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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE
OF ONTARIO DE L’ONTARIO
Tuesday 2 December 2003 Mardi 2 décembre 2003
The House met at 1845. 10. At 10 minutes before the normal hour of adjourn-

ORDERS OF THE DAY

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Hon Dwight Duncan (Minister of Energy, Govern-
ment House Leader): I move that, notwithstanding any
standing order or special order of the House, there be a
timetable applied to the consideration of certain business
of the House as follows:

(A) Bill 2, An Act respecting fiscal responsibility:

1. At 10 minutes before the normal hour of adjourn-
ment on the day on which the bill is next called as the
first government order, the Speaker shall put every ques-
tion necessary to dispose of the second reading stage of
the bill without further debate or amendment;

2. Upon receiving second reading, the bill shall be
ordered referred to the standing committee on finance
and economic affairs;

3. The standing committee on finance and economic
affairs shall meet for two consecutive sitting days, com-
mencing on the first sitting day following the passage of
second reading for the purpose of public hearings and
clause-by-clause consideration of the bill;

4. The committee may meet from 10 am till 12 noon
and again following routine proceedings until 6 pm on
each of the two days;

5. At 4 pm on the second day, those amendments
which have not yet been moved shall be deemed to have
been moved, and the chair of the committee shall inter-
rupt the proceedings and shall cause there to be one final
20-minute waiting period for the purpose of calling in the
members and shall then immediately, without further
debate or amendment, put every question necessary to
dispose of clause-by-clause consideration of the bill;

6. The committee shall report the bill to the House no
later than the first sessional day that reports from com-
mittees may be received following the second day of the
committee’s consideration of the bill;

7. In the event that the committee fails to report the
bill as provided in paragraph 6, the bill shall be deemed
to have been passed by the committee and reported to
and received by the House;

8. Upon being reported to the House, the bill shall be
ordered for third reading, which order may be called on
the same sessional day;

9. There shall be two sessional days of third reading
debate on the bill;

ment on the second day, the Speaker shall put every
question necessary to dispose of the third reading stage of
the bill;

11. No deferral of any vote shall be permitted.

(B) Bill 4, An Act to amend the Ontario Energy Board
Act, 1998 with respect to electricity pricing:

1. At 10 minutes before the normal hour of adjourn-
ment on the day on which the bill is next called as the
first government order, the Speaker shall put every
question necessary to dispose of the second reading stage
of the bill without further debate or amendment; the vote
on second reading may not be deferred;

2. Upon receiving second reading, the bill shall be
ordered referred to the standing committee on justice and
social policy;

3. The standing committee on justice and social policy
shall meet at the call of the chair for two days for the
purpose of public hearings and clause-by-clause con-
sideration of the bill.

4. The committee may meet from 10 am till 12 noon
and again following routine proceedings until 6 pm on
each of the two days;

5. At 4 pm on the second day, those amendments
which have not yet been moved shall be deemed to have
been moved, and the chair of the committee shall inter-
rupt the proceedings and shall cause there to be one final
20-minute waiting period for the purpose of calling in the
members and shall then immediately, without further
debate or amendment, put every question necessary to
dispose of clause-by-clause consideration of the bill;

1850

6. The committee shall report the bill to the House no
later than the first sessional day that reports from com-
mittees may be received following the committee’s
second day of consideration of the bill;

7. In the event that the committee fails to report the
bill as provided in paragraph 6, the bill shall be deemed
to have been passed by the committee and reported to
and received by the House;

8. Upon being reported to the House, the bill shall be
ordered for third reading, which order may be called on
the same sessional day;

9. There shall be one sessional day of third reading
debate on the bill;

10. At 10 minutes before the normal hour of adjourn-
ment on that day, the Speaker shall put every question
necessary to dispose of the third reading stage of the bill.

11. The vote on third reading may be deferred.
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(C) Bill 5, An act to temporarily freeze automobile
insurance rates for private passenger vehicles and to pro-
vide for the review and regulation of risk classification
systems and automobile insurance rates for private
passenger vehicles:

1. At 10 minutes before the normal hour of adjourn-
ment on the day on which the bill is next called as the
first government order, the Speaker shall put every ques-
tion necessary to dispose of the second reading stage of
the bill without further debate or amendment;

2. Upon receiving second reading, the bill shall be
ordered referred to the standing committee on finance
and economic affairs;

3. The standing committee on finance and economic
affairs shall meet for two days at the call of the Chair for
the purpose of public hearings and clause-by-clause con-
sideration of the bill;

4. The committee may meet from 10 am to 12 noon
and again following routine proceedings until 6 pm on
each of the two days;

5. The committee’s second day of consideration of the
bill shall be completed on or before Tuesday, December
16, 2003;

6. At 4 pm on the second day, those amendments
which have not yet been moved shall be deemed to have
been moved, and the Chair of the committee shall inter-
rupt the proceedings and shall cause there to be one final
20-minute waiting period for the purpose of calling in the
members and shall then immediately, without further
debate or amendment, put every question necessary to
dispose of clause-by-clause consideration of the bill;

7. The committee shall report the bill to the House no
later than the first sessional day that reports from com-
mittees may be received following the committee’s
second day of consideration of the bill;

8. In the event that the committee fails to report the
bill as provided in paragraph 7, the bill shall be deemed
to have been passed by the committee and reported to
and received by the House;

9. Upon being reported to the House, the bill shall be
ordered for third reading, which order may be called on
the same sessional day;

10. There shall be one sessional day of third reading
debate on the bill;

11. At 10 minutes before the normal hour of adjourn-
ment on that day, the Speaker shall put every question
necessary to dispose of the third reading stage of the bill;

12. No deferral of any vote shall be permitted.

(D) Opposition Day:

1. The official opposition shall be entitled to give
notice of a motion for consideration pursuant to standing
order 42;

2. The date for consideration of such motion shall be
Wednesday, December 10, 2003.

(E) Government notice of motion number 10, motion
to appoint presiding officers:

1. When government notice of motion number 10 is
called, one sessional day shall be allocated to the debate;

2. At 10 minutes before the normal hour of adjourn-
ment on that day, the Speaker shall put every question
necessary to dispose of the motion without further debate
or amendment; the vote on this motion may be deferred.

(F) Government order number two, motion to take the
speech of His Honour the Lieutenant Governor into
consideration:

1. When government order number two is next called,
one sessional day shall be allocated to the debate;

2. At 10 minutes before the normal hour of adjourn-
ment on that day, the Speaker shall put every question
necessary to dispose of the motion without further debate
or amendment; the vote on this motion may be deferred.

In the case of any division relating to any proceedings
A through F, the division bell shall be limited to 10
minutes.

This was filed on December 1, 2003.

The Speaker (Hon Alvin Curling): I think that the
member from Niagara Centre had a point of order.

Mr Peter Kormos (Niagara Centre): I appreciate Mr
Duncan and Mr Runciman acknowledging that this is an
unprecedented procedure and for purporting to borrow
from the procedure in the British House of Commons.
Note that it deals with six items before this House: three
bills, two motions and then the opposition motion, speak-
ing specifically of the motion of the official opposition.

If you take a look at the very beginning of the motion,
you note that it was very careful to cite “notwithstanding
any standing order or special order of the House.” Of
course, when I looked at it I thought, “My goodness, this
is a time allocation motion—standing order 46.” Stand-
ing order 46 can apply to both a motion and to a bill. But
as well, of course, standing order 46 can only apply to a
motion or a bill after that motion or bill has been debated
for three sessional days. It cannot guillotine or curtail
time until three sessional days have passed.

I acknowledge that in the case of Bill 2 we have had
three sessional days of second reading debate; Bill 4,
three sessional days; Bill 5: subject to correction, my
notes around Bill 5 indicate that today was but the second
sessional day. Yet this motion says that the next time Bill
5 is called, 10 minutes before the end of that sessional
day it shall be put to a vote. So it purports to time-
allocate Bill 5 before Bill 5 would otherwise be eligible
for time allocation pursuant to standing order 46. At the
very onset, it indicates that this is operating independ-
ently, because it operates notwithstanding other standing
orders. In fact, the motion acknowledges, by virtue of
saying that, standing order 46.

The authority, I trust, that the government House
leader would purport to claim would be the British House
of Commons. The government House leader, in his
statement to the press, made reference to the standing
committee on the Legislative Assembly’s report on
enhancing the role of the private member, of December
2002. The government House leader talks about the
reference—because it certainly wasn’t a recommendation
of that report; let’s be very careful. It was basically in an
addendum to that report, where it was one of the things
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that was mentioned or observed by members of the com-
mittee. It wasn’t part of the recommendations. It refers to
programming motions coming into existence in 1998 in
the British House of Commons. But one should be care-
ful, because one has to note that those programming
motions in the House of Commons were the matter of
consensus.

I acknowledge that we can do almost anything on
unanimous consent. I want to assure you there is no
unanimous consent in any way, shape or form with
respect to this motion, and clearly no consensus. If there
were unanimous consent, I then would not feel compelled
to indicate that the House leader has to show some
statutory authority for the motion. Without consent,
though, the power, the right to bring the motion,
especially in view of the fact that this motion contravenes
standing order 46—and let’s understand the history of
standing order 46. We had what I call the “common law
closure motion,” which has existed for as long as I've
been in a Parliament, and a great deal longer than that.
That’s where the Speaker utilized his discretion to
determine whether that closure motion was in order, and
that’s something that you and I have had some experi-
ence with over the 15 to 20 years that myself and your-
self have been here. The particular standing order was an
effort to codify and extend the closure motion, because
the closure motion just ends debate and the bill or motion
moves to the next phase—obviously, more likely a bill.
Standing order 46 talks about a scenario where, by
motion pursuant to standing order 46, the government
House leader can not only end debate but also determine
how the bill flows through committee and then third
reading. In other words, it can deal with closure in
anticipation.

The British House of Commons, you should note, was
compelled, when consensus was no longer capable and
when there was therefore no unanimous consent around
these programming motions, which appear to have first
occurred in 1998, to adopt a sessional order in the year
2000 to provide a formal framework for these pro-
gramming motions.

1900

If that type of sessional order or standing order were
available to the government House leader here, and if this
motion were in compliance with it, my arguments would
be difficult to sustain. I put to you that there is no stand-
ing order to support this motion, there is no sessional
order to support this motion and in fact this motion
contravenes standing order 46, not that there isn’t
notice—of course there is notice—but it would impose
closure, specifically with respect to Bill 5, where even
standing order 46 couldn’t impose closure.

With respect to the two motions, it would impose
closure, in the instance of one, after but one sessional day
of debate, and in the instance of the other, no sessional
days of debate. That’s the government motion purporting
to appoint the Deputy Speaker, Deputy Chairs and so on.
So this motion, I put to you, is out of order.

I suspect that a clever reply might contain a suggestion
that there be the power of severance and that you could

sever the legitimate or valid portions from the illegitim-
ate ones. But here I put to you that there are no legitimate
portions, because even the references to sections 2 and 4
do not occur with reference to standing order 46. They
say, ‘“notwithstanding standing order 46;” they say, “in
spite of or regardless of or with indifference to standing
order 46.” That is a critical distinction. The author of the
motion wanted you to treat this as notwithstanding
standing order 46. There’s no way that this Chair, sir, can
infer the application of standing order 46. In my
submission to you, this motion cannot be severed. It is
illegitimate. There is no root for it, there is no statutory
foundation for it, there is no precedential foundation for
it in this Legislature.

The effort to invoke the British House of Commons
neglects to note that the British House of Commons’
1998 to 2000 process of programming motions was done
with unanimous consent—consensus—and when that
unanimous consent or consensus disappeared, evapor-
ated, the British House of Commons had to create a
sessional order which, as you know, had the impact of a
standing order for the purpose of that session of Parlia-
ment.

This government wants, [ suppose, to propose a
motion creating a new standing order or sessional order.
Then we debate that. But until that’s debated and deter-
mined, this motion before the House is one that cannot be
considered by this House. I’'m asking you, sir, to rule it
out of order.

I would ask you to refer to the standing committee on
the Legislative Assembly report on enhancing the role of
the private member, December 2002; I would ask you to
refer to the standing orders; I would ask you to refer, if
you wish, to the statement made public by the Honour-
able Dwight Duncan on December 1, 2003, written
copies of which are available, and also the statement of
Robert Runciman, MPP, Leeds-Grenville, press release
for immediate release, December 1, 2003, which is in the
public realm.

In completion, I would also ask you to understand that
time allocation is a special limit on the rights of members
to debate a piece of legislation. It curtails that right, it
inhibits that right, it restricts that right. In that regard, I'm
asking you to contemplate, of course, as well, standing
order 1; in particular, standing order 1(a) and 1(b): “to
ensure that proceedings are conducted in a matter that
respects the democratic rights of members ... to debate,
speak to and vote on motions, resolutions and bills.” The
impact of any time allocation motion is to curtail that
right to debate. When it’s done under standing order 46, 1
understand the route, but when the House leader, in this
case, plucks it out of the air, the Speaker is then put in a
position where he has to rule against it.

Those are my submissions. I would ask that you
permit me the right to reply to any new matters raised by
any other participants in these comments on this point of
order.

Mr John R. Baird (Nepean-Carleton): On the same
point of order, Mr Speaker: I’'m pleased to have the
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opportunity to rise and give comments on behalf of the
official opposition to the point of order raised by my
friend from Niagara Centre. I would like to preface my
comments by saying that obviously it is the view of the
leader of the official opposition and many members that
the New Democratic Party be recognized as a recognized
party in this chamber with its rights and privileges, but
that’s not what this is about, as the member for Timmins-
James Bay says. That’s a matter for the House to
consider, and its not the issue before us, but I did think it
was important to put on the record.

While we respect the position of the member for
Niagara Centre and of the third party, it is the position of
the official opposition that there is a case to be made for
you to rule government notice of motion 13 in order. This
is an abbreviated legislative session. It’s only four weeks.
Normally we would have come back in September and
sat through until just before Christmas, but with respect
to the fact that the elections were held in October, and
obviously a reasonable period of time has to take place
for transition, after extensive consultations with the gov-
ernment, our House leader, Bob Runciman, has agreed to
a pilot project to timetable the business of the House to
allow for expanded debate on the issues that are of
legitimate interest to the people of Ontario.

My constituents didn’t send me here to debate a
motion about when we would debate the speech from the
throne. My constituents didn’t send me here to debate
whether the standing committee on general government
would meet on Monday or Tuesday. They sent me here to
talk about the important priorities: job creation, economic
growth, health care, education, levels of taxation in the
province, the energy policy that affects all Ontarians,
auto insurance—something that’s important to people in
Ontario.

This pilot project, which I think is reflected in this
motion, schedules the business of the House for this
small period of time that we sit in the fall of 2003.

For too long, debate in this place has lost much of its
relevance. Governments of all political stripes, including
the NDP, including the Liberal Party, including the
Conservative Party, have limited debate for reasons of
expediency, while opposition parties have used every
loophole in the rules to conduct themselves in the Legis-
lature, particularly with respect to dilatory purposes. |
think what is important is that we act responsibly as an
official opposition, the only recognized party at this
stage, and that the government act responsibly. I think
too often neither side wants to blink: “If we work with
the government, they’ll look good,” or, “If we work with
the opposition, we’ll look weak.”

Speaker, what you have before you today is an oppor-
tunity to continue the long tradition of Speakers of the
Ontario Legislative Assembly in charting new courses for
parliamentary reform. While not specifically referenced
in the standing orders, this type of motion is no different
from any other substantive motion as described under
standing order 2, meaning that such a motion requires
notice and that it must be fully debated. The context for

this debate about the admissibility of this motion—as the
member for Niagara Centre says, “Well, they could bring
in a change to the standing orders.” I’'m going to submit
to you, Speaker, that that would require every bit as
much debate as the motion before us. Every member of
the Legislature will have an opportunity to debate this
motion. You, sir, will have the privilege, the right to
decide when you feel the House has had enough debate
on this motion, much like you would on a change to the
standing orders. So I’'m going to argue that this is very
equivalent to a change in the standing orders. Instead of
having a motion to do this, you’d have a motion to allow
them to do this. So the point made by the member for
Niagara Centre is, in my judgment, moot.

Only after members of the Legislature have had the
opportunity to debate this motion, to listen to the debate,
whether they choose to participate or not, will the motion
be put to the ultimate test of a vote by all members of the
Legislature.

1910

Speaker, there is precedent for the timetabling of
legislative business. I would refer you to a ruling of
Speaker Edighoffer—whom I know you sat with—that
he made on January 23, 1989, in response to a point of
order with respect to the fixing of debate time on two
government bills, known as time allocation, but for
which no standing order existed at the time.

The then-Speaker recognized that not every procedural
instance is covered by our standing orders. Indeed, as
Speaker Edighoffer observed, from time to time the
standing orders may be supplemented by special motions,
such as the one presented today in the House that we’re
discussing this evening, to facilitate a better working of
the House.

As Speaker Edighoffer said in his ruling, “[The stand-
ing orders] are passed by the House by a simple majority
and may be altered, supplemented or deleted by a simple
resolution in the same way.”

Speaker Edighoffer ultimately ruled in favour of this
motion, given that (1) the proper notice had been given
regarding the debate of the substantive motion, some-
thing that the member for Niagara Centre doesn’t contest;
and (2) that it is always in order for the House to make
the appropriate decisions relating to its procedures, which
is exactly what is set out for debate with government
notice of motion 13—the programming motion, as you
may refer to it—based on the course on your ruling, Mr
Speaker.

As I said before, a change to the standing orders is
equivalent to the motion presented by the government
House leader. I suppose it would be six of one or half a
dozen of the other.

I would submit to you that proper notice has been
given in this case, as government notice of motion
number 13 appears in today’s Orders and Notices paper
in accordance with standing order number 53, and that it
is up to members of this House to make decisions on how
this place runs.

I did want to touch briefly, as did my colleague from
Niagara Centre, for whom I have a great deal of respect,
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on consensus. Consensus does not necessarily equal
unanimity. He spoke of what happened in Westminster.
Yes, indeed, there was unanimous consent of all recog-
nized parties. I wish, politically, that the government
would agree that members of this House would agree to
give official party status to the New Democratic Party. I
say that personally and I say that on behalf of the leader
of the official opposition. That’s how I feel; that’s how
the Leader of the Opposition feels. I can’t in good
conscience hold up issues with respect to the public
agenda on that one point, however serious that point is.
At Westminster they did have unanimous consent of
recognized parties.

What the official opposition wants to do is debate this
motion and have an opportunity for the House to render a
verdict on it. I am indicating, on behalf of the official
opposition, on behalf of my House leader, Mr Runciman,
that we do support this resolution, which I think, with
great respect, you should consider as you reflect on this
issue in your ruling. We want to get on to debate the
important public policy issues that the public has sent us
to this place to do: to hold the government of the day
accountable—which we couldn’t do earlier today be-
cause of procedural issues, albeit they did follow the
rules—and to debate the important public policy issues
that are before us. In this session they are tax cuts, in this
session they’re about auto insurance rates, in this session
they’re on energy and how this government has broken
every promise in the book on those issues. Those are the
issues we want to debate. These red feet opposite are the
feet that we want to hold to the fire on these important
public policy issues.

This, in my judgment, Speaker, is a matter for the
House to consider. We submit to you respectfully that the
motion is in order and would ask your learned con-
sideration of this important issue.

Hon Mr Duncan: I too would like to speak to this
motion. I think it’s an important point of order. I’d like to
address some of the concerns that were raised by Mr
Kormos and respond to them as well as to the issues
raised by my colleague opposite for the official opposi-
tion.

You’re being asked whether or not motion 13 is in
order. We argue, sir, with respect, that yes, it is in order.

This motion is not time allocation or what used to be
called a guillotine motion. I'd like to just address that
substantively to give you some sense of why we are here
and why we’ve put this motion. This is a motion to
program a bill or, in the case of this, a series of bills and
motions and special debates for the remainder of the fall
sittings. It’s designed to move the Legislature forward in
a way that allows all members a full opportunity to par-
ticipate in the important work in front of us. This process
of programming motions evolved in the British Parlia-
ment, really since the mid-1980s, but particularly in the
last five years, as a response to the draconian and heavy-
handed nature of time allocation.

So this is not time allocation as contemplated in
section 46 of the standing orders and used regularly

during the last Parliament. I should point out that in the
last Parliament it was used where there was no committee
time allocated and no third reading debate time allocated
on most issues. This motion is the outgrowth of extensive
discussions between the government and the official
opposition in the British House. I’d like to quote from
recent developments, a document entitled Programming
of Government Bills, Factsheet P10, Procedure Series,
Revised October 2003:

“The latest report of the Modernisation Committee
was published in September 2002. This pointed out how
programme motions have moved from a procedure for
which there was broad agreement, to a process where it
has become almost routine for the Opposition to divide
the House;” that is, to vote. That is, there was not
unanimity even though broad consensus may exist.

It’s important to note that the official opposition has
been involved in these discussions for close to three
weeks, where we have literally sat down and pro-
grammed; that is, decided how many days they want on
which bills, so the opposition in effect, for the first time
in a very long time in his House, has had the opportunity
to help set the House agenda. I think that’s why the
official opposition, via its press release and the statement
of their finance critic here tonight, has so strongly sup-
ported this new opportunity. And we believe it is an
opportunity, particularly for the opposition, to participate
more fully and to help focus what we’re going to debate.
Too often in the past we would find ourselves in this
House debating bills at length that were not necessarily
controversial, although there may have been division, but
in fact may have precluded us from debating other more
contentious bills that were subject to time allocation.

As a result of the discussions we’ve had over the last
three weeks, we’ve agreed to proceed on a trial basis with
this pilot project taken right from Westminster, the
British Parliament. Again, we want to emphasize that this
is a pilot project. Once concluded, it will be appropriate,
and indeed important, for all members to reflect on the
results, particularly as our consideration of renewal of the
standing orders is carried out by the Attorney General
and the minister responsible for democratic renewal. It’s
our hope that in future discussions of this nature, the
members of the third party will have the opportunity to
participate in those discussions.

The important section for your consideration—I do
concur with Mr Kormos on one point—is section 1 of the
standing orders. Subsection 1(c) provides for con-
tingencies where motions are introduced which are not
specifically provided for in the standing orders. You are
charged with deciding whether the motions are in order
based on the democratic rights of members as referred to
in the previous clause. That clause sets out four standards
for determining whether the rights of members are being
respected. They are:

“(i) to submit motions, resolutions and bills for the
consideration of the Assembly and its committees, and to
have them determined by democratic vote;

“(i1) to debate, speak to, and vote on motions,
resolutions and bills;
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“(@iii) to hold the government accountable for its
policies; and

“(@iv) collectively, to decide matters submitted to the
assembly or a committee.”

This motion meets that test, in the government’s view.
It has been the subject of rigorous negotiation between
the government and the official opposition. It provides
for substantial debate in second reading, standing com-
mittee and third reading. In that regard, it’s important to
note that Bills 2 and 4 have already had three sessional
days of debate, and I should say that it is our intention to
call Bill 5 tomorrow afternoon for its third day of
sessional debate. Although we haven’t indicated that
publicly until now, that is our intention.

1920

The motion itself provides for a further sessional day
of debate before a vote on second reading, referring again
to Bill 5. With such extensive debating time, it’s our
view that the rights of all members, both the majority and
minority, to express their views will be enhanced. It
should be noted too, at this point, that by our calculations
each member of the third party should have the oppor-
tunity to participate in each of the bills according to the
standing orders—assuming, of course, there’s no ringing
of bells and other dilatory tactics.

The member is right: The standing committee on the
Legislative Assembly did consider this. There was no
recommendation. In fact, it was the official opposition of
the day, myself, who asked consideration of this, due to
our frustration in the past with the way the old-fashioned
time allocation motions were used. We think this is an
important step forward.

I did want to say that I concur with the finance critic
for the official opposition that we are here to debate and
complete important business on behalf of our constitu-
ents. We are trying to show some flexibility and reason-
ableness, using a tool that has been developed in another
Parliament with different rules than ours, on a trial basis.
We’re delighted to have the support of the official
opposition. The two caucuses combined, I believe,
represent 95 members—excluding yourself, of course,
sir, now that you’re on the throne.

We believe, given the consensus that’s been built up,
that this motion is in order. We do not believe—we say
it’s not time allocation. We have completed the sessional
days that would have normally been completed at second
reading, before it went to time allocation. We believe that
this also provides for additional opportunities for the
opposition. For instance, the standing orders, as they state
now, would not allow an opposition day, which we have
agreed to. The official opposition wanted that.

All in all, we think this is an important pilot project,
one that we’re delighted to have the support of the
official opposition on. My colleague the opposition
finance critic referenced the notion that it’s similar to
putting—we didn’t want to put it in the standing orders;
we want to try it out by motion, which we believe is in
order, and see how it works. Our hope is that in the future
there will be consensus on these things, including the

members opposite, who would prefer to stall the House at
every opportunity.

This, we believe, enhances the role of the opposition,
provides for better debate and provides the opposition the
opportunity to help set the course of debate. We think it’s
a step forward. It’s a pilot project. The fact that the
official opposition and the government agree on this,
representing 95 out of 103 members, we think is almost
consensus. We think it’s important. We think this will
allow the House to focus on the issues that are important,
allowing the opposition all the while to have more say in
how much time is allocated between them.

We believe, sir, with respect—and I should say this is
a debatable motion, as you know. Your ruling it in order
will allow it, again, to be debated. The members will
have the chance to debate it and finally vote, as to
whether or not we proceed. We think it’s a worthy
project. We think it’s an important step forward. We
think it improves democracy in this House. I'm delighted
that we’re joined by the official opposition in supporting
this. We believe it’s an important step forward on a pilot
basis for this Legislature to attempt.

The Speaker: On the same point of order?

Mr Kormos: Yes.

Interjections.

The Speaker: If your colleagues could be quiet,
maybe you could hear me.

Mr Kormos: A brief reply, if I may.

The Speaker: OK, very brief.

Mr Kormos: Two things. I hear the government
House leader saying they didn’t want to put it in the
standing orders. Clearly, neither did the British House of
Commons. That’s why they created a sessional order in
2000.

Secondly, the government House leader speaks of
“almost consensus.” It’s like almost pregnant, if I may.
Almost consensus doesn’t count. The reality remains that
this doesn’t deal with a contingency, because we have a
standing order that has been utilized oh so often that
deals with time allocation, standing order 46. This is not
a contingency; there’s a standing order. If the govern-
ment doesn’t like the standing order, then you amend it
or you replace it.

The Speaker: Thank you very much for the point of
order. I’ve listened very carefully and I think you’ve put
your case very well. Also, I have listened to the opposi-
tion and heard them very clearly, and, government House
leader, you have put your case.

I’'m going to ask for about a 20-minute recess for me
to consider and come back with my ruling on this.

The House recessed from 1925 to 1951.

The Speaker: I'd like to thank the member for
Niagara Centre, the member for Nepean-Carleton and the
government House leader for their submissions with
respect to the orderliness of government notice of motion
number 13.

Let me say at the outset that the motion in question
cannot be styled as a time allocation motion within the
meaning of our standing orders. Standing order 46 sets
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out the criteria under which an item of business is
eligible to be subject to a time allocation motion, and not
all of the items being dealt with in the government notice
of motion meet those criteria.

In any case, the motion on the order paper does not
purport to be a time allocation motion at all under our
rules, as it is not to be moved under standing order 46.
However, a question to be decided is whether a time
allocation motion under standing order 46 is the only
vehicle that exists to order House business.

When faced with a similar situation in which no stand-
ing order existed to provide for the timetabling of House
business, Speaker Edighoffer ruled as follows on January
23, 1989, as the member for Nepean-Carleton pointed out
in his submission:

“The House has adopted the standing orders which are
the permanent rules for the guiding and the control of the
House in the conduct of its business. The standing orders
do not form a complete code of procedure for the House
to discharge its functions. They may be supplemented
from time to time by sessional orders or special resolu-
tions to facilitate the progress of business through the
House. The standing orders are not safeguarded by any
special procedure against amendment, repeal or suspen-
sion. They are passed by the House by a simple majority
and may be altered, supplemented or deleted by a simple
resolution in the same way.”

Speaker Edighoffer went on to note that in 1988 in the
Canadian House of Commons, Speaker Fraser ruled that
it is always in order for such a motion seeking to set out a
special procedure to be introduced as it is always in order
for the House to make the appropriate decisions relating
to its procedures.

I concur with Speakers Edighoffer and Fraser. I do not
consider it fatal to the orderliness of a motion that it sets
out a novel procedure for which no specific standing
order provision exists.

Where such a motion is brought before the House, it
must be considered a substantive motion and subject to
the rules which govern such motions. Standing order 2
sets out these requirements in the definition of “subs-
tantive motion,” as follows:

“Substantive motion means a motion that is not in-
cidental or supplementary to any other business of the
House, but is a self-contained proposal capable of
expressing a decision of the House. Examples of such
motions are: the motion for an address in reply to the
speech from the throne, the budget motion, want-of-
confidence motions on allotted days, resolutions and
motions for returns or addresses. Such motions require
notice and must be submitted to the Speaker in writing
when moved, before being put to the House for debate.
No motion shall be prefaced by recitals or preambles.”

I am of the view that the motion meets the procedural
requirements of standing order 2. The motion before us is
therefore a substantive government motion, not governed
by debate under standing order 46.

Is the motion otherwise, though, abusive of the rights
of members? I have considered the following issues in
arriving at a decision:

Debate on this motion is not “artificially” limited and
may continue for quite some length of time, until either
(a) all members wishing to speak have done so, (b) the
motion itself is time-allocated under standing order 46, or
(c) a motion for closure is moved and permitted by the
Speaker. Therefore, the threshold for debate time on this
motion may be more extensive than a pure time alloca-
tion motion.

Further, in reviewing the provision for debate time on
the six items, I note they are at least as generous as what
recent history in this Legislature, under its current rules,
suggests would occur separately on each of the items in
the absence of time allocation motions or other pro-
cedures to shorten debate. If time allocation under stand-
ing order 46 is somehow the standard, or threshold, or
litmus test if you will, then this motion is not lacking in
that regard.

The motion provides one sessional day of debate on an
Opposition Day motion, exactly what would occur other-
wise under standing order 42. Indeed, the motion is
making provision for an Opposition Day debate to occur
when the standing orders otherwise proscribe such an
event.

The motion also provides for one day of debate on two
other motions—one providing for the appointment of the
Deputy Speaker and the other presiding officers of the
House, and one simply providing for an order to be
placed on the Orders and Notices paper to provide for a
debate on an address in reply to the speech from the
throne. In my experience, and as the records indicate,
these motions have typically been seen as pro forma
housekeeping matters that have been agreed to without
any debate at all. The timetabling motion therefore pro-
vides for more debate time on these two motions than has
historically been used.

Finally, the representations made on this point of order
convinced me that there is obvious support among the
vast majority of members of this House for proceeding
this way, this time. The two recognized parties have
indicated support for proceeding this way, and the fact
that this support comes from both sides of the House is a
very significant element in helping me to arrive at a
decision in this matter. While I must take into account the
rights and the will of the minority, so must the rights and
will of the majority bear at least equal weight in my
consideration.

Therefore, in the circumstances before us at this time,
and for the reasons stated above, I find the motion to be
in order.

Mr Duncan moves government motion 13.

Hon Mr Duncan: I’d like to seek unanimous consent
to allow my colleague, Mr Baird, the member from
Nepean-Carleton, to speak first. My understanding is he
has an engagement tonight. If it’s the House’s pleasure,
I’d like him to be able to speak first.

Mr Kormos: No.

Mr Howard Hampton (Kenora-Rainy River): No.

Hon Mr Duncan: OK. Fair enough. Doesn’t that say
a lot?
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I’'m pleased to join this debate tonight. I want to begin
by saying that this is a pilot project that has been agreed
to by the official opposition. We believe that it will en-
hance the quality of debate in this House. We believe that
this programming motion will ensure that members of the
House on both sides get to have more say in setting the
agenda. It’s an important decision.

I noted in your decision tonight that the members of
the third party were effectively arguing for less debate on
all of the items that we put before the House, which is
really hard to believe. Here we go again. They’re fili-
bustering themselves, trying to do themselves out of the
opportunity to hold the government to account.

This is a new standard. It is a pilot project. It is one
that we think we can work with and extend in the future.
It’s one that has been tried with some success and, I
might add, with some failure at Westminster. It is
something that I believe both sides of the House—the
official opposition and the government side—believe is
worth trying (a) to help improve the quality of debate and
(b) to allow more opportunity for members of the
opposition to participate.

2000

This effectively makes it unnecessary for the govern-
ment to use time allocation, the so-called guillotine
motions, those things that many of us came to abhor in
the past, and replaces it with a modern tool that was
designed by all-party consensus in Great Britain, that
allows the opposition—for instance, let’s take this par-
ticular session. The official opposition wanted to focus
on the tax bill. Using the time allocation motion, the
government could have presumably cut off debate, no
third reading debate, no committee and spent more time
on, say, a less significant piece of legislation. This pro-
gramming motion allowed the opposition to say, “We
want more time on this bill because it’s important to us.”
Now we don’t agree with the official opposition’s posi-
tion on that particular bill, but this gives them the time to
have more say in what we talk about on the floor of the
House. I should note that 100% of our bills to be passed
this time will not have been subject to time allocation,
will have committee hearings and will have third reading
debate.

Why are we celebrating that? The fact is, that hasn’t
been the case here for a very, very long time. I see my
friend Mr Arnott across the way. He and I had—

Mr Ted Arnott (Waterloo-Wellington): The
member for Waterloo-Wellington.

Hon Mr Duncan: I apologize. The member for
Waterloo-Wellington and I had the opportunity to attend
Westminster last year, and we had the opportunity to
meet with the people who helped design this. At the time,
we felt it was certainly worthy of pursuit in this House.
We think it saved the taxpayers a lot of money. We think
it was worth a lot, because now what we have is a better
functioning Legislature where, frankly, people who are
just here to make a scene and have fun can’t tie the place
up.
We think the business of the House is serious. We
think that the opposition should have the right to have

more say in setting the House calendar and what gets
debated. We spent close to three weeks at the staff level,
among the opposition House leader and the government
House leader and the whips, negotiating—Tliterally nego-
tiating—the day-to-day calendar of what we wanted to
do. There was give and take. The opposition wanted an
opposition day, and you correctly pointed out, sir, in your
ruling that they wouldn’t have otherwise had that under
the existing standing orders, given the time frame we
have. But these are parts of the give-and-take we would
like to see returned to the House, so that the members of
the House—the individual members, whether they’re
opposition, government members, government back-
bench members, members of the third party—will have
more say.

Let me say that it is my hope that in the spring session,
we’ll have the opportunity to sit down with all members
of the House to talk about these types of motions again in
the future. We think this is a worthwhile pilot project.
We think it allows the government on the one hand to
know that it is going to get done three of the pieces of
legislation it wants done. We think it allowed the opposi-
tion to focus its efforts on the bills that it considered to be
the most important, where they wanted the division.

This place is about division. That’s what it’s all about.
We disagree on some of the fundamental issues. It is in
this chamber that we need to have the opportunity to
debate, to question, to put our points of view. I’d much
rather have been answering questions today than listening
to the nonsense that precluded question period, which is
just unbelievable in the context that you had the opposi-
tion, essentially the third party, filibustering itself.

I think we have to keep an open mind to these new
processes and tools. They are not without flaw. They
require, by the way, the co-operation of both the govern-
ment and the opposition. If a government says, “Well,
we’re just not going to do it,” it’s not going to happen. If
the opposition doesn’t want to give and take on certain
things, it won’t happen. In this case, it happened.

We did it in a manner that we don’t believe sets a
precedent. We did it in a manner that we think is very
clear, that will allow the government, the official opposi-
tion and hopefully, at some point, the third party, to sit
down and negotiate, either on a bill-by-bill basis or some
other basis, this sort of opportunity in the future.

So there’s really not much more we have to add. You
found it in order. The members on the government side
will be voting in favour of the motion as tabled; my
understanding is the official opposition is. We welcome
the opportunity to debate it and however many members
wish to speak will speak, obviously, and then we look
forward more so to getting to the business of where we
divide, the issues that really put us here.

My colleagues opposite have very different points of
view on many issues from my colleagues on this side,
and it’s important in this place, in this House, that we
have the opportunity to debate those in as full and
forthright a fashion as possible. The government side is
proud to have been one half of the group that negotiated
this.



2 DECEMBRE 2003

ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 361

Kudos to the official opposition for recognizing that
you can make the place work better and do better for
your own position. We’re happy to be part of it. It’s an
interesting pilot. We look forward to the debate on the
motion itself but more importantly we look forward to
the debate on the issues of the day that are before the
House.

The Speaker: Further debate?

Mr Baird: Thank you for your conscientious delibera-
tion on the issue. I don’t want to comment on your
deliberation, but I appreciate that you took some time to
reflect on it. I know you have a job that is difficult, but I
know that you take with it great responsibility.

As the deputy House leader for the official opposition,
I want to rise in support of this motion. I didn’t come
here to Queen’s Park to debate a bunch of baloney pro-
cedural matters. I came to Queen’s Park to represent the
people of Nepean-Carleton on the issues that are import-
ant, to hold the government of the day accountable,
which we couldn’t do earlier today, and to fight the out-
rageous legislative agenda that they’re putting forward.

I want to debate the tax hikes that this government
wants to bring forward. I want to talk about the devastat-
ing effect that this government is going to have on job
creation in Ontario. I want to debate the negative impacts
this government will have on seniors and on parents who
choose to send their children to independent schools,
whether that be a Jewish school, whether that be a
Muslim school, whether that be a Christian school. I want
those—

Hon James J. Bradley (Minister of Tourism and
Recreation): Upper Canada College.

Mr Baird: I don’t know anyone who sends their
children to Upper Canada College. Maybe the member
for St Catharines is different. I don’t know anyone who
sends their children to Upper Canada College. I know the
Minister of Finance sends his children to private school;
he bragged about it in the House.

I want to debate these issues. I want representatives of
Christian schools, Jewish schools, Muslim schools and
Montessori schools to come before the standing com-
mittee on finance or general government, whichever
committee, and tell this government and these members
the terrible thing they’re doing and how mean-spirited
and vindictive they’re being to make it retroactive. This
motion allows that debate to go forward.

I want seniors like Frank and Olive, to whom former
Premier Ernie Eves introduced the province, to come
before a legislative committee and tell this government
what a mistake they are making with respect to cancel-
ling the seniors property tax credit, to say that we want to
spend a little bit of resources from the public purse to
allow seniors to realize the dignity of living in their own
home. This resolution will debate it.

The thing about this resolution is that the official
opposition is giving a little, the government is giving a
little. Some people said: “You know what? Don’t argue
with the government. Just ram it down their throat and
use every procedural trick in the book. Make them use

time allocation. Then we can go forward in the next
election campaign and say, ‘We made them use time
allocation 187 times.”” Big deal. I didn’t have a single
constituent in Nepean-Carleton raise with me the previ-
ous government’s use of time allocation, though the
member for St Catharines’ comments do echo with me on
occasion.

When I knocked on doors in South Nepean, Stittsville,
Vernon, Metcalfe, Osgoode, Richmond and Bell’s
Corners, people to said to me they want their institutions
to be more relevant. What it takes is less the government
and the opposition; what it takes is individual members
on both sides of the House to say, “We’re prepared to
step up to the plate and to act more responsibly, to be
more mature.’”

I’'m very pleased that the government and the opposi-
tion, members on both sides of the House, who have a lot
of reservations about this process, are willing to give it a
try in this small, abbreviated session. So I want to get on
to the agenda about the terrible tax increases that this
government and these MPPs are about to inflict on the
people of Ontario. I know that if we get them to com-
mittee, members like the member for Niagara Falls will
want to listen to how mean-spirited and vindictive it is to
make a tax increase retroactive. I'm going to want
seniors to talk to the member for Ottawa Centre at these
committee hearings about how they’re not helping senior
citizens. This motion will allow us to do that.

2010

We’re going to get two full days of debate on third
reading. I don’t think we’ve had debate on third reading
in this place in a number of years. I don’t know who you
blame, whether you blame the government or an ir-
responsible official opposition, but thank goodness that a
vast majority of members are willing to put aside the
differences that we’ve had and are willing to try some-
thing new. This motion will allow us to do it.

I am looking forward to debating Bill 4, the Ontario
Energy Board Amendment Act, because these—

Mr Richard Patten (Ottawa Centre): John, you’'re
such a BSer.

Mr Baird: What did you say?

Mr Patten: You’re such a baloney saucer.

Mr Baird: Baloney saucer? That’s interesting. Boy,
does the member for Ottawa Centre have a way with
words—real intellectual battle with that lingo. He can do
better than that. A bunch of baloney saucers? He can do
better than that. He’s been a member of this House
since—I was in high school when this guy was elected.
He can do better than that.

We’re going to go back to the motion. Boy, oh boy, do
I look forward to public hearings on the Ontario energy
bill. These folks went around the province for months, 16
months, and promised people—the member for Hamilton
Mountain went around promising people that she would
cap rates until 2006. Boy, oh boy, did they change their
minds quickly. I know that when the member for
Hamilton Mountain hears the deputations in that
committee, she’ll want to keep their campaign promise,
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because the member for Hamilton Mountain, when she
was re-elected on October 2, her vow was her word, was
her bond with the people. I know she won’t want to break
the promise. She won’t want not to be straightforward
and up front with her constituents. I won’t use another
word.

I know that the member for Ancaster is going to want
to keep his word. He won’t be able to look any of his
constituents in the eye and break his word to them, that
he voted not once, not twice, not three times for the
energy bill in the previous Parliament. These hearings are
going to give time for the Liberals to knock a bit of sense
into them. We are going to have public hearings on that.
We have one public hearing.

Thank God, we have a more effective official opposi-
tion after the election on October 2. The only benefit of
the election on October 2 is that the people of Ontario got
a better official opposition. Doesn’t the member from
Fort Erie agree? We got that.

I saw the Premier. His riding is about 100 metres from
my house. I think my majority in my constituency was
higher than the Premier’s.

The Speaker: Member for Nepean-Carleton, would
you mind directing your discussion to the Chair.

Mr Baird: [ saw the Premier after the election cam-
paign and I said, “In opposition you made us in govern-
ment do a better job. You helped us. Premier, I’'m going
to help you too. I'm here to help.” That’s what I said.

Interjection.

Mr Baird: Delighted. I'm going to repeat that com-
ment at all-candidates meetings, that Liberal members
want to see me back.

Interjection: Only in opposition.

Mr Baird: See me back in one shape or form. I'm
looking forward to working for the member for Nipissing
on the board of internal economy.

Interjection: As am I.

Mr Baird: We’re already bonding, I can see. I'm
excited about that. The member for Perth-Middlesex is
here.

OK, I'm going to finish my speech now. I’'m not going
to listen to the peanut gallery behind me.

I look forward to changing. They’re going to want to
keep their promise. They don’t want to lie. They’re going
to keep their promises, I bet. When we go to hearings,
they’re going to keep their promises. You watch.

We have a temporary freeze on automobile insurance.
We’re going to get public hearings on that too. This
party, in opposition, couldn’t get any public hearings on
anything, but thank goodness we have an effective
opposition in Ontario that’s going to win one for the
taxpayer.

Mr Patten: They changed the rules.

Mr Baird: We’ll change them back, with unanimous
consent, tonight. Would you change them back to the
1995 rules?

Mr Patten: We will change them back.

Mr Baird: You won’t. Aw, baloney. A bunch of
baloney, I say to the member for Ottawa Centre.
Someone get this guy out of here.

We’ve got a temporary freeze on auto insurance.
They’re elected to government for the second time since
the Second World War, and what are they going to do?
They’re going to temporarily freeze auto insurance. Big
deal.

Ms Caroline Di Cocco (Sarnia-Lambton): You had
eight years.

Mr Baird: You’re going to temporarily freeze some-
thing and consult. That’s not doing anything. If we had
brought this forward, the member for Sarnia-Lambton
would have been the first member—she would have gone
apoplectic on this. So we’re going to debate that and
point to how that’s another broken promise by the
Liberals.

We’re also going to have an opposition day. We got
the opposition day back that people wanted to steal from
us. Thank goodness we’re going to have an opposition
day. I’'m going to give you a sneak peek: We’re going to
be talking about tax hikes and broken promises. I'm
looking forward to it.

Interjections.

Mr Baird: Broken promises: 99% of people agree you
guys break your promises. Ask anyone; don’t believe me.

We’re also going to have a motion that’s going to
allow us to appoint a Deputy Speaker. I bet, Speaker,
you’re pleased with that, as is the member Bruce Crozier.

Hon Steve Peters (Minister of Agriculture and
Food): “Judge me on next year’s auditor’s report.”

Mr Baird: If the member wants to hold up headlines,
I can hold up headlines: “Broken Promises Stalking New
Premier.” I can hold up headlines too.

The Acting Speaker (Mr Ted Arnott): I’d like to
caution members on all sides of the House that it is a
breach of the rules to hold up those kinds of newspaper
clippings.

Mr Baird: A cabinet minister being called to order by
the Speaker—shameful. I’ve been a member of this place
for many years and it never happened to me.

So we’re not just going to get an opposition day but
we’re going to get to vote on the Deputy Speaker. I'm
excited about that.

Finally, instead of coming here to debate a motion to
debate a motion, we’re actually going to be able to debate
the motion. This is the longest period any Parliament in
the Commonwealth has ever gone without debating the
speech from the throne, and that’s disgraceful. This
motion is going to allow that. I’'m looking forward to
hearing the debate and listening to and learning from my
friends in the NDP, particularly my new best friend, the
member for Niagara Centre.

Ms Monique Smith (Nipissing): It’s a beautiful
relationship.

Mr Baird: It’s a beautiful relationship, the member
for Nipissing says.

I look forward to listening to and learning from the
member for Niagara Centre. I listen to the member for
Niagara Centre, and my IQ goes up by two or three
points. I’'m excited about the opportunity of hearing him
debate.
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So we’re going to debate this. I look forward to hear-
ing the debate. An important part of debate is deciding, is
the choice where each of us will be called upon to stand
in our place and render a verdict.

C’est bien sir, monsieur le Président, un grand plaisir
pour moi de parler sur cette résolution donnée par le chef
parlementaire du gouvernement. On va attendre 1’autre
débat par nos collegues dans le Nouveau parti démo-
cratique. J’entends les bons discours de mes chers
collegues dans le troisiéme parti, et ¢’est trés bien.

Interjection.

Mr Baird: Je veux dire au député d’Ottawa-Centre
que [remarks in Spanish].

Speaker, with those comments, I look forward to hear-
ing other debate, and I look forward to talking about the
real issues which are important to the people of Ontario.
2020

Mr Kormos: This is an interesting day. I’ve been here
15 years. I was here at a point in this Parliament’s
history—I remember coming here as a member of the
opposition in the course of the Peterson years—when
opposition members could ring bells for days at a time,
when there were no limits on individual speeches, when
there were no limits on the length of debate other than the
rarely used common-law event of closure.

I remember when one opposition member held the
floor for a whole month and then, when the government
used a rarely used motion to compel the House to sit 24
hours a day, held the floor for another 17.5 hours to drive
home a point. I remember that.

I remember when there were no time limits on debates
and when debates sometimes would carry on for weeks at
a time and, from time to time, for months at a time, but
when in fact more business was done in this House than
I’ve seen being achieved over the course of the last eight
years and that I expect we’ll see achieved over the course
of the next four years.

I recall as an opposition member, a novice, feeling
great concern about what were in relative terms some
modest restrictions on the rights of the opposition imple-
mented by the Liberal government of 1987 to 1990. 1
recall as a member of the government caucus speaking
against my own government’s rule changes and caution-
ing and admonishing people to please be very careful.

I recall when shortly after the Conservatives were
elected prevailing upon them to be cautious about the—
as they were named—reforms to the standing orders in
the interest of, and in an effort to accelerate, government
business.

I also remember when committee work was extremely
relevant and when motions that amended bills received
consideration whether they came from opposition mem-
bers or from government members, and when they were
more than mere show trials. I’ll acknowledge that things
started to change, it seems pretty rapidly, after I first got
elected here in the late 1980s, but I’'m very lucky to have
witnessed this House at a time when debate occurred at
an intense pace, both in the chamber and in committee.

Some, or any, or all of you can take some pleasure at
seeing a process utilized by this government that quite
frankly makes standing order 46 redundant—it does—
and I understand the Speaker’s ruling, but I say to you it
is not an attractive or enviable experience.

I witnessed the huge majority governments of 1987, of
1990, of 1995, and I say to you that if I’ve learned
nothing I’ve learned that landslides are not the way to
elect governments. They aren’t. I’ll say that about the
government of 1987, about the government of 1990 and
about the government of 1995.

Inevitably, in a landslide, in a sweep, good members
of the Legislature of all political stripes get defeated, not
because they were delinquent in their duties as MPPs, not
because they failed to serve honourably, not because they
were anything less than the hardest-working people, but
because they get caught up in sweeps. I saw it happen in
1990, 1 saw it happen in 1995 and I saw it happen in
2003. Good people get defeated.

I’ve witnessed in those sweeps people being sent here
who have no business being in this Legislature, where in
those sweeps the most challenging task was for someone
to receive the nomination of the party that happened to be
prevailing at that moment in time, where the task of
getting the nomination was far more challenging than
being elected.

I am, I suppose, in many respects the penultimate
opposition politician. I reflect on my work here and my
history here, and I wouldn’t reject that as a description or
as an identification of my style of politics. I also had the
pleasure of serving with other members of this assem-
bly—Ilong-time members, experienced members, honour-
able members—who, when they were in opposition,
would and did say things like, “Motions designed to
close off debate are not healthy for democracy.”

Let’s not kid ourselves or anybody else. The motion
before the House this evening is a motion designed to
curtail debate. It’s of little comfort to you, and should be
of little comfort, to say, “Oh well, one day of third read-
ing debate appears to be somewhat more than the zero
days of third reading debate allotted to so many bills by
the Tories, who ruled this place between 1995 and 2003.”

I also say to you that the appearance of two days of
committee—well, upon reflection, no, that’s not a sig-
nificant difference from what was contained in Tory time
allocation motions around committee work. Oh, grimace
and make faces. Oh, please, I was here. Take a look at
what this motion contains: two days of committee work,
10 to 12 in the morning; from the end of routine pro-
ceedings, the commencement of orders of the day
through to 6 in the afternoon, for one day; and then, on a
second day, for public submissions and clause-by-clause
consideration.”

Most of you, as government members, will be sitting
in committees voting not because you’ve read the bill,
and least of all because you understand it, but because
you’ve been told how to vote. Most of you will not even
thoroughly examine the briefing notes, never mind
challenge declarations made in those briefing notes. You
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are among the highest-income earners in this province.
The minimum wage here is over $85,000 a year. I’'m not
saying that any of you don’t necessarily work hard, but
I’'m telling you that to relinquish the individual role of
the member—and one of the regrettable observations
made during the submissions tonight was that if the vast
majority of Parliament agrees about something, then
somehow it’s OK. Without the matter being put to a vote,
it seems to be that that’s a consideration to be held—
accept the ruling—in determining whether or not some-
thing is appropriate.

Parliament is not about government; Parliament is
where government comes to have its policies and its
positions challenged and tested. Government occurs in
the Premier’s office, in cabinet office, not in Parliament.
Parliament, yes, historically had been—well, I suppose in
Court of Star Chamber days—the property of the king,
the monarch, but has, as our sense of western parlia-
mentary democracies developed, increasingly become the
property of opposition. I understand the euphoria of
newly elected members, especially newly elected
members—I have no hesitation in acknowledging it’s
nicer to be elected as part of a government than it is as
part of an opposition. It’s nice to be elected as part of a
government that defeated a government that was per-
ceived by the vast majority of Ontarians to be uncaring,
insensitive and, quite frankly, from time to time
oppressive in its style.

2030

I had a new cabinet minister from this government,
one who had never served in cabinet before—the other
day as I went up to congratulate one of the Liberal back-
benchers for his first-time speech, and there was some
banter between the member from St Catharines and me—
and she said to me, “You know, Peter, how come you
never got public auto insurance established as a policy?”
I said to her, “Minister, in six months I suspect you won’t
have to ask me that question, because you’ll know. You
won’t have to ask the question, because you’ll know.”

So take pleasure in the fact that this motion will pass.
Your House leader has already indicated that government
members are going to vote for it, and at this point in time,
when the competition is hot and heavy for cabinet posi-
tions yet to be made available, as backbenchers eagerly
await—opening the morning papers as early as
possible—a cabinet minister’s fall—

Interjection.

Mr Kormos: Oh, please. I know we’re not supposed
to talk about that publicly, but I know there are people in
this chamber who have said, “Why them and not me? I’'m
so much more clever. I’'m so much more capable and so
much more experienced and I have so much more to
offer. I defeated a minister, I defeated this, I defeated
that. Why them and not me?” I tell those backbenchers
your time too will come, and I suspect it will come
within, oh, six to seven months in the first round. That’s
the nature of the beast.

But having said that to all of you so full of vim and
vinegar, I say to you be careful what you wish for,

because as your enthusiasm becomes tempered by experi-
ence and as you find yourself as cognizant as one could
ever become of what hubris really means, then you have
regret what you not only wished for but what you did.

The member from St Catharines: “Motions designed
to close off debate are not healthy for democracy.” I
agree with him wholeheartedly. I agreed with him in June
2003; I’d agree with him today, were he to say the same
thing.

I have no hesitation in telling you that I think I under-
stand why the deputy government House leader would
support this motion, why these sorts of pacts are not
uncommon in history. I mean this style of governing is
entirely consistent and in tune with what the Tories did
for eight years. I admonish you, don’t take any real pleas-
ure in the fact that the Conservatives support you enthu-
siastically in your efforts. It, in and of itself, is not a good
sign of anything. As a matter of fact, it should be the red
warning flag; it should cause you to hesitate, step back
and reflect.

So what happens when words increasingly become
prohibited in the course of debate? What happens when
tactics and the opportunity to use them become sup-
pressed? People become more creative about the words
they use and they become creative about the tactics. I
remember days when bells rang two and three days at a
time. The member from St Catharines remembers those
days too. He remembers that they were effective means
for opposition members, the kinds of means that he
recalled with fond memories when he was a member of
the opposition. While he may have been as disturbed as
his colleagues—and I don’t think he was as disturbed as
many of his colleagues about the utilisation of them when
he was in government—he also recognized the value of
them when he was in opposition.

So be careful what you wish for, because when
opposition members, especially a minority, are com-
pelled to become more and more creative around their
opposition, they also may become more and more
mundane. So you’re going to hear a lot more bell-ringing,
I suppose, around this House. We can change the rules
around that and see what happens. When there are no
bells ringing, you see, government members don’t have a
chance to show up to vote when it’s touchy and sensitive
for the government.

The bell ringing: are we happy? You bet your boots
we’re not. We’re miserable. We’re cranky. Oh, yes. I'm
being deadly candid with you. We’re cranky as all get-
out. So you’re going to hear motions for adjournment of
the debate. You’re going to hear bells being rung. You're
going to learn that one person can prevent unanimous
consent. Change the rules so you don’t need unanimous
consent? See how well that works. See how well it works
five years down the road.

Speaker, I move adjournment of the debate.

The Acting Speaker: The member for Niagara Centre
has moved adjournment of the debate. Is it the pleasure
of the House that the motion carry?

All in favour, say “aye.”
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Those opposed, 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 2037 to 2107.

The Acting Speaker: Will members in favour of the
motion please rise and remain standing.

All those opposed to the motion will please rise and
remain standing.

Clerk of the House (Mr Claude L. DesRosiers): The
ayes are 6; the nays are 29.

The Acting Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

The member for Niagara Centre still has the floor.

Mr Kormos: It’s fascinating—two Conservative
caucus members in the House now. These are the people,
the Conservatives, who enthusiastically supported these
evenings sittings, who want to talk a big game but don’t
want to participate in it. It’ll be interesting to see how
much debate there is by Conservative members on this
motion, how much debate there is, quite frankly, by gov-
ernment members on this motion, or whether Conserva-
tive and government members have been told to basically
sit down, shut up and wait to be told how to vote.

So minority parties resort to more and more creative
tactics. Some are mundane. Some are tedious. Some only
faintly allow us to recall the glory days of bells ringing
two and three days at a time. Remember the period of the
Patti Starr scandal and Gordon Ashworth and the paint
jobs and the fridges and, oh yes, the things opposition
parties did then to focus attention on the corruption that
had permeated government benches?

You know what happens now, don’t you, Speaker?
You know the drill. You know the routine. You know
what happens next. I’1l tell you what happens. It is this: I
move adjournment of this House.

The Acting Speaker: Mr Kormos has moved adjourn-
ment of the House.

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

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 2111 to 2141.

The Acting Speaker: All those in favour of the
motion, please rise and remain standing.

All those opposed to the motion, please rise and
remain standing.

Clerk of the House: The ayes are 6; the nays are 30.

The Acting Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

The member for Niagara Centre still has the floor for
about 20 seconds.

Mr Kormos: Of course I have time left. I want to
thank you for your patience with me this evening. I look
forward to the next opportunity I have—who knows
when that’s going to be?—to speak in this Legislature.

Mr Rosario Marchese (Trinity-Spadina): First of
all, I want to welcome the—

Hon Greg Sorbara (Minister of Finance): Rosario,
this is beneath you.

Mr Marchese: Oh, no.

I want to welcome the citizens of Ontario watching
this political forum. We are on live. It’s a quarter to 10.
I’'m very happy to speak but very unhappy to speak to
motion 13, which, dare I say, is an odious motion. It’s
certainly malodorous and, in its intent, malevolent.

I want to say to the people watching tonight that there
are times here when we are debating as opposition
members and, yes, there are times when we can afford to
be humorous, to make fun and have fun from time to
time. This is not a motion that I speak to with excitement
because I want to make fun of the government members
or the things that they do; this is a very deadly serious
motion that we’re debating.

The problem I find is that there are so many new
members in this place so eager, so docile, many of them
so arrogant, that when told by their House leader that
they can’t get their agenda out of the way by next week,
and that they have to take more drastic measures to be
able to finish their issues by next week and be out of
here, presumably by next week or possibly the week
afte—we might be here in the third week, but I doubt
that they want to be here, that’s my suspicion, and I could
be wrong—the new eager, docile members say, “Well,
gee, if we can’t do the business that we were elected to
do, let’s change the rules.”

Why do I say this? Because we had that experience in
1990. In 1990, we found Liberal opposition and Con-
servative opposition so strong and at times so violent that
we had many in our caucus who said, “We are not being
permitted to govern. We’ve got to change the rules.”
There were so many young ones, I remember well, who
went so willingly at the behest of the House leader to
change the rules. They said the opposition—the mere
magnificent seven here—are causing it, that they can’t do
their business. Imagine, seven members of the New
Democratic Party are preventing that government from
doing what they need to do, so they have to change the
rules again. There we had the young members in our
caucus who were so eager, so young and so desirous of
pleasing the House leader and, to a great extent, the
Premier, who urged us that we needed to change the
rules. I’ve got to tell you I was unhappy. For years I
decried what we did. I do it to this day. I know you not-
so-young ones, but the newly elected—because they’re
young and newly elected.

Interjection: What do you mean by that?

Mr Marchese: 1 don’t mean it to upset you. It’s a
recognition that some of us are getting older.

Those of you who are newly elected are so eager to do
what you need to do to get things out of the way. I know
you’ve got to get through the broken promises as fast as
you can. You’ve got to do that. I understand that. You’ve
got to introduce some good, positive bills so that you can
say to the public, “Yes, we broke some promises, but
we’ve got some good stuff coming.” You’ve got to do
both, and you’ve got to do it fast. You’ve got to do it
before the end of the session. I understand that. The
problem with this is that changing the rules is something
that some of you will regret. Some of you won’t, because



366 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO

2 DECEMBER 2003

hubris will get the better of you no matter what. But
some of you will regret this, I know. I not only regret it,
but I am angered by the changes we made.

Mr Patten: We’ll change the rules to help you, then.

Mr Marchese: The member from Ottawa Centre—my
God, he used to be so quiet when he was in opposition.
What’s going on? Richard, please. I don’t mind the inter-
jections. Really, I enjoy that. It’s just that you used to be
so quiet. Good heavens—what happens when you get
into government.

So I’'m telling some of you who are thinking that this
is good that it’s not, it’s bad. We are moving to a point
where you might as well, having the members, the major-
ity, come here and say, “This is the bill. We’re out of
here. This is the bill, this is what we’re passing and this is
what we’re going to do. It doesn’t matter what the
opposition”—seven magnificent New Democrats—*“says.
We’re just going to pass the bill, introduce it and it’s
done. We’re gone. We’re out of here. We don’t need
debate anymore.” You are moving this Legislature into a
position where you, as a majority government, can
simply do anything you want by fiat. It’s wrong. It’s
dumb politics. It’s bad politics.

The members argue, “This is not standing order 46.
This is a different motion,” as if it were just a very light
new motion not affecting standing order 46. Standing
order 46 says you’ve got to have three days of debate.
Then you move your closure motion, and you’ve got
another day for debate. If that were not bad enough, one
that you Liberals decried while we shared the opposition
benches, you now get into government and say, “We’re
going to do something very novel, something unique. We
haven’t done it before, but it’s so novel we just want to
test the thing to see how it goes. Please don’t take it
badly, those of you who are watching. It’s just something
we want to try to see how it works out.”

I’'m telling you, your member from St Catharines—I
don’t know what he is thinking or what he must be
saying in caucus or outside the caucus meetings, in
cabinet or outside of cabinet meetings, but I want to tell
you what he used to say when he was there, a mere
couple of months ago, in the front benches of the Liberal
opposition. This is what he had to say about motions that
we call strangulation motions, which he called by a
different name. He spoke against time allocation time and
again. He said it was wrong. We’ve got a few quotes. We
don’t have many people here helping us out, but we’ve
got a few quotes. I want, for your edification, to refer to
refer to some of them.

2150

Mr Gilles Bisson (Timmins-James Bay): Jim who?

Mr Marchese: Jim Bradley, now Minister of Tour-
ism. December 10, 2002:

“I find it most unfortunate as well that this bill will be
rammed through with what we call a time allocation
motion or what is known as closing off debate. If nobody
cares about this, governments will continue to do it. No
matter what those governments are, they will continue to
do it. It’s not healthy for the democratic system. It

relegates individual members of the Legislature to the
status of robots, and that’s most unfortunate.”

I find the quotation interesting, something that you
might want to reflect on. Let me move on to another:

“I think the full debate on an issue of this kind, where
every member who wishes to speak in this House has an
opportunity to do so, is the best kind of debate to have. A
time allocation motion, a motion which chokes off
debate, as this motion does once again this afternoon, is
not a motion that militates in favour of the democratic
process but rather shuts down the democratic process,”
says my former friend Jim, who is now the Minister of
Tourism. Oh, I forgot to read the date, but it doesn’t
matter really.

June 11, 2003, this is Jim again—

Mr Bisson: Jim who?

Mr Marchese: Bradley, the Minister of Tourism.

“Second is this constant application of time allocation
motions. Motions designed to close off debate are not
healthy for democracy.”

You notice there is a recurrent theme here:

“Third, I remind members of this House that this gov-
ernment, on at least two occasions, has revised the
procedural rules of the Legislature. Now, that’s dry stuff
for the average person in Ontario. They’re not going to
be leaning forward in their seats when you have a debate
on procedural matters. What it means, though, is that the
government is able to grease the skids for all its legis-
lation. In my experience in this House, for all govern-
ments of any political stripe, the best legislation is passed
when it has had the most scrutiny, public input and
hearings, clear analysis and has taken some time to go
through the House.”

That’s Jim.

Mr Bisson: Jim who?

Mr Marchese: Bradley, Minister of Tourism.

Here’s another quote from the same former friend,
December 3, 2002:

““If the Eves government is not called to account in a
very public and prolonged manner, how can Ontario’s
citizens have any hope that a fair and vibrant democracy
can exist in this province? The Eves crowd has rigged the
procedural rules of the Legislature to ensure complete
control of the parliamentary process and timetable and
uses its majority to choke off debate and shut out the
public. Does anybody care?’”

Jim cared.

“If the government can get away with these trans-
gressions with only a passing reference in the media,
what hope is there for democracy in this province? Surely
the argument that procedural issues are boring and too
complicated for the public to care about or understand’—
an argument made by the top echelons of the media, who
make the final decisions about what gets on the air or
what gets in the newspapers—plays into the hands of an
arrogant, condescending, overbearing regime which will
impose its will virtually undeterred on the province and
relegate the Legislative Assembly to virtual irrelev-
ance.”” My God, so prophetic. “‘Surely the fact that
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media moguls are the direct financial beneficiaries of
government advertising cannot override the need to
embarrass and condemn those who abuse their public’”—
and there’s more. Jim didn’t stop for a moment.

I remember him in the old days. When there was a
motion to close debate, he was there first, running. I
could see him running from his office. He would come,
strut through this place and take his place to speak, and if
he couldn’t speak, I know how troubled and angered he
was that he wouldn’t have his allocated time to speak to
the motion. He decried the fact that time was constrained
for him, that he didn’t have sufficient time to make the
arguments he wanted to make. I remember that. That was
Jim Bradley, the Minister of Tourism, then and now.
Alas, poor Jim, I knew you well. I know you no longer.
How things change when you get into government.

So we are seeing, member from the longest riding in
history—Ancaster-Dundas-Flamborough-Aldershot. I'm
telling you I’'m not sure I’'m wrong about what I'm
saying. The quotations speak for themselves.

Mr John Wilkinson (Perth-Middlesex): It’s all
about money.

Mr Marchese: Yes, you’re right. The public has
spoken. The member from Perth-Middlesex says, “It’s all
about money.” How dismissive. You notice how
arrogance sets in early? They don’t even waste a session
or wait a session to deal with issues of arrogance. They
immediately immerse themselves, bask in that glow of
hubris so quickly. God, it’s going to hurt you. You will
all implode, and implode quickly. I’m telling you, you’ve
got to be careful.

We’re saying that this motion is worse than standing
order 46. This omnibus motion is worse than what we
had. What I decry is the fact that the member from
Nepean-Carleton supported this motion—

Ms Marilyn Churley (Toronto-Danforth): They
always have, though.

Mr Marchese: You’re quite right. If they were so
dogmatic and so dictatorial when they were in power,
when they see a bill that smells somewhat like what they
used to do on a regular basis, they must say, “If we did it,
I guess the Liberals can do it. We should be supporting
them.” You’re right.

But normally when you get into the opposition
benches, you worry about not being given the time or the
opportunity to adequately debate bills. I was curious to
hear him say, “No single individual in my riding ever
talked about time allocation,” as if to suggest that be-
cause not one single individual talked to him about time
allocation, it was all right to time-allocate bills. But it’s
not all right. Time allocation introduced by their govern-
ment—44 or 50 times during its last session—was a
whole lot of suffocation, strangulation of debate in this
place. It was a lot. They hurt the democratic process in
this place.

If you adopt such measures—for those of you who
find it so amusing—where will you stop? Where will you
stop? Where will it end? How will you ever control a
majority with the abuse of power, as they are now doing

through motion 13? How will we ever stop them? You,
Mr Speaker, ought to be worried about it. Your caucus
ought to be worried about this. It fascinates me that they
think it’s all right. It fascinates me to believe that the
member from Nepean-Carleton thinks he’s getting more
time for debate.

Mr Ted McMeekin (Ancaster-Dundas-Flamborough-
Aldershot): Everybody wants to move forward but you.

Mr Marchese: The member from Ancaster, Flam-
borough and the other two parts of the riding keeps on
blah-blah-blahing—

Mr McMeekin: Everybody but you.

Mr Marchese: I don’t know. I quoted Jim Bradley
when he was here on the opposition benches. I’'m going
to get your quotes too when I have some time, because
I’'m convinced you spoke against suffocation motions,
strangulation motions on a regular basis. I will get them.

I have a motion to adjourn this debate.

The Acting Speaker: The member for Trinity-
Spadina has moved adjournment of the debate.

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

Those opposed, please say “nay.”

In my opinion, the nays have it.

Call in the members. This will be another 30-minute
bell.

The division bells rang from 2159 to 2229.

The Acting Speaker (Mr Jean-Marc Lalonde):
Those in favour, please rise and stay standing.

You may sit.

Those against, please rise and remain standing.

Clerk of the House: Pour, 5 ; contre, 29.

The Acting Speaker: Ayes, 5; nays, 29. The motion
is defeated.

Mr Marchese: Merci, monsieur le Président. Happy
to see the Minister of Tourism in this place, as he often
would say, “I was watching the proceedings on
television.” So, I am sure he saw me and heard what I
had to say about the things he had to say.

I want to quote the member for Ancaster-Dundas-
Flamborough-Aldershot—the longest riding name in
Canada. On December 3, 2001, he said, “I am also
pleased to join this important debate. A very wise man
once said ‘You don’t know what you’ve got until you
lose it.” In these troubling times, we must be particularly
vigilant to affirm our most precious democratic free-
doms”—said he then—‘"because compromising core
components of our healthy democratic process is very
dangerous indeed, and we’ve seen a lot of that the last
week.”

There are so many more quotations from the same
area. I'm going to leave that to my colleague when he
stands up to speak next, unless, of course, the Minister of
Tourism is going to engage in the debate. I'm looking
forward to that debate to give him an opportunity to
speak to the reasons why we have motion 13 before us. If
he doesn’t want to speak, I’'m sure we will find a younger
or older person who will want to engage me and us in
this debate. So I'm looking forward to some of you
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defending motion 13. It would please me and the citizens
watching this debate.

Interjections.

Mr Marchese: Just to mention the chatter from the
rump here in the middle. They make it appear as if some-
how we have the power, that the opposition has all the
power in this place. No, you’ve got the power. You’ve
got the numbers. You’ve got the majority. You can do
what you like, and you do. We are virtually powerless in
this place. We’ve got no power. You’ve got the power.
Please.

Monsieur le Président, there is something I have to do.
I move adjournment of the House.

The Acting Speaker: The member for Trinity-
Spadina has moved adjournment of the House. Is it the
pleasure of the House?

Those in favour, say “yes.”

Those against, say “nay.”

I believe the nays have it.

This will be a 30-minute bell.

The division bells rang from 2233 to 2303.

The Acting Speaker: All those in favour, please stand
and remain standing to be counted.

All those against, please stand.

Clerk of the House: The ayes are 6; the nays are 27.

The Acting Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

Mr Marchese.

Mr Marchese: My point is, if you can find these
innovative ways of stifling debate, what’s next? Are you
going to look to some South American dictatorships
where they go on television to say, “This is what we’re
going to announce next?” Is this what you’re going to do
next?

Mr Garfield Dunlop (Simcoe North): Mr Speaker,
I"d like to put the question, please.

The Acting Speaker: Mr Dunlop is calling for the
vote.

Interjections.

The Acting Speaker: It is my decision that we do not
allow the motion to be put.

Mrs Donna H. Cansfield (Etobicoke Centre): On a
point of order, Mr Speaker: During the conversation, the
member from Niagara indicated that the member from
Simcoe North used the word “moron.” I think that’s
unparliamentary, and I think it needs to be apologized for
and withdrawn.

The Acting Speaker: I didn’t hear that, but if the
member said that, would you please withdraw it.

Mr Kormos: “Moron” is now unparliamentary. OK,
Speaker, I gotcha. Dunlop’s just very stupid. He’s not
necessarily a moron.

Interjections.

The Acting Speaker: I again ask the member to
withdraw it.

Mr Kormos: I withdraw. What a stupid thing to do,
Dunlop. You’re in the opposition.

The Acting Speaker: Further debate?

Interjections.

Mr Michael Prue (Beaches-East York): Mr Speaker,
do I have the floor, or do these two gentlemen have the
floor?

The Acting Speaker: You have the floor.

Mr Prue: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker.

I stand here in these august halls and I remember
politics in this place going back a long time. Although
I’ve only served in here some two years, I first came here
as a young student to watch the debates, which some-
times lasted for days, sometimes lasted for weeks, some-
times lasted for an entire session, with people standing up
for what they believed in, with closure hardly ever used.
In fact, that was the history of our whole democracy here
in Toronto, our whole democracy in Canada, our whole
democracy here in this province. I’d just like to speak a
little bit about the democracy in all those places and how
we have seen fundamental and, I think, very regressive
changes over time.

I had the opportunity of first being elected, as many
members might know, in the former borough of East
York—this was in pre-amalgamation days—and to serve
both as a councillor and later as mayor of that borough. I
will tell you, that when we spoke, it was always in a civil
way. I don’t remember once, in the borough of East
York, ever having been heckled by anyone. We were
always polite to each other. We always talked to each
other and listened to what we had to say. If you disagreed
with the speaker before—

Interjection.

Mr Prue: If you disagreed with the speaker before,
Mr Minister, then you waited your turn and explained
why that person was wrong. You would sometimes
convince them of the error of their ways and you would
occasionally—and I think usually once or twice a night—
convince someone who had spoken before you that they
were wrong and that they should change their vote. That
was kind of a civil time to be in politics. It was kind of a
gentlemanly period, if one can still use that word. I don’t
know whether you can or not, but it was. There was a
sort of camaraderie among us. We listened and we
learned, and we dealt without ever, I think, in those
halcyon days, resorting even once to closure.

I think back to what happened to a wonderful place
like East York. I remember sitting here in the Legislature
the night it all came crashing down. I remember coming
down many, many times. I remember that there were
people all throughout these galleries from Toronto,
people from a wonderful organization called C4LD,
Citizens for Local Democracy, citizens who came out in
huge numbers, demanding to be heard, demanding that
their government listen to them, demanding that mem-
bers of all sides of the Legislature listen to them.

2310

I was very proud in those days of not only the New
Democratic Party but also of the Liberal Party, because
they stood together, person after person against a
government that was hugely unfeeling, a government that
did not want to listen to the people and did not want to
listen to the opposition, a government that took every
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single opportunity to close down democracy, to say that
the people of Toronto did not matter, to force upon them
an amalgamation which did not work then and does not
work today, a government that used closure, a govern-
ment that used procedure to stifle debate.

I think of my times at Metro Toronto, another gov-
ernment. When I was the mayor of East York, I had the
huge opportunity of going to down to Metropolitan
Toronto and I watched there. The sense of camaraderie—
I will not use the word “gentleman” again—was not quite
so extensive, but I will tell you that very seldom was
closure ever used, very seldom were people stifled in
their debate, very seldom would I be heckled, very
seldom would anyone heckle at all. You know, they
listened to what had to be said. If the debate took an
hour, it took an hour; if it took a day, it took a day; if it
took a week, it took a week; but every voice was heard.
Everyone was allowed to say what they had to say and,
more importantly, every motion that was made, whether
you were on the side of those proposing it or opposed to
the side proposing it, was adequately and fully debated
and voted upon. As a member of that body, I often made
motions and I often made amendments to motions, some
of which, even when I was in opposition to what was
being done, were listened to and were passed. People
listened to the debate and learned from their colleagues.

Then, you know, we went into the megacity and all
those things happened. A government in this Legislature
that would not listen to the people of Toronto imposed
upon them a megacity—a megacity that flounders, a
megacity that is going into debt, a megacity that does not
work and a megacity where citizens are shut out.

I would think that people from other parts of Ontario
must know about that too. Those who live in Ottawa or in
Flamborough might know how bad some of those
megacities are, or those—I wish the member was here—
who live in Lindsay will see that her own colleagues of
Kawartha Lakes have voted to de-amalgamate. In the
megacity there were all kinds of debates too, but I
remember only one occasion where closure was actually
moved and carried. It required a two thirds vote, and it
required that people stop the debate.

I will tell you that the biggest debate the city of Toron-
to ever had was on the shipping of garbage to Kirkland
Lake, an issue that is resurfacing and may resurface to
this Legislature this year. If one is to believe the North
Bay Nugget, the banner headlines of a day or two ago, it
may resurface. I will tell you that no one attempted to
stop or stifle that debate, even though it went on day after
day after day. The mayor had to extend the sitting and
give notice of the extension of the council of that day.
The debate went on because the debate was important
and every view needed to be heard. In the end, the
majority prevailed. You can read today that the city of
Toronto opposed and shut down the great garbage dump
in Kirkland Lake. In fact, that did not happen. In the end,
the majority prevailed and it was passed, although it later
floundered on its own because the proponents would not

meet the requirements set out by city council. But I will
tell you that no one attempted to stifle debate.

Then I arrived here at the province some two years
ago, in this august Legislature, and watched in awe at the
magnificence of the building and sometimes the elo-
quence of the debate, but what was always the most
troubling to me, and what continues to be troubling to
me, is the fact that so many people in this Legislature do
not want to hear what other people have to say. They do
not want to hear the minority; they want to push through
whatever legislation is on their agenda and go home. I
tell you that is a very sad reflection on democracy which
people in this country—in fact, people throughout the
world—hold in such high esteem and for which many
have fought and died.

It was only some 30 years ago, if my memory is
correct, that one of Canada’s greatest—probably the
greatest Prime Minister in this century—Pierre Elliot
Trudeau, said something disparaging about the members
of the House of Commons. He said if they got 100 yards
away—he was still using non-metric terms—they were
nobodies. The reality is that that is not the case. It was
not the case then, and it is certainly not the case today.

Those are the elected representatives of the people
who have an obligation to represent the people, not in
government, but inside the Legislature; not to pass the
bills, but to comment on the bills; not to propose legis-
lation, because that is the job of the executive council,
but to pass judgment on it, to stand up and say what is
good and what is bad. That needs to be heard. Each one
of us represents 100,000 or more people.

I certainly know about 115,000 people of Beaches-
East York expect me to stand up and say what is good
and what is bad on every single piece of legislation,
every opportunity I have to do so, and that is my intent.
My intent is not to be stifled. My intent is to try to make
this Legislature as good as it can be. Sometimes we have
to look backwards to the way it was.

When I was a student and came here from the Univer-
sity of Toronto in the 1960s, I used to sit up there. I used
to sometimes watch the debates in absolute awe, because
the debaters were eloquent. Someone referred to Stephen
Lewis—you could watch Stephen Lewis, you could
watch Jim Renwick, you could watch Conservatives—
and I won’t say Bill Davis was the most eloquent speaker
I ever saw, but he stood his ground and was able to pass
comment, and he was able to take it. I don’t remember in
those days that closure was ever used at all. In fact, I
doubt very much it was used even once. Sometimes if it
took a day or a week to hear people—and there were
more members of the House than now—to pass the
legislation and to do that which was right, then the time
was taken to do it. People did not debate motions like
we’re debating tonight. They debated substantive issues,
because the substantive issues were put before them.

Quite frankly, what we have here tonight is an omni-
bus closure motion. I have never seen such a thing
before. I have never even read of such a thing existing. |
don’t believe there’s ever been such a thing in Ontario
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before. If there’s still anyone watching, this is an
omnibus closure motion that allows the government to
shut down debate literally at will.

Ms Churley: How many pieces—

Mr Prue: There are five pieces of legislation. It
allows the bills to be shut down.

The reason we are standing here in the New Demo-
cratic Party may be altruistic. It’s not about money; it’s
not about official status; it’s not about all the taunts that
we’ve got here tonight. What it’s about is our hope that
the ordinary citizen can again be represented in these
chambers and that their voices can be heard.

All of you have spoken about this in the past. I’ve got
a few quotes. I’d just like to remind some of the members
opposite of what they’ve said on these very same things
in the past.

Because he’s been most vociferous tonight, he has
heckled so many times, I would like to start with the
member for Ancaster-Dundas-Flamborough-Aldershot.
He said it perhaps as well as I have heard anyone else. 1
was a relatively new member. I had arrived here in
October 2001. One of the very first large debates in
which I was involved was the change to the Municipal
Act. He was the critic for the Liberal Party to the
Minister of Municipal Affairs, as I was the critic for the
New Democratic Party. This is what he had to say. I've
got enough time. I’'m going to read a lot of what he had
to say. I’'m going to start half way down:

“Ironically, I came just a few moments ago from a
meeting of the standing committee on justice and social
policy. We were dealing with Mr Colle’s private
member’s bill dealing with heart defibrillators. The ironic
thing was the government took the position that they
didn’t want to support it, for a whole slew of reasons, not
the least of which being they thought it was more appro-
priately something that should be handled municipality to
municipality. Yet ironically, just last week when
members of our caucus, with support from members of
the caucus of the third party, actually put an amendment
which would have allowed that, the government mem-
bers of the committee voted it down.

“In fact, I found it passing strange that every single
government amendment to Bill 111, the new Municipal
Act, predicated on trust and respect, was passed, and
every single amendment that was put by the NDP and the
official Liberal opposition was rejected. I want to suggest
it wasn’t because the amendments that were put by
opposition members were lacking in integrity or decency
or appropriateness vis-a-vis the municipal scene. It was,
strictly speaking, just narrow-minded ideological knee-
jerk politics again.

“When I came here, I was an incurable optimist, but I
need to tell the members opposite, ’'m now cured, almost
completely. The kinds of things that were rejected, if you
can believe it—we put amendments that said muni-
cipalities shouldn’t be amalgamated against their consent.
Defeated. We’ve said there should be a prescribed period
with respect to downloading and consultation. It was
defeated. The safety aspects that I’ve just pointed out

were defeated. A number of amendments with respect to
the natural environment were defeated. What funda-
mentally was defeated was the minister’s promise and
assurance that he was serious, and that he wanted us to
proceed with this legislation in a spirit of tri-partisanship,
to really do the things that we needed to do.”

Do you remember those days?

2320

Mr McMeekin: They were shameful days

Mr Prue: Yes, they were shameful days. This too is a
shameful day, because people who have talked about
democracy, people who have stood in this Legislature to
fight the amalgamation of municipalities, including your
own, people who have lined this Legislature on all sides
to be heard are not being allowed to be heard.

Here 1 am being heckled again, when I am simply
telling you what you have said before. You are not alone.
I want to tell you there are a lot of people.

Here’s one of my favourites, from the government
House leader. Mr Duncan, Ontario Hansard, December 9,
2002:

“I just want to again explain to those listening what
time allocation is. That’s cutting off debate, shutting
down the opportunity for members to speak. There are
about a dozen members in the Liberal caucus, I suspect,
who wanted to speak to this bill who will not have the
opportunity now. That opportunity is gone because of
this time allocation, this guillotine bill, this attempt to
stifle debate, to limit the ability of members to participate
in the discussion. What’s particularly sad about it is that
over the course of events—on the budget bill, they had to
go to committee of the whole and then waive their own
time allocation motion, because they had shut down
debate on that and they wouldn’t allow third reading
debate.”

He went on to talk about how a new government was
going to do something else. I think many people in
Ontario wanted a new government and thought that a
new government might make things better. I know that
the Liberals often think their new government is going to
make things better, and everything is wonderful now,
because they are not Conservatives. | want to tell you that
I’'m not so sure, seeing this motion here tonight. I
watched closely, of course, as all Ontarians did, what was
happening in the last election. They all expected really
good things from a new Liberal administration, that the
really horrible days of the Conservatives—none of whom
are here tonight, by the way—were over. But I will tell
you that what we were hoping for was in vain.

We listened to Dalton McGuinty on democracy and
closure. I just want to hear both of these, because this is
what I expect from you. I expect that you follow your
leader. I expect that you do what he said he would do in
the past and follow through. Ontario Hansard, May 13,
2002:

“Premier”—he was talking to then Premier Ernie
Eves—"“you have a majority ... I expect that you will
govern it fairly and with respect. As long as you do that, |
will give you whatever help and support that I can,
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because that’s my job. If you fail to do that, I will put as
many roadblocks in your way as I possibly can, because
that too is my job.”

Now if that’s not be outdone, in 2003, he said it even
better.

Mr Marchese: What about the motion you want to
move? Don’t you want to move a motion yet?

Mr Prue: Not yet.

Dalton McGuinty said—this is from Ontario Hansard,
May 12, 2003:

“The Harris-Eves government has simply not been
kind to democracy in Ontario. For example, they have
severely limited debate in the Legislature. In their first
term, they changed the rules 42 times to restrict debate
and limit the power of elected representatives. That’s 42
times. They have forcibly closed debate on 60% of the
bills presented at Queen’s Park—60%. By way of
comparison, in 1985, that figure was 1%.”

Mr McMeekin: Move adjournment now.

Mr Prue: Is that what you are asking me to do, Mr
McMeekin? Is that what you want? If you want me to
move adjournment, Mr McMeekin, I will move adjourn-
ment of the debate.

The Acting Speaker: Mr Prue has moved adjourn-
ment of the debate. Is it the pleasure of the House that the
motion carry?

Those in favour, say “yes.”

Those against, say “nay.”

I believe the nays have it.

This is going to be a 30-minute bell.

The division bells rang from 2326 to 2356.

The Acting Speaker: All those in favour, please stand
and remain standing.

All those against, please stand.

Clerk of the House: The ayes are 6; the nays are 13.

The Acting Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

It being midnight, the House stands adjourned until
1:30 tomorrow.

The House adjourned at 2357.
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