize a government that will
not let them come to the same kind of maturity that is
happening all over the world.

Having said that, I still commend—I commended it in
a speech some seven weeks ago—the government for
bringing forward a bill after 149 years. I still commend
the government for reducing that former bill from 1,100
pages, which no one, not even the best lawyers and the
best minds in this country, could possibly understand,
down to 365 pages. I still commend the government for
taking that antiquated bill and using some modern
language so that when you read it, most of it—not all of
it—makes sense to a common layperson. I still commend
the government for clarifying the jurisdiction munici-
palities will have, setting out that little section where
there are 10 jurisdictions where the cities, the towns and
the villages will have jurisdiction over items that are
solely in their control.

Those are three good things about the bill. I’'m not
going to stand here and say there are not good things.

The bill did not include, and maybe should not have
included, things that city mayors, city politicians across
Ontario are looking for. They are looking for charter
status. They are looking that the cities be recognized
within the Constitution and have the same rights to be
recognized as a provincial government, as a territorial
government, as a federal government. They believe the
time has come in the evolution of municipalities that they
should have that same charter status. I do not disagree
with them, but it is not in this bill. Maybe it will come
one day, but it is not in this bill.

They are looking for funding. All of the cities have
found that it is increasingly difficult for them to raise
funds simply from the municipal tax base. It is a very
closed tax base. It is hard to gain additional funds. There
are no opportunities when gas prices go up or sales go up
for the provincial sales tax or the GST or anything else.
They do not have any other source, save and except what
is granted to them by the province, what they can get
from user fees, or, most importantly, what they get from
direct taxation of property.

They are looking at the entire problem of down-
loading. In some municipalities it has been a huge
problem; in some, not so bad. The one that I think has
had the worst problem is the city of Toronto. The Prov-
incial Auditor has said that some $140 million is being
siphoned out of that city directly into the provincial
coffers.

I listened today to one of the speakers from the
government side talk about the federal government
downloading to the province. There can be no doubt that
that happened, absolutely no doubt. The federal govern-
ment has downloaded to the province and has not
provided sufficient money to do a whole, broad range of
things, including, and most importantly, health care.

But there can be no doubt as well, for anybody who is
halfway honest, that the same scenario has worked its
way from the provincial government to the largest of the
Ontario municipalities. They are suffering hugely from
downloading. They are suffering from downloading of
transportation, from downloading of housing, from
downloading of education costs, from downloading of
just about every government program you can think of, in
the case of Toronto especially. As I said, the auditor said
it was some $140 million a year which the taxpayers of
Toronto must now pick up and run with. That’s about
$55 a head.

There’s nothing in the bill that talks about amal-
gamation or what might happen in amalgamation in the
future. I would tell you that a great many municipalities
continue to be worried about that prospect, because they
have seen the failure of amalgamation right across this
entire province. They have seen a place like the city of
Toronto, whose costs have risen. They have seen a place
like the city of Toronto, which most importantly has lost
almost all of its public sector involvement. Where before
there were hundreds or thousands of volunteers who
came out to help, they are now dwindling to almost none.
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In my own former borough of East York, we had over
300 volunteers whom we would féte once a year for
having been involved in everything from parks and recre-
ation to the local boards—the board of health, the parks
and recreation boards, just about everything. They
belonged to every little facet, including the safety
council. There were 300 people who were plugged in in a
municipality of 100,000 people. I’ve gone around to ask.
You know how many are left after amalgamation? There
are two people left who are still involved in the muni-
cipal structure.

The failure was not whether it made more money or
made less money; the failure was that people used to be
involved and no longer are. People throughout the
province, even though there are 460-some municipalities
left, still worry about that amalgamation.

The biggest failure, and the reason I’m standing here
tonight speaking so passionately, I hope, about this is that
the good thing that was supposed to have been included
in this bill was a memorandum of understanding. The
memorandum of understanding was to have been written
to allow the municipalities to at last be recognized by the
provincial government as being a legitimate level of
government that had a jurisdiction. They were to have
signed that memorandum of understanding. They were to
have committed themselves to participating as much as
the law would allow them to do. That memorandum of
understanding has not been signed. It is not a part of this
process.

I have said from the beginning that without a
memorandum of understanding having been signed, the
bill itself is not very useful, because the bill continues to
allow the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing to
just run roughshod over any of the municipal interests. It
allows him or her to change any single decision that they
make and it allows the municipalities to continue to be
the weak sisters in this whole relationship.

1940

It has not been signed, and I would think that for it to
be signed after the fact will further weaken their respon-
sibilities and further weaken what they are able to do.
After the bill is signed, whatever is put in front of them
will be all they are going to get. They have no leverage
left, and the government has not seen fit to negotiate and
to finalize a deal before today’s date. It was essential that
it be signed before today and it was not. It was essential
because: (1) it would recognize them as a legitimate level
of government; (2) it would commit for all times the
partnership that the province sees with the 460-some
municipalities; and (3) it would show the seriousness of
the commitment, that the government was firmly
committed to making sure that this process and this bill
worked.

It was not signed. There has been absolutely, as far as
I can understand, no movement. I have not heard from
Ann Mulvale, I have not heard from any of the organi-
zations that represent towns or cities, and quite frankly, if
it is passed into law tonight, there is nothing that they

will be able to do other than sign whatever agreement is
put in front of them.

In one of my first speeches in this House, I promised
support if there was some substantive consultation and
change. I meant that with all my heart, because I believed
at the beginning that this was a good bill, that with
consultation and change, with the municipalities coming
on board, with both sides of the House and the goodwill
of all people, there could be some changes made that
everyone could accept that this was major step forward.
Unfortunately, I guess because I am a rookie and because
I still believe, I thought that there might be a chance that
there would be consultation, that people would be
brought in from everywhere and could talk about the
changes they wanted. I thought there would be a chance
that the government would hear everything out. I thought
there was a chance that we would be listened to when we
came up with good ideas. None of those things, unfortu-
nately, happened, and I guess my naiveté was shattered
within a few weeks of arriving in this place.

The first thing that happened was closure was invoked
and we had to go immediately to committee. The com-
mittee was to have gone to four places—only four places
in the entire province—within about a week.

Mr Bisson: How many municipalities are there?

Mr Prue: There are 460 municipalities, but we were
going to go to four locations. We were going to go to
Windsor, we were going to go to Ottawa, we were going
to go to Hamilton and we were going to go to Toronto.
That’s four municipalities out of 460, but I guess they are
kind of located in southern Ontario and maybe 300 of the
municipalities could have got somewhere close to them.
But they were given only a few days to come up with the
ideas they wanted.

Because it was not advertised at all, the first meeting,
which was to have taken place in Windsor, did not
materialize. Then the second meeting, which was in
Hamilton, was very poorly attended, because people
hadn’t even heard about it. The mayor of Hamilton—and
it was right in his own city—wasn’t even aware it was
taking place and a bureaucrat showed up. He wasn’t even
aware that there was a meeting going on. We were
supposed to go to Ottawa. It was cancelled because they
had not been given sufficient notice. Then in Toronto
there were some eight or 10 speakers who came forward
to talk about the act. There was nothing in the north.
There was nothing north of Ottawa. There was no
opportunity for them to speak, to be consulted or to
participate. It was a very sad day for democracy.

It was also a very sad day when all the deputants who
did show up came and talked about change, about
making the Municipal Act better, and nothing happened
at all to make it better. Not one amendment that they
suggested or the opposition suggested made it beyond the
mere statement, nothing.

These municipalities are some really strong munici-
palities, some really good ones. The previous speaker
talked about some of the things that didn’t happen. I’d
like to go over some of those too, because the ideas that
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were discussed by these mature municipalities, because
they wanted to make the Municipal Act work better for
their own jurisdictions, were not listened to; they were
not acted upon. They were just given short shrift; that’s
all that happened.

Some of the changes they suggested I think would
have been good changes. I believe the city of Toronto
asked that there be six months’ notice given by the
government whenever they were going to download a
program in order that they could make sure they had
enough tax money and the wherewithal and expertise in
their bureaucracy so they would be able to get prepared
and carry out the new program.

Mr Bisson: The government accepted it?

Mr Prue: No, that idea went nowhere.

Mr Bisson: Nothing?

Mr Prue: Nothing. The next one was that the city of
Toronto requested it be given the same opportunity as
every one of the other 460 municipalities in Ontario to
choose their own wards; that is, they would be able to
choose the number of wards and the configuration of the
wards. The city of Toronto was told—

Mr Rosario Marchese (Trinity-Spadina): Toronto
gets nothing.

Mr Prue: —that they could have nothing, that they
were unique. Can you imagine being told you’re unique?
It’s OK to be unique when you’re given the best, but
when you’re unique and given the worst, that’s a really
different scenario.

There were 10 items of jurisdiction that were sug-
gested, and I commend the government for coming
forward with those, but the city of Mississauga suggested
that that wasn’t good enough, that there were three or
possibly five others that should have been included.

Mr Bisson: What did Hazel want?

Mr Prue: What Hazel and other people wanted were
really intelligent, good things. They wanted affordable
housing to be part of what the municipalities—and why
not affordable housing? Affordable housing has been
downloaded on all the municipalities. They have to pay
for it, they have to run it, but it’s not within their sphere
of jurisdiction. That doesn’t make any sense.

They wanted health and safety to be included. They
have responsibility for all the boards of health in all the
municipalities and regional governments. It’s not in
there. They wanted control over the environment,
because of the bill and the legislation and the court case
for Hudson, Quebec, about spraying. They wanted some-
thing in there so that they had control over the
environment within their regions or their municipalities.
Nothing happened. They wanted an opportunity to talk
about noise and nuisance and things their bylaws control.
Nothing happened.

The one that got me the most was that they wanted an
opportunity to say they were responsible for planning,
which is mostly what they do, and that’s not there. That’s
not in the bill as well.

Mr Marchese: What’s in the bill?

Mr Prue: Nothing’s in the bill.

Mr Bisson: So why are we voting for this?

Mr Prue: I don’t know whether we are yet. I don’t
think so.

Then we get to some of the other things that were
brought up: demolition of affordable housing. The ques-
tion was brought up, “Why can’t we have something in
there for demolition of affordable housing?” The govern-
ment said, “We’re going to deal with that in the Toronto
case,” and in fact, some time this week they did that. At
least in committee they’ve said there will be a bill to stop
the demolition of affordable housing, in Toronto only.
But the problem pervades this entire province.

Mr Marchese: Toronto’s unique.

Mr Prue: Yes, Toronto is unique, I guess, but they
have the same problem in Hamilton, Windsor, St Cath-
arines and Ottawa. The vacancy rates in all those places
are 0.1% to 0.9%. They have the same problem with the
demolition of affordable housing.

They asked for the opportunity to protect their heritage
and that was denied. Any building in Ontario can be torn
down in six months. Municipalities want to try to save
those buildings, but they can’t.

They wanted an opportunity, in the case of Brantford,
to own public shares in their own public utilities
commission. They can’t have that. They cannot own
shares in their own public utilities commission that is run
within their own city. The government denied that.

They asked for an opportunity to be responsible for
toll highways. There were people who came from the
Canadian Automobile Association who made a very good
suggestion. The government told me they totally agreed
with their suggestion, but they wouldn’t agree to it
because it had been proposed by them and by us, I guess.
They were going to wait for another day. What they
wanted were toll highways where you couldn’t charge a
toll on a highway unless (a) it was a new highway, which
makes sense; (b) it was a highway reconstructed at great
expense, and I can point out the example possibly of the
Gardiner if they ever decide to bury it as it will have to
be paid for somehow; (c) if the highway had been
downloaded from the provincial government to the
municipality and the municipality had to pay for it.
Obviously, that wasn’t going to wash, so now there are
going to be toll highways. There was nothing in there to
protect the motorists.

1950

The city of Toronto wanted to do front-yard parking.
There are 40,000 front-yard parking pads in this city all
around this Legislature building. They were denied an
opportunity to have that included. Halton Hills and
Caledon Hills wanted an opportunity to protect their
woodlands, which are in the Oak Ridges moraine, and
that was denied. I cannot believe that was denied. All
they asked was that every woodland beyond 0.5 hectares
would be protected, and that was denied too. St
Catharines came and asked about licensing rooming
houses to stop the problems, especially in university
towns, with eight, 10 and 15 people living in rooming
houses without licensing. That was denied. They talked
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about licensing transient traders in places like the city of
Toronto, which now can’t be done. So that means there’ll
be hot dog carts on every corner. There’s no opportunity
to license them within the act. I don’t know how it’s
going to happen, but I’'m sure the restaurateurs and the
people in this city of Toronto—

Mr Garfield Dunlop (Simcoe North): Put that in
Hansard.

Mr Prue: Yes, put it right in Hansard—are going to
be very happy when the court cases say that it’s not there.

There was a problem of the elected PUCs. There are
still some municipalities, of the 460 or so in this
province, that elect their public utilities commissioners.
They will no longer be able to do so. There are now
going to be appointed commissioners, and the democracy
that is still left in a few of these municipalities will be
gone forever. Their efforts to save their elected PUCs
have gone for naught.

There is the problem of municipal politicians
everywhere. I’'m probably going to get a whole bunch of
catcalls on this one, but municipal politicians by and
large get a salary, one third of which is tax-free. The
entire problem with this bill is that they have to register
that they want to keep the one third tax-free, of course
with the publicity that then ensues. The alternative is that
they can raise their pay, the same way this provincial
Legislature did, in order to cover for that, and then have
the newspapers write that they’ve all given themselves a
huge increase, which isn’t true as well. Instead of just
legislating it, you’ve made it almost impossible for
municipal politicians across those 460 municipalities.

There is the problem of the tax increase over and
above all classes. There are certain municipalities, of
which Toronto is the best example, which this Legis-
lature has said cannot charge tax increases on anyone
except the residential tax base. That is the homeowners.
If you want to raise taxes, you cannot raise them on
multi-residential, you cannot raise them on commercial,
you cannot raise them on industrial; you can only raise
them on the residential tax base.

There is an argument to be made, and I will
acknowledge there is an argument, that some of the tax
levels for multi-residential and industrial and commercial
are too high in the city of Toronto. But surely that
decision should be made by the municipal politicians
themselves and not by the Legislature saying that the tax
increase can only come from one class in one city and
that no one else is affected. That is a very unfair burden
to put on that city.

We heard from the cities of Toronto and Mississauga,
from Halton, Brampton, Vaughan, Bradford, Hamilton
and Caledon, and all of their suggestions were for naught.
Anyone must know that the cities in this province are the
future of this province. As the cities go, so will the
province go. As the cities go, so will our people go. As
the cities go, so will our prosperity go. Unless the
government is willing to take the extra step, unless the
government is willing to give them the kind of authority
and power they need, then the cities will forever be poor

second cousins. This bill, which held great promise only
five or six weeks ago, is now a bill that is going to do not
much more than lower the number of reading pages from
1,100 to 365. It is going to leave the cities exactly where
they were before, the poor second cousins with no
authority.

The Deputy Speaker: Further debate? The Chair
recognizes the member for Essex.

Mr Bruce Crozier (Essex): Thank you, Speaker. I'm
absolutely amazed that the backbench government
members don’t want to get up and extol the greatness of
this bill. Not only do we get stifled by closure motions,
but when the government has an opportunity to speak,
they just simply pass it by. I find that strange.

What I also find strange is that we’re in the third
reading of this debate on Bill 111. It was introduced
about seven weeks ago and then, after second reading on
November 7, it simply sat idly for a month. But suddenly
the pressure’s on. Suddenly, along with another 20 bills,
some of which were introduced last June, the pressure’s
on and we’ve got to get them passed. That’s probably
why the government members don’t want to stand up and
speak on this bill tonight, but I hope I’ve encouraged
them in the next round to use the few minutes they had
left.

I think those of my colleagues who have spoken
before me will have said that we oppose this Bill 111
because, notwithstanding that it’s a first step, a small
step, we think there are some major steps that should be
made. You know, the problem with a small first step is
that there’s always concern that there will never be a
second step. I'm afraid that some of those who are
supporting this bill are anticipating that there will be this
great second step somewhere down the road.

Some of the measures in the bill—

Hon Norman W. Sterling (Minister of Consumer
and Business Services): It took 114 years to take a small
step.

Mr Crozier: Well, not all of us were around here 114
years ago like the Minister of Consumer and Business
Relations, and I hope he’s around for another 114.

Hon Mr Sterling: If you can’t take a giant step, take a
baby step.

Mr Crozier: There we go.

The bill is only a minor first step, as I’ve said, in
reversing some of the Conservative government’s dismal
record of mistreating Ontario’s municipalities. Massive
downloading responsibilities in the last few years, cuts—
cut first, consult later—and forced restructurings and
amalgamation are some of the things that have happened
in the past under the previous bill.

We in the Ontario Liberal Party believe that a new
relationship should be built between the province and the
municipalities. I speak only of one example, and that is
that the government of the day talks about trust, they say
they trust the municipalities, and yet a small example is
that they don’t even trust the municipalities to be able to
put the wording on their own assessment bills. The
Minister of Municipal Affairs has to approve that. Well,
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to me that’s not trust. I look back at my municipal days,
when I was on municipal council. I think we had a
responsible municipal council; I think we had a
municipal council that spoke for the citizens of the muni-
cipality. I think we had an administrative team that spoke
for the needs of the municipality. I can’t think of an
instance when they wouldn’t have presented any case to
the citizens of the town of my municipality except in
open and transparent honesty. We hear of openness and
transparency and trust, and yet here’s an example where
this government won’t even trust a municipality to put
the simple wording on an assessment notice.

There are some positive elements of this bill, as there
are in most, or many, bills that are presented before this
Legislature. Included in this bill are the bases of three
Liberal members’ bills that were presented initially as
private members’ bills. Sandra Pupatello’s rave bill,
2000, proposed that municipalities be required to issue a
permit before a rave occurred. Bill 111 gives muni-
cipalities the ability to license and to regulate raves.
Michael Bryant and Dave Levac’s Bill 104 allowed
municipalities the ability to restrict and regulate the use
of fortifications on buildings. Bill 111 grants these
powers to the municipalities. Rick Bartolucci’s Bill 24
allows for the licensing and regulating of adult enter-
tainment parlours by municipalities. Bill 111 gives
municipalities expanded powers to license and regulate
body-rub and adult entertainment parlours.

2000

There are some misleading elements of the bill. 1
know that’s a harsh word, but I think it’s appropriate in
this case because there was the promised memorandum
of understanding that commits the province to consult
with municipalities before making policy changes. This
was not included in Bill 111. The government has com-
mitted to discussing this only after the bill has passed.
Well, we’ll see how that goes, but we know the record of
this government when it comes to carrying out its
promises after the fact. At a minimum, this memorandum
of understanding should be enshrined in the legislation.
An even better alternative is to follow the lead of other
provinces, such as British Columbia, and implement a
community charter officially recognizing municipalities
as a separate order of government.

This morning I had the privilege of meeting with some
representatives of the government of Ethiopia, and they
were very interested in the relationship between our lev-
els of government—federal, provincial and municipal. 1
had to admit to them that federally and provincially the
responsibilities of those levels of government are
enshrined in the Constitution but that municipalities, as
we all know, are simply creatures of the province and
unfortunately sometimes they’re simply treated as
creatures and not treated as whole partners.

MPPs, members of the provincial Legislature, will not
be allowed to review and debate many of the key
elements of Bill 111 because they will be set by regu-
lation. As we all know, the devil is in the details, and if
too much of this is left to regulation it won’t even be

brought before this Legislature; it will be a stroke of the
pen by the minister, and the municipalities will have to
abide by it.

The rules limiting the establishment and the amount of
municipal user fees: this power, for example, has been
given to municipalities. This, from a government that has
established hundreds of new user fees. The only dif-
ference is in semantics. This government doesn’t like to
call user fees taxes, but my colleague from Scarborough
stood today and outlined how there are going to be
outrageous increases on the rates on Highway 407. Now,
if that isn’t a tax for using the 407, I don’t know what is,
and particularly when it would appear that this govern-
ment had said, on privatizing the 407, that the rate
increases would be limited. Now we can see that there’s
absolutely no limit to the increases on the 407.

There were many amendments proposed to this bill,
not only by the opposition, but by groups that came
before it. For example, the Association of Municipal
Managers, Clerks and Treasurers of Ontario proposed a
number of amendments, and they wouldn’t even listen to
those experts. They are the experts in the municipal area.
They are the ones who advise our councils. This govern-
ment chose not to listen even to them. It’s a pity that the
word “trust” really doesn’t mean what this government
says it is.

Mr Wayne Wettlaufer (Kitchener Centre): Once
again, we’ve heard the members of the opposition talk
about consultation and co-operation and competing inter-
ests. I remember when I was in business and how I felt
that the municipality wasn’t responding to my concerns
as a businessman.

Interjection.

Mr Wettlaufer: The member from Timmins-James
Bay isn’t interested in what anybody else has to say,
other than himself, so he’s rambling on and cackling and
chirping.

Anyway, what I was really concerned about is the fact
that as a businessman running my own business—it was
a small business—I remember being very concerned
about the fact that the municipalities were increasing
taxes and not receiving a whole lot of input into the
process from small business people. That was the ac-
countability issue.

The other concern that I take issue with on the part of
the Liberals here is about the fact that they said this was
introduced only five or six weeks ago. I would like to
point out that the process into this piece of legislation
began in 1995 when we got elected. The proposed act
was developed in consultation with municipal and
business stakeholders. The development of the act was a
commitment of our government when we got elected in
1995. In the fall of 1995, an advisory group was estab-
lished, chaired by the parliamentary assistant to the
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing. This group
was comprised of municipal stakeholders.

In March 1997, the province released a discussion
paper on a proposed new Municipal Act. Response was
generally positive. Stakeholders told us they wanted to
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see the entire draft act before it was introduced in the
Legislature. So what did we do? We responded to the
request by releasing a draft Municipal Act in February
1998.

The consultation process on the 1998 draft Municipal
Act involved two phases. First, a three-month public
consultation took place. As part of this process, the draft
legislation was sent—was sent—to all municipalities,
130 First Nations and more than 70 stakeholder organi-
zations. These organizations included municipal asso-
ciations and, surprisingly, professional and business
groups.

The full draft act was posted on the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing Web site for more public
input and greater public access. Five expert panels were
organized to review portions of the draft act. Panel
membership included CAOs, clerks and treasurers,
engineers and solicitors.

These panels discussed technical and implementation
issues relating to practices and procedures, waste man-
agement, roads, transportation and public utilities. The
government received approximately 320 submissions
from municipalities and major client associations, such as
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario and the
Association of Municipal Managers, Clerks and
Treasurers of Ontario.

The second phase of the consultation process included
meetings with stakeholder groups. Now, I know that’s
not enough for you. You wouldn’t even have talked to all
of them, I say to the Liberals through you, Mr Speaker.

Ernie Hardeman, former parliamentary assistant to the
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing, held 13
meetings with more than 20 stakeholder groups repre-
senting the municipal sector and the business community.
The meetings with the municipal sector included repre-
sentatives of the Association of Municipalities of
Ontario, the Rural Ontario Municipal Association, the
large urban mayors and chairs of Ontario, GTA mayors
and regional chairs and the Municipal Finance Officers’
Association. That’s just to name a few of them.

Business organizations that attended the meetings
included the Urban Development Institute, the Metro
Board of Trade—

Interjections.

The Deputy Speaker: Take your seat, please. It’s
getting so loud in here I literally almost cannot hear the
member, and he’s not that far from me. Let me say, it’s
not just the opposition benches. Please, let’s give the
respect due the member and allow him his time.

Sorry for the interruption. Please continue.

Mr Wettlaufer: Thank you, Speaker.

We also included the Canadian Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, which represents small businesses
throughout this province, and across Canada as a matter
of fact.

2010

Mr Ernie Parsons (Prince Edward-Hastings): Who

cares? What have you done for small businesses?

Mr Wettlaufer: “Who cares?” you said, Mr Parsons.
Oh, I see. Mr Parsons, the member for Prince Edward-
Hastings, says, “Who cares?” Who cares about small
business? That’s your feeling; that’s the Liberals’ feeling
about small business. Well, this government cares about
small businesses and the jobs they provide.

The meetings with the business community also
included the coalition of industries concerned with the
impact of the new Municipal Act, a very important stake-
holder. The coalition included the Ontario Automobile
Dealers Association, the Ontario Hotel and Motel
Association, the Ontario Accommodation Association,
the Canadian Council of Grocery Distributors and the
Retail Council of Canada, to name just a few.

Concerns were raised by both municipalities and the
business community. Generally the municipal sector
believed the proposed act was a little too prescriptive,
while the business sector was concerned about the
potential for increased user fees and increased regulation
on the part of municipal governments.

As a result, the government delayed introducing a new
act until we could work on developing a new approach.
In March 2000 the former parliamentary assistant to the
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing, and now
Minister of Agriculture, Brian Coburn, met informally
with municipal and business sector representatives from
across the province. In August 2000 the former minister,
Tony Clement, committed to a last round of consultations
on a new Municipal Act designed to resolve key
outstanding issues. During this round of consultations,
the minister and ministry staff met with many municipal
and business representatives. When Chris Hodgson
became the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing,
he guided the process through the final stages of consul-
tation and negotiation.

As you can see, the government was committed to
developing a consensus, and over time, through extensive
consultations by this government, we believe we have
found areas of agreement between the municipal and the
business communities on key concerns.

Technical working groups were established to study
some of the key issues, such as licensing, user fees, cor-
porations and debt and investments. These groups
included many municipal and business representatives.
These multi-stakeholder groups developed some impor-
tant principles on these issues, and will continue to work
to help develop the regulations required to implement
these portions of the proposed new act.

In August of this year, Minister Hodgson announced
the legislation would be introduced in the fall session of
the Legislature. The minister released the New Directions
paper that set out in detail what the new act would
contain. On October 18, in this fall sitting, Bill 111 was
introduced in the Legislature.

The government believes this proposed legislation
creates a workable balance among competing interests. It
took some time, but we believe this legislation provides
the necessary tools to tackle the challenges of governing
in the 21st century. And with the comments we heard
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from the municipal and business sectors, the government
believes the right balance has been found between
municipal flexibility and strong municipal accountability
to taxpayers.

I want to speak about accountability just briefly. The
proposed new Municipal Act would require muni-
cipalities to pass bylaws on their procurement procedures
within two years. This, I believe, is very important. How
can a municipality be accountable to its taxpayers—those
taxpayers include small businesses and large busi-
nesses—unless they have a procurement policy plan set
out?

As well, the proposed new Municipal Act would
require municipalities to pass bylaws with respect to the
hiring of employees, including policies on the hiring of
relatives of members of council and local boards, and
relatives of current municipal employees.

What this does is put a hindrance on unabated
nepotism. We all know of municipalities throughout this
province where this practice has taken place to the
detriment of their own citizens.

Mr Bisson: Like my colleague the member for
Beaches-East York, who is the critic for municipal
affairs, I came to this bill at second reading hoping we
would really have an opportunity to build something that
would be useful for municipalities, as far as the powers
we should be giving municipalities are concerned, so that
they could go there and do the job they had to do.

I’'m disappointed yet again—not surprised but disap-
pointed—that the government, by way of this bill, hasn’t
done a heck of a lot. If you look at the powers they’re
actually giving municipalities, there’s really nothing
there that municipalities can get all excited about, but
there certainly are some things that I, as a citizen in a
municipality, would be somewhat worried about.

The biggest one for me is tolls. The government of
Ontario is going to give the ability to municipalities to
put tolls anywhere within the municipal boundaries they
choose to do so. I, for one, think that’s a really bad idea.
As my good friend the member for Beaches-East York
mentioned, there were amendments we had proposed that
were suggested to us that would have at least limited the
ability for municipalities to put in tolls, and the
government didn’t accept that. So I’ve got to say I'm
very disappointed.

Then the government talks about the huge consultation
it did, starting in 1997. That consultation was dropping
the number of municipalities from 800 to 400 and then
amalgamating and downloading everything on to them. I
would say that’s a pretty bad piece of consultation.

Mr Speaker, with that, I would like to move adjourn-
ment of the House.

The Deputy Speaker: Mr
adjournment of the House.

All those in favour, please indicate.

All those opposed, please say “nay.”

In my opinion, the nays have it.

Call in the members; this will be a 30-minute bell.

The division bells rang from 2017 to 2047.

Bisson has moved

The Deputy Speaker: All those in favour of the
motion will please rise and remain standing until counted
by the clerk. Thank you. Please be seated.

Those opposed to the motion will please rise and
remain standing until counted by the clerk. Please be
seated.

Clerk Assistant: The ayes are 15; the nays are 29.

The Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

We will now move immediately to the vote on the
motion by Mr Kells for third reading of Bill 111, An Act
to revise the Municipal Act and to amend or repeal other
Acts in relation to municipalities.

All those in favour of the motion, please indicate by
saying “aye.”

All those opposed, please say “nay.”

In my opinion, the ayes have it.

Call in the members. It will be a five-minute bell.

The division bells rang from 2049 to 2050.

The Deputy Speaker: I have received the appropriate
notice pursuant to section 28 of the standing orders
acknowledging a deferral until December 11, 2001, of
this vote.

That being the case, I now call for orders of the day.

WASTE DIVERSION ACT, 2001

LOI DE 2001 SUR LE
REACHEMINEMENT DES DECHETS

Resuming the debate adjourned on December 3, 2001,
on the motion for second reading of Bill 90, An Act to
promote the reduction, reuse and recycling of waste /
Projet de loi 90, Loi visant a promouvoir la réduction, la
réutilisation et le recyclage des déchets.

The Deputy Speaker (Mr David Christopherson):
The resumed debate picks up with the NDP.

Mr Peter Kormos (Niagara Centre): W0e’re in the
midst of debate around this bill. I was here when our
critic, the member for Toronto-Danforth, Ms Churley,
made her leadoff. I’'m not sure whether Mr Prue has had
a chance to speak to Bill 90 yet, but he is certainly going
to. I believe I'm the first of the backbench speeches with
respect to Bill 90. Mr Martin from Sault Ste Marie is
here, eager to speak to it. Mr Prue from Beaches-East
York is here, eager to speak to it.

Interjections.

The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Take a seat.
We’re going to get some order here so everyone can
listen to your speech, because you sat patiently listening
to theirs. Please continue.

Mr Kormos: Thank you, sir.

Mr Bisson from Timmins-James Bay is here, eager to
speak to the bill. Mr Marchese from Trinity-Spadina is
anxious for his opportunity to speak to this bill. Howard
Hampton, Shelley Martel and Mr Christopherson will
want their turn at the bill as well. Here we are, five of the
nine New Democrats, and all of us have very different
perspectives on the impact of Bill 90. Here we are from
the north, from northern rural and northern industrial,
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from the city of Toronto, and myself from the real
Ontario down in Niagara—small-town Ontario, small-
town industrial Ontario, small-town border town Indus-
trial Ontario—that has been grappling with and has
undertaken some pretty sophisticated waste diversion
efforts in its own right—the municipalities down in
Niagara: the regional municipality of Niagara along with
the component cities like Welland, Thorold, Pelham and
St Catharines.

We acknowledge and commend the leadership of our
environmental critic in her oversight of this bill during
committee and here in the Legislature.

One of the things that struck all of us as fundamental,
right off the bat, number one, was the failure of the bill—
and tell me if I’'m wrong, friends—

Mr Gilles Bisson (Timmins-James Bay): No, you’re
never wrong.

Mr Kormos: —to emphasize reduction. That is the
key. Surely that’s the key: reduction of, among other
things, the huge amount of organic waste going to
landfill sites, which, I am told, is one of the significant
components that is contributing to an accelerated filling
of landfill sites.

One of the things I can say about the folks in Welland,
Pelham, Thorold and south St Catharines is about their
utilization of composters in their own right. In Welland
you can go down to the city yards—call up city hall first,
call up the mayor’s office—and they’ll steer you down to
city yards where they will accommodate you with a city
of Welland composter. Put it in your backyard or share it
with your neighbours if you have to, like I do, and you
divert—

Interjections.

The Deputy Speaker: Order.

Mr Kormos: It is noisy in here, isn’t it, Speaker?

You divert a whole lot of organic waste from landfill
to the composter in your background. Composting is not
only very cheap—doing it is free—it gives you great dirt
after a year or two. I’ve got to confess that we’ve had a
little bit of trouble with our composter, the one that I
share with Whitey and Rosie from next door. It’s been a
good four or five years and all we’ve got is dried-up
leaves and grass in it, and lawn clippings. I’'m not sure
that we’re quite doing it right but we’re going to keep on
trying until we get it down pat, even to the point where
we’ve got a second composter to accommodate our
neighbour back behind us, Charlotte Cheel. So between
Charlotte and her family and my neighbours on the east
side and myself, we’re working at the composting.

When you heard Ms Churley speak to Bill 90, you
heard her express the New Democrats’ great concern
about this legislation. You heard her express some mixed
feelings: one very much wanting to block the bill because
of the legislation’s failure, very much wanting to block it,
and that means doing everything we can to obstruct its
progress. But we’re not going to do that. Ms Churley and
the caucus made a very conscious decision, although part
of us—and indeed, there was a significant debate—part
of our caucus, part of every one of us very much wanted

to. But Ms Churley, with her contacts with the municipal
sector, a number of municipalities, identified muni-
cipalities like Toronto, Hamilton and Guelph, among
others, that have a strong interest in one of the most
modest proposals here in Bill 90, and that is the
prospect—no guarantees, but the prospect—of getting
some corporate involvement and subsidization of blue
box programs.

Do you know what happened down in Niagara? We
had weekly blue box collection and the blue box program
was moving along in an outstanding way because people
were acquiring discipline and the blue box program was
able to expand beyond the original types of components;
you know, the tin cans, the Campbell Soup cans and the
glass jars that you could put into the blue box along with
newspapers. It expanded so that it included laundry soap
boxes and a wider and wider range of things that were
being processed through the blue box program.

But then this government’s defunding hit—whack,
boom, smack—and blue box collection, which had been
developed so well in the city of Welland, was reduced
from once a week to once every two weeks. That puts a
real dent in the progress, because that requires a col-
lective discipline—something New Democrats are
familiar with. But it requires a collective discipline for a
community to remain committed to the blue box program
and to be disciplined about ensuring that recyclables are
blue-boxed. The temptation increases when you have
once-every-other-week collection, that rather than put the
Campbell Soup can or the Heinz bean can in the blue
box, you look over your shoulder and, boom, toss it into
the kitchen garbage bin. Before you know it, you start
getting sloppy about it because you don’t want the blue
box sitting out there for two weeks accumulating and
filling up. People start to lose that discipline.

So it’s an incredibly tragic thing when municipalities
like ours—Mr Bradley knows what I'm talking about.
Because of the downloading and the defunding by the
provincial government—this government—of blue box
programs, it’s a tragic thing when you start to roll back
the progress that’s been made. It makes it all the harder
to rev it back up again.

And 1 say, there are some modest, some feckless—
without feck—hopes on the part of municipalities in this
bill for the prospect of some corporate participation. You
see, the problem is, one of the serious arguments made
about Bill 90 is that all it will do will be to move
manufacturers who use containers away from recyclable
containers, because manufacturers who don’t utilize
recyclable containers won’t be a part of the proposed pro-
grams in Bill 90. That means that we’re encouraging
manufacturers to revert back to real garbage again—
landfill. That’s not progress. That’s backing up a long
way. That’s putting her in reverse and just putting the
pedal to the metal. We don’t call that progress.

2100

I want you to hear about some of the efforts that were
made by New Democrats at the committee hearings. For
instance, we believe that the bill should stipulate that



10 DECEMBRE 2001

ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO

4393

municipalities will get at least 50% of their net operating
and capital costs for running blue box programs, and
that’s the amendment the New Democrats put before the
committee—blocked by the government. The door was
slammed in our faces. I mean, we tried. We did what we
could to make the bill a better bill, to make the bill the
meaningful bill that it could be, had this government
listened to New Democratic voices in committee and,
quite frankly, to the people making submissions to that
committee. But the government said no.

You see, in the government’s initial draft of the bill
there was no guarantee of any funding at all, neither
operating costs nor capital costs. The bill only put a cap
on the amount of contribution that would be made by the
private sector, and that cap was a maximum, not a penny
more than 50%. As a result of pressure, the government
did change that to say there would be funding equal to
50%, but omits to say 50% of what, and that’s what was
critical for New Democrats: operating costs only or
operating and capital costs? We believe that for this bill
to have the impact that the government claims it’s going
to have, that is critical. That was a critical amendment. It
was an amendment we made, but it was an amendment
that the Tory majority on committee used their power as
the majority to defeat.

Look, this government’s been making funding
announcements for six and a half years now and has
delivered on but a fraction of those funding announce-
ments; indeed, it’s made funding announcements, the
same announcements, over and over again: $39 million,
SuperBuild, Niagara region—not a penny. Is there a
penny yet, Mr Bradley? Not a cent, not a nickel, not a
dime, and it’s been announced over and over again by
either one of the two Tory bluebloods, both of them
fierce advocates for Mr Flaherty, both of them clearly
positioned on the angry right wing of the Conservative
Party. He was one of the angriest right-wingers in the
leadership campaign: Mr Flaherty, a man who says Mike
Harris didn’t go far enough and he didn’t do it fast
enough and he didn’t draw enough blood in the course of
doing it. But you leave it to Mr Flaherty and, by God,
he’ll finish the job in a way that Mr Harris never even
contemplated.

In any event, we’ve heard that before, because our
question to the government was, “You talk about
funding, but when?”” Yet another promise. You see, the
fact is that it simply isn’t clearly stated in the bill. Some
very clever people have read the bill and told us that it
could take months and months, and maybe even up to a
year, for any funding to flow. Not good enough; it
doesn’t cut it. It’s not good enough for New Democrats,
because we expect more if we’re going to talk about real
waste diversion. So we tried to amend the bill and, once
again, what was the government response? They
slammed the door and said no.

Clearly, this government doesn’t want to pass legis-
lation that sets a clear time frame for the funding to flow.
You see, we tried to get the bill changed so that funding
would effectively be retroactive to the date of royal

assent. It sounds logical to me. It sounds more than fair,
and it’s exactly what municipalities need because muni-
cipalities are being stuck with the waste that Industry
produces and they have to deal with that waste today.
They can’t defer it. They can’t say, “We’ll somehow
shelve that waste. We’ll put it into cold storage and then
when the funding flows, if it ever does flow, be it months
and months or as long as a year, if not years, from now,
we’ll deal with it.” No, municipalities have to deal with
the waste immediately, and the waste is accumulating as
this government dithers.

So New Democrats wanted to make the funding
clearly retroactive to the date of royal assent, but the
government blocked that amendment as well.

This is where we talk about the organic waste, one of
the single largest contributors to landfill crises across this
province. New Democrats asked, “What does this bill do
to encourage and support municipalities getting organics
out of that waste stream and to move to composting?”’
That’s the solution; that’s how it’s done. It ain’t rocket
science any more.

What does this bill do to support and encourage
municipalities to get organics out of the waste stream and
move to composting? Nothing, zip, zero, nada, zilch, not
even lip service. Diverting organic waste from landfills
into composting is critical to an effective waste diversion
program. Whether it’s up in Timmins-James Bay or
down in Niagara region, whether it’s in the city of Tor-
onto or in Fergus, Ontario, getting organics out of the
waste stream is critical to proper and healthy and
meaningful waste diversion. But there wasn’t a penny in
this bill, there wasn’t a penny in the government’s plan
for that diversion.

New Democrats asked, “Haven’t you learned from the
experience of Halifax?” The city of Toronto has a pro-
gram ready to go, to divert 60% of its waste through
advanced composting and recycling. What’s stopping
them? What’s stopping them are the resources necessary
to get that plan going. You see, this bill does nothing to
support that admirable initiative by the city of Toronto.
New Democrats brought forward provisions to the com-
mittee that would have added provisions for funding
these kinds of forward-thinking initiatives, that would
help keep waste out of the landfills and reduce the
pressure on the blue box. What was the government’s
answer? Slam the door, no way, it’s not going to happen.
This government would have nothing to do with
diversion of organic waste from municipal landfill waste
streams.

One that stuck me as particularly repugnant—because
I read the bill, and the bill talks about setting up boards of
directors of people from this industry and people from
that industry and people representing this set of
stakeholders and that set of stakeholders. I read the bill
and I read it again and I read it three times. I went to Ms
Churley and I said, “What is remarkable here is that there
isn’t a fair representation on the board of the waste
diversion organization that the bill provides for.” The
board isn’t weighted fairly, and it’s open to the very
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distinct possibility, indeed the likelihood, that muni-
cipalities, the ones who have to do the work of running
blue box programs and who are ultimately responsible
for the waste within their municipality, the waste that
industries generate—the municipal representation may
fall far short of the industry representation on these
boards.

New Democrats wanted to ensure, by way of
amendment to the bill, that municipal representation did
not fall short of 50%, was at least 50% of the members of
these boards. It was a meaningful amendment, a very
effective amendment, one which would have made the
boards far more effective in the work they’re supposed to
do and far fairer for municipalities. Would the govern-
ment have anything to do with it? No, they slammed the
door once again. They blocked it. As well—and this is
the most shocking observation—I asked Ms Churley,
“How come there’s no mention in the bill of repre-
sentatives from the environmental community, people
who know about and care about and have a passion about
and a commitment to waste reduction, waste recycling
and indeed so-called waste but re-use, the 3Rs?”” Where
were the environmental advocates on these boards?
Where was the provision in this bill for committed en-
vironmentalists to participate in this process so their
expertise could constitute a contribution to the work
these boards are supposed to do?

Oh, the government boasts all about how this bill was
to advance the 3Rs, but as Ms Churley said to me, “How
many members of the government even know what the
3Rs stand for?” How many know there’s a priority in the
3Rs, that they don’t stand side by side, that there’s a
priority, there’s a hierarchy, that reduction comes first
and foremost? Reduction is critical. Reduction is the
cornerstone. Reduction is the foundation of any mean-
ingful waste diversion, waste reduction program, fol-
lowed by reuse and then by recycling. Recycling is at the
end of the line. And Ms Churley asked me to reflect on
how many government members understood even that,
and how many of the industry reps who are going to be
on these boards either understand it, or for that matter, if
they did, would agree with it. Not one.

So the bill doesn’t cut it with us. This government is
catering once again to their corporate buddies, their
corporate donors, their corporate friends and abandoning
municipalities in the midst of their waste crisis.

2110

The Deputy Speaker: Members now have up to 10
minutes for questions or comments.

Mr Ted Arnott (Waterloo-Wellington): Up to 10
minutes, Mr Speaker?

The Deputy Speaker: I was calculating the overall
time. I stand corrected. It’s two minutes.

Mr Arnott: I was hoping it was 10 minutes.

I just want to say to the member for Niagara Centre
that I appreciate his entertaining comments. He is the
NDP House leader. I know he is aware that muni-
cipalities across this province are hoping this bill will
pass soon. We’ve debated this for a number of hours

now. We debated it last Monday night until midnight,
starting fairly early—I think we started at a quarter to 7.
So we’ve had a number of hours of debate already. I
would hope that—

Mr Kormos: Are you going to move adjournment of
the debate?

Mr Arnott: No, I won’t be doing that.

I would hope that the New Democrat members as well
as the Liberal members of this House will recognize how
important this bill is to communities across the province.
Most of the municipalities I’ve talked to on this issue
over the last little while want this bill to pass. They want
it to proceed soon. I would hope that all members of the
House will keep that in mind as they think about whether
they’re going to give lengthy speeches tonight, because
again, it is my hope that this bill can pass this evening.
I’ll leave it at that.

Mr James J. Bradley (St Catharines): The member
for Niagara Centre displayed a detailed knowledge of the
issues related to this legislation and to waste management
in general in Ontario; he made specific references to the
Niagara region.

I think his telling point for those who thought there
was a lot of money in the system now was the fact that as
a result of downloading to municipalities who have had
new obligations placed upon them financially, and as a
result of the provincial government getting right out of
the business of funding recycling, we had situations such
as the member described where, instead of having the
blue box program once every week, we now have it once
every two weeks.

Are people still putting items into the blue box? Yes,
they are. Is the participation rate in terms of diversion as
great as it was? The answer to that is no, because of the
problem he described: people having to keep materials
around for a couple of weeks. They’ve got company
coming, they’ve got stuff all over the kitchen and there’s
a tendency for people once in a while to simply throw the
item into the garbage. So he described a very good
instance of where the provincial downloading and lack of
funding has affected the municipalities.

Second, he talked about the need to divert organics
from the system. Everyone understands that. The member
for Guelph is here tonight. She knows that Guelph has
been one of the leaders in the field of recycling over the
years. If other municipalities were to emulate Guelph
and, for instance, Halifax and Edmonton, with appro-
priate provincial funding assistance, we would see a
much greater rate of diversion than we’re going to see
under this particular piece of legislation. So the member
was absolutely right.

Mr Tony Martin (Sault Ste Marie): It gives me
great pleasure to comment on the speech given by the
member for Niagara Centre and to some of the things he
had to say. I want to focus, though, on one particular
aspect of his presentation, and that was the issue of,
where are the resources going to come from to help some
of these communities and small farmers deal with some
of the regulations that they say, yes, need to be put in
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place? If they don’t get some help they’re going to find it
very difficult in the climate we’re in right now in terms
of the farming economy to do the kinds of things that are
required?

I attended a day of hearings on this bill in Caledon,
where a number of very hard-working, good farming
folks came from his own area, from the St Catharines
area, Niagara. They drove quite a distance, some of them,
to present for a few minutes on this bill and to share with
the government some of their concerns. Of course, the
major concern was, how are we going to be able to afford
to do the kinds of things we know we have to do, given
the difficult economy that we’re in and the changing
nature of the farming economy in the province, and the
fact that this government seems to have no interest in
participating in any positive and constructive way to help
them resolve some of their difficulties?

I say to you that if you want to get a handle on the
priorities of a government, you simply have to follow the
money. This government has shown very clearly where
its priorities are over the last few months. They’ve
bumped up corporate tax breaks to their friends and bene-
factors, but no money for the kinds of good things that
this bill speaks to and will need significant resources to
implement.

The Deputy Speaker: The Chair recognizes the
member for Mississauga South.

Applause.

Mrs Margaret Marland (Mississauga South):
You’re using up my time, I say to the member.

My colleague the member for Waterloo-Wellington
said of the member for Niagara Centre that his speech
was entertaining. Since we are supposed to respond, in
these two minutes of questions and comments, to the
original speaker, I say through the Chair that the member
for Niagara Centre indeed was quite entertaining. I
thought for a few moments that I was at the circus,
because you were going “Grrrrr,” like that, over your
desk, and I thought possibly, as House leader for the New
Democrat Party, you were now the—“Grrrrr”—Ilion
trainer.

Anyway, to speak to the bill, which I have an
opportunity to do for about one minute, I’'m proud to say
that I was a member of Peel regional council when the
blue box program was introduced in this province. If
there is one region in this province that has actually been
very successful in their waste diversion, it is the region of
Peel. The fact that the municipalities support this Bill 90
tells us that the concept is working. It’s going to take
generations of education in terms of having people
reduce, reuse and recycle, but we are making progress
and we are going in the right direction, and in terms of
protection of the environment, it is indeed a very signi-
ficant and very important area. I’'m proud of the fact also
that our government has brought in Bill 90, because
anything we can do to enhance the protection of the
environment is vitally important.

The Deputy Speaker: Let me thank the member for
her comments, and also mention to her that a few of us

will be interested to see how Hansard expresses parts of
her remarks.

That making the 10 minutes I was referring to at the
outset brings us to a response by the original speaker.
The floor now goes to the member for Niagara Centre.
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Mr Kormos: I very quickly want to thank the member
for Sault Ste Marie, who was able to integrate Bill 90
with other considerations. It’s that sort of out-of-the-box,
creative thinking that makes this caucus the quality
caucus that it is.

Might I say to Mr Arnott, bills pass here with the
majority government after they have received thorough
debate. The New Democrats acknowledge that some
folks will have commitments for seasonal holidays, so
have those holidays and let the House resume on January
14, 15, 16. Let’s come back, you see, because your
people are coming on to New Democrats every minute of
every hour, “Oh, pass this bill. Oh, pass this bill.” No, we
don’t pass bills; we debate bills. The government calls
them; the government sets up its agenda. A responsible
assembly ensures that bills receive thorough analysis and
critique on second reading. A responsible Legislature
ensures that bills go to committee, where the public has
input. A responsible Legislature ensures that that com-
mittee input is analyzed, referred to, that amendments are
made, and it comes back for third reading, where there’s
more debate.

There are only nine New Democrats. We can’t be
responsible for blocking bills. We only have nine speak-
ers. It’s up to the government to call these bills and make
sure they proceed through second and third reading.
We’ve indicated we’re ready to come back mid-January
to resume the responsibilities as members of this Legis-
lature.

You’re letting a leadership campaign hijack the
government. You’re not going to return to this assembly
for five or six months. There won’t be a Parliament, there
won’t be an effective government, because you people
are obsessed with the reins of power and the successor to
Mike Harris.

The Deputy Speaker: Further debate?

Interjection.

The Deputy Speaker: Did
Mississauga South wish the floor?

Mrs Marland: I’m sorry, no. I do, actually, but I had
my turn.

The Deputy Speaker: Then you’ll respectfully allow
others to have theirs, I’m sure.

With that, the member for St Catharines now has the
floor.

Mr Bradley: Thank you for the opportunity to speak
on this bill. I was surprised, as the member for Niagara
Centre always is, that the government didn’t have a
speaker get up to speak on a bill of this importance, with
some 56 or 57 members, or whatever it is they have now;
it keeps going down.

I want to touch on the final response of the member
for Niagara Centre as I begin my remarks, because I’'m

the member for
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always amused by the fact that the government goes to
interest groups and tells them to phone the opposition: “If
only the opposition will acquiesce to this bill, then it will
get through and the world will be fine; the universe will
unfold as it should.”

I explain to them that since this government on two
different occasions changed the procedural rules of this
House to grease the skids for all of the legislation—

Interjection.

Mr Bradley: I'm glad the member interjects. I know
we’re not supposed to respond to interjections, so 1’1l just
note there was an interjection. All of the opposition
people who are here this evening, particularly the House
leader for the NDP, will be amused that the House leader
for the government just said, “Well, we negotiated these
new rule changes.” The negotiations took place with the
proverbial gun to the head of the opposition. It was either
you could have hemlock or you could have arsenic:
“What would you like to consume, hemlock or arsenic?”
Of course, the choice is not very good. Essentially, the
government imposed its new rules on the House.

Interjections: No.

Mr Bradley: Well, it’s
government had—

Hon Norman W. Sterling (Minister of Consumer
and Business Services): You signed it.

Mr Bradley: There was no signature. I signed
nothing. There was no signature. They jabber on the
other side. I can tell you that the threat was always there:
“You know, things could be much worse than what we’re
presenting to you now.” The Speaker who is coming into
the chair now would remember this. I think he was on the
government benches at that time. He should have been in
the cabinet, I thought, but the Premier, in his lack of
wisdom, did not put the Speaker in the cabinet.

What happened was that the government imposed new
rule changes which essentially give the government full
control of the Legislature. All they have to do any time
they want legislation through is bring in a time allocation
motion. They essentially have taken away all of the bar-
gaining chips from the opposition when it comes to
sitting down at the table.

I used to be able to sit down with the Minister of
Consumer and Business Services, the Honourable Norm
Sterling, in a House leaders’ meeting. We could come to
some agreements to have certain legislation take longer
to go through the House and face more scrutiny, and
other pieces of legislation would go through rather expe-
ditiously if there was a consensus that had developed
around those pieces of legislation. Now, what happened
was—

Hon Janet Ecker (Minister of Education, Govern-
ment House Leader): Yes. We tried that. All year we
tried that.

Mr Bradley: And it worked fine. Then the
government changed the rules of the House. They
weren’t satisfied with that. I know the rule changes came
from on high. I know where they came from: not neces-
sarily from the then government House leader, the

absolutely true. This

Honourable Norm Sterling, because I had some quotes
from him when he was in opposition saying that any
changes to the rules that would take away the rights of
the opposition to analyze carefully, and perhaps even
slow down from time to time, legislative action on the
part of the government—that that was quite legitimate. |
was quoting him, so I knew he couldn’t have been the
author of those changes.

It came from the government of Ontario’s number one
influence, and that is Guy Giorno and the whiz kids, and
then they put up one of their other whiz kids, the now
Minister of Community and Social Services, another
YPC, and he came forward and did some of the work—

Hon Mrs Ecker: What have you got against young
people?

Mr Bradley: Well, he did some of the work on that
occasion and with all his wisdom helped to impose these
rule changes. The point I'm making, for those who are
watching—

Hon Dan Newman (Minister of Northern Develop-
ment and Mines): What about Conrad Black?

Mr Bradley: Conrad Black is no longer a factor in
this province. Conrad has his knighthood now. He is now
His Lordship or whatever they call them in the British
House of Lords, so we don’t have to worry about Conrad
any more.

I will say, however, that we do have to continue to
worry about the rule changes. I am sure that the moderate
member for Waterloo-Wellington, when he was in the
caucus room, did not agree with the rule changes that we
saw.

So what I want to tell those people who say, “Well,
you know, you have to speak to the opposition to get this
legislation through,” is that the government has complete
control of this House. The member who was responsible
for bringing that legislation through—at the bidding of
Guy Giorno, I might add—said here that I’'m supposed to
be nice because it’s Christmas. Well, speaking of Christ-
mas, [ am prepared, as members of my caucus are, to stay
until almost Christmas Eve. I’ll be reasonable; I would
say the last Friday before Christmas. I am delighted to be
here then. I’'m prepared to sit between Christmas and
New Year’s.

Mrs Marland: We’ve done that. We’ve been there.

Mr Bradley: Margaret will remember. Margaret will
remember when we did that one year.

I am prepared to come back—

Hon Mr Sterling: On a point of order, Mr Speaker: [
seek unanimous consent to declare Jim Bradley grinch of
the year.

The Speaker (Hon Gary Carr): I'm afraid we can’t
have a silly one like that. Will the member continue,
please?

Mr Bradley: Well, I’'m prepared to be reasonable. As
I said, let’s quit the Friday before Christmas.

Interjection.

Mr Bradley: Be reasonable. I thought the member for
Niagara Centre offered a good suggestion. He didn’t even
say come back the first week of January. We have
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Orthodox Christmas and New Year’s that we want to
celebrate as well as the Christmas we celebrate in De-
cember and New Year’s Day on January 1. We have the
Orthodox Christmas and New Year’s that we have to
celebrate as well, so he suggested we come back about
the middle of January.

I think we could have a detailed analysis of this
legislation at that time. However, the government still
has the opportunity, whenever it wants, to impose
closure, that is, time allocation, which will limit the
debate on this bill.

So when they go to their friends in the municipalities,
and others, who then phone us, we’re able to tell them
this government fully controls the agenda. You know as
Speaker how many times I have to appeal to you to try to
defend the rights of the opposition and how you would
like to do so, but that on so many occasions you have to
get up to express your sympathy with the individual
members of this House, particularly the opposition, but
indicate that under the new rules, you do not have the
power to intervene on our behalf.

Hon Mrs Ecker: What’s all this about new rules, the
rules you agreed with?

Mr Bradley: No, I beg to differ with the member. At
no time did the opposition agree with your new rules.
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Hon Mr Sterling: Yes, you did.

Hon Mrs Ecker: It was unanimously carried in the
Legislature, and you agreed with it.

Mr Bradley: No, no. We did not agree with them.

I want to say one good thing about the rules to the
Minister of Consumer and Business Services, because
not everything he did in this regard, or contributed to,
was wrong. | thought the rule that allowed for debate to
take place, to have hearings before second reading was a
good rule change. I want to say, as [’'m always very fair
to the government, that I thought that was a good rule
change. But most of the rule changes were clearly there
to defang the opposition, to grease the skids for govern-
ment legislation, which gets me to this bill.

I wish the government would be prepared to invest,
not necessarily in the day-to-day operations of the
recycling program or waste diversion—although that
would be nice, I'm realistic enough to know the govern-
ment won’t do that. But I suggested in committee—and I
thought the member for London-Fanshawe was nodding
at the time I said it—that perhaps they could invest in
research and development, in that aspect of things, or
some promotion, though I’'m always reluctant to ask that.
And the reason I’m reluctant to ask that is because this
government is noted for government advertising.

The member for Mississauga South noted the signifi-
cant contribution made to the United Way of Greater
Toronto as a result of the auction and that I could not
possibly be the grinch who stole Christmas, as the Min-
ister of Consumer and Business Services has suggested.

Hon Mr Sterling: Who managed to make your
donation—

Mr Bradley: Yes, and he was actively involved in
driving up the prices, I might add—shilling for some-
body. But it was a good cause.

Now, I want to say to the member for Mississauga
South that I well remember the enthusiasm with which
the city of Mississauga and the regional municipality of
Peel embraced waste diversion programs.

When I was the minister, trying to encourage muni-
cipalities to participate, two of the areas that were very
good—and I see them represented here; there were
others. Guelph was one, and I would say that Mississauga
was another. I remember that when we got into the
recycling of wood in construction materials, for instance,
people said, “That can’t possibly be done.” Well, in Mis-
sissauga it was done. I went to a demonstration project.
The mayor of Mississauga, Hazel McCallion, was there
and very enthusiastic about it.

By the way, I saw her in a television interview just the
other night on CPAC. They were talking about her 80th
birthday and the celebration for that and some other
things. She was, as always, very controversial, very
interesting to listen to and very forthright in expressing
her views. Even those of us who from time to time
haven’t found ourselves exactly with the same view as
Hazel have respected the vehemence she demonstrates in
putting her views forward.

She was certainly a good supporter of recycling, as
was the member for Mississauga South, I might note,
who was very helpful when she was the critic for the
official opposition, or at least for the Conservative Party
at that time, and did a good job, I thought, as the critic. |
simply ask that she use her same influence with the
present Minister of the Environment as she used when
the Liberal government was in power, because I thought
she was a very effective critic in that particular day. I
found her to be helpful as well as tough as a critic, and
those two things are both important.

I remember that the goal in Ontario—and you will
remember this, Speaker, because you’ve been a member
a long time—was a 50% diversion rate by the year 2000.
We were well on our way to that, and along came the
Harris government and completely abandoned municipal
recycling programs, left the municipalities on their own
with these recycling programs. Again, it was this fetish
with tax cuts that they had, the same one that’s there
today that has this government in a complete panic.

I remember that you, Mr Speaker, and the member for
Waterloo-Wellington were among a cabal of Con-
servative members who cautioned the government not to
cut taxes until the budget was balanced: very wise
people, I might say, all of them, and they were pretty
public on it. I complimented them on many occasions in
this House.

But there’s this obsession with tax cuts. As you would
recognize now, probably at tomorrow’s caucus meeting
the member for Waterloo-Wellington will be telling the
government that it’s in real trouble because of further tax
cuts. The Minister of Labour says that. The Minister of
Labour says, “I can’t promise further tax cuts, because
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we’re going to have a deficit if we promise them, or
we’re going to have to make some drastic cuts in
programs.” So I have the solution for you—always
helpful, always happy to give you positive solutions:
abandon your ideological movement toward more tax
cuts and invest in the Ontario economy. I’ll be the first to
applaud you.

You have to know the Honourable James Flaherty, the
Minister of Finance, is in full panic mode right now,
because he recognizes that not only has he implemented
tax cuts, but he has accelerated the tax cuts. Now he’s
going to be $3.7 billion in the hole. In other words, he’s
not going to be getting that money in. So in a full panic
he goes to the federal government: “I need more money
for health care.” Well, there isn’t anybody in this Legis-
lature who is honest about it—and we’re all honest about
it—who doesn’t know he wants the money to pay for that
tax cut. That’s what he’s panicking about.

So my solution, for the non-ideologues over there—
and there are not too many of them, but I think the
Minister of Education is not an ideologue; I may disagree
with her on some things, but she’s not an ideologue—is I
think they should say, “Look, we’ve given a lot of tax
cuts in Ontario”—and the Harris government can say
they have; without a doubt they can say they’ve given a
lot—"“Time now to reinvest in education and in health
care and in the environment,” which would affect this
particular bill.

The minister no doubt would like to change the rules
that affect school closings. In fact, I’ve written her a
letter—I don’t know if she got it yet, because it was sent
by fax to her office, and maybe she hasn’t been to her
office—asking that she give to the district school board
of Niagara the same permission she granted to the school
board in Durham, and that is to postpone until the middle
of February their final consideration of school closing.
What that would do is it would give the minister time,
when they’ve abandoned the tax cut, to rejig her formula
to allow these neighbourhood schools to stay open. But I
don’t want to test your patience by moving away from
the topic at hand, which is the waste diversion bill—even
though it was a diversion. That’s why I thought I might
be able to get away with it.

I look at the bill itself. To us, there are a lot of things
to commend in this bill. I think there are some good
things in this bill. I don’t think there’s enough in it to
make me vote for it, but that’s not to say that much of the
work that has been done by some of the people who have
been involved in the negotiations wasn’t worthwhile
work. Had the amendments that were placed before the
committee been accepted—and I voted for all of those
amendments; I supported all of those amendments; the
Liberals did support those amendments—the bill would
have been a better bill. Would we have been able to vote
for it? I don’t know about that, but it would have been a
better bill. Had there been further amendments made, we
may have even seen the two opposition parties voting for
the legislation.

I’'m worried, as the member for Niagara Centre has
expressed his worry, that we may have a situation where
people who use packaging today which is recyclable will
start producing packaging which is not recyclable, which
would go into the garbage can, and the reason for that
would be that they wouldn’t have to make a contribution
to the waste diversion program. That would be most
unfortunate. That’s something that is not adequately
addressed in this particular piece of legislation. Should
those who create the garbage, in other words those who
create the packaging, for instance, that goes into our
garbage, pay part of the cost? They sure should. I think
50% is very modest in terms of the amount to be paid. I
think if you had cost sharing, you might want to have the
province, the municipality and the lion’s share being paid
by those who actually create the waste itself.
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I worry about how long it’s going to take to actually
implement the bill even if we pass it tonight. There was
one amendment that the member for Waterloo-Wel-
lington, the parliamentary assistant, would remember,
which would have made the bill retroactive in terms of its
funding. I thought that would have been reasonable,
because everybody knows that the bill eventually is
going to pass. Everybody knows that there’s going to be
a waste diversion organization that is going to be very
much involved in its implementation. It seems to me that
we could easily agree that the funding would be retro-
active, for instance—I’ll give a “for instance”—to
January 1, 2002. I think that would be reasonable. I'm
not saying we go back to September or last year. I think
that’s reasonable. Yet the government rejected it. I had
the feeling that the member for Waterloo-Wellington
himself, the parliamentary assistant, probably would
agree with it, but he always had his marching orders on
paper that he had to read to everybody, and he read them
with his usual smile on his face, which told me that he
wasn’t necessarily believing what he was reading. But it
was his responsibility, and I said that in committee, to put
forward the government position. When you’re a parlia-
mentary assistant or a minister, you’re under obligation
to do so, and I understand that, but I really believe in his
heart of hearts he saw some of the deficiencies in this bill
and would have supported some of the amendments that
we see.

The municipalities, while they are generally in agree-
ment, still have some concerns, I know, with this bill.
The key element that is missing from the set of tools that
is supposedly set out for the municipalities is the prov-
incial funding. Remember, the Ontario government
collects over $40 million a year on products sold at the
LCBO. Up until a little while ago, they only gave $5
million back. Perhaps that’s another source of funding to
help out, and that could be provincial funding, as op-
posed to one of the organizations that produces packages.

With that, I'm going to sit down and listen to the
responses of my colleagues in the House.

Mr Kormos: This is a good debate. I’'m enjoying this
debate. 1 wish the Conservative backbenchers would be
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more inclined to participate in it. I regret that they’re not
engaging in the debate. I suspect some of their
constituents regret that their Conservative MPPs are not
engaging in the debate. I suspect some constituents from
some of those Conservative ridings are watching this
legislative channel, notwithstanding the competition from
the cable company—if anybody’s foolish enough to still
use cable, in contrast to antennas, which cost you nothing
once you buy them, or to satellite service, which is
clearly far superior to any cable, be it Rogers or Cogeco.

But people watching this who live in ridings repre-
sented by a Conservative say, “Hey, what’s going on?
We see the Liberals debating and we see New Democrats
debating this bill and talking about this bill as it applies
to their communities. Why are there no Conservative
backbenchers debating this bill?” 1 suspect there are
people from communities across this province watching
the legislative channel right now who are scratching their
heads saying, “Why are Conservative members who
represent us not debating the bill?”

I, for the life of me, can’t explain why Conservative
backbenchers don’t want to—look, I'm quite eager to
take this bill apart and to—what do they call it?—decon-
struct it and to analyze it and criticize it and point out its
shortcomings. One would expect, if Tory members are
going to be supporting Bill 90, that they would like a
similar opportunity to stand up and explain why they’re
supporting it, just as I’m explaining to my constituents
why I’m not supporting it. I find it remarkable that it’s
the opposition that increasingly finds itself carrying the
debate here. Either the government members are disin-
clined to stand on their feet and speak or they’re
embarrassed about their own legislation or they’re being
gagged by their own House leader.

Hon Mr Sterling: Perhaps I can explain to the
members opposite why we don’t feel it’s necessary for us
to talk ad nauseam about a wonderful and bright idea
which has been accepted by some other provinces, like
the province of British Columbia, accepted by the
municipalities across this province, and the only people
opposing it are those on the opposite side of the fence
here.

This is a good idea and it doesn’t take a genius to
accept this concept and put it in place. But we have
opposition who want to oppose for the sake of opposing.
They want to look back to the old days when the blue
box program was broke. It was broke. It was broke in
1990, it was broke in 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995.
When this government came to power, it realized it was
broke, and we tried to find ways to drive efficiencies in
the blue box program. We wanted to expand it, which we
now can do under this program, to take on household
hazardous waste, waste tires, all those things that were
just disregarded by the former programs.

We don’t have to talk about this any more, because
it’s a great idea. I haven’t actually heard from the oppo-
sition what they’re opposing. What they’re proposing is a
bunch of old-time politics: “Write some more cheques to
the municipalities so they can waste it on a broken-down

blue box program.” This is an improvement to the blue
box program. This is an improvement to a recycling sys-
tem that wasn’t working any more. Now, under this new
Waste Diversion Organization, we will be driving up
recycling rates, we will be driving up the reuse of many
materials in Ontario, and this will be a tremendous
success for the people of Ontario.

Mr Pat Hoy (Chatham-Kent Essex): I'm pleased to
rise and make comment and to congratulate the member
from St Catharines for his presentation here tonight on
Bill 90. I thought his comments were wise. Even though
he was being interrupted with notes from the government
side, he stuck to the debate and put forth our position
quite distinctly.

Once again, we see a bill brought forth by the govern-
ment that really doesn’t provide any funding. They have
lots of ideas of what municipalities should do and what
their role would be, but there is no funding. We have the
greatest respect for the municipalities to use that money
wisely. It seems on the government side they don’t have
that same respect. As I say, once again, another bill that’s
lacking any funding.

It reminds me of another initiative that the government
put forward in food safety. There was no money to be put
forth for compliance. There just wasn’t. I had consti-
tuents call me and say that if that bill passed without any
funding, they would go broke. They’re small mom-and-
pop businesses that have been in their families for
generations with their family names on the products, sold
locally and throughout Ontario. They would go broke
without any funding. But once again the government
provided us a bill that had no funding to help with com-
pliance.

The same can be said with nutrient management,
another bill where the government came forth with
initiatives—and will some day with regulations, which
we have not seen—and there was no money for com-
pliance.

So clearly the government doesn’t have that faith in
the municipalities to use the money wisely so that we can
handle the waste that is generated here in this province. I
think they’ve missed an opportunity to ensure that Bill 90
would work to its fullest.

Mr Martin: I want to commend the member for St
Catharines for once again contributing to public debate in
this place in a way that challenges all of us, shares with
us some of his own experience and unique perspective on
some things, particularly where the environment is
concerned in this province.

He raised the issue that so many of us find so
frustrating around here these days, which is the lack of
respect by the government to due process, the changing
of the rules. I know we all participated in that, but none
so aggressively as this government, where here we are at
10 minutes to 10 on a Monday night debating very
important public policy for this province. They’ve chosen
not to get up except for the odd two-minute response to
speeches that we make. Even more problematic is that
they are not willing to entertain amendments. The
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member from Prince Edward-Hastings and I tomorrow
will be tabling some very significant amendments on
another bill. You could close your eyes and pick any bill
that this government has brought through and experience
the same lack of interest in anything the opposition has to
say, the lack of interest in amendments that would
improve on the bill.
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There’s a sense, I think, across the way that we really
have nothing to offer, that all we have over here is
politically motivated partisan rhetoric, when in fact if you
look at some of the amendments that we table on a
regular basis to almost every bill that you bring in front
of us here, it’s always in the interests of improving that
bill, of making it respond to some of the things we’re
hearing out there that people are saying about the bill and
how it will actually apply to their particular circum-
stance. They’re saying all kinds of innovative and
constructive and positive things that could be incor-
porated, but no, this government would rather not do that.
Here we are two days before the end of the session. We
have another new bill in front of us here that’s going to
be time-allocated, and there you go.

The Speaker: Response?

Mr Bradley: I appreciate the comments of the
member for Niagara Centre, the Minister of Consumer
and Business Services, my colleague from Chatham-Kent
and my colleague from Sault Ste Marie, because they all
recognized something about the bill. The government
member, the minister himself, a former Minister of the
Environment, recognizes, as we all do, that there are
parts of this bill that are supportable. I wouldn’t deny
that. I think with most legislation that’s brought forward,
if you analyze it carefully, you will see that there are
parts of that legislation that are very supportable. When it
doesn’t go far enough or when there are flaws in the
legislation or a hostage somewhere in the bill that makes
it unsupportable, then the opposition wants to look more
carefully at that legislation.

We worry, for instance, that we don’t see the kind of
penalties that are needed when there’s not the kind of
participation we’d like to see in this bill. There is not the
kind of penalty that is a disincentive. There are a lot of
incentives, and I like that, but there have to be some
disincentives as well.

We don’t see any investment of provincial funding at
all in this—and I’ve been reasonable enough, as the
member for Waterloo-Wellington knows, not to suggest
the Ontario government would pay 100% or even 50%
now, because we have the participation of the companies
that produce the packaging, and that’s as it should be.
But I think there is a place for the province in terms of
what 1 would call research and development, and to a
certain extent promotion, though I’'m always reluctant to
say that, because this government has now spent about
$250 million on self-serving government advertising. In
fact, one of the former Ministers of the Environment
looks puzzling at me. I saw some more advertising this
weekend. Now they’re advertising the SuperBuild pro-

gram. So this government has all kinds of money for
advertising, but not to invest in waste diversion in this
province. That’s where we really need the money, to
invest in waste diversion, and not to waste on
government advertising.

The Speaker: Further debate?

Mr Ernie Parsons (Prince Edward-Hastings): I'm
pleased to speak to Bill 90. Again, I share what some of
my colleagues have said, concern about this government
not speaking to the bill. I find that rather ironic, because
this government enjoys speaking about issues rather than
actually solving them. There’s a sense that once we’ve
talked about it, it’s so. The reality in Ontario from 1995
to now is that we have not seen the growth but in fact a
diminishing of recycling. I would suggest that taking tires
and piling them in a field is not recycling of rubber tires;
it’s simply hiding them from view and creating a
different and larger problem.

Recycling is often seen as an urban issue, with houses
close together and the opportunity to fairly economically
do recycling, even though everyone acknowledges that
you cannot totally fund a recycling operation itself out of
the sales of the items collected. But ironically, in many
ways rural Ontario has embraced recycling more than
urban Ontario. For rural Ontario, recycling is an
environment-affecting issue.

I would like to perhaps, if I could, talk about a dump
that is located near my riding and use it as an illustration
of how important recycling is to the very way and quality
of life in rural Ontario. Just to the east of my riding there
was the town of Napanee. It’s now the town of Greater
Napanee. They had a small family-owned garbage dump
that was started many, many years ago and started in an
area where now it probably wouldn’t be permitted to
start. It really was pretty good agricultural land that they
chose to site it on. Then it grew and the family sold it to a
larger company, Laidlaw, and it has subsequently been
sold to another company called Canadian Waste
Services.

Now Canadian Waste Services wants to take it from
being what is really a regional dump to being a mega-
eastern-Ontario, with potentially parts of Toronto,
garbage dump. That means they intend to draw hundreds
of thousands of tonnes of garbage a year and essentially
put the garbage in a field and cover it up. So obviously it
is of grave concern to the people in my community that
there be a minimum requirement for taking and putting
the garbage in the field.

Is there a way that we can stop that garbage stream
and reduce the need for it? I can recall many years ago in
my municipality when they instituted a bag tag. I quite
frankly at that time thought, “Well, here’s another tax;
here’s another downloading that I’ve got to pay.” But I
found personally for our family it had the effect of
making us reduce. We were doing about a bag of gar-
bage, sometimes two or on occasion three bags of
garbage, a week. There was no charge for it. You paid for
the plastic bag, you put the stuff out to the road, and it
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disappeared somewhere, never to be seen again. It wasn’t
our worry.

The amount of money for the bag tag isn’t a lot. But
when they started instituting the bag tag system at the
same time they instituted recycling, it caused us to think,
“Are there ways we can reduce the amount of garbage
going out to the road?” There’s my wife and I and five
children currently at home, and we’ve gone from up to
three bags a week to a bag about every second week,
sometimes more than every second week before we’ve
got the bag full. And we’re taking and putting in
recycling materials that we simply hadn’t thought about
and had no incentive for seven or eight years ago. I know
they pick up the items and they take them away, and
sometimes the cardboard or the cans are worth a lot of
money and sometimes they aren’t. But it means that all of
that material that has left my house in a blue box doesn’t
show up in a landfill site anywhere, and that is terribly,
terribly important to the community.

We accept that we have to have a garbage dump. We
have not yet found the magic box solution that enables us
to simply have the garbage disappear. But we don’t
accept that we have to be the garbage dump for eastern
Ontario. We believe that with the manufacturing plants
that are in fact producing the garbage—and it has struck
us more than once that the plants that produce the
garbage tend to be in large urban areas. They not only
produce the garbage; they produce the jobs. And so the
municipalities that are larger, with these factories, get the
jobs, get the money, and then we get the garbage. That
seems somewhat less than fair. However, if we are going
to get the garbage, then we believe all of Ontario has an
obligation to minimize that quantity of garbage, to reuse
as much as possible out of it.

This large company has decided to expand the dump
and make it into one of the largest dumps in North
America in a community that is established, that has a
way of life, a quality of life, that could be and will be
radically changed by the creation of this dump if it is
approved.

Now, the first thing that happens is the company has
to apply to the ministry for a licence for an expanded site.
Thankfully, one of the steps in it is a requirement for an
environmental assessment, but unfortunately, the minister
has the ability to take and scope it, “scope” meaning that
they can reduce the size in all of the steps that are
required for an environmental assessment. The minister
chose for this particular site to scope it, to reduce what
has to be investigated to determine if it would have an
effect on the environment.

The very first thing that was deleted from the normal
process was what has traditionally been the question:
“Do you need this garbage dump? Is there in fact a need
for it in Ontario, let alone in this area?” That was
removed. The company has no obligation that there is a
need for a dump.

There’s usually a requirement in there to say, “Are
there alternatives to the garbage dump? Are there other
things that could be done that would eliminate the need

for this mega-size garbage dump?” Well, that was
removed. There was no need to prove that.

The community has grave concerns. It’s easy to say,
“Well, it’s a ‘Not in my backyard’ syndrome. Nobody
wants a garbage dump.” But in this particular case,
because of a lack of recycling in most of Ontario, this
huge amount of garbage coming into a closely knit,
established community, where people have farmed for
generations—there’s a church that has been there for 100
years now that has garbage up to its back property line.
The community says this is not an acceptable way to treat
the church or to treat the community.

The public knows that there is the problem, the visual.
There’s going to be a vast mountain that will be seen for
several kilometres away, a mountain of garbage. It cer-
tainly doesn’t enhance property values. There’s a smell
associated with it that was not there beforehand. That this
company can come in and, because of their sheer size and
their financial ability to enlarge the dump, totally destroy
the life of the community around it is fundamentally
wrong.
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Garbage dumps tend to attract birds. All of those three
things I mentioned are an awful nuisance. They have an
effect on property value and are a nuisance. But there is
an even worse effect that comes of it, and that is the
leachate down into the water.

One of the problems with operating a garbage dump
is, when these big trucks roll in, the dumps are paid by
weight. So the truck is weighed coming in when it’s full
and it’s weighed when it leaves. But there is no way of
knowing exactly what is in that truck. I don’t believe the
waste hauler knows what’s in that truck. The waste
hauler will go and pick up a bin—we have a program to
recycle paint, for example, but people put paint out in the
green garbage bag. Green garbage bags don’t stay sealed
forever; they get ripped and torn and the cans get
crushed. Car batteries, cleaning fluids, industrial chemi-
cals—it all forms an absolutely unbelievable soup that
will eventually leak out through some crack.

It should be noted, if anybody knows anything about
eastern Ontario, that the predominant geological feature
in my community is fractured limestone. “Fractured”
means cracked, so if you have liquids that leak into it,
goodness knows how far they’re going to travel.

Interjection: Along the cracks.

Mr Parsons: It certainly will, and it will travel for
miles and miles.

We have geologists who make some pretty good
predictions, and they can predict where the underground
water flow goes and where the water flow on the surface
goes. All of this garbage that’s not being recycled and
that is going to be shipped to my community will
eventually leak and go into the water supply. What does
that mean to a rural community when pollution enters the
water supply? In an urban area, there is the ability to
monitor at the plant and determine if there is a problem
with the water. There may be a crisis with finding alter-
nate water supplies, but at least we have one central
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system for testing the water. In a rural farm area, if that
leachate enters the water system, it will never leave
within our generation or the next generation or the next
generation.

For a farmer, a farm that does not have potable water
is out of business. I can recall a day with my father when
the water line froze to the barn and we carried water in
pails from the house to the barn. I never had an
appreciation of how much water a cow will drink in a day
until I carried each of them a number of pails of water.
For a rural community without drinkable water, the farm
life is done, not for that farmer but for that farmer and the
next generation and the next generation and the next,
because that pollution will pool.

Interjection.

Mr Parsons: Seven generations, in all likelihood; it
will linger 25,000 years in that rock, and there is
absolutely no way to solve the problem. So when we take
this garbage and flippantly put it somewhere in a rural
area, we will potentially destroy it forever.

I say “potentially.” The experts say to me that the
question is not, will the dump leak?; the question is,
when will the dump leak? So that polluted water has
destroyed the life, has destroyed the value of the farms
and has destroyed a part of our Ontario.

There is an opportunity for the local community to
express their opposition. It can become very difficult, in
that we get the community on one side, with no money,
and the waste disposal company on the other side, with
unlimited money. There is a great deal of money in
garbage—a great deal of money. The companies that
wish to expand a dump or open a dump appear to have
unlimited resources, because they recognize it is a prob-
lem. This government has not done a lot to solve that
problem, so the garbage companies are taking advantage
of the fact that there is virtually an unlimited market and
a monopoly for them to charge whatever they want to
take and place the garbage. But we’ve got the community
fundraising with yard sales and auctions and whatever
they can do to try to raise the money to mount a defence.

Now, there’s a craziness there in that the government,
in theory, should be the voice of the people, but it
appears that when the government scopes the environ-
mental assessment it’s more the voice of the company, so
we’ve got citizens trying to raise enough money to fight
their own government. There’s something fundamentally
flawed with that, that the community has to raise the
funds to fight their own government. So it’s not a level
playing field at all.

This government has said that they won’t have the
dump go into a host community that does not want the
dump. I can take the example in my community to show
that that statement in fact means very little, or perhaps
even nothing. The host community is defined by the
government as being the municipality in which the gar-
bage dump itself is located. But if you have the garbage
dump located right on the boundary between itself and
another municipality—in my situation you have the water
both on the surface and underground flowing imme-

diately out of that dump area and into the next
municipality, which happens to be the township of
Tyendinaga. It flows from there into what is the reserve
for the Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte, and then it flows
into the Bay of Quinte, and then it flows into Lake
Ontario, and then it flows into the St Lawrence River. So
who is the host municipality for this? It’s not just the
municipality where the footprint of the dump is located,
but it is a considerable part of Ontario and adversely
affects all of them.

There is one unique thing in my municipality in that
the water, both on the surface and underground, flows
into the Tyendinaga reserve for the Mohawks of the Bay
of Quinte. Where it flows into non-reserve land, there’s
always the easy but I think wrong solution, which is that
we buy the farmland and we just abandon it. In the case
of the Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte, this is their
reserve. This is where they have treaty rights. This is
where they have self-government. This is their homeland.
If the water on the reserve is polluted, they cannot simply
up and move to another part of Ontario and enjoy the
same rights and privileges—and I emphasize the word
“rights”—that they have on the reserve. It is imperative
to them that they maintain safe drinking water on their
land. And I would suggest that for all of my community
it’s important.

I have seen—I think it was on 60 Minutes—a show of
when they went back to Chernobyl about 10 years after
the disaster. They went through abandoned villages and
houses and farms that were virtually the way they were
the day the tragedy struck and they abandoned the area. If
you take a megadump and allow it to pollute thousands
and thousands of acres of land, you’re going to have a
landscape resembling Chernobyl, with no economic
value left in that land. It is not possible to bring a water
supply to each individual farm in a rural area. The cost of
it is simply prohibitive and it can’t happen.

When we have a government that has not been
committed to recycling, unfortunately we see that the
cheapest thing for some municipalities is to take the
garbage, put it in a big truck and ship it out of the
community. As long as you can’t see it, obviously the
problem is solved. But that is a time bomb for rural
Ontario. The government needs to address, and address
sincerely, the waste diversion. We need to reduce the
quantity of garbage that we’re having to put into landfill,
and reduce it dramatically.

We need to do other things. I think we need to deal
much better with hazardous chemicals. We’ve seen some
nasty incidents in the Sarnia area that the member from
Sarnia has shared with this House.
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Rural Ontario should not and must not be put in the
role of being the recipient of garbage for all of Ontario.
People would think it insane if the suggestion was made
that Toronto needs to get rid of their garbage; there’s
some empty land along the Don Valley Parkway; why
not put it there? It is equally insane to say we need to get
rid of the garbage; let’s put it down in Prince Edward-
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Hastings; let’s put it in Hastings-Frontenac-Lennox and
Addington. There needs to be a much better plan
prepared, there needs to be funding and there needs to be
fairness. The community totally believes that there is a
lack of fairness in this process that allows a full
environmental assessment to be chopped into pieces, that
forces a community to fundraise, to fight to preserve their
land, not just for themselves but for future generations.

In my community we don’t have to look far to see
what happens when that isn’t the case. In Sidney
township there was a fairly massive dump on Aikins
Road and it turned out that it’s leaking material into the
water. The effect of it was to destroy all of the water
sources in the community. The provincial government
responded by purchasing a water treatment plant and
piping hot water to the houses, at considerable cost.
Interestingly out of it, the province paid a lot of money
for this water treatment plant and for the piping to it, the
local homeowners paid a great deal of money, and the
company that caused all the pollution that destroyed the
wells paid nothing, not one penny, toward the cost of
restoring the water supply to the community.

Mr Dave Levac (Brant): Why not?

Mr Parsons: The government seems to be unable to
collect. I don’t know whether to say unable or unwilling,
but they’ve not collected any money on it. So the
homeowners in the rest of Ontario have been stuck to
bear the cost of, I guess, a kind of super-hidden user fee.
The government got the money for the taxes from the
dump but the residents paid to put the water system in.
Even worse, down underneath that ground there
continues to be leachate that has a potential to migrate
down to the Bay of Quinte, and we really don’t know the
pollution created by it because we really don’t know
what the leachate is in the garbage dump. When we start
to mix four or five or 50 different chemicals together, it’s
material that we simply don’t understand.

This bill, which is a wonderful start, doesn’t provide a
guarantee of funding and doesn’t have all of the teeth that
it needs to have to say that recycling will happen. They
talk about paying up to 50%, but we need to understand
that life is more complex and we have recycling as a
separate issue from the garbage dump. I urge the govern-
ment to remember that the money spent on recycling
saves money on the landfill—not just on the tipping fees,
but it has the potential to save millions and millions of
dollars in land not being destroyed by the pollution that
would come out of a garbage dump. We need to have
more respect for rural Ontario land than we currently do,
and this bill doesn’t guarantee that that will happen.

The Speaker: Questions and comments?

Mr Kormos: I listened carefully to the contribution to
this debate by the member for Prince Edward-Hastings.
His comments illustrate what I was speaking to just a
little while ago and it’s why it’s incredibly important that
government members engage in this debate as well. The
member for Prince Edward-Hastings brought to the
debate a rural perspective and illustrated the impact of
Bill 90, an impact less than favourable, on the folks he

represents here in this Legislative Assembly. That’s why
people have to engage in the debate.

It’s important that I hear from the Prince Edward-
Hastings representative and 1 suspect—I hope—it’s
important that other people hear from the representative
from Niagara Centre. In short order, in around eight
minutes’ time, we’re going to hear from the repre-
sentative for Sault Ste Marie, and in fact I know that
there are a couple of folks who are going to be paying
particular attention to what he’s going to be saying
during the 20-minute slot. That’s the maximum amount
of time he’s permitted. Let’s understand, the debate is
rigidly controlled here. We don’t get a whole lot of
opportunity to engage in it, and when we do, we should
be using that opportunity. It’s part of our responsibility.

The folks up in Sault Ste Marie are going to be
interested in what their member has to say about Bill 90,
particularly some folks over on MacDonald Avenue,
Mike and Rose Martin—his friends call him Mick—
Mick and Rose Martin, who are going to be watching this
evening with specific interest in what their son Tony has
to say about Bill 90. I want to welcome Mick and Rose to
the television audience of the legislative broadcast. I
encourage them to get down to Toronto when they can
and join us right here in the members’ gallery. I’'m sure
they’ll be given a seat in the golds by the member for
Sault Ste Marie. Just as they’re eager to hear from Tony
Martin, the MPP for Sault Ste Marie, so am 1. He, as a
New Democrat, is illustrating the fulfillment of his
responsibilities, his duties and his obligations as a
member of this provincial Parliament. I wish others
would do the same.

Mr Garfield Dunlop (Simcoe North): It’s a pleasure
to rise this evening and make a few comments on Bill 90,
the Waste Diversion Act, 2001. I’d like to make a couple
of comments on the comments of the member for Prince
Edward-Hastings.

One of the things he said, bringing it from a rural
perspective, was that it was a wonderful start. I caught
that in his comments. I hope that Mick and Rose Martin
from Sault Ste Marie hear that as well. I think we’ve
come a long way in the business of waste management
and recycling in the last 15 or 20 years. I don’t like to
call it a wonderful start; I think it’s the continuation of a
lot of good things that have happened.

Looking at it from a rural perspective, I remember the
problems we had up in Simcoe county, in the Orillia area,
with an open quarry where Ontario Hydro wanted to
dump fly ash at one time. I think a company called
Ogden Martin wanted to put an incinerator in the city of
Orillia at the time. It caused us a lot of problems in that
area. No one really wanted it. I will give the NDP
government of the day credit. They brought out the bill—
I forget the name of it—that allowed the regions to take
over waste management. I think it was in 1990 that that
happened. The county of Simcoe was fortunate that time.
They were able to take a whole bunch of poor landfill
sites and amalgamate them into a system that worked out
very well. Today the county has a very good recycling
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program in place. But instead of looking at landfills in
the future, they’re also looking at enhanced recyling
plants. I think this sort of thing is going one step in that
direction as well.

The Speaker: The member for Brant.

Mr Levac: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for an
opportunity to speak for a short moment on An Act to
promote the reduction, reuse and recycling of waste. I
want to point out something that happened in the bill.
Quite clearly, the government has allowed itself not to
promote something else, and I want to quote the bill: “A
waste diversion program developed under this act” for
the WDO “for a designated waste shall not promote any
of the following”—and I want to come back to that—"“the
burning of the designated waste, the landfill of the desig-
nated waste, the application of the designated waste to
land, any activity prescribed by the regulations.” It was
pointed out to the government that it’s not good enough
for them to say, “We’re not going to promote those
items.” What they should be saying through this act, as
it’s called, to promote reduction, reuse and recycling, the
3Rs—they shouldn’t be allowing those other four options
to be taking place under the WDO’s auspices. I'm
concerned that’s going to end up being one of the options
some of the WDO might be suggesting and recom-
mending.

I want to point out here the one member appointed to
the Brewers Retail of Ontario and the one member
appointed to the Liquor Control Board of Ontario. I
concern myself with this because there was a section
designed by the government. After they heard from
Brewers Retail that because they’re a closed system, they
recycle 97% of their by-product already, what the
government decided was to say that if anyone else
becomes a closed system, they have to produce 75%
reduction. So it’s a race to the bottom here. Why would
they not go to an expectation of 90% reduction? Why
wouldn’t they expect the Liquor Control Board to turn
into a closed system instead of using the blue box cycle?

This is to promote better use and reducing and
recycling. I think there are a lot of things in this bill that
need to be tweaked and done. The member from Prince
Edward-Hastings-Frontenac did a good job—or Hastings
and—where are you from?

2220

Mr Parsons: Prince Edward-Hastings.

Mr Levac: Prince Edward-Hastings; he’s got me so
confused because he’s talking about those dumps.

Mr Martin: I just want to say that I’'m very pleased to
comment on the speech given by the member from Prince
Edward-Hastings. He and I will be teaming up tomorrow
morning to challenge this government to pay attention,
listen and take some action with regard to amendments
that are coming forward from across this province on the
Ontarians with Disabilities Act. I must say that his
activity and performance in that circumstance was excel-
lent, as was his presentation tonight. The member is
always thoughtful in terms of his comments. It would do
all of us well to pay attention, because we would learn

something that would benefit us as we debate and
participate in the development of public policy in this
place.

He reminds me, because of the work we’ve done and
are doing on the Ontarians with Disabilities Act, that this
government always seems very reticent to accept sug-
gestions, particularly from the opposition but from others
across this province, where it concerns improvements to
acts they bring forward. I don’t understand that. You’d
think that anybody with any intelligence would realize
they don’t have all the answers. You always do better
work when you include the insight of other people and
try to incorporate best practices, best thought or best
approaches. But that isn’t always the case. Of course, in
this instance, a subject so important as how we deal with
the environment and how we manage our waste calls for
all of us to be working together cooperatively. I’'m
pleased that the member for Prince Edward-Hastings has
participated in this important debate tonight, and 1 will
have a chance to do so in a more fulsome way as well in
a few minutes.

Mr Parsons: I’d like to thank the members for Nia-
gara Centre, Simcoe North, Brant and Sault Ste Marie,
and especially to thank the member for Sault Ste Marie
for knowing my riding name when my own colleague
didn’t.

This is an important issue. If I look at the industry in
my community—and I think of companies like Essroc
Cement, Midtown Meats and Procter and Gamble—they
are working aggressively to recycle, reuse and reduce.
But an individual municipality cannot recycle and reduce
without government involvement. They need the col-
lective power of a municipal or provincial government to
allow them to have the opportunity to recycle.

I said this was a wonderful start. The problem with a
wonderful start is that it also becomes the end. Dalton
McGuinty and the Ontario Liberals do not support this
bill because it does not go far enough. Once passed, that
will be it. There will be no further action. There will not
be requirements that it take place. It is absolutely vital for
the way of life of rural Ontario that we reduce the amount
of garbage going to landfills. It’s not a nice thing, it’s not
a feel-good thing, it’s not something we should do
because it’s politically popular. It’s something we need to
do because it affects us, our children, their children and
on and on. To take the short, easy route that’s happened
since 1995 does not solve the problem but worsens it.

If we could just get back to 1995, if we could get back
to when the funding was in place to recognize that
recycling could not totally pay for itself, but that it had
tremendous quality-of-life virtues that more than offset it.
This bill does not do that. This bill says, “up to 50%.” It
could be 5%; it could be 10%. Municipalities are
struggling now with the downloading. To expect them to
do this additional thing, when it’s a provincial issue, is
simply not fair, and this bill doesn’t address the issue.

The Speaker: Further debate?

Mr Martin: | appreciate the opportunity tonight to
participate in this very important debate around public
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policy. We should all, in this place, be willing to
participate in this way. But alas we see here tonight
another example of this government’s lack of interest in
debate and in the give-and-take of public dialogue on
issues that affect all of us very directly, both personally
in our own lives, in our homes, in our communities and
across the province, and in this instance particularly,
where it concerns how we together will manage the waste
we produce, who will pay for that and how it will
ultimately affect the environment and, as such, provide
that which is so important, so essential to all of us as we
try to live our lives: the water we drink, the air we
breathe, the wildlife that lives in the forest, the forests
and the trees that provide us with the oxygen. It’s a circle
that cannot be broken. It’s a circle we have to be ever
vigilant to protect. It’s an ecosystem that is dependent
one upon the other. The more garbage and waste we
produce, the more potential there is that we will affect
that cycle in a way that won’t be helpful to anybody
concerned.

If there’s anything about which we should be willing
to spend lots of time participating in debate, it is issues
where the environment is concerned in the day that we
live now and around the whole question of how we
manage our waste. I have to say I'm disappointed
tonight, as I reflect on some of the things we as govern-
ment were able to do under the rubric of environmental
protection and other initiatives, that this government so
quickly, when they came to power—as they did with so
many of the other things we had done, a lot of it very
good, in the public interest of this province—just swept it
off the counter and pretended to start over. In fact, we
know that in many instances, particularly where issues of
social community, issues of public service and issues of
the environment are concerned, they got pushed to the
back burner.

We’ve not seen much by way of new thought and new
initiative around this until now, just months before we
will see a change in leadership in the government across
the way and, with that, probably a change in government
in this province.

The wait until the last hour, the 24th hour, the last
minute, to bring forward a bill as important as this is
reflected in some of the comments that have been made
by some of the folks out there who want to be supported
in their efforts to manage their waste. The member from
Prince Edward-Hastings and myself heard the same
comment as we travelled the province with the Ontarians
with Disabilities Act. There are those who are so anxious,
after so many years of waiting and working and wishing
that there would be something of an infrastructure nature
in place that would support some of the very important
work they want to do, the best they could say in many
instances was, “This is better than nothing.” 1 suggest
that you look at Hansard for some of the public discus-
sions that went on out there, the committee work that
went on and the suggestions for change and the com-
mentary of those whom the government suggests support
this bill. In many instances, the best they can say is, “It’s

better than nothing; it’s a start.” We hear that so often in
this place as pieces of legislation are brought forward
with no content and no substance to them. As a fellow in
London said on Saturday, speaking to the Ontarians with
Disabilities Act, “More fluff and spin; more spin and
fluff.” That’s what this government has become so good
at giving us, at delivering to us and at feeding us under
the aegis of public policy in this province, in this place, at
this time in our history.

Yes, when we were in government we made some
mistakes, all with good intentions, as we tried to respond
to the tremendous number of challenges we saw in front
of us at that time. But in the area of the environment, we
did some really good things, actually some extraordinary
things, moving forward an agenda that was sensitive and
intelligent, using the best of thought and science that was
out there to manage a very difficult issue that we inher-
ited when we became government in 1990 and make
some very difficult political decisions about it and move
forward with trying to, for example, encourage and put in
place frameworks that would support communities look-
ing after their own waste within their own jurisdictions.
2230

I remember in those days the comment that was made:
“Out of sight, out of mind.” At that time, we were talking
about shipping garbage here, there and everywhere. Yet
as a government we knew—although some of us weren’t
always convinced, because we were on a steep learning
curve as well when it came to developing public policy
and working co-operatively with people in this place as a
Legislature to try to find the right approach. But in the
end we always tried to at least listen to the varying and
various voices out there and move forward with some
very important initiatives.

The member for Simcoe North, who spoke in response
to the speech of the member for Prince Edward-Hastings,
mentioned that we did some things that were progressive
in the area of allowing regions to manage their own
waste. We also took a very strong stand at that time
where the use of incinerators was concerned. It was a
very controversial issue. We were trying to manage the
whole difficult problem of landfills and the very fright-
ening growth of the number of landfills in the province
by instituting, introducing and providing resources and
support to municipalities to have blue box programs. One
of the signature pieces of our government was the
attention we paid to, the resources we put into and the
way we were able to work with, the private and public
sectors around the question of blue boxing. But alas, this
government has turned its back in some very serious and
significant ways on that very progressive and responsible
approach to try to manage some of the waste production
that goes on in this province.

It’s so typical, though, of this government as you look
at this bill and compare it to other bills, that when it
comes to delivering on promises it has made to its friends
and benefactors out there—and I’'m talking here now
primarily in the area of financial concessions and con-
siderations and tax breaks to corporations and wealthy
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individuals across the province—this government can
move with lightening speed, can be precise and can bring
in legislation that is full of detail around the question of
handing over public resources, spending the taxes of this
province, the public funds, to give major tax breaks to
corporations and other individuals.

But when it comes to the spending of public money on
health care and education and, in this instance, the
managing of our waste and the protecting or our environ-
ment, alas, there is a lack of detail and reference to where
the money is going to come from or who is going to pay
what or what percentage. The only thing you can say
with absolute certainty is that this government is going to
try to wiggle out, as much as it can, of any responsibility
to actually pick up the tab. They usually walk away from
the table and the municipalities are usually left to put the
credit card on the table and pay the bill.

There are so many municipalities out there struggling
under a debt load imposed on them by this government
because of the download, because of the change in the
formula where transfers to municipalities are concerned.
Here, they are once again going to be saddled with a bill
that has in it some very exciting and positive initiatives
and movements forward, but they’re not going to be able
to afford to pay for it, and that’s a problem.

But you can always tell a person’s priorities by
following the money, where an individual, a family, a
community or, in this instance, a government is spending
its money. If you look at the track record of this govern-
ment over the last number of months, in their budget they
announced tax breaks for corporations to the tune of
some $3.5 billion and another $300 million in tax breaks
to people who will send their children to private schools.
Yet when it comes to the imposition or introduction of
new initiatives where, for example, the disabled in this
province are concerned or, as with this bill and in this
instance, introducing new and important initiatives where
protecting the environment and managing our waste is
concerned, we have no money. There’s no money. It’s all
spent. The cupboard is bare. It has been given away. Our
public funds have been given away, so we don’t have
them any more to do those kinds of things that everybody
who is of a fair mind knows we need to be spending
public money on. So there’s no money, and it’s partially
alarming, given the stress that’s already in the system.

I just want to talk for the few minutes that I have left
on a couple of the specific pieces of the bill here that I
think deserve some scrutiny. We’re saying in this caucus
that the bill should stipulate that municipalities will get at
least 50% of their net operating capital costs for running
blue box programs, like they were getting in 1995. That
is the amendment the NDP proposed for this bill and that
was blocked by the government. In the government’s
initial draft of the bill, there was no guarantee at all of
how much municipalities would get. The bill said only
that they would get no more than 50%. That wasn’t good
enough and, to be fair, the government changed that to
say they would get funding equal to 50%. But the
question has to asked, 50% of what? It’s unclear. Does

that include capital costs? We say it should, but we don’t
know.

When will they get the funding? That’s not clear
either. By some people’s reading of the bill, it could take
months and months, maybe even up to a year, perhaps
more than a year. We know that with other government
funding projects, such as SuperBuild, we’ve been waiting
for—how long now?

Mr Bisson: Almost two years now.

Mr Martin: Almost two years. Has your community
got any of that money? Has my community got any of
that money? No. What they do is, they announce Super-
Build, then they announce another program and another
program. It’s all the same money, but it never gets spent.
When are we going to see some of the SuperBuild
money? When are we going to see some of the OSTAR
money? The OSTAR money is supposed to go to
municipalities to cover the cost of some of the new
regulations that you’ve brought in where the environment
and protection of the environment is concerned.

There are communities out there, community after
community, living with and under boil-water edicts from
the Ministry of the Environment, waiting for money to
invest in new technology so that they don’t have to do
that any more, so that they don’t have to put themselves,
their children and their families at risk. When is the
money going to come? When is the money going to
flow? That’s the question of the century here with this
government. It’s not good enough.

We, the NDP, sought to amend a bill, and once again
the government said, “No, we don’t do that.” We tried to
get the bill changed so that funding would effectively be
retroactive to the date of royal assent. Why not? The mu-
nicipalities are being stuck with the waste that industry
produces. They are having to deal with that waste today,
and they are not getting all the support they need. Why
shouldn’t the bill be retroactive? Ask the government.
They must know, because they blocked that amendments
as well; they wouldn’t let it go forward.

What does this bill do to support and encourage
municipalities to get organics out of the waste stream and
move to composting? Diddly-squat, nothing, zip, nada. It
doesn’t matter how you pronounce it. Why isn’t there
money for that? Haven’t we learned from Halifax? The
city of Toronto has a program ready to go to divert—MTr
Prue will know—

Mr Michael Prue (Beaches-East York): It’s 60%.

Mr Martin: —60% of its waste through advanced
composting and recycling. What is stopping them? What
is stopping them is this government. This bill does noth-
ing to support that initiative—absolutely nothing. You
have a community out there doing its thing, doing an
excellent job—progressive, ahead of their time—and this
government turns its back, turns a blind eye—no support.
The NDP brought amendments to the legislative com-
mittee that would have added provisions for funding to
these kinds of forward-thinking initiatives that would
keep waste out of the landfill and reduce the pressure on
the blue box program, but what did the government say?
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Mr Kormos: Zip.

Mr Martin: Zip. No. No way. Not on your life. We’re
not going to do that. We can’t afford it.

Mr Kormos: They slammed the door.

Mr Martin: Slammed the door. Stop giving money
back to corporations. Stop spending public money on tax
breaks for corporations and wealthy individuals and
you’ll have the money. You’ll have a ton of money.
Imagine the money this government would have in its
coffers, coming in year over year over year, if they
hadn’t given away the tax breaks they have over the last
five years. Stop feeding private schools. You’ve run this
province into debt, in a way that nobody ever imagined
you would, because of your spending on tax breaks for
corporations and your wealthy friends. You have no
money left, absolutely no money left, for initiatives on
the environment, for initiatives such as this bill. Why are
you putting this bill in place? Why are you going through
the charade and an exercise of putting a bill in place
when you’re not going to support the municipalities with
the resources they need to actually get the job done?

Why?

Hon Mr Sterling: I thought you wanted to help
Algoma.

Mr Martin: Where are you where Algoma’s

concerned? You’re protecting your own interest, you’re
protecting the pensions, and we say thank you for that,
but where are you on the bigger question? Why aren’t
you at the table like we were in 1992? Where’s the
leadership? You know where the leadership is? It has
gone south. You know where the money is? It has gone
to the corporations. There’s none left. You have no
money in the Ministry of Economic Development and
Trade. You have no money in your financial coffers to
pay for anything—Algoma Steel, this bill on the environ-
ment, hospitals, health care—no money.

With that, I find myself really frustrated, so I'm
moving adjournment of the debate.

The Speaker: Mr Martin has moved adjournment of
the debate. Is it the pleasure of the House that the motion
carry?

All those in favour of the motion will please say
“aye.”

All those opposed will please say “nay.”

In my opinion, the nays have it.

Call in the members; this will be a 30-minute bell.

The division bells rang from 2243 to 2313.

The Speaker: Mr Martin has moved the adjournment
of the debate. All those in favour of the motion will
please rise and remain standing. Thank you; you may be
seated.

All those opposed will please rise and remain stand-
ing.

Clerk Assistant (Ms Deborah Deller): The ayes are
11; the nays are 26.

The Speaker: I declare the motion lost. Further
debate?

Mr Martin: I think it’s important for people out there
to know that the government is playing games with the

public policy of this province, playing games with the
process of this place that has served us so well for so
long. If they want fulsome and wholesome debate on
some of this stuff that they’re putting forward on the
public policy, if they want fulsome debate on some of the
things they are bringing forward here these last couple of
weeks that are going to affect the lives of all of us in a
major and significant way, they should be willing to
come back after Christmas. We’ll be here January 15 if
they like, and we’ll go through January, February,
March, and come back for public hearings. Let’s take
some of these bills out there so people can have a chance
to speak to them, so that they can get a sense of what it is
that you’re wanting to do, how it is you’re willing to
support that, and what co-operation they can expect from
this government in trying to implement some of the
initiatives that you see as being important that you’re
putting before us in this place these late nights of these
weeks before Christmas.

Bill after bill before this House is time-allocated, with
little debate, very little public input, no resources, no
support. What do you expect? What do you expect us
over here to do: anything different from what you had
done when you were in opposition over here, when you
didn’t like what we were doing over there when we were
the government? You’re spending public money on your
corporate buddies and you have no money left for any of
the initiatives that the people of this province know are
necessary if we’re going to have good communities that
are going to be supportive.

The Speaker: Questions and comments?

Hon Mr Newman: [ listened intently to the member
for Sault Ste Marie’s speech tonight. I know there was a
half-hour break in between because he wanted to adjourn
the debate of the House, but I thought he would have
wanted to talk about what the northern Ontario heritage
fund has done for northern Ontario and particularly his
community of Sault Ste Marie. I think we all know that
the heritage fund doubled its annual allocation from $30
million per year to $60 million per year. We made that
commitment over a five-year period, so that’s $300
million that’s made exclusively to the communities of
northern Ontario. In fact, back in February of this year
we refocused the northern Ontario heritage fund to reflect
the needs that the people of northern Ontario said that
they wanted to see in their communities. We brought
forward a number of flagship programs to include trails
programs, agriculture and health care, among other
programs.

In fact, there were two new programs that I launched
with the northern Ontario heritage fund. One was the
economic diversification program that is there to assist
communities that rely on a single industrial sector for a
great deal of their economy. The second new flagship
program, and I’m sure the member opposite would have
wanted to speak about it, is the northern communities
capital assistance program, which is $82 million being
made available to all the communities across northern
Ontario. In fact, his community of Sault Ste Marie is
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eligible for $2.5 million. I thought that he would have
wanted to speak about it.

As well, we’ve made several other announcements in
Sault Ste Marie. One of them was the $250,000
announcement that the Premier was at. John Snobelen
was there. Ted Chudleigh was there. Dan Newman, the
Minister of Northern Development and Mines, was there.
Guess who else was there? Tony Martin, the member for
Sault Ste Marie, I thought would have wanted to speak
about that announcement, because that announcement
will help to bring jobs and economic development to his
community of Sault Ste Marie.

The Speaker: Further questions and comments?

Mr Levac: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for the
opportunity to congratulate the member for Sault Ste
Marie and the passion that he expresses when he speaks
about issues such as Bill 90.

Within Bill 90, I want to remind the House again,
there were some concerns raised both by members of the
opposition on the committee and by people who were
speaking to the bill specifically from other groups. One
of the other areas that was turned down by the govern-
ment was the opportunity to ensure that the Association
of Municipalities of Ontario was provided with at least
one half of the representation on the steward program.
That basically meant the municipalities would have the
majority of the opportunity to speak to the blue box
program, and they turned that opportunity down, which
was definitely unfortunate.

They were also offered an opportunity to take another
member from the Ontario Environment Network, which
is a very broad-based voice on environmental issues
across the province. Predictably, they did not allow that
particular motion to pass, even as an observer, because as
you noticed in the bill, even observer status was offered
to members of the environmental community, and every
single observer status that was asked for by members of
the opposition was turned down.

Again, it seems that the only time the opposition was
given any kind of acknowledgement was the Brewers
Retail. They had made that recommendation because
they were a closed group, and I want to make sure I come
back to that again.

One of the other areas that was brought up as a
concern and was raised to the government side, and they
didn’t give us a rationale that we believe was appropriate
for this particular bill, was that subsection 30(1) does not
apply to “a person who is designated under the rules
made by an industry funding organization as a steward
in” designated waste, if the plan relates to designated
waste and is approved under this section, and they are
also exempt from fees. What they also did with the fees
is that gifts in kind provided by any of the providers are
good enough for their fees. My comment is: pay the fee
and do the gifts in kind.

2320

Mr Kormeos: First, I want to explain this to the
Minister for Northern Development: it’s 11:15 at night
and the only people listening to this in Sault Ste Marie

are Mick and Rose Martin over on MacDonald Avenue,
and they don’t believe you, Minister of Northern
Development. But I believe Tony Martin has aggres-
sively pursued every single provincial initiative that Sault
Ste Marie has acquired for the 10 years he’s been the
MPP for that riding, for that community.

Tony Martin has single-handedly taken on this
government, demanding its participation in the Algoma
restructuring. Tony Martin was there in 1992 when a
provincial NDP government saved Algoma from absolute
closure. Tony Martin is there today with those workers
and those families at Algoma, fighting to make sure
Algoma is saved yet once again. I’'m proud to be a col-
league of Tony Martin. The people of Sault Ste Marie
have been well represented in that riding. I knew Tony
Martin’s predecessor, and they’ve been well represented
in this Parliament for a good number of years now.

I’'m proud of Tony Martin’s perspective on Sault Ste
Marie, of his understanding that northern communities
are different, that they are distinct, that they are in fact
special, and that this government has to be provoked on a
daily basis to give northern communities the regard they
and their residents deserve. This government has to be
provoked by Tony Martin and other northerners in this
caucus so that this government can understand that
Queen’s Park had better understand the province of
Ontario doesn’t begin and end at the intersection of
Yonge and Bloor in downtown Toronto. I say that
riding’s well served by Tony Martin.

Mr Arnott: I wouldn’t dispute that the riding is well
served by the member for Sault Ste Marie. But I have to
point out that this bill has been debated now on second
reading for in excess of six hours. This is a bill all
members of the House purport to support, and yet we go
on and on tonight rehashing the same arguments. I've
been listening intently since we resumed debate tonight
on this bill at about 9 o’clock and there have been
virtually no new arguments presented.

Interjection.

Mr Arnott: | say to the member from Toronto, I gave
a fulsome speech. I don’t think you want to hear it all
again. Last week I spoke on this at length, as did the
former Minister of the Environment, currently the
Minister of Consumer and Business Services, and we’ve
had ample debate at committee. So I would again implore
all members of this House, if you support this bill, let us
skip to a vote tonight and pass it.

The Speaker: Response?

Mr Martin: The government is obviously upset
tonight. I must have touched a nerve. I think it has
something to do with the fact that we actually have the
nerve to get up and debate items of public policy that
come before this place, and to want to debate it until
we’re all done, until we all have a chance to have our
say, to speak on behalf of our constituents, to ask the
government to consider amendments and changes we
might suggest because we think we might have some-
thing important to offer.
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The other thing I think the government is upset about
is that I’'m very clearly pointing to some fallacies in their
program. They like to pretend they’re the great managers
of everything public in this province. They’ve run the
province into debt more than I think anybody ever
expected because they continue to spend public money
on tax breaks for their corporate friends and rich
benefactors, to the detriment of programs like the
environment, like health care, like social services, like
education. When we point that out, they don’t like it
because we’re hitting the nail on the head; we’re on the
mark. I think the people out there are beginning to wake
up to that fact and it won’t be long before they’ll be
calling you on the carpet about it.

As far as northern Ontario is concerned, and the
bravado and bragging of the Minister of Northern
Development and Mines, there isn’t a region in this
province that has experienced recession and difficult
economic times like northern Ontario. What you’re doing
with the northern Ontario heritage fund is simply
returning just a portion of the money you’ve removed
from mainline ministries like the Ministry of Natural
Resources, the Ministry of the Environment, the Ministry
of Transportation. All the capital projects cut and you’re
returning a small percentage under the aegis of—

The Speaker: I'm afraid the member’s time is up.

Mr Frank Klees (Oak Ridges): I find it ironic—I’'m
sure you do too, Mr Speaker—that the members opposite
are talking about the need to further debate this bill and
yet the member for Sault Ste Marie moved adjournment
of the debate. If in fact the members have so much more
to say about this issue, why would he move adjournment
of the debate? It’s beyond me. I’'m sure, Mr Speaker, that
you probably have a way of figuring that out. But I'm
happy to speak to this bill.

The Waste Diversion Act, 2001, if passed, would
establish a permanent long-term organization to develop,
implement and fund waste diversion in Ontario. It would
establish a new historic partnership between industry and
municipalities to reduce the amount of waste being sent
to landfills in Ontario. I'm sure members opposite sup-
port that principle. I see them nodding. I’'m sure they will
support this when it comes time to vote for this bill.

The first task of Waste Diversion Ontario would be to
establish an industry funding organization to set and
collect fees from industry to pay 50% of municipal blue
box programs. Again, I haven’t heard any objection from
members of the opposition to that principle, which we
believe is very progressive in terms of moving this issue
forward.

I want to commend the minister for the way this bill
was introduced in the House. It was a historic event in
the sense that, after first reading, this bill went to the
public for input. Never before, to my recollection, has
there been a bill that at this stage of debate had that
experience of being sent across this province for public
consultation, for public input, after first reading. Even
though it may have been done before, it wasn’t done to
the extent it was done with this bill.

It has undergone two days of public hearings where
the committee had the opportunity to hear from
numerous groups, so there was another opportunity for
broad public consultation. There were two days of
clause-by-clause where the committee had the oppor-
tunity to bring forward amendments, and many of those
amendments are reflected in the bill as we see it before us
today. The government House leader has also provided
two days of debate on the bill for second reading.

I want to point out in this context that in the years
1986 to 1987, and Mr Speaker, you know who was in
government during those days—

Hon John R. Baird (Minister of Community and
Social Services, minister responsible for children,
minister responsible for francophone affairs): Who?
Name the members.

Mr Klees: I believe it was the Liberal government.

I find it interesting that tonight—you were here when
this happened, I believe, Mr Speaker—the Liberal Party
moved adjournment of this House, and the time for the
bells took away a further 30 minutes of opportunity that
members opposite would have had to debate the merits of
this bill.

We had a similar thing happen with the NDP, who
obviously felt it was time to move on for the vote
because they took 30 minutes out of what could have
been debate time to allow the bells to ring in this place.
2330

Between 1986 and 1987, there were 78 government
bills that were considered in this place. Some 52 of those
government bills were debated for less than an hour. Of
78 total bills, only four were debated for more than four
hours. I want to point out that none of those bills, during
those years, was debated for more than six hours. We
have just passed some seven hours of debate on this bill.

I want to point out as well that this bill is supported by
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario and many
industry groups from across the province.

It is time that all parties put aside their political agen-
das and move this bill forward. For that reason, Speaker,
I move that you now put the question on this bill.

The Speaker: I’'m afraid there has not been sufficient
debate. Further debate?

Mr Bruce Crozier (Essex): It would appear as though
the member hasn’t been around the House long enough to
know the rules, either, let alone what may have gone out
on first reading. In any event, I want to—

Interjections.

Mr Crozier: I'm a fan of Leonard Cohen, and
Leonard Cohen, in his album The Future, has a song
called “Anthem.” The chorus of “Anthem” is:

Ring the bells that still can ring

Forget your perfect offering

There is a crack in everything

That’s how the light gets in.

That’s why we’re up here debating this bill. We’re
trying to provide a little bit of light on this matter of
waste reduction.
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It’s interesting; the speaker just before me said that the
day this bill was introduced was a significant day. It
certainly was; it was June 26. That happens to be my
birthday, so I can remember this bill very well. But what
is more significant is that, notwithstanding the fact there
have been only two days of public hearings, which is
something I wouldn’t brag about, this bill has sat on the
order paper for six months. Then this government, when
they decide to stand up, which isn’t very often, to debate
it this evening—when they decide to stand up, they tell
us how important it is. Yet it has lain on the order paper
for six months. I can’t believe it. I think the term the
previous speaker used was, “It’s beyond me.” Well, it
certainly is beyond me why you would let such an
important bill, in your view, sit around for six months.

I should tell you too that some of you may be
misinformed, because it’s my understanding, at least, that
our caucus opposes this bill. We believe that it in fact
does offer some municipalities the tools to support waste
reduction and initiatives that are needed in the province
of Ontario. The problem is that before this government
eliminated all provincial funding for the blue box recyc-
ling and waste diversion efforts, Ontario was a world
leader when it came to developing and initiating waste
diversion programs. Now, when areas such as Halifax
and Edmonton are diverting more than 65% of their gar-
bage from landfills, Ontario diverts less than one third.
The city of Toronto diverts only one quarter of their
garbage.

The key element that’s missing from this bill and
therefore makes it unsupportable is that the Ontario
government, which collects some $40 million a year in
environmental levies on products that are sold through
the LCBO—the government only allocates about $5
million a year of this levy for waste diversion.

Now, it’s great to say that this is going to provide
some sort of funding for waste diversion in this province,
and I think we all support that. We support the fact that
municipalities are going to continue to be involved, quite
frankly, because they’ve been carrying the load since this
government eliminated any funding at all for the blue
box, and we’re pleased that industry is going to
contribute to waste reduction in this province. But the
crime of it is that this province isn’t going to put any
money into it.

It’s the same old story: “Municipalities, we’ve got a
good idea for you and we know what you should do and
we know you can do it well. The only thing is, we’re just
not going to help you do it. We’re going to make the
rules, we’re going to make the regulations, we’re going
to tell you how it should be done, but we’re just not
going to help you financially.” You know, that doesn’t do
an awful lot. There’s the old saying that you should put
your money where your mouth is. The only problem with
this government is they’re all mouth and no money.

Both the province and the city of Toronto always had
the goal of diverting at least 50% of their garbage by the
year 2000. This goal was never achieved, and hasn’t been
achieved. Upon taking office in 1995, the Conservative

government eliminated the province’s entire $30-million
municipal recycling program. The government also
scrapped a deal that the NDP had made with the private
sector that would have resulted in the private sector fund-
ing the blue box program. This deal, at the time, was
deemed to be needless red tape.

Ontario now has one of the lowest recycling rates in
Canada, with only 32% of garbage being diverted from
landfills. Ontario is the only province that does not
mandate that the private sector share a cost of recycling
the products they produce.

Blue box programs cost municipalities $45 million a
year, with virtually no support from the province or
private sector. The provincial government collects over
$40 million a year from a 10-cent-per-bottle levy on the
LCBO, but has only promised to allocate, as I mentioned
earlier, $5 million of this to help develop initiatives to
reduce waste.

The Provincial Auditor was very critical, in fact, of the
government’s lack of commitment to recycling programs
in his 1997 report.

Quebec is moving towards 65% waste reduction and is
investing significant provincial and private sector funds
to achieve the goal. BC, Alberta and Saskatchewan have
sweeping beverage container deposit regulations. Nova
Scotia has banned all organic materials—grass clippings,
food waste, that sort of thing—from landfill sites. They
compost. Toronto, as I mentioned earlier, only diverts
25% of its garbage.

There are some excellent diversion programs in
Ontario and throughout Canada that should be emulated
by the province of Ontario as a whole. Guelph, for ex-
ample, diverts 55% of its garbage, Halifax 65% and
Edmonton 65%, and all of these cities have compre-
hensive plans in place that will see continued dramatic
increases in these rates.

2340

In general, I think we would acknowledge that Bill 90
has received mixed response from Ontario municipalities.
Most have said that the bill is a step in the right direction
but that much more needs to be done in terms of funding
and regulation. Municipalities are also concerned that the
waste development organization will put the needs of
industry ahead of the needs of the municipalities.

The industries impacted by Bill 90 have all been
supportive in principle, but there will be considerable
disagreement over funding responsibilities once the
waste development organization begins to function. None
of that has been settled yet. Municipalities and the Essex-
Windsor Solid Waste Authority are waiting for that
$700,000 that should result from this bill. In fact, they’re
doing their budget at the present time and some in their
board want to include that $700,000 of income in their
budget. I’ve cautioned them that when you look at a bill
that this government has sat on for six months and that
we’re only into second reading on now and there are only
a couple of days left before the Legislature is scheduled
to adjourn, they shouldn’t plan on anything until they
have that cheque in their hand.
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So those are some of the reasons, in the short time that
I have had this evening to outline, why this isn’t the
perfect bill that this government might lead some of us to
believe and that there should be a great deal more
consideration and, at the very least, there should be
meaningful and substantial participation by the province.

The Speaker: Questions and comments?

Mr Kormos: The rules are incredibly rigid around
debate. We’re now down to the point where members
have but 10 minutes to speak, and what that means is that
the rules ensure that the debate cannot be protracted.
There was a time within my time here when yes, you
could engage in protracted debate. You could focus
attention on an issue and you could draw attention to a
particular issue about which somebody felt strongly. I
recall literally not just weeks but months of debate
around extremely contentious issues where there were
strong divisions in the assembly between the government
and opposition parties, for instance. Notwithstanding the
incredibly vigorous debate, there was an absence of the
acrimony that seems to have permeated this assembly,
this chamber, significantly and increasingly over the last
several years.

I’m going to put it to you once again: the opposition
parties don’t set the House agenda; we don’t decide when
to call bills. It’s the government that makes that
determination. We didn’t load the House calendar up
with bills, introducing them as recently as the end of last
week. But what the opposition parties have done—the
New Democrats are putting it on the table one more
time—is offer to come back here in mid-January and sit
in a regular House schedule and debate the legislation
that the government puts forward, ensure that it’s fully
debated, participate in committee hearings, and do our
job as members of this Legislature. We’re not prepared to
take the six-month hiatus that this government is going to
embark on come Thursday of this week. I say to this
government: return to the assembly January 14 instead of
June 14 and we’ll debate this legislation.

Mr Steve Gilchrist (Scarborough East): It’s really
quite incredible that the member for Essex would dare to
raise the issue of the democratic expression, given the
amount of time that we’ve taken bills out on the road or
debated in committee here. The shameful way that his
government operated—the average time given to third
reading in the five years of the Liberals was less than one
hour. We’ve sat more time on committee, we’ve taken
more committees on the road, we’ve spent more time on
debate and we’ve sat more days in any calendar year than
any government in the history of the province of Ontario.

I know the member for Essex doesn’t like the results
when we go out to the public and we listen to their views,
and in this case it’s the Association of Municipalities of
Ontario. That, to refresh the member’s memory, is the
group that represents virtually every one of the 447
municipalities in Ontario. That would be a majority. That
would be the kind of standard we’re supposed to operate
to in a democracy.

Now, I know that your standard was just to listen to
the fat cats on Bay Street and the developers that fatten
your wallets, but the bottom line for us is to listen to the
people all across Ontario. We’re the folks who have more
paid-up members in the party. We’re the people who
really are the party of the grassroots. We’ve demon-
strated that every single month we’ve been here: more
hearings, more time for debate. This bill is no exception.
The time has come, after six months of allowing people
the chance to comment—what a radical thought, eh?
Imagine having it out there for the public to actually
ruminate on and give their observations back. I'm sorry
that that’s not enough time for you. But every group that
has a vested interest in this project has had their say.
There’s no reason to belabour this. The time has come to
pass this bill.

Mr Bradley: Is there anything the member from Scar-
borough East doesn’t know? I mean, he’s just perfect. On
the government side, he’s more than an adherent. He is
a—I can’t even say disciple. He is a zealot, a driving
force on the government side.

Talking about years gone by, I want to explain to him
why there was so little time needed for third reading, and
the member for Carleton, my good friend Norm Sterling,
will confirm this: it’s because the legislation was so good
when it was brought forward in those days.

Interjections.

Mr Bradley: The NDP will tell you. They agreed with
it. They voted for all the legislation between 1985 and
1987. They voted for it. They will tell you how good the
legislation was.

When my friend the member for Essex talks about
needing more time, it’s because of the nature of the
legislation brought forward. We’re trying to help you.
You may not realize that, but we in the opposition are
trying to help you craft better legislation. Surely, from
the input we’ve had from members of the opposition this
evening, you will want to modify the bill further. You’ll
have to ask for special permission, which we will grant
you, to go into committee of the whole—I know the
government always wants to go into committee of the
whole—and perhaps, even though we’ve been this route
once, we can bring forward those amendments and the
parliamentary assistant, who was forced to vote against
them in committee, will in a more ecumenical sense be
prepared to support them. That’s what the member for
Essex was saying in his speech this evening, and I agree
with it.

Mr Bisson: First of all, to the member from Essex, I
think he gave a quite good presentation on the issues as
he saw them, both pro and con, when it comes to this bill.

But to the government I would like to repeat what our
House leader said to you directly: you’re the ones who
are in charge of what happens in this House, you’re the
ones who decide what legislation is going to get called
when, you’re the ones who set up the order. All of a
sudden in the last week of the House, you find yourself in
a panic trying to pass everything and shove still more
legislation into the hopper every minute we come into the
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House. We say to you, listen, if there are bills out there
that you think are so important and that we need to pass,
call the House back on January 15. It’s real simple. We
New Democrats are prepared to be here as of January 15,
and if you want to sit until July 1, we are prepared to be
here from January 15 to July 1 to deal with whatever bills
you bring forward. But to come in here and in a
haphazard way invoke closure and do all the types of
things you’re trying to do to pass bills is really not a good
thing for us to be doing from the point of view of
democracy.

One of the members on the other side commented that
back in the time of the Liberal administration and the
NDP administration, and Davis before that, bills were
passed through the House with shorter readings. There
was a reason for that. I would disagree with my friend Mr
Bradley; it was not because everybody loved the bills.
The issue was that there was real negotiation between the
parties. There was actually some camaraderie around this
place, so we were able to get the government’s agenda
through the House with a bit of horse-trading with the
opposition parties.

You guys figure you have an unfettered right to
govern. The public be damned and the opposition be
damned; you will do what you darned well please. And
you wonder why we get upset? We have issues that we
want to talk about on this bill. There are some issues that
need to be dealt with, and you are unwilling to make the
amendments. Yes, we will use our time to put forward to
you what we think is wrong with this legislation.

2350

The Speaker: Response?

Mr Crozier: I would like to thank the members from
Niagara Centre, St Catharines and Timmins-James Bay
for their comments. I want to say to the member from
Scarborough East that with his record in this place, he’s
one of the four I’m least likely to take any advice from.

I merely wanted to point out this evening that an
important bill like this should have been dealt with some
time ago. I also wanted to point out that when and if it is
passed—and it will be passed—the municipalities
shouldn’t expect to receive a cheque in the mail the next
day, and it’s an absolute shame that they aren’t going to
receive, as part of that cheque, a contribution from the
provincial government. As I said in my comments, this
government, as is evidenced by the way the member
from Scarborough East went on, is better known for
putting up its mouth than its money.

The Speaker: Further debate?

Mr Rosario Marchese (Trinity-Spadina): 1 was
really afraid I wasn’t going to get my chance to speak
here tonight. I welcome the taxpayers of Ontario tuned in
to this political channel. It’s 10 to—no, seven to. I won’t
even get to do my 10 minutes. A mere seven or eight
minutes are all I have to comment on this bill.

To hear these members lamenting the fact that we are
not letting the bill go through—they want us to capitulate
on almost every bill they introduce in this place. They
don’t debate. We are the only ones debating this evening.

I’ve got to tell you, taxpayers of Ontario, this is the same
group that has about 21 bills they still need to get
through. They may have already passed two or three, so
they’ve got 17 or 18 bills to get through in the next
couple of days.

Of course they want the enemy on the other side to
capitulate, and of course they will blame the NDP should
we not give in to the most modest demands made by the
government. They have these wonderful bills that they
want to pass, and the NDP is the culprit obstructing these
presumably epic bills, these bills of epic proportions. To
hear some of the members speak on this bill, it’s like one
of the Herculean tasks, one of Hercules’s seven tasks. To
hear them, this is one bill of epic proportions; my God,
nothing can compare to what this government has
presented here tonight.

It’s a bill that mostly deals with recycling. When you
look at the hierarchy of reduction and reusing and
recycling, there is barely a mention of reduction and
reusing in this bill. Yes, it’s about recycling, mostly. The
member from Scarborough East says, “The muni-
cipalities want it. They all want it.” Yes, they do want it,
and I’ve got to tell you why. They want it because
they’ve been starving municipalities for years and years,
and all of a sudden this government says, “You’re going
to get some money,” which comes mostly out of the
industry sector. Any municipality would be foolish to
give up the modest amount of money that would come
out of this program; they’d be nuts. Of course they’d be
nuts, and of course they want it. This government isn’t
very generous when it comes to giving money away to
anybody.

This is a program that flows some money, but not
from the government, as the member from Northum-
berland-Norfolk-Brant commented earlier. To hear him
say it, you’d think this bill is the most progressive bill
we’ve ever seen as it relates to the environment. But
there’s nothing here that speaks to the issue of the
diversion of waste that can mostly be dealt with through
composting. There is no comment at all on the issue of
composting, none whatsoever, and that, of course, is a
major part of what we should be doing as a government,
in terms of educating the public that composting is
something that every individual and most Ontarians
ought to be committed to. What is the role of government
except to lead on these issues?

But when it comes to real waste diversion, there’s no
leadership from this government. Where is Ted Barrett
from Haldimand-Norfolk-Brant on this issue? He’s no-
where. Where’s the government on this issue? Nowhere.
Where’s the member from Scarborough Centre on this
issue? They don’t talk about it. All they say is, “This bill
is great. Opposition, get out of the way.” Even if it’s
modest in its proportions, and contrary to the manu-
facturing of this bill as if somehow it were manna from
heaven, it’s but a modest bill that deals with the recycling
issue. Ted, you know it. Please present it that way, in
such a modest way, and then we don’t complain as much.
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But to hear you and the former Minister of the
Environment saying, “This is great. We’ve got to move
on. Nobody else thinks this is bad except the oppo-
sition”—of course nobody else thinks it’s bad, because
nobody has an opportunity to debate bills. Very few
people have an opportunity to debate any bill in this
place. You know, Speaker, and Ted knows it, that the
majority of bills get one or two days of hearings in this
place. When you’ve got so many bills that you, On-
tarians, taxpayers, are burdened with, which bill do you
decide to follow? Which bill do you decide to open up
and say, “This is my bill. This is the one I’'m going to
follow™?

Twenty-one bills are before us, Madam Ecker, and
they want us to get rid of these bills in undue haste. We
want debate. Madam Ecker, come back. We want debate.
That’s what we want as an opposition party, and we
expect and demand the same of the government. I say to
you, stand up and defend your bills, but not with all the
blah, blah, blah about how your bill is great and how
unprecedented it is in terms of, oh my God, how the
environment will be saved because of it. Please. It’s a
modest bill about which, under normal circumstances,
we’d say, “Yes, move on. Let’s get on to the next bill.”

But we as an opposition have a duty to highlight some
of the problems contained in this bill. They have lan-
guage that says, “A waste diversion program developed
under this act for a designated waste may include the
following”—not “shall” but “may include the following.”
You wonder why “may” is included as opposed to “shall”
if they consider it to be so important. And what are these
activities? They are:

“l. Activities to reduce, reuse and recycle the
designated waste.” Good, interesting, but why “may
include” as opposed to “shall include”?

“2. Research and development activities relating to the

management of the designated waste.” Why “may” as
opposed to “shall”?

“3. Activities to develop and promote products that
result from the waste diversion program.” Why “may” as
opposed to “shall”?

Mr Gilchrist: You're repeating yourself.

Mr Marchese: “4. Educational and public awareness
activities to support the waste diversion program.” Why,
Scarborough Centre, am I repeating myself? Because I
need to say it to you over and over again because you
don’t listen, because you and the other lackeys in this
place don’t listen. It’s because you think this bill is so
great that I’ve got to tell you, member from Scarborough
Centre, that you may not know the language includes,
former Minister of the Environment, “may” as opposed
to “shall.”

If you believe it’s important, then include the right
language. Fight for that. Stand up and say that. Argue
why it is that you don’t have “shall” as opposed to
“may.” Stand up and do something. Don’t just stand here
for two minutes and blah, blah, blah about how great
your bill is. Stand up and defend the contents.

Speaker, I'm looking at you and you’re looking at me.
Are we running out of time here? We’ve got time? Very
good.

I’'m saying to the member from Scarborough Centre
and the former Minister of the Environment, Mr
Newman, and others, stand up and say something mean-
ingful about this issue. Stand up and argue why it is that
in the language around this particular matter, which
municipalities spoke to—they said the bill should stipu-
late that municipalities would get at least 50% of their net
operating and capital costs. We argued for that, members
of the committee, and those who came to depute argued
for this. The government, of course—it took some time,
but at least they changed the language that guarantees
they would get funding equal to 50%. At least they made
an effort to make it appear like 50% of the contribution
would be made, at least that. But it’s language that is
very vague. It says “equal to” as opposed to “at least”
50% of their net operating and capital costs.

The point we make and the point the deputants made
there is that—

Mr Kormos: On a point of order, Mr Speaker: I
believe it is past 12 of the clock, sir.

The Speaker: I've got 12:01. I'm always a minute or
two fast, but it being almost 12 of the clock, this House
stands adjourned until 1:30 tomorrow.

The House adjourned at 0001.
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