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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
OF ONTARIO

Tuesday 4 April 2006

ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE
DE L’ONTARIO

Mardi 4 avril 2006

The House met at 1330.
Prayers.

MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS

KAYLA CORNALE

Mr. Cameron Jackson (Burlington): I rise today to
congratulate Kayla Marie Cornale, a 16-year-old student
at Assumption high school in Burlington. For the second
year in a row, Kayla has won numerous awards for her
research into autism and the program she has developed
to teach autistic children. Working with her nine-year-old
cousin, Kayla quickly recognized a strong musical talent,
common to autistic children, and devised a teaching
system based on musical notes played from a piano.
Through this, she has successfully taught the entire
alphabet, emotions such as happiness and fear, and basic
nouns, verbs and adjectives.

Kayla’s project, Sounds into Syllables, has won far too
many awards to name in the last two years of its
development; however, I would like to highlight that she
won the 2005 Intel Foundation achievement award, the
American Intellectual Property Law Association award
and the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
award at the Intel International Science and Engineering
Fair in Phoenix, Arizona. Kayla will be returning to the
science and engineering fair again this year as part of
Team Canada to compete with her updated research.

It should also be mentioned that Kayla developed her
own computer software to assist in the teaching process
and received Bell Canada’s computer and communi-
cations award and Dofasco’s information systems award
as a result.

In a province where parents of autistic children feel
that the McGuinty government has all but turned its back
on their children, Kayla Cornale’s love, compassion and
innovation are a beacon of hope and a breath of fresh air.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

Mr. Kuldip Kular (Bramalea—Gore-Malton-Spring-
dale): It gives me great pleasure to rise today to acknow-
ledge Peel region’s newest addition: its integrated waste
management plant, located in my own riding of Bramalea—
Gore—Malton—Springdale. This new plant boasts a single-
stream material recovery unit, equipped with the latest
sorting technology that can separate recyclable materials

right at the plant, making recycling even easier for all
Peel region residents.

Residents will no longer have to separate their re-
cyclable items into a blue box or a grey box; the plant
does all the work for them. I’'m confident that this latest
in sorting technology will foster an environment of
recycling and, even better yet, encourage those not
already in recycling mode to do their part.

I would also like to take this opportunity to applaud
the efforts of the new plant’s many dedicated staff, who
devote their time and lives to helping ensure our
environmental well-being in the years to come.

BORDER SECURITY

Mr. Robert W. Runciman (Leeds-Grenville): T rise
to express concern about the dangerous political game
played yesterday by the Minister of Tourism and the
member for Niagara Falls. In a set-up question designed
to divert attention from the McGuinty Liberal govern-
ment’s bloating of the bureaucracy—7,200 new em-
ployees listed in the government phone book and a 20%
increase in those being paid more than $100,000—the
minister attacked Prime Minister Harper for his honesty
on the issue of the United States requiring passports for
entry and re-entry to their country.

The minister’s ploy may have drawn in the media, but
it is a short-term and short-sighted game the Liberal
government is playing, with potentially long-term effects.
No one has done more to alienate Americans than
representatives of the Liberal Party, and those personal
and frequently mean-spirited attacks have been widely
reported in the United States. I’ve personally had Ameri-
can citizens ask me why Canadians hate Americans.

At the end of the day, it is the two federal govern-
ments that will resolve this situation, and I remain
optimistic that it will be resolved. As someone with two
international border crossings in my riding, I implore the
McGuinty Liberal government to stop playing political
games with this critically important issue and work with
the new federal government toward a resolution that
addresses the needs of both countries.

LONG-TERM CARE

Ms. Shelley Martel (Nickel Belt): Last Friday, I was
pleased to participate in a lobby organized by family and
resident councils from five long-term-care homes in
Sudbury and area. 1 was given petitions signed by
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hundreds of residents, family members and friends who
are very concerned that underfunding of Ontario’s long-
term-care homes is having a negative impact on resi-
dents, many of whom are frail, vulnerable and require
more care.

Their message was simple: Residents and family
members want this government to fund 20 minutes more
of hands-on care per resident per day. Despite their very
best efforts, staff at the homes aren’t able to meet all the
needs because there aren’t enough of them to do what
needs to be done. More staff means more care that
residents need and deserve.

It’s frustrating for residents and their families to have
to sign petitions to urge the government to act on the
situation. After all, in the last election, the Liberals
promised to “invest in better nursing care, providing an
additional $6,000 in care for every resident.” But as
revealed by the Ontario Association of Non-Profit Homes
and Services for Seniors, the fact is that the government
has only increased care funding per resident by $2,000
per year. In its third budget, with a $3-billion windfall,
the McGuinty government should have done much more.

Secondly, the Liberals also promised “to reinstate the
standards of care, including a minimum 2.25 hours of
nursing care daily.” The Liberals have failed to reinstate
2.25 hours of nursing care; in fact, they haven’t imple-
mented any minimum standard of care. There is no
bottom line regarding how much care a resident is
entitled to receive every day.

The Liberals made big promises to long-term-care
residents and their families. In this third budget, they
should have delivered on them.

HOCKEYVILLE 2006

Mr. Jeff Leal (Peterborough): T am pleased to be
able to speak to the House today and throw my full sup-
port behind my hometown, Peterborough, in its attempt
to become Hockeyville Canada 2006. Hockeyville Can-
ada is a nationwide initiative and competition produced
by the CBC and Kraft Canada. The winning community
will receive money for an arena upgrade, as well as funds
for new equipment and, most excitingly, will play host to
an NHL preseason game.

Peterborough quickly received a petition with some
23,000 supportive signatures. Following in the Peter-
borough tradition, a grassroots committee organized by
Dr. Bob Neville has recently carried Peterborough into
the next round with some 50 other communities.

Peterborough is steeped in a rich hockey tradition. Our
hometown heroes, the Peterborough Petes, recently cele-
brated their 50th anniversary in 2005, and this year have
advanced to the eastern conference semifinals against the
Sudbury Wolves. Since their inaugural season in 1956,
the Petes have been to the Memorial Cup eight times and
have a long list of NHL representatives, including Bob
Gainey, Steve Larmer, Cory Stillman, Mike Ricci, Larry
Murphy, Doug Jarvis, and coaches Scotty Bowman and
the late Roger Neilson.

Furthermore, Peterborough held its first old-timer
tournament and was host to the 1996 Memorial Cup, and
this year is hosting the 48th annual Liftlock Atom
Hockey Tournament for girls and boys, which attracts up
to 500 volunteers.

Beyond any doubt, I believe the people of Peter-
borough deserve to be the host of Hockeyville 2006.
Hockey is undeniably Canadian, and Peterborough is
undeniably Hockeyville. Let’s help bring NHL hockey to
the Memorial Centre, and let’s bring Hockeyville to
Peterborough.

1340

HYDRO ONE

Mr. Norm Miller (Parry Sound-Muskoka): T rise
today to question how this government can justify the
salary of CEO Tom Parkinson of Hydro One Networks
Inc.

Every week, my constituency offices receive calls
from residents who are struggling to cope with existing
hydro bills after the last round of rate increases. Now
those same constituents have been told to expect another
increase. People in northern and rural Ontario pay some
of the highest delivery charges in the province and
receive the poorest of service.

Essential forest management and infrastructure im-
provements to ensure reliable energy to customers appear
to be at the expense of outrageous salaries and bonuses to
management and staff at Hydro One. This winter in
particular Hydro One customers in the Parry Sound
region were particularly hard hit, as were residents in
Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound. They were without power on
numerous occasions for many hours on end.

In the past, I have heard from dairy farmers, abattoirs,
restaurants, homeowners and businesses about the impact
of power outages and the loss of business, to say nothing
of the inconvenience. The community of Yearley has
been tracking outages over the past several years in an
effort to obtain better service. While the number of out-
ages this year is significantly lower, the number of hours
without service was up significantly—160% to be exact.
Compared to details Hydro One reported in March 2004,
there has been no improvement in service.

How does the government justify Mr. Parkinson’s
$702,000 in bonus and other perks? People in my riding
would certainly like to know what performance targets
and service improvements they can look forward to as a
result of Mr. Parkinson’s leadership of Hydro One.

CRIME PREVENTION

Ms. Judy Marsales (Hamilton West): The Hug of
Thanks extended to the Attorney General, Michael
Bryant, from Mary Pocius, president of the downtown
business improvement area, last Tuesday in Hamilton
was a symbolic display of appreciation felt by the people
of Hamilton for his courage and leadership demonstrated
by the unprecedented use of the Civil Remedies Act.
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This act allowed the province to foreclose on the
owners of a building that had a notorious reputation as a
crack house. It had also been the scene of two alleged
cocaine-related murders. This building, called the Sand-
bar, known as the Corporation, as quoted by the Hamil-
ton Spectator, was a place where anyone could buy crack
from people working in shifts in a sophisticated criminal
network.

I want to thank Minister Bryant for closing down 193
King Street East. Hamilton has been working toward a
new revitalized downtown where citizens feel safe
walking downtown and supporting our local businesses
and community. Our heartfelt thanks also go to the men
and women of the Hamilton Police Service, under the
able direction of Chief Mullan, who have been struggling
with the various occupants of this nasty building. Also
present last Tuesday, offering his support, was Councillor
Bernie Morelli, chair of our police services and a stalwart
Hamiltonian.

Police say that in 2002, 100% of bank robberies, 95%
of variety store robberies and 65% of break and enters in
Hamilton were tied to crack cocaine. It was also stated
that despite the searches, despite the seizures and despite
the numerous deaths, this ugly operation kept going until
early March, when Attorney General Bryant came in and
shut it down. A big vote of thanks—

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): Thank you.

BORDER SECURITY

Ms. Caroline Di Cocco (Sarnia—Lambton): As the
member for Sarnia—Lambton, a riding which borders the
United States, I was surprised to learn that our new Prime
Minister, Mr. Harper, has decided to surrender on the
issue of implementing mandatory new identification
cards for travellers.

On both sides of the Canada-US border, politicians,
business people and travellers have recognized how
counterproductive this move will be, and we will con-
tinue to actively oppose this decision. Millions, if not
billions of dollars worth of trade will be lost by both
sides if this plan becomes a reality.

We have reaped many economic benefits having good
and easy access between Canada and the United States,
so I was disappointed that after so many years of positive
integration and and trust between our nations, Mr. Harper
and Mr. Bush have decided to throw good sense out the
window and take a step backwards. This step is not in the
best interests of Ontario.

[ urge Mr. Tory and the opposition to press their Con-
servative counterparts in Ottawa on this issue on behalf
of the best interests of Ontarians.

RABBI LAWRENCE ENGLANDER

Mr. Bob Delaney (Mississauga West): It’s an honour
to rise today to recognize a great Ontarian who has
worked tirelessly to strengthen the social fabric of the
city of Mississauga. Rabbi Lawrence Englander, or

Larry, to his friends, of the Solel Congregation in Missis-
sauga joins us today in the west gallery.

Rabbi Englander’s long list of achievements will in-
spire all in this House. A spiritual leader of the Solel
Congregation, Rabbi Englander and his congregation
have sponsored refugee families, including one at present
from Burundi; have established an interfaith food bank;
and have launched a breakfast club for children. He also
joined forces with other concerned partners to form a
street patrol that delivers warm blankets and food to less
fortunate families in Mississauga.

Rabbi Englander initiated meetings with two other
congregations to help provide housing for families in
need. Today, thanks to Rabbi Englander, 500 low-income
families have a place known as Pathway to call home.

In 2005, the Governor General of Canada conferred
upon Rabbi Englander the Order of Canada.

I invite my colleagues to join me in recognizing Rabbi
Lawrence Englander and all his contributions to Canada,
Ontario and the city of Mississauga, which is so proud of
him.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

HIGHWAY 406
TO PORT COLBORNE ACT, 2006

LOI DE 2006 SUR L’AUTOROUTE 406
MENANT A PORT COLBORNE

Mr. Hudak moved first reading of the following bill:

Bill 87, An Act to extend Highway 406 to Port
Colborne / Projet de loi 87, Loi prolongeant I’autoroute
406 jusqu’a Port Colborne.

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): Is it the
pleasure of the House that the motion carry? Carried.

The member may wish to make a brief statement.

Mr. Tim Hudak (Erie-Lincoln): I want to thank Port
Colborne Mayor Ron Bodner, Niagara region Chair Peter
Partington and Councillor Bob Saracino, and David
Barrick, president of Port Colborne-Wainfleet Chamber
of Commerce, for their support and advice on this bill.

The government has recently indicated that their inten-
tion was to extend Highway 406, through Highway 58,
into Port Colborne. This runs against the preferences of
the city of Welland, Port Colborne and other area muni-
cipalities. This bill would correct that by designating
Highway 140 as part of Highway 406, not Highway 58.

MOTIONS

HOUSE SITTINGS

Hon. James J. Bradley (Minister of Tourism,
minister responsible for seniors, Government House
Leader)l move that, pursuant to standing order 9(c)(i),
the House shall meet from 6:45 p.m. to 9:30 p.m. on
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Tuesday, April 4, 2006, for the purpose of considering
government business.

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): Mr. Bradley
has moved government notice of motion 89. Is it the
pleasure of the House the motion carry?

All in favour will say “aye.”

All opposed will say “nay.”

In my opinion, the ayes have it.

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

The division bells rang from 1350 to 1355.

The Speaker: All those in favour will rise one at a
time and be recognized by the Clerk.

Arnott, Ted

Arthurs, Wayne
Balkissoon, Bas
Bartolucci, Rick
Bentley, Christopher
Berardinetti, Lorenzo
Bountrogianni, Marie
Bradley, James J.
Broten, Laurel C.
Brownell, Jim
Cansfield, Donna H.
Caplan, David

Chambers, Mary Anne V.

Colle, Mike
Cordiano, Joseph
Craitor, Kim
Crozier, Bruce
Delaney, Bob
Dhillon, Vic

Di Cocco, Caroline
Dombrowsky, Leona
Duguid, Brad
Duncan, Dwight
Flynn, Kevin Daniel
Fonseca, Peter

Ayes

Gerretsen, John
Gravelle, Michael
Hardeman, Ernie
Hoy, Pat

Hudak, Tim
Jackson, Cameron
Jeffrey, Linda
Kular, Kuldip
Kwinter, Monte
Lalonde, Jean-Marc
Leal, Jeff

Levac, Dave
Marsales, Judy
Martiniuk, Gerry
Matthews, Deborah
Mauro, Bill
McNeely, Phil
Miller, Norm

Milloy, John
Mossop, Jennifer F.
Munro, Julia
O'Toole, John
Orazietti, David
Parsons, Ernie
Patten, Richard

Peters, Steve
Peterson, Tim
Phillips, Gerry
Pupatello, Sandra
Ramal, Khalil
Ramsay, David
Rinaldi, Lou
Ruprecht, Tony
Sandals, Liz

Scott, Laurie
Sergio, Mario
Smith, Monique
Smitherman, George
Takhar, Harinder S.
Tascona, Joseph N.
Tory, John

Van Bommel, Maria
Watson, Jim
Wilkinson, John
Wong, Tony C.
Wynne, Kathleen O.
Yakabuski, John
Zimmer, David

The Speaker: All those opposed, please rise.

Bisson, Gilles
Dunlop, Garfield
Horwath, Andrea
Klees, Frank

Nays

Kormos, Peter
Marchese, Rosario
Martel, Shelley
Murdoch, Bill

Ouellette, Jerry J.
Prue, Michael

The Clerk of the Assembly (Mr. Claude
DesRosiers): The ayes are 73; the nays are 10.
The Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY

AND RESPONSES

GOREWAY DRIVE

GENERATING STATION

Hon. Donna H. Cansfield (Minister of Energy): Mr.
Speaker, I'm pleased to share with you and our col-
leagues in the House today that Ontario is one step closer
to a cleaner, more secure energy future.

I, along with my colleagues from Brampton—Gore—
Malton—Springdale and Brampton Centre, had the honour
of taking part in the launch of construction of Sithe

Global Power’s Goreway Drive generating station in
Brampton.

At this time, I would like to welcome, in our gallery
today, Dave Foley, from Blackstone, and Duane Cramer,
vice-president of Sithe Global Power. Welcome to the
House, gentlemen.

When it is completed, the Goreway Drive facility will
be capable of producing 875 megawatts of electricity,
enough power for 330,000 homes. The privately funded
plant will cost about $1 billion and be constructed in two
phases. The first phase will provide 500 megawatts of
electricity by the summer of 2007, and the remaining 375
megawatts will be ready by the summer of 2008. It will
easily be one of the largest combined-cycle natural gas
generating stations in Canada.

1400

The Sithe plant is being built to meet our directive to
the Ontario Power Authority, asking that they address the
vital need for electricity in the western part of the greater
Toronto area. It is also an important part of our plan to
close all the coal-fired generating stations in Ontario and
replace them with cleaner sources of electricity. As
members know, the Lakeview coal-fired plant in south
Mississauga closed in April 2005. It was among the
largest polluters in the greater Toronto area.

Our government is building a new energy future that
will keep the lights on and ensure that our children have
cleaner air. This facility and others being built in the
Sarnia region and in other parts of the province will
allow us to maintain a stable supply of clean power while
closing down our dirty coal-fired generating stations.

Since taking office in 2003, over 2,800 megawatts
have come online, and there are more than 11,000
megawatts that are being built. To put this in perspective,
there is no other Canadian province or US state that will
build more new generation capacity than Ontario over the
next five years.

As we renew Ontario’s energy system, we are embark-
ing on one of the largest, most comprehensive building
initiatives since Sir Adam Beck was running Hydro.
These projects have included building wind farms across
Ontario and bringing nuclear units back online. They
have included the construction of new gas plants, like
Sithe Goreway, and launching comprehensive conser-
vation and demand management initiatives that will in-
vest up to $1.5 billion in energy conservation. They
include a commitment to new renewable energy, with 18
new renewable energy projects that will add more than
1,350 megawatts of clean energy to the system by 2008,
and one of the most ambitious and forward-looking
standard-offer contract programs in North America.

Today’s launch of construction of the Sithe Goreway
generating station is indeed good news for our province,
and it is one more indication that we are moving forward
toward a bright energy future for our province.

JEAN LOWERY

Hon. George Smitherman (Minister of Health and
Long-Term Care): I rise with deep regret today to mark
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the passing of a nursing pioneer. Her name was Jean
Lowery, and she spent 40 years devoting her skills and
energy to the care and well-being of patients and also of
nurses.

As my colleagues know, the profession of nursing has
not always received the recognition and respect that it
deserves. Ms. Lowery set to work on that. She graduated
from the University of Toronto School of Nursing in
1957. She took up a profession whose practitioners,
people dedicating their lives to caring for others, were
themselves not cared for very much at all. Nurses were
underpaid, they were undervalued, they were overworked
and they didn’t come close to receiving the respect that
they should have. Jean Lowery didn’t like that; she
thought it was wrong. She thought nurses deserved
better, and she began a decades-long battle to see to it
that they received better.

In 1973, she was one of a number of nurses who met
in Toronto to form the Ontario Nurses’ Association. She
was installed at that meeting as ONA’s first president.
She served the association in many capacities until her
retirement in 1991, at which time she was awarded an
honorary membership. Jean Lowery came to embody the
ONA vision, which is, “Respected. Strong. United. Com-
mitted to members who care for people.”

Speaker, because of people like Jean Lowery, whose
commitment never wavered, nurses can proudly claim to
be respected, to be strong and to be united. They are, as
they have always been, the heart and soul of health care.
Today, they are recognized as such, which is something
that they have not always been. Thousands of nurses
have benefited from the efforts made and the example set
by Jean Lowery. As a result of that, hundreds and
thousands of patients have as well.

Nursing is a profession that, especially early on, de-
cidedly, desperately needed a champion. In this province,
Jean Lowery was that champion. Our hearts go out to her
family and her many friends and admirers, and we stand
in mourning with the thousands of nurses in Ontario
whose professional lives have been improved by the
tireless efforts and the extraordinary commitment of Jean
Lowery, a great Ontarian.

GOREWAY DRIVE
GENERATING STATION

Mr. John Yakabuski (Renfrew-Nipissing—-Pembroke):
I’'m pleased to respond to the minister’s statement today.
They made this announcement in October 2005, and
we’re finally getting to the point where we’re actually
putting a shovel into dirt. It’s typical of how this govern-
ment has operated. First they botched what was going on
in Mississauga and Brampton. They signed contracts and
made deals with Eastern Power. The place went bank-
rupt. One was cancelled. But every day, the clock keeps
ticking on the critical supply shortage here in Ontario. So
they basically had to start over with the Sithe project.

Look, we’re pleased that we’re going to have some
additional power in Ontario. The question is whether or

not it is going to satisfy the needs that we have, because
the bigger question remains, and that is the question of
supply in this province. They keep talking, but they’re
not quite so pompous about it. They keep talking about
the shutdown of the fossil fuel plants, but even they
alluded, in their budget, to backtracking on that a little
bit, because everybody knows they cannot fulfill those
promises. They should stop dreaming and put a knife
through that promise, because it is dead, and the people
of province have to know that.

You know what else they have to know? They have to
know, and they have a right to know, what this plan of
the Liberal government is going to cost them with regard
to electricity in this province, not only in the near future
but in the long term. The minister tried to lay that
groundwork a little bit yesterday with a lowball question
from one of her colleagues with regard to other juris-
dictions. We need to know. Some estimates are saying
that this government’s electricity plan will cost tens of
billions of dollars over the next 25 years with regard to
generation costs in this province, because of a silly,
irresponsible promise that they knew was bad in 2003.

My position to the minister is, they have to come
clean. They are talking about clean energy. It is time that
they came clean with respect to energy in this province.
It’s great to hear an announcement, but it’s just an
announcement. Now they’re saying that in the summer of
2007 this place will be generating electricity. If it is like
every other Liberal announcement and promise, I think
the people would view that skeptically. So we will wait
and see whether or not this will actually be working by
that time. But in the meantime, Minister, and to the
Premier, it is time to level with the people.

What are the fixed-price contracts for these plants?
What is the cost? How much are you going to be paying
those people when they are sitting idle, and how much
will you be paying for power when it’s producing? The
people have a right to know. You talk about transpar-
ency. That’s a load of you know what—something that
could be burned as biomass maybe. It’s time that they
came clean with the province of Ontario, which needs to
know what the real cost of power is under your plan.

JEAN LOWERY

Ms. Laurie Scott (Haliburton-Victoria—Brock): I’'m
pleased to respond today to the statement of the Minister
of Health and Long-Term Care on the passing of Jean
Lowery, RN. Jean Lowery was the founding president of
the ONA, the union that today represents 51,000 RNs and
allied health professionals across Ontario. She spent 40
years of her life devoting her skills and energy to the care
and well-being of patients and also of nurses. The ONA
vision today is rooted from her: “Respected. Strong.
United. Committed to members who care for people.” To
quote the ONA president, Linda Haslam-Stroud, Mrs.
Lowery was a pioneer and champion of better working
conditions for nurses: “She didn’t like the lack of respect
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afforded nurses in the 1950s and *60s and dedicated her
professional life to effect change.”

I myself am an RN who graduated in the 1980s and
came into a system that had seen a lot of revision. I have
nurses in my family, and they’ve told stories of when
they first started nursing in the 1950s and 1960s. Mrs.
Lowery was critical in increasing the respectability of the
profession that we have today. Nurses were underpaid,
undervalued, overworked and didn’t receive respect.
There are still some issues today in the nursing pro-
fession, but she united nurses and we are still moving
forward on the changes.

As most of you know, if there are any nurses in your
families, they have taken care of you at one point or
another. They are certainly the front-line advocates for
patients, and we need to support them.

On behalf of John Tory and the Progressive Con-
servative caucus, we send condolences to Mrs. Lowery’s
family. A true friend to nursing she was.

1410

Ms. Shelley Martel (Nickel Belt): New Democrats
join with many others today in acknowledging the con-
tribution that was made by Jean Lowery to the nursing
profession here in Ontario. Her whole life was devoted to
nursing: her skills, her talents, her expertise. She gradu-
ated as a psychiatric nurse in 1951 and then went on to
receive her public health certificate from the University
of Toronto in 1957, so her skills were varied and her
contribution and commitment were great.

Secondly, it was her experience on the front line and
the conversations she had with other nurses who were
very unhappy with their work, their hours of work, their
low pay and their lack of prestige that compelled her to
take up the challenge to improve the lives of Ontario
nurses. As a consequence, she was a founding member of
ONA. When that group came together in 1973 to begin
collective bargaining on behalf of nurses, she was in-
stalled at that meeting as ONA’s first president. She also
made many other contributions to ONA later in her life.
She served on ONA’s staff until her retirement in 1991.
She was the director of human resources and the director
of association services. She was an employment relations
officer who worked directly with front-line nurses in
labour relations matters.

I want to quote two of her colleagues, who said the
following. Lesley Bell: “When attempts to work with
management to set standards failed, she and others decid-
ed that collective bargaining was the answer. Thousands
of RNs have benefited from her efforts” since that time.
And this by Linda Haslam-Stroud: “Jean Lowery worked
tirelessly to make things better for RNs. She didn’t like
the lack of respect afforded nurses in the 1950s and *60s
and dedicated her professional life to effect change.”
That she certainly did.

On behalf of all New Democrats, we acknowledge and
thank Jean Lowery for the amazing contribution she
made, but we also extend our very sincere sympathy and
condolences to her lifetime partner, Fred, her daughter,
Marylin, and her son, Paul. She will be missed.

GOREWAY DRIVE
GENERATING STATION

Mr. Howard Hampton (Kenora—Rainy River): I
want to respond to the Minister of Energy, and I want to
respond to the things that weren’t in today’s announce-
ment. That’s what is most interesting about this.

You see, if you roll back the clock, Dalton McGuinty
promised the people of Ontario public power. In fact, he
said during the election campaign that the electricity
market is dead. Now, people across Ontario might be led
to believe by that statement that what was announced
today is public power. If they did believe that, they
would be sadly mistaken. This is private, profit-driven
power, and as such it’s going to be very expensive
power.

In fact, that’s one of the other salient things that isn’t
in this announcement. Nowhere is the McGuinty govern-
ment prepared to talk about, even whisper about, what
this is going to cost the people of Ontario on their hydro
bills. Is it going to be 10-cent-a-kilowatt-hour electricity?
Is it going to be 11-cent-a-kilowatt-hour electricity? The
McGuinty government won’t say. But I think we can
discern a couple of things by looking at the history of this
transaction, because when this was first announced with
much fanfare by the McGuinty government back on May
30, 2005, a year ago, the McGuinty government then
talked about how these were going to be two plants in
Mississauga, one for 280 megawatts on Hurontario
Street, and 280 megawatts on Loreland Avenue. At the
time, they ventured to say that they thought the electricity
would cost 7.8 cents per kilowatt hour.

Well, that would have been expensive, but you see,
that deal that was announced with much fanfare by the
McGuinty government fell apart. After much boasting
that this was an open process and that there was a fair-
ness commissioner, that deal fell apart. So what was
announced today is in fact a hurry-up-quick fixer-upper.
It doesn’t have in it a reference to price, but I'm willing
to bet for the consumers of Ontario that when this
appears on the hydro bill, people will be looking at 10
cents or 11 cents a kilowatt hour for their electricity.
That’s what’s going on here. People need to know what
this deal is really all about.

VISITORS

Hon. Sandra Pupatello (Minister of Community
and Social Services, minister responsible for women’s
issues): On a point of order, Mr. Speaker: I’'m very
pleased, and I know all members of the House will join
me, to introduce the president of Chrysler Canada, who
has joined us in the members’ gallery. We ask him to
stand. Steve Landry is here today. Welcome to the
House. I'm also very happy to introduce Lori Shalhoub,
also with Chrysler Canada, and Doug Jure—able rep-
resentatives for Chrysler Canada. We’re very pleased that
the headquarters, of course, is in Windsor, Ontario.
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Ms. Deborah Matthews (London North Centre):
On a point of order, Mr. Speaker: I would like all mem-
bers of the House to join me in welcoming the Tuesday
women’s luncheon club to our chamber today. Welcome,
and we’re glad to have you here.

Hon. Jim Watson (Minister of Health Promotion):
On a point of order, Mr. Speaker: I’'m pleased to recog-
nize in the gallery two individuals who lived in Ottawa,
used to live in my colleague Madeleine Meilleur’s riding,
and are now in Stratford: Eric and Gillian Adams.
Welcome.

Mr. John Wilkinson (Perth-Middlesex): On a point
of order, Mr. Speaker: I’'m happy my constituents are
here, Eric and Gillian. I'm also very happy that my oldest
brother, Bill, is joining us here today.

Mr. Tim Peterson (Mississauga South): On a point
of order, Mr. Speaker: It is my privilege to introduce two
people who are making a huge contribution to the re-
mediation of landfills by allowing us to take plastic out
of landfills and putting in paper bags so that we don’t
create leachate and so that we can take the dry and wet
organic waste and turn it into compost: the inventor of
the technology, Mr. George Colgan, and the financier of
the technology, Mr. Lou Mechan. Will you please stand
and be acknowledged.

Hon. George Smitherman (Minister of Health and
Long-Term Care): On a point of order, Mr. Speaker: I’d
like the House to pay appropriate regard to a constituent
of mine who’s here today: Mr. John Tory.

Mr. Frank Klees (Oak Ridges): On a point of order,
Mr. Speaker: 1 would like to say hello to my mother,
who’s watching by television. Hi, Mom.

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): I knew
there was a reason for these points of order not being
points of order. Thank you very much to everyone.

DEFERRED VOTES

2006 ONTARIO BUDGET

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): We now
have a deferred vote on Mr. Tory’s amendment to the
budget motion.

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

The division bells rang from 1418 to 1423.

The Speaker: All those in favour of Mr. Tory’s
amendment to the motion, please rise one at a time.

Ayes
Kormos, Peter
Marchese, Rosario
Martel, Shelley
Martiniuk, Gerry
Miller, Norm

Arnott, Ted
Bisson, Gilles
Dunlop, Garfield
Hampton, Howard
Hardeman, Ernie

Prue, Michael
Runciman, Robert W.
Scott, Laurie
Sterling, Norman W.
Tascona, Joseph N.

Horwath, Andrea Munro, Julia Tory, John
Hudak, Tim Murdoch, Bill Yakabuski, John
Jackson, Cameron O'Toole, John

Klees, Frank Ouellette, Jerry J.

The Speaker: All those opposed will please rise one

at a time.

Arthurs, Wayne
Balkissoon, Bas
Bartolucci, Rick
Bentley, Christopher
Berardinetti, Lorenzo
Bountrogianni, Marie
Bradley, James J.
Broten, Laurel C.
Brownell, Jim
Cansfield, Donna H.
Caplan, David

Chambers, Mary Anne V.

Colle, Mike
Cordiano, Joseph
Craitor, Kim

Crozier, Bruce
Delaney, Bob
Dhillon, Vic

Di Cocco, Caroline
Dombrowsky, Leona
Duguid, Brad
Duncan, Dwight

Nays

Flynn, Kevin Daniel
Fonseca, Peter
Gerretsen, John
Gravelle, Michael
Hoy, Pat

Jeffrey, Linda
Kennedy, Gerard
Kular, Kuldip
Kwinter, Monte
Lalonde, Jean-Marc
Leal, Jeff

Levac, Dave
Marsales, Judy
Matthews, Deborah
Mauro, Bill
McMeekin, Ted
McNeely, Phil
Meilleur, Madeleine
Milloy, John
Mossop, Jennifer F.
Orazietti, David
Parsons, Ernie

Patten, Richard
Peters, Steve
Peterson, Tim
Phillips, Gerry
Pupatello, Sandra
Qaadri, Shafiq
Racco, Mario G.
Ramal, Khalil
Ramsay, David
Rinaldi, Lou
Ruprecht, Tony
Sandals, Liz
Sergio, Mario
Smith, Monique
Smitherman, George
Takhar, Harinder S.
Van Bommel, Maria
Watson, Jim
Wilkinson, John
Wong, Tony C.
Wynne, Kathleen O.
Zimmer, David

The Clerk of the Assembly (Mr. Claude
DesRosiers): The ayes are 25; the nays are 66.
The Speaker: I declare the motion lost.

We now come to the motion of Mr. Duncan, that this
House approves in general the budgetary policy of the
government. Is it the pleasure of the House that the
motion carry?

All in favour will say “aye.”

All opposed will say “nay.”

In my opinion, the ayes have it.

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

The division bells rang from 1427 to 1432.

The Speaker: Those in favour of the motion by Mr.
Duncan will please rise one at a time and be recorded by

the Clerk.

Arthurs, Wayne
Balkissoon, Bas
Bartolucci, Rick
Bentley, Christopher
Berardinetti, Lorenzo
Bountrogianni, Marie
Bradley, James J.
Broten, Laurel C.
Brownell, Jim
Cansfield, Donna H.
Caplan, David

Chambers, Mary Anne V.

Colle, Mike
Cordiano, Joseph
Craitor, Kim
Crozier, Bruce
Delaney, Bob
Dhillon, Vic

Di Cocco, Caroline
Dombrowsky, Leona
Duguid, Brad
Duncan, Dwight
Flynn, Kevin Daniel

The Speaker: All those opposed will please rise one

Ayes

Fonseca, Peter
Gerretsen, John
Gravelle, Michael
Hoy, Pat

Jeffrey, Linda
Kennedy, Gerard
Kular, Kuldip
Kwinter, Monte
Lalonde, Jean-Marc
Leal, Jeff

Levac, Dave
Marsales, Judy
Matthews, Deborah
Mauro, Bill
McGuinty, Dalton
McMeekin, Ted
McNeely, Phil
Meilleur, Madeleine
Milloy, John
Mossop, Jennifer F.
Orazietti, David
Parsons, Ernie
Patten, Richard

Peters, Steve
Peterson, Tim
Phillips, Gerry
Pupatello, Sandra
Qaadri, Shafiq
Racco, Mario G.
Ramal, Khalil
Ramsay, David
Rinaldi, Lou
Ruprecht, Tony
Sandals, Liz
Sergio, Mario
Smith, Monique
Smitherman, George
Takhar, Harinder S.
Van Bommel, Maria
Watson, Jim
Wilkinson, John
Wong, Tony C.
Wynne, Kathleen O.
Zimmer, David

at a time and be recognized by the Clerk.
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Nays

Arnott, Ted
Bisson, Gilles
Dunlop, Garfield
Hampton, Howard

Prue, Michael
Runciman, Robert W.
Scott, Laurie
Sterling, Norman W.

Kormos, Peter
Marchese, Rosario
Martel, Shelley
Martiniuk, Gerry

Hardeman, Ernie Miller, Norm Tascona, Joseph N.
Horwath, Andrea Munro, Julia Tory, John

Hudak, Tim Murdoch, Bill Yakabuski, John
Jackson, Cameron O'Toole, John

Klees, Frank Ouellette, Jerry J.

The Clerk of the Assembly (Mr. Claude L.
DesRosiers): The ayes are 67; the nays are 25.

The Speaker: T declare the motion carried.

It is therefore resolved that the House approves in
general the budgetary policy of the government.

ORAL QUESTIONS

HYDRO ONE

Mr. John Tory (Leader of the Opposition): My
question is to the Premier. Could you please explain to us
here and to the public what the criteria and the evaluation
measures were that resulted in a bonus payment to the
chief executive officer of Hydro One of roughly
$500,000 for this year? Could you explain the criteria?

Hon. Dalton McGuinty (Premier, Minister of
Research and Innovation): I'm going to refer this
question to the Minister of Energy.

Hon. Donna H. Cansfield (Minister of Energy): 1
thank the member for his question. As I indicated yester-
day in the House, I think that it’s fair. I’ve written to the
various agencies to ask for a meeting.

As you know, executive salaries are set by the boards
of all the agencies. I’ve asked for a meeting to sit down
with them for their explanation, and I’m looking forward
to doing that very shortly.

Mr. Tory: I say to the Premier that the government is
the single shareholder and the owner of Hydro One, and
having a meeting or writing a letter is not really neces-
sary. All you need to do is hit the speed-dial button and
ask the simple question, “What were the criteria on
which this bonus was based?” It wouldn’t take more than
10 minutes.

This is about simple accountability for the taxpayers
of Ontario. All we want to know, and all the taxpayers
are entitled to know, is the basis upon which the bonus
was calculated and paid. It’s written down. There’s a
written record of it right now—there should be.

When you award someone a bonus of this magnitude,
it should be easily explained. I’'m asking you, when this
is in effect public money, will the Premier instruct the
minister to come to this House tomorrow with the
explanation as to the basis upon which that bonus was
paid on behalf of the hydro ratepayers of Ontario? It
shouldn’t take longer than that. Will you do it?

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: T thank the member for the
question. I’'m sure that the member recognizes that in fact

it was his party who actually set up the structure under
which the boards do operate. They are independent, and
it is their executive which determines their rates of
compensation and the rates of bonuses.

What I have asked for is a meeting for an explanation,
and that’s fair. I’ve asked that from all of the agencies.
I’m more than happy; I’m really quite prepared. As the
member of the opposition has indicated, and I’'ll quote
him, “You do have to pay the kind of money they would
get somewhere else or you won’t keep them,” when
referring to executives’ salaries meeting the demands of
the marketplace.

I agree with what he’s saying. What [ am also saying
is that I’'m quite prepared to sit down with the chair and
the board, who have the responsibility for that deter-
mination, to understand how in fact they did make that
determination in the first place.

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): Final
supplementary.

Mr. Tory: The quote of mine that you read is very
interesting and it actually confirms what I was not asking
you about, which is how much he was paid. What I was
asking you about were the criteria pursuant to which he
was paid. It’s a very simple question. In fact, the payment
in question was made months ago, pursuant to criteria
that were probably established a year ago.

All I’'m asking you is very simply—you don’t need to
have a meeting; you don’t need to send a letter. You just
need to ask them to send over to you by fax or by e-mail
today the criteria pursuant to which the bonus was paid.
It’s a very simple request.

The taxpayers are the owners of this corporation. The
hydro ratepayers are the people who are paying the
money to the company that is paying its executives
whatever they get paid. I am simply asking you to make
public to those people—I think they’re entitled to know
now—on what basis the bonus was calculated and on
what basis it was paid. I’'m asking you to simply stand up
and say, “Tomorrow we will be here with that infor-
mation.” Will you be here with that information to-
morrow, stop dragging your feet and do it?

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: T would just like to make a
correction: It’s actually the ratepayer, not the taxpayer, in
terms of the dollars around electricity.

I repeat to the member that [ have written to the differ-
ent agencies. The boards have the responsibility of deter-
mining executive salaries and compensation. I think it’s
reasonable to ask for an explanation. I have asked to sit
down with them for that explanation for all the agencies.
I would, however, remind the member opposite that it’s
interesting to note that when they were at Hydro, I think
it was Mr. Gourley who was paid $4.6 million. Mr.
Harris himself received almost $19,000. Mr. Rhodes
received $1 billion. Mr. Long received—

Interjections.

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: Oh, you think it’s great about
that $1 billion—$1 million, sorry.

Interjections.

The Speaker: Order. Stop the clock.

New question.
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Mr. Tory: My question is for the Premier. The min-
ister is like Dr. No over there, with a million/billion
dollars, but it’s not funny. You actually helped me be-
cause you introduced the subject I want to introduce here,
which is saying one thing and doing another.

My question to the Premier is this: When you were in
opposition, you had a lot to say about a lot of subjects,
and a lot of those things you said then seemed to mean
very little when you got over to the government benches.
When you were in opposition, you were demanding
answers about people at Hydro One and their salaries,
and you were bouncing off the walls. You once told the
Premier of the day, “Your job was to protect hydro
ratepayers. You had an option. Why did you roll over for
the board? Why did you not stand up for ratepayers?”

All I’'m asking today is this: Could you just explain to
us the basis upon which this gentlemen received a bonus
of $500,000? You know it. It’s written down. It’s been
part of the record for some time and the bonus has been
paid. Why do we need to have meetings and corre-
spondence and all kinds of things like that? Just tell us
the information so the taxpayers and the ratepayers will
know. Will you do it?

Hon. Mr. McGuinty: I’ll see if I can help the leader
of the official opposition further in this regard.

I’'m surprised they’re not aware of some of the
contractual matters related to Mr. Parkinson’s contract
since they were the first government to award a contract
to Mr. Parkinson. We have essentially renewed that very
same contract. So if Mr. Tory is looking for the source of
the financial relationship we have between Hydro One
and the CEQ, he need look no further than his own party.

Mr. Tory: Premier, I don’t know whether to agree or
disagree, because you haven’t provided us with the basis
upon which the bonus was calculated. All we’re asking
for—

Interjections.

The Speaker: Order. I need to be able to hear the
Leader of the Opposition.

The Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Tory: All we’re asking for, very simply, is that
regardless of who authored the contract, you tell us the
criteria set by the board of directors pursuant to which
this man was paid a half-million-dollar bonus. It’s a very
simple question. I think it is something that, when you
were in opposition, you would have most certainly felt
was something the public was entitled to know. In fact,
you said back then, “Can you tell me once again,
Premier, why it is that when push comes to shove, you’re
on the side of the board of directors and you didn’t stand
up for ratepayers?” If you want to stand up for the
ratepayers and actually, for a change, do what you said in
opposition when you’re in government, then simply stand
in your place and tell us the basis upon which this man
received a $500,000 bonus. It’s a very simple question.
Will you do it?

Hon. Mr. McGuinty: Again, that was a provision that
was inserted, presumably deliberately, by Mr. Tory’s

government in the past. I can say with some pride that we
are not paying the CEO of Hydro One over $2.4 million,
which had been paid by the Conservative government to
one Eleanor Clitheroe. I can also say with some degree of
pride that we are shining the sunlight on these matters,
which were hidden from view by the previous govern-
ment.

Let me say this again so that Mr. Tory completely
understands this: The contract in place is the one that he
put in place. Secondly, it is 30% less than the one they
awarded to Eleanor Clitheroe. Thirdly, we have brought
sun shine on these matters so that for the first time the
people of Ontario have access to this information.

Mr. Tory: If the Premier is so determined to let the
sunshine in, then I don’t know why you don’t answer my
question, which I’'m now asking for the sixth time. You
said it’s a contract that [ put in place. Well, I hardly put it
in place. But having said that, you are engaging—

Interjections.

The Speaker: Order. Stop the clock.

The Leader of the Opposition.

Mr. Tory: You have a chance to redeem yourself
here, because whether it’s autistic children, balanced
budgets, not raising taxes, hydro rate caps or hydro com-
pensation issues, your pattern has been to say one thing
in opposition and do another in government. You have a
chance right now to tell us: Do you have any standards in
respect of public sector bonuses? Are you prepared to
share with us the criteria pursuant to which—and I don’t
mean in a month or after meetings or correspondence.
Will you share with us tomorrow—it’s a reasonable
request—the basis upon which this gentleman was paid
the half-million-dollar bonus, so the hydro ratepayers
whom you pledged to protect will be able to see what
happened? Will you do it?

Hon. Mr. McGuinty: The minister made it clear both
yesterday and again today—and I think she’s done this
on at least three separate occasions now—that she’s
going to look into the matter. I think we should give her
time to acquire that information.

Again, [ think it is not entirely irrelevant that the
contract in place now between Hydro One and its CEO
was essentially the contract that was put in place by the
previous government. Mr. Tory says he’s distancing
himself from the previous government in this regard. We
wonder in how many other places he’s going to be
distancing himself from the record of those he’s sitting
among here today.

As well, I would say that we take pride in the fact that
we are shining sunlight for the first time on these kinds of
issues, so that the people of Ontario can gain a good
understanding for the very first time of these very kinds
of issues. That was the kind of thing that the previous
government was not particularly partial to. We think it’s
right and we think it’s legitimate. We think it’s high time
it was done, and that’s why we did it.

The Speaker: New question. The leader of the third
party.

Mr. Howard Hampton (Kenora—Rainy River): A
question for the Premier: When exactly did the McGuinty



2658

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO

4 APRIL 2006

government decide to order the review of Hydro execu-
tive salaries that was announced yesterday? When are the
review meetings taking place? Who will be there? When
can hydro ratepayers expect to see the outrageous Hydro
executive pay packages reduced?

Hon. Mr. McGuinty: The Minister of Energy.

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: In fact, T said that compen-
sation is the responsibility of the board and that I thought
it was reasonable to have a meeting with them, to have an
understanding of how they had come to their deter-
mination. [ said that yesterday; I said it this morning. I'm
quite prepared to meet with all of the agencies for those
explanations. I think that’s fair and reasonable. I’ve in-
dicated that I will do that, and I expect to have those
meetings take place very shortly.

Mr. Hampton: It’s puzzling, because the McGuinty
government waited until yesterday to launch this review,
but the McGuinty government has known for over a year
about the outrageous Hydro executive pay packages.
Here’s an article from the Toronto Sun, March 2, 2005,
where it says, “Ontario Energy Minister Dwight Duncan
said he supports the 35% raise given to the CEO of ...
Hydro One.” My question to the Premier is, since you’ve
known about these executive pay increases, why did you
sit on your hands for more than a year, while hydro rate-
payers of the province were fleeced under your gov-
ernment?

1450

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: First of all, I’d like to correct
the record. Mr. Rhodes only made just over $1 million
dollars.

Mr. Gilles Bisson (Timmins—James Bay): That’s
all?

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: That’s all.

As I had indicated, the executive salaries are the
responsibility of the respective boards. I’ve written to
each of the boards to ask for an explanation of how they
came to those determinations. That’s a reasonable and
fair question to ask. I’ve written the letters and I’m going
to sit down with them very shortly to ask how they made
the determination. I have every intention of doing that.

Mr. Hampton: It remains that the former Minister of
Energy knew that this was happening a year ago. In fact,
this is how outrageous the Hydro executive pay packages
are under the McGuinty government: Hydro Québec is a
very large utility. It has assets of $57 billion. Their chief
executive officer is paid in the $500,000 range. Hydro
One has assets of only $11 billion, but under the
McGuinty government, Mr. Parkinson gets paid $1.56
million. In fact, it’s even more outrageous than that. The
three other large utilities in Canada—Hydro Québec,
Manitoba Hydro and BC Hydro—pay their three execu-
tive officers, combined, less than the McGuinty govern-
ment pays Tom Parkinson.

My question for the Premier is: Under the McGuinty
government, why are working families paying such out-
rageous salaries to Tom Parkinson and other Hydro
executives?

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: I'll repeat this again, maybe
slowly: I have asked for a meeting with the chair and the

executives, who have the responsibility for all of these
boards, for an explanation of how they made the deter-
minations. I will sit down with them. I will find out how.
Maybe we could ask the member the same question as to
how he determined Mr. Strong’s compensation or Ms.
Clitheroe’s compensation. I’'m prepared to sit down and
ask for that explanation from the people who in fact have
the responsibility for that determination. I’ve said that I
will do it. I will do it, and I will do it with all of the
agencies.

The Speaker: New question.

Mr. Hampton: To the Premier: It seems to me that
there has to be some accountability on the part of your
government. The real problem, the bigger problem, is
that your government, the McGuinty government, has set
up a convoluted, wasteful, bureaucratic electricity sys-
tem. It’s a hydro hydra, a four-headed electricity monster,
that’s driving up electricity rates, devouring people’s
wallets and resulting in tens of thousands of lost in-
dustrial jobs. You pay a Hydro One executive $1.56
million. You say you pay the OPG top-salaried official
$866,000. You pay the Independent Electricity System
Operator chief executive $728,000. You pay your former
fundraiser, Jan Carr, at the Ontario Power Authority,
$637,000.

Under the McGuinty government, Premier, why are
working families being gouged? Why are working
families paying these bloated executive salaries at the
hydro electricity monsters that you’ve created?

Hon. Mr. McGuinty: To the Minister of Energy.

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: I thank the member for the
question, but I might like to ask the member—in fact, the
Ontario Energy Board, the regulator, has the respon-
sibility for the scrutiny of the Independent Electricity
System Operator and the Ontario Power Authority, both
boards that have been mentioned. I was curious as to
whether or not during that public scrutiny, the member
actually had gone to any of those meetings to articulate
the position he’s now articulating in the House. It’s an
open and transparent process. He has that opportunity.

I will repeat that I'm quite prepared to sit down with
those executives, who have the final determination, as to
how they reached those determinations, and get an
explanation. I think that’s very reasonable to do. I’ve in-
dicated I’'m going to do it. I'm quite prepared to do it,
and [ will do it very shortly.

Mr. Hampton: My question is really to the Premier,
because it’s about: Does the McGuinty government have
even an elementary understanding of accountability?
Under the McGuinty government, being a hydro elec-
tricity executive is like winning the all-time lottery. The
10 top-paid provincial Hydro executives in Canada are
all in Ontario, under the McGuinty government: two
from Hydro One, one from the Independent Electricity
System Operator, one from the Ontario Power Authority
and six from Ontario Power Generation.

Premier, I thought it was your job to protect hydro
ratepayers, to protect those working families who are in
fact paying the bill. When did the priority of the
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McGuinty government become paying Hydro executives
the top 10 salaries in Canada and allowing ratepayers to
be gouged?

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: As a matter of fact, over the
last number of years, a good 10 years, generation in this
province fell by 6%, whereas our need grew by 8%. So
the fact of the matter is that we have put new generation
onside. We require the people and the expertise with
which to do it. You do pay for quality; it is synonymous,
often, with the price that you pay for someone’s
expertise. So I don’t have any difficulty in people deter-
mining the value of a skill set.

I have indicated that I am quite prepared to sit down
with the folks who make these determinations and listen
to their rationale as to how they make those determin-
ations. But we have put more generation in this province
than they had in many years. In fact, it had been neglect-
ed for so many years. You do need to attract good
people—

The Speaker: Thank you. Final supplementary.

Mr. Hampton: No, Minister. You’ve driven up the
electricity bill for all kinds of people and you’ve killed
tens of thousands of good industrial jobs.

But I want go back to the Premier, because this is
about accountability. One self-described hydro expert
said that government reviews won’t do. Talking about
Eleanor Clitheroe’s bloated salary, this is what this self-
described expert said: “This is not a matter that needs to
be sent out to review. This is a matter that requires you to
say, ‘Mea culpa. This will never, ever happen again. It is
wrong, it is entirely inappropriate and 1 will do every-
thing in my power to make sure this never, ever happens
again.”” Who said that? Dalton McGuinty, just three
years ago.

My question to the Premier is this: Are you going to
follow your own words? Are you going to reduce these
salaries? Are you going to work on behalf of the rate-
payers and the working families, or were those words
that you said just meaningless words, like so many other
words that you say?

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: I would like to remind the
member of the third party that in fact it was Mr. Bob Rae,
the former Premier and NDP member, who is the chair of
the compensation committee that approved Mr. Parkin-
son’s salary and has the responsibility to do so.

Let me quote what he said: “The design of the pro-
gram facilitates the attraction, motivation and retention of
executives, critical for Hydro One’s current and long-
term success.” I am quite prepared to sit down and have
an explanation of their rationale for their decision. But it
is the decision of the board of directors and the chair of
that board in determining compensation packages. I’'m
quite happy to have a fair explanation of that. I have
asked for that meeting in writing, and it will take place
very shortly.

ONTARIO COLLEGE OF TEACHERS.

Mr. Frank Klees (Oak Ridges): My question is to
the Minister of Education. I’d like to follow along on the

theme of accountability. As the minister, you’re respon-
sible to ensure that the public interest is served in the
administration of education. Can you tell the House, then,
why you insist through Bill 78 to hand over control of the
governing council of the Ontario College of Teachers to
the very same unions whose mandate it is to defend its
members against public charges? Why have you done
that?

Hon. Gerard Kennedy (Minister of Education): 1
think, for those who are watching, it certainly is a re-
minder in this House of why we needed a change in
government. We needed a change from a government
that would take every opportunity to attack and presume
the worst of other people. If you want to be elected to
government, you have to be able to work with the people
who are in government. What it means is that the
students out there have benefited because there is an
atmosphere of co-operation.
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The college of teachers has one purpose: to look after
the public interest. Under the previous government that
the member opposite was a part of, there was a fight
going on in the college of teachers. The reforms we’re
bringing in will make it a neutral body that looks after the
public interest. In fact, it will prohibit anyone who serves
full-time, either for the Ministry of Education or for a
teacher federation, from serving on the college of teach-
ers, whereas there were eight, 10 and 15 members under
this member opposite’s government.

In fact, we are returning the college of teachers to its
original purpose: a professional body that looks after the
public interest in teaching, and like other improvements,
students will be better off because of—

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): Thank you.
Supplementary?

Mr. Klees: The minister needs to be reminded that it
was the Royal Commission on Learning that recom-
mended that this college be independent of those unions.
I want to point out to the minister—I’m going to ask a
page to take this letter over to the minister. Page, please.

I want the minister to see this letter, which comes to
him from a member of his cabinet. In that letter it says
the following: “No professional college can act in the
public interest when its governing council is controlled
by one union whose own mandate it is to defend its mem-
bers against public charges. This issue must be ad-
dressed, as a council controlled by the Ontario Teachers’
Federation will further increase the widespread percep-
tion that the college is controlled by the teachers’ unions
and does not adequately protect or represent the public
interest.”

That is a letter to you, sir, sent by one of your cabinet
colleagues, Donna Cansfield. Why did you not take her
advice? I have spoken with many stakeholders in
education who disagree with you. You have sold out the
college of teachers, whose responsibility it is to look after
the public interest. Why did you do that?

Hon. Mr. Kennedy: We need to go no further to
understand the credibility of the member opposite, when
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he’s citing a letter from December 2004 talking about the
college that the member opposite had a hand in
designing.

What our new legislation—which I hope, when its
explanation is clear, will get the member opposite’s
support, as it deserves—will in fact do is prohibit any
members of the college of teachers being sitting members
representing federations or school boards or the Ministry
of Education, for the first time. In fact, the college
constituted by the member opposite actually had 12
members on it who were full-time representatives of
teachers’ unions. That’s what you put together. We think
the public interest means that it should be classroom
teachers who are being regulated by the college, who are
the profession that sits in judgment of what should be
done in the public interest.

We believe in teachers. We believe in public edu-
cation. Just like the other reforms that we’ve brought, this
will work in the interests of students. And just like the
other reforms, it will be vastly superior to the approach of
the previous government, where we had eight and, I
guess, 10 lost years.

EDUCATION FUNDING

Mr. Rosario Marchese (Trinity—Spadina): A ques-
tion to the Minister of Education: Your government
claims to have fixed the problems in Ontario’s education
funding formula. Can you explain why the Ottawa-
Carleton District School Board has resorted to asking for
donations for music, art, outdoor education and literacy
and numeracy projects?

Hon. Gerard Kennedy (Minister of Education): I’'m
very pleased to report to the member opposite that we
have improved education funding in the province of
Ontario such that the per capita funding has increased
almost 20% under this government. What it means is that
this year we have 600 specialist teachers bringing arts
education back into the schools across the province. We
have initiatives, not just by our ministry but by the Min-
istry of Culture and by my colleague the parliamentary
assistant to the Minister of Culture, bringing in new
programs, helping to make sure that the arts have come
back.

We have provided resources on a range of programs
that are enriching education. We say that every student
should have access to the arts and education. We have
daily physical activity and have expanded phys ed back
in our schools for the first time in years. It didn’t happen
under the previous government or the one before that.

So what 1 would say is that we believe that the
essential education, a high level—

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): Thank you.
Supplementary?

Mr. Marchese: 1 think, Minister, that instead of
focusing on the top job in Ottawa, you should focus on
the students in Ottawa, and I don’t think you’re doing
that. To quote an Ottawa trustee, “It is not our intent to
replace provincial funding; however, we just cannot wait

any longer while our children go without.” School boards
are robbing regularly from one program to pay for
another, ESL is one example, French as a second lan-
guage, special ed. They are robbing from one area to pay
for another. School boards are forced to fundraise to pay
for education essentials, and it’s not just happening in
Ottawa. London, Kingston and Halton are doing the
same.

Minister, three years ago you promised a standing
committee on education funding. Are you going to keep
that commitment to students and parents, or was it just
another empty promise you made on the climb to the top?

Hon. Mr. Kennedy: I’m glad to see that the member
again has a question in this respect, but I would say to
him very seriously that the parents and students of
Ottawa-Carleton are very well served by an extremely
enhanced education system. More than half of them are
in smaller sized classes, capped at 20. They are getting
individual attention that they never had before. We have
been able to provide enhanced literacy and numeracy, as
I said. In two years, there’s a 15% increase in the attain-
ment of reading, writing and mathematics by students
right across the province, and the ones with the biggest
challenges are the ones with the biggest increases in
improvement. For the first time in 25 years, we have a
reduction in the dropout rate. Our student success pro-
gram is offering enhanced, customized education to
individual students across the province.

Most trustees don’t share your pessimism or the
pessimism of somebody you selectively quoted. The
chair of the Ottawa board says that what they are raising
money for is enhancements. Distinct from the member
opposite, who sees government doing everything, we
want to work in partnership. A basic, excellent edu-
cation—

The Speaker: Thank you. New question.

AGRICULTURE FUNDING

Mr. John Wilkinson (Perth-Middlesex): My ques-
tion is for the Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural
Affairs. As you know, Minister, the federal government
will be delivering its first throne speech later this after-
noon, and my farmers expect good news from the federal
government. Why? Because during the recent federal
election, Stephen Harper promised an extra $500 million
each year for agriculture. In addition, 16 Conservative
MPs signed the commitment-to-agriculture card during
the recent election, including the new federal finance
minister, Jim Flaherty. This commitment included an
immediate investment in farmers after the election and
sufficient funding for the following two years, until the
next agricultural policy framework can be designed and
implemented in 2008.

Minister, on behalf of my farmers, how important is it
that today’s federal throne speech represent the beginning
of an effective partnership with Ontario for a long-term,
viable and economically sustainable agricultural frame-
work?
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Hon. Leona Dombrowsky (Minister of Agriculture,
Food and Rural Affairs): The member from Perth—
Middlesex has identified a very, very important issue for
the people of Canada, for the farmers of Canada, and
certainly for the farmers of Ontario.

We are going to be looking very intently at what is
contained in the throne speech, because our government
has made a commitment to the farmers of Ontario. We
have made it very clear that we agree with them when
they say they need a multi-year partnership with the
federal government. We believe that too.

We would encourage members of the opposition—I
say to the Leader of the Opposition, you hit the speed-
dial button. Hit the speed-dial button for Mr. Flaherty and
for the Prime Minister of Canada and say that farmers in
Ontario are in desperate circumstances and they need a
strategy now. That’s what we’re looking for in the
federal throne speech. We would appreciate your help
and your support for farmers in Ontario by—

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): Thank you.
Supplementary?
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Mr. Wilkinson: Minister, I couldn’t agree more. As
my farmers know, the provincial treasury is no match for
the US Treasury and the US farm bill all by itself. We
need our partner in Ottawa, because only they have the
money for a stable, long-term plan that meets the needs
of Ontario farmers working in conjunction with our gov-
ernment.

On Friday, March 31, I met with my local farmers at
our annual MP-MPP briefing, organized by the Perth
federation of agriculture. During the meeting, my farmers
conveyed yet again their appreciation for the $125 mil-
lion our government announced in financial assistance
prior to the spring planting. They said, “We thank the
minister for an initial investment to this problem.” How-
ever, our government and my farm leaders recognize that
ad hoc financial assistance is not the answer to the
challenges facing our producers.

Minister, should today’s federal throne speech not
deliver on the Conservative government’s election
promises, my farmers need to know that our government
will continue to work with the federal government and
our provincial and territorial counterparts on a new
agricultural—

The Speaker: The question has been asked.

Hon. Leona Dombrowsky: I’'m always happy to get a
question from the honourable member, who works so
very hard on behalf of the farmers in his riding—he truly
does—and we appreciate that.

I think it’s interesting that he points to the investment
that our government made—$125 million—the an-
nouncement that was made before the budget. The
Leader of the Opposition called us spendaholics for
doing that, but I believe that it was a very good invest-
ment for the agricultural community and one that was
absolutely necessary.

With respect to working toward the new agriculture
policy framework, I can commit to the federal minister

and to my colleague ministers from across Canada that |
think we have learned very well where this framework
has worked well: investments in research and innovation.
We recognize that we need to do a better job at business
risk management and income support. Our government is
absolutely committed. We will not tire in our efforts to
support agriculture and farmers in Ontario. That is a
commitment—
The Speaker: Thank you. New question.

YOUTH EMPLOYMENT

Mr. Cameron Jackson (Burlington): I have a ques-
tion for the Minister of Training, Colleges and Univer-
sities. Last Thursday, this House learned that your budget
had actually cut or reduced the financial aid for the
Ontario summer jobs program; that included a cut to the
Junior Ranger program. But what concerned me at the
time when I responded was that most of the programs
that were contained in these posters that you sent to us
expired that same weekend. The Ontario-Quebec student
job exchange was cut off February 28; the summer com-
pany program is cut off this weekend. As the minister
responsible, have you investigated why these materials
that are so important for students in Ontario were sent out
so late, when most university and college students will be
leaving their campuses within the next week or so?

Hon. Christopher Bentley (Minister of Training,
Colleges and Universities): 1 thank the member for the
opportunity to correct the inaccurate information that he
was presenting to the House when he made his statement.
The fact of the matter is that the Ministry of Training,
Colleges and Universities reports on a number of differ-
ent programs that comprise the summer job strategy. All
of the programs had been advertised, a number of them
announced, long before I stood up in the House to make
the announcement. For example, the Ontario-Quebec
exchange program that the member spoke about, which is
available only to university students, had over 200
applicants when I stood up in the House to speak about
it—over 200 applicants for the very program that would
have 50 successful people who were going to be accom-
modated. That was just one of a number.

So the member is not correct. We didn’t reduce the
amount of funding. In fact, there is always a difference
between the estimates and the actual. And all of these
programs were being advertised—

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): Thank you.
Supplementary.

Mr. Jackson: I have copies of last year’s press release
and this year’s press release—they came from your
office—and the amount has been reduced; the number of
students served has been reduced. My concern is that
after we left the House last Thursday, we went to our
offices and we got this package from Promotional
Products Fulfillment and Distribution Ltd. By Friday, I
got this package from Purolator filled with posters for the
programs that have expired, at a cost of $191. When I
called the promotional company, I asked them, “Where
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are the French versions, and where could I get them?”
They said, “Don’t worry. By next Wednesday,” which is
tomorrow, “we will have sent all this material to colleges
and universities across Ontario.”

Minister, I’'m simply asking you, will you get to the
bottom of who screwed up in your ministry and didn’t
get this material out in a timely fashion? University
students are not going to be able to get full access to
these programs, which, frankly, according to your press
releases, you have reduced the amount to. Will you
undertake a review and find out what happened, find out
why this company you’re paying $305,000 a year to was
late in getting this material out across Ontario?

Hon. Mr. Bentley: The member is right about one
thing: 1 will certainly investigate the suggestions he
makes with respect to the program itself, because what he
was saying last week is simply inaccurate. To repeat, the
Ontario-Quebec program he made great hay of last week
has been advertised for months. In fact, it was in the late
fall that it was advertised on campuses throughout On-
tario. There were, when I stood up, I learned, more than
200 applicants for a program that has 45 successful
participants. When he reads from press releases year on
year, as he would understand, there’s a difference
between the estimates and the actuals. What’s interesting
is that he might have forgotten that when he was in gov-
ernment, the program was advertised one year in May;
the summer jobs program was advertised once in June.
The fact of the matter is that a lot of the programs have
start dates at the beginning of April. The fact of the
matter is that they are being well advertised. My col-
league actually announced his—

The Speaker: Thank you. New question.

POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Mr. Michael Prue (Beaches-East York): My ques-
tion is to the Premier. Tonight you will be attending yet
another $2,000-a-table fundraiser, this time in Vaughan,
Ontario. You promised you would tighten the laws that
allow corporate donors to buy access, but dinner after
dinner comes and goes, and all we hear is more promises
from you that one day you will outlaw this practice. Can
you tell us when, if ever, new laws will be in place to
stop precisely what you are going to do tonight?

Hon. Dalton McGuinty (Premier, Minister of
Research and Innovation): The minister responsible for
democratic renewal.

Hon. Marie Bountrogianni (Minister of Intergovern-
mental Affairs, minister responsible for democratic
renewal): I’d like to thank the honourable member for
the question. He will remember that just a few months
ago we passed Bill 214. For the very first time, we will
make transparent contributions of $100 or more to riding
associations: within 15 days to Elections Ontario and
within another 15 to the websites of each of the parties.
So you’ll know very shortly who was there tonight and
how much they spent—all transparent. Having said that,
we also said that we would look at political finance
reform, and in a supplementary I’ll talk more about that.

Mr. Prue: Of course, the minister talked about riding
associations, not about your party, because it is, of
course, exempt. Over the last three years, your demo-
cratic renewal ministry has spent more than $15 million,
but you haven’t managed to put a single word to leg-
islation. Instead, you’re holding yet another high-priced
fundraiser where corporate donors and well-heeled
lobbyists will get to buy access to you, to the Premier, to
your cabinet, to your caucus. Meanwhile, ordinary On-
tarians, like the parents who lose nearly $1,500 a year to
your child welfare clawback, are left in the cold. Will
new laws be in place before the next election, or is this
just another broken promise you intend to keep?

Hon. Mrs. Bountrogianni: 'm very proud of our
record on democratic renewal and very proud of the
former minister for democratic renewal, the Attorney
General, who began this road with Bill 213 and then Bill
214. Not only will we be looking at political finance
reform, and more on that will be shared in the near
future, but we also just announced last week the Citizens’
Assembly on Electoral Reform. This is just part of the
whole package of democratic renewal; also modernizing
elections. And I just want to remind the member once
again that within 30 days, he will know exactly who was
there tonight and how much they spent.

SCHOOL BOARDS

Mr. Bob Delaney (Mississauga West): My question
is to the Minister of Education. During the past few
months, I’ve had meetings and discussions with the
Dufferin-Peel Catholic District School Board. These
discussions concern the board’s ability to balance its bud-
get in the previous fiscal year and beyond. Management
members from the Dufferin-Peel board have met and
spoken with me and with the other members of the Peel
caucus to discuss their assertions of underfunding of the
Dufferin-Peel Catholic District School Board. The board
claimed they would have to submit revised estimates
showing a deficit as high as $15 million. This concerned
me, as our government has increased the funding to
school boards by historic amounts, including to this one,
since we’ve been in office.

Minister, you appointed an investigator in this matter
to see where the discrepancy lies. Could you please tell
the House what the status of the report is?
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Hon. Gerard Kennedy (Minister of Education): 1
am happy to report to the House that we today have
received a report from independent investigators, actually
two: a lead investigator and an associate investigator.
Essentially, their findings are that the Dufferin-Peel
board has a much smaller deficit than was originally
reported, that the budget can be balanced and students
can be protected. In fact, they have outlined a number of
ways in which that can be done to both balance the
budget and address significant financial management
issues.

With the new information that’s in the report, we’re
very hopeful that the Dufferin-Peel board, which the
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report commends for offering good quality education
services, will actually take it upon themselves and be
able to do that, using the new information that comes in
the investigators’ report, balance the budget and correct
some of the financial practices that didn’t allow them to
have as close a control as they might wish to have over
their finances.

Mr. Delaney: Knowing that the report will be made
public this afternoon is news that our community will
welcome. We in Peel region are relieved to know that the
investigators’ report has been received and that at last
we’re going to have a third-party analysis of our situation
in the Dufferin-Peel board.

Now that the report has been received and will be
made public this afternoon, what are the next steps to
follow up on this report, and finally, how will our future
education priorities benefit the students of the Dufferin-
Peel Catholic District School Board?

Hon. Mr. Kennedy: I think it’s clear from the in-
vestigators’ report that there are both the resources and
programs taking place to offer an excellent education to
all the students in Dufferin-Peel. They will get the bene-
fits of lower class sizes, they will have a rigorous student
success program to lower the dropout rate and they will
have all of the other enhancements as well.

The original concern was a deficit that could be
$15 million. The report says that the maximum it could
be is $11 million and it could be as low as $5 million. It
could, as well, be addressed with areas like overspending
in administration. There’s about $4 million extra being
spent in that area, which we hope the board will be able
to look at and find ways to meet some of the investi-
gators’ expectations. But we do not intend to dictate to
the board. We do believe that this is information the
board did not have previously. We think it’s important
that they be given a chance and this report be given a
chance to be useful to them in resolving this issue.

After some long-standing back and forth, we have an
independent report. It tells the parents, the staff and the
board what some good options are to have the highest-
quality education and still ensure that every dollar that
we put into education counts.

COST OF ELECTRICAL POWER

Mr. John Yakabuski (Renfrew—Nipissing—-Pembroke):
For the Minister of Energy: Earlier today the Premier was
telling us how proud he was that your government has
shone the light of day on certain issues with regard to
crown corporations and bragged about your transparency.
Let’s hear some transparency and let’s see it.

You announced today the power plants in Brampton.
A couple of weeks ago you talked about paying up to 42
cents a kilowatt hour for renewable power. The people of
Ontario want to know the facts. What is going to be the
true cost—don’t obscure the facts here—of power at this
new power plant?

Hon. Donna H. Cansfield (Minister of Energy): I
thank the member for the question. The Ontario Power

Authority is completing the final details, and when those
details are available, I will make them available to the
member.

A number of questions have been raised this after-
noon, especially around the issue of Hydro One. I think
it’s really important that the member and the opposition
members should recognize that Hydro One was actually
incorporated under Ontario’s Business Corporations Act,
which was done so they could sell Hydro One. In
essence, when they did that, they actually made Tom
Parkinson not an employee of the government but an
employee of that corporation, a very fine distinction so
that they in fact as the shareholder could sell that plan.

Mr. Yakabuski: I’'m not sure what that plan has to do
with Hydro One. But look, the people want to know. You
can’t simply go out there and pay whatever the seller
wants because you people have put yourselves in a box
with regard to supply in this province. You’ve got to stop
running around in circles. You’ve got to face the facts.
Your plans aren’t working. It is important that the people
know. What is electricity going to cost them down the
road in this province? When we’re trying to compete
with people across North America, what is electricity
going to cost under your plan? We want sunshine on the
contracts at each one of these plants. Minister, will you
commit to that now?

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: I thank the member for the
question. He has a very interesting definition of “box.” If
you’d like hear about a box, how about the need for
25,000 megawatts of new supply by 2025 because you
neglected the supply? How about new transmission
because you neglected the transmission? How about the
need to redo Conawapa because it was cancelled? How
about the need to do conservation because you couldn’t
spell it, much less say it? How about all the things that
we need to be able to do because your definition of a box
is that as the need grew by 6%, the capacity fell by 8%?

You want to talk about what we’re doing? We’re
keeping the lights on. You were turning them off. We’re
making a difference.

Mr. Yakabuski: T can spell Conawapa.

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: It was “conservation” actually.

In fact, we have put Ontario back on the road to
keeping the lights on for the people of Ontario.

RECYCLING PLANT

Ms. Andrea Horwath (Hamilton East): My question
is for the Minister of the Environment. Your ministry has
allowed ABP Recycling in Hamilton to operate for over a
year without a certificate of approval. It wasn’t, in fact,
until the city of Hamilton called to indicate that they had
been dumping illegal waste water into our sewer system
that your officials showed up to investigate. Now that
same company, ABP, wants a new certificate of approval
to relocate and expand their operations in Hamilton. My
question is simple: Will you commit to denying that
certificate of approval?

Hon. Laurel C. Broten (Minister of the Environ-
ment): Thank you very much for the question. Each and
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every circumstance in the province where certificates of
approval are not met causes concern for me as the
Minister of the Environment and causes concern for the
ministry. The information with respect to ABP is one that
I will solicit immediately from my ministry, and I will
certainly get back to this Legislature when I have more
information with respect to ABP.

Ms. Horwath: Minister, the problem is that you’ve
failed to protect Hamilton residents from ABP’s illegal
operations for over a year already and there’s an appli-
cation right now on your desk to let them continue to
pollute in Hamilton. Allowing ABP’s expansion means
more smog and more carcinogens into Hamilton’s air-
shed, and there are already studies indicating that our
airshed is to the limit in terms of toxins. Will you do
what is right today and stop ABP from emitting more
smog and more carcinogens into Hamilton’s air and deny
that certificate approval for ABP?

Hon. Ms. Broten: Full vigour will be brought to the
examination of the certificate of approval. It is not appro-
priate for me to prejudge a certificate of approval with no
documents in front of me, but I can certainly tell the
member opposite that I have grave concern with respect
to the airshed in Hamilton, and this government is doing
a great deal to protect that airshed.

Seventy per cent of Hamilton’s air pollution comes
across the border with respect to transboundary air
pollution. It was our Premier who, for the very first time,
raised this issue across both nations last year. We will
continue to undertake that work. I am working closely
with the Hamilton community with respect to their
airshed. We want to ensure a future for Hamiltonians
with clean air, clean water and clean land. That’s some-
thing that our government is undertaking each and every
day in the Ministry of the Environment.

1530

ENERGY RATES

Ms. Deborah Matthews (London North Centre):
My question is for the Minister of Energy. Yesterday in
the House, you spoke about energy price increases of
32% in Massachusetts. Massachusetts isn’t alone. I
understand that rates have gone up in Alberta by 23%. It
appears that energy prices are going up everywhere.

Energy is critically important in our daily lives, from
the time we wake up till the time we go to bed. If we
have an electric blanket, we even need it when we’re in
bed. It’s very disturbing to think what our energy bills
would look like with a 32% increase.

Minister, I know the Ontario Energy Board sets
energy prices here in Ontario, but what can we do to
ensure that the people in my riding of London North
Centre and the people across Ontario won’t see the kinds
of energy price increases that the people in Alberta and
Massachusetts are seeing?

Hon. Donna H. Cansfield (Minister of Energy): I"d
like to thank the member for her question and her

constant involvement, especially around people with low
incomes and social housing needs.

There’s no question, with 32% in Massachusetts and
23% in Alberta, that energy prices are rising, but I do not
anticipate that any of those kinds of increases will be
here. The Ontario Energy Board does have the author-
ity—we are experiencing higher usage. We had an ex-
ceptionally hot summer. We know that gas prices have
increased. As a matter of fact, we even know fuel prices
have increased, including coal. So we know there are
challenges ahead of us, but I am quite comfortable that
we are not going to actually deal with increases of 32%,
as you see in Massachusetts, or the 23% you see in
Alberta, or the extraordinary increases right across the
United States.

Ms. Matthews: My constituents are anxious about
next month’s price increase and what that will mean for
their monthly budgets. When you live on a fixed income,
there really isn’t any extra money available to plan for an
increase, and even when you’re not on a fixed income, a
price increase reduces the amount of money you have to
spend on other things, often necessities. Regardless of
what price the OEB comes out with, what can Ontarians
do to lessen the impact of the increase in the OEB-
regulated price?

Hon. Mrs. Cansfield: I thank the member for the
question. We’ve done a number of initiatives, especially
around low income. In particular, we’ve been working
with LIEN, which is a low-income group, to help develop
social programming, for example, within social housing.
We’ve worked with the social housing corporation itself.
We’ve piloted a program in 20 communities with over
5,000 units. We’ve now expanded that program to about
$9.25 million. In addition to that, we have listed a
directive with the Ontario Power Authority requiring that
they find 100 megawatts of supply in the appliances
alone.

We have put a very concentrated effort toward low-
income and social housing because we recognize that as
prices increase, those who can least afford it are often
more significantly hit. So how do we help them to
mitigate those challenges? We are working very dili-
gently with the sector in order to do that, because we
recognize that this is indeed a challenge for all Ontarians,
but in particular for those in low-income and social
housing.

COURT SECURITY

Mr. Garfield Dunlop (Simcoe North): My question
today is for the Minister of Community Safety and
Correctional Services. Yesterday at the Windsor court-
house, a man being sentenced for assault pulled out a
knife, ran to the front of the courtroom and slashed his
arms and threatened to slash his throat right in front of
the judge. He could easily have been carrying a handgun.

As the minister responsible for public safety in this
province, what are you doing to assure the citizens of
Ontario that this type of action never happens again in an
Ontario courtroom?
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Hon. Monte Kwinter (Minister of Community
Safety and Correctional Services): I thank the member
for the question. I honestly can’t guarantee that it will
never happen in a courtroom again, but we do provide
court security, and that is something that we have been
doing for some time. We provide transportation from a
correctional facility to the courts. We provide officers in
the courts to provide that security.

This is an unfortunate situation. I can’t really com-
ment on the specifics, because this is something the
police will be dealing with and it is really an operational
issue for them. But I just want to assure citizens of On-
tario that court security is provided, and this is something
that is there to help prevent things like this happening.

Mr. Dunlop: Minister, as a result of yesterday’s in-
cident, only one of the 10 courtrooms in the Windsor
courthouse is open today to the public, and that’s because
the court staff are too afraid to work in that environment.

A ministry spokesman said in today’s Windsor Star
that the experts in court security are the police, yet you
and your government are not listening to the many con-
cerns of the police about court security. We’ve heard this
over and over again; in fact, your PA has done some kind
of examination of court security.

We believe that you have totally dropped the ball on
the review of court security in this province, but can I ask
you this: What will you do as minister to ensure that the
employees of the Windsor courthouse, and all other
courtrooms in the province of Ontario, can return to work
tomorrow in a safe environment?

Hon. Mr. Kwinter: I just want to correct the mem-
ber’s statement about my then parliamentary assistant
looking into court security. There has never been a ques-
tion about the actual security in the courtrooms. Where
the question has been—and it’s been raised for some time
and is a result of downloading by your government when
you were in power—is in paying for court security. This
is a major issue with AMO and a major issue with
municipalities: worrying about the cost of providing that
court security and how it can work, because what is
happening is that a courtroom will be in a jurisdiction,
and many other communities are using it and they’re not
paying their share. So that investigation had nothing to
do with the actual security; it had to do with how you
fund it.

I want to assure you and the rest of the citizens of On-
tario that there is court security in all the courthouses in
Ontario. That is something we’re very concerned about.

RESIGNATION OF AUDITOR GENERAL

The Speaker (Hon. Michael A. Brown): 1 beg leave
to inform the House that I have today received a letter of
resignation, effective June 9, 2006, from Jim McCarter,
the Auditor General of Ontario. On behalf of all mem-
bers, I would like to acknowledge and thank Mr.
McCarter for his dedicated and professional service to
Ontario and to wish him well in future endeavours.

PETITIONS

LONG-TERM CARE

Mr. Ted Arnott (Waterloo-Wellington): T have a
petition to the Legislative Assembly of Ontario and it
reads as follows:

“Whereas long-term-care funding levels are too low to
enable homes to provide the care and services our aging
seniors and parents, who are residents of long-term-care
homes, need, with the respect and dignity that they
deserve; and

“Whereas, even with recent funding increases and a
dedicated staff who do more than their best, there is still
not enough time available to provide the care residents
need. For example, 10 minutes, and sometimes less, is
simply not enough time to assist a resident to get up,
dressed, to the bathroom and then to the dining room for
breakfast; and

“Whereas those unacceptable care and service levels
are now at risk of declining;

“We, the undersigned, who are members of family
councils, residents’ councils and/or supporters of long-
term care in Ontario, petition the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario to increase operating funding to long-term-care
homes by $306.6 million, which will allow the hiring of
more staff to provide an additional 20 minutes of care per
resident per day over the next two years (2006 and
2007).”

This has been signed by a significant number of my
constituents, most of whom are interested in the Royal
Terrace nursing home in Palmerston, and of course it has
my support as well.

PUBLIC EDUCATION

Mr. Jeff Leal (Peterborough): I have a very
important petition today to the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario

“Whereas the people of Ontario demand a quality
public education system that will give our children the
tools to compete with the world; and

“Whereas Premier McGuinty and the Liberal caucus
are fighting for our future by implementing a positive
plan to improve our public schools, including smaller
class sizes;

“Whereas the Conservative Party and John Tory want
to take millions from the public education to literally pay
people to withdraw their children from the public system
and send them to elite private schools;

“We, the wundersigned, petition the Legislative
Assembly of Ontario to support Premier McGuinty in his
commitment to giving our children a ladder to success
through excellent public education and not spend
taxpayer dollars to benefit the few who can afford private
school tuitions.”

I’1l affix my name to that petition.
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ONTARIO DRUG BENEFIT PLAN

Mr. Ernie Hardeman (Oxford): 1 have a petition
here to the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas the Ministry of Health for Ontario via OHIP
permits discriminating reimbursement policies for at least
one specific heart medication. The medication referred to
is Sotalol, a medication required to establish regular
heartbeat. The 80-milligram version cannot be claimed
for reimbursement, while the 160-milligram version can;

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

“To establish equitable rules for the reimbursement by
OHIP of the above-mentioned medication and to instruct
OHIP not to differentiate claimability for reimbursement
on the basis of differently sized doses for one and the
same medication.”

I affix my signature, as I agree with it.

LONG-TERM CARE

Ms. Shelley Martel (Nickel Belt): T have a petition
given to me by the family council at the Elizabeth Centre.
I want to thank Shirley Chenard, the president of the
residents’ council, and also the family and friends circle
of the Elizabeth Centre for taking the time to have this
petition circulated in the home. It reads as follows:

“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas long-term-care funding levels are too low to
enable homes to provide the care and services our aging
seniors and parents who are residents of long-term-care
homes need, with the respect and dignity that they
deserve; and

“Whereas, even with recent funding increases and a
dedicated staff who do more than their best, there is still
not enough time available to provide the care residents
need. For example, 10 minutes, and sometimes less, is
simply not enough time to assist a resident to get up,
dressed, to the bathroom and then to the dining room for
breakfast; and

“Whereas those unacceptable care and service levels
are now at risk of declining;

“We, the undersigned, who are members of family
councils, residents’ councils and/or supporters of long-
term care in Ontario, petition the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario to increase operating funding to long-term-care
homes by $306.6 million, which will allow the hiring of
more staff to provide an additional 20 minutes of care per
resident per day over the next two years.”

I agree with the petitioners. I have affixed my
signature to this.

Mrs. Maria Van Bommel (Lambton-Kent-Middle-
sex): This petition is from my constituents at Chateau
Gardens in Parkhill.

“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas long-term-care funding levels are too low to
enable homes to provide the care and services our aging

seniors and parents who are residents of long-term-care
homes need, with the respect and dignity that they
deserve; and

“Whereas, even with recent funding increases and a
dedicated staff who do more than their best, there is still
not enough time available to provide the care residents
need. For example, 10 minutes, and sometimes less, is
simply not enough time to assist a resident to get up,
dressed, to the bathroom and then to the dining room for
breakfast; and

“Whereas those unacceptable care and service levels
are now at risk of declining;

“We, the undersigned, who are members of family
councils, residents’ councils and/or supporters of long-
term care in Ontario, petition the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario to increase operating funding to long-term-care
homes by $306.6 million, which will allow the hiring of
more staff to provide an additional 20 minutes of care per
resident per day over the next two years....”

SPECIAL CARE HOMES

Mrs. Julia Munro (York North): “To the Legislative
Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas hundreds of vulnerable adults live in homes
for special care that provide them a warm and secure,
stable and friendly environment which allows them to
lead fulfilling lives; and

“Whereas the alternative for many of these individuals
is a life of homelessness on the street; and

“Whereas special care homes have had only a single
3% increase since 1999, which in no way matches the
rising costs they face; and

“Whereas the Liberal government promised Ontario in
the election they would ‘significantly increase supportive
housing options for those suffering from mental illness’;

“Therefore we, the undersigned, call on the govern-
ment to bring in an immediate increase in funding to
homes for special care.”

As I am in agreement, I have affixed my signature and
given it to page Roman.

LONG-TERM CARE

Ms. Shelley Martel (Nickel Belt): 1 have a petition
signed by hundreds of residents and family members of
seniors who live at Extendicare York in Sudbury. It reads
as follows:

“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas long-term-care funding levels are too low to
enable homes to provide the care and services our aging
seniors and parents who are residents of long-term-care
homes need, with the respect and dignity that they
deserve; and

“Whereas, even with recent funding increases and a
dedicated staff who do more than their best, there is still
not enough time available to provide the care residents
need. For example, 10 minutes, and sometimes less, is
simply not enough time to assist a resident to get up,
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dressed, to the bathroom and then to the dining room for
breakfast; and

“Whereas those unacceptable care and service levels
are now at risk of declining;

“We, the undersigned, who are members of family
councils, residents’ councils and/or supporters of long-
term care in Ontario, petition the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario to increase operating funding to long-term-care
homes by $306.6 million, which will allow the hiring of
more staff to provide an additional 20 minutes of care per
resident per day over the next two years....”

I agree with the petitioners. I’ve affixed my signature
to this.

COMMUNITY MEDIATION

Mr. Wayne Arthurs (Pickering-Ajax-Uxbridge):
I’'m pleased to present this petition for the member from
Mississauga West.

“Petition to the Ontario Legislative Assembly:

“Support Community Mediation

“Whereas many types of civil disputes may be
resolved through community mediation delivered by
trained mediators, who are volunteers who work with the
parties in the dispute; and

“Whereas Inter-Cultural Neighbourhood Social Ser-
vices established the Peel Community Mediation Service
in 1999 with support from the government of Ontario
through the Trillium Foundation, the Rotary Club of
Mississauga West and the United Way of Peel, and has
proven the viability and success of community media-
tion; and

“Whereas the city of Mississauga and the town of
Caledon have endorsed the Peel Community Mediation
Service, and law enforcement bodies refer many cases to
the Peel Community Mediation Service as an alternative
to a court dispute; and

“Whereas court facilities and court time are both
scarce and expensive, the cost of community mediation is
very small and the extra expense incurred for lack of
community mediation in Peel region would be much
greater than the small annual cost of funding community
mediation;

“Be it therefore resolved that the government of
Ontario, through the Ministry of the Attorney General,
support and fund the ongoing service delivery of the Peel
Community Mediation Service through Inter-Cultural
Neighbourhood Social Services.”

I’m going to pass this page on through Andrew.

LONG-TERM CARE

Mr. Cameron Jackson (Burlington): I have several
hundred signatures from the family members of the resi-
dents’ council, and residents themselves, of the Burloak
long-term-care facility in Burlington. It is addressed to
the Legislative Assembly of Ontario.

“Whereas long-term-care funding levels are too low to
enable homes to provide the care and services our aging

seniors and parents who are residents of long-term-care
homes need, with the respect and dignity that they
deserve; and

“Whereas, even with recent funding increases and a
dedicated staff who do more than their best, there is still
not enough time available to provide the care residents
need. For example, 10 minutes, and sometimes less, is
simply not enough time to assist a resident to get up,
dressed, to the bathroom and then to the dining room for
breakfast; and

“Whereas those unacceptable care and service levels
are now at risk of declining” further;

“We, the undersigned, who are members of family
councils, residents’ councils and/or supporters of long-
term care in Ontario, petition the Legislative Assembly ...
to increase operating funding to long-term-care homes by
$306.6 million, which will allow the hiring of more staff
to provide an additional 20 minutes of care per resident
per day over the next two years (2006 and 2007).”

I’'m pleased to give this to Elyse with my signature of
support on it also.

Ms. Shelley Martel (Nickel Belt): I have a petition on
long-term care that was given to me by the residents’
council at Pioneer Manor in Sudbury. It reads as follows:

“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas long-term-care funding levels are too low to
enable homes to provide the care and services our aging
seniors and parents who are residents of long-term-care
homes need, with the respect and dignity that they
deserve; and

“Whereas, even with recent funding increases and a
dedicated staff who do more than their best, there is still
not enough time available to provide the care residents
need. For example, 10 minutes, and sometimes less, is
simply not enough time to assist a resident to get up,
dressed, to the bathroom and then to the dining room for
breakfast; and

“Whereas those unacceptable care and service levels
are now at risk of declining;

“We, the undersigned, who are members of family
councils, residents’ councils and/or supporters of long-
term care in Ontario, petition the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario to increase operating funding to long-term-care
homes by $306.6 million, which will allow the hiring of
more staff to provide an additional 20 minutes of care per
resident per day over the next two years....”

I agree with the petitioners, and I’ve affixed my
signature to this.

SCHOOL BUS SAFETY

Mr. Ernie Parsons (Prince Edward-Hastings): “To
the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas it has been shown that crossing control arms
on school buses reduce or virtually eliminate instances of
students being struck by their own bus; and

“Whereas 91% of all front-bumper fatalities involve
buses not equipped with crossing control arms; and
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“Whereas the safety of the children of Ontario is our
number one priority;

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario to require that all existing school buses be
required to be immediately retrofitted with crossing
control arms.”

I am pleased to sign and support this petition.

1550

MACULAR DEGENERATION

Mr. Garfield Dunlop (Simcoe North): T°d like read
this petition on macular degeneration, drafted by Dr. Tim
Hillson, an ophthalmologist up in Orillia.

“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas age-related macular degeneration (AMD) is
the leading cause of blindness in the elderly and is
present in some form in 25% to 33% of seniors over the
age of 75. AMD has two forms: the more common ‘dry’
type and the ‘wet’ type. Although the wet type occurs in
only 15% of AMD patients, these patients account for
90% of the legal blindness that occurs with AMD. The
wet type is further subdivided into classic and occult
subtypes, based on the appearance of the AMD on
special testing. Photodynamic therapy, a treatment where
abnormal blood vessels are closed with a laser-activated
chemical, has been shown to slow the progression of
vision loss in both subtypes of wet AMD;

“Whereas OHIP has not extended coverage for
photodynamic therapy to the occult subtype of wet AMD,
despite there being substantial clinical evidence
demonstrating the effectiveness of this treatment in
patients with either form of wet AMD. Untreated, these
patients can expect a progression in their visual loss, with
central blindness as the end result;

“Whereas affected patients are in a position where a
proven treatment is available to help preserve their
vision, but this treatment can only be accessed at their
own personal expense. Treatment costs are between
$12,500 and $18,000 over an 18-month period. Many
patients resign themselves to a continued worsening of
their vision, as for them the treatment is financially
unattainable. The resultant blindness in these patients
manifests itself as costs to society in other forms, such as
an increased need for home care, missed time from work
for family members providing care, and an increased rate
of injuries such as hip fractures that can be directly
attributable to their poor vision.

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative
Assembly of Ontario to fund the treatment of the occult
subtype of macular degeneration with photodynamic
therapy for all patients awaiting this service.”

I’'m pleased to sign this and present it to Cameron to
present to the table.

LONG-TERM CARE

Mr. Bruce Crozier (Essex): I have a petition on
behalf of the resident councils and family councils at

Royal Oak Gardens, Banwell Gardens, Brouillette
Manor, Chateau Park, Extendicare Tecumseh, Extendi-
care Southwood Lakes, Heron Terrace, Regency Park
and Windsor Place, and it reads

“To the Legislative Assembly of Ontario:

“Whereas long-term-care funding levels are too low to
enable homes to provide the care and services our aging
seniors and parents who are residents of long-term-care
homes need, with the respect and dignity that they
deserve; and

“Whereas, even with recent funding increases and a
dedicated staff who do more than their best, there is still
not enough time available to provide the care residents
need. For example, 10 minutes, and sometimes less, is
simply not enough time to assist a resident to get up,
dressed, to the bathroom and then to the dining room for
breakfast; and

“Whereas those unacceptable care and service levels
are now at risk of declining;

“We, the undersigned, who are members of family
councils, residents’ councils and/or supporters of long-
term care in Ontario, petition the Legislative Assembly of
Ontario to increase operating funding to long-term-care
homes by $306.6 million, which will allow the hiring of
more staff to provide an additional 20 minutes of care per
resident per day over the next two years (2006 and
2007).”

I have signed this petition, and I will give it to Shelby
to take to the Clerk’s table.

HOUSE SITTINGS

Hon. James J. Bradley (Minister of Tourism,
minister responsible for seniors, Government House
Leader): Mr. Speaker, before you get to the orders of the
day, I seek unanimous consent to put forward a motion
without notice regarding extending the afternoon session.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Is there
unanimous consent for the government House leader to
put forward such a motion? Agreed.

Hon. Mr. Bradley: T move that the House sit beyond
6 p.m. for the purpose of completing consideration of the
second reading stage of Bill 190, An Act to promote
good government by amending or repealing certain Acts
and by enacting one new Act, following which the
Speaker shall adjourn the House until 1:30 p.m., Wed-
nesday, April 5, 2006, and that, notwithstanding the
previous motion, the House shall not meet at 6:45 this
evening.

The Acting Speaker: The government House leader
has moved that the House sit beyond 6 p.m. for the pur-
pose of completing consideration of the second reading
stage of Bill 190, An Act to promote good government
by amending or repealing certain Acts and by enacting
one new Act, following which the Speaker shall adjourn
the House until 1:30 p.m., Wednesday, April 5, 2006, and
that notwithstanding the previous motion, the House shall
not meet at 6:45 this evening.

Does the House agree? Agreed.
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ORDERS OF THE DAY

STRONGER CITY OF TORONTO
FOR A STRONGER ONTARIO ACT, 2006

LOI DE 2006 CREANT
UN TORONTO PLUS FORT
POUR UN ONTARIO PLUS FORT

Resuming the debate adjourned on February 27, 2006,
on the motion for second reading of Bill 53, An Act to
revise the City of Toronto Acts, 1997 (Nos. 1 and 2), to
amend certain public Acts in relation to municipal
powers and to repeal certain private Acts relating to the
City of Toronto / Projet de loi 53, Loi révisant les lois de
1997 Nos 1 et 2 sur la cité de Toronto, modifiant
certaines lois d’intérét public en ce qui concerne les
pouvoirs municipaux et abrogeant certaines lois d’intérét
privé se rapportant a la cité de Toronto.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): I’m pleased
to recognize the member for York West.

Mr. Mario Sergio (York West): I’'m delighted to join
the debate, continue the debate and lead the debate today.
Off the bat, I would like to say that I will be sharing the
20 minutes allocated to our side with the member from
Scarborough Southwest.

The initial debate this afternoon deals with Bill 53. It’s
a bill that finally, slowly, is finding its way through
second reading here. I hope we can get to it sooner rather
than later; it’s only some 300 pages.

It’s a very comprehensive bill. I can’t in all honesty
say that I will be doing a very thorough job in 10 min-
utes—splitting the 20 minutes—in describing, more or
less, the most important points of this particular proposed
law. It deals with a revised act for the city of Toronto,
which is the old 1997 act, and it has a number of
amendments as well.

We have to recognize first of all how this bill got to
this stage after first reading. Now we are doing second
reading. I have to say that much of the work that has been
done so far is thanks to the co-operation between the city
and the province, and of course the initiative and willing-
ness of the Premier, the government and the Minister of
Municipal Affairs to really get to work on this particular
piece of legislation. Because of their continued support
for doing something for the city of Toronto, it was
decided to move it forward. As I said, even though it
does move a bit slowly, at least we are moving. It has
taken some time—it has taken years, I would say—yet
I’'m very pleased to see that the McGuinty Liberal gov-
ernment has finally decided to give Toronto the power it
needs to run its affairs, and in an appropriate manner as
well.

While it has taken a long time, now we are dealing
with second reading. At the end, I would like to say—and
I say it now, as well—that I hope we can get through
second reading speedily, give it approval and get on with
the final debate on the bill.

I think we all recognize in this House the importance
that it has, not only for the province of Ontario but for the
city of Toronto as well. It is something that we all
wanted, that the city has wanted. It has gone through very
extensive consultations. I have to say that I believe it has
been a year or maybe a couple of years now since we had
consultations between the various interested groups and
agencies from the city of Toronto and members from our
side here, from the government. I know I attended an
evening at Etobicoke Collegiate, where the consultations
took place. I have to say that this particular bill, Bill 53,
has wide support, not only from the members of the
House and the various agencies but politicians as well.
1600

The minister and the Premier have recognized how
important it is to have Toronto work, and work well. 1
don’t want to be either ironic or sarcastic, but some time
ago, some years ago, Toronto was recognized as the city
that works. In many ways, I’d like to say that Toronto
still works, but it could work better. And I think this will
go a long way in allowing the city, the mayor and the
members of city council to really conduct affairs in a
responsible way, accountable to the citizens of Toronto.
Why is that? Why have we recognized the importance of
allowing Toronto to have these new powers? I don’t have
to say that if Toronto works well, I think the province of
Ontario works well as well. And so it should. This is
recognized by everybody who has been working to get
the bill to this particular point.

So yes, having lauded the work and the support from
the Premier and the minister and all the others involved, 1
would say just a couple of things, because I have less
than four minutes left. What does this bill do? Some of
the most important things, especially in parts IV, V and
VII, deal with transparency at the municipal level, at the
city level; accountability; changing a number of pro-
visions; and revisions as well. One of those things is
adding additional duties, responsibilities and powers to
the city.

Part TV, for example, deals with governance and the
framework, the structures. The city will have—saving
time, if you will—the power to deal with changes in
boundaries and wards and council composition and struc-
tures as well; the power to create boards and com-
missions, and how they will do that. But one very import-
ant aspect is accountability and transparency, how they
run city business. They will have to provide for the
establishment of a mechanism and an office relating to
the accountability of the city; establishing a code of con-
duct for members of council and members of some
boards as well.

Bill 53 calls for the appointment of an integrity com-
missioner. We have one, the feds have one, and I believe
it’s time the city gets serious, appointing an integrity
commissioner, and as an ombudsman as well, who has
the power to conduct investigations with respect to city
affairs and so forth.

Another very major aspect included in the bill is that
the act requires the city to appoint an Auditor General.
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We have seen in the last few years the very important
necessity to have an Auditor General who will have
access to records and information.

Quickly, one of the other parts of the bill, part VII,
deals with financing and administration. This, again,
includes the administration of the city and boards; and
the budget process, which is a very important part of
running the city and running it in a very efficient way. It
does require an annual return, containing financial infor-
mation, to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Hous-
ing, and also requires the city to prepare and publish
annual statements.

While we have recognized the importance of giving
the city these new powers and new authorities, we also
are saying to the city that we want to see good govern-
ment, we want to see transparency from the city of
Toronto, and we are going to give them the tools to make
sure that the city of Toronto can run well, in a very
successful way, because we feel that if Toronto runs well,
it’s leading the province of Ontario to run well.

I’'m down to my last minute, Mr. Speaker. I have to
say to the Premier and the minister, thanks for spear-
heading this bill, for bringing it to the House in a very
fast way. It’s moving through the process. Unfortunately,
the process is such that everybody has to have a say in it.

Recognizing that, I will do my share today and maybe
we’ll have a bit more time on third reading, unless we
want to move the bill in a very fast way and get on with
it, and then we can say to the city of Toronto, “Here you
are. Now we have given you the power and authority
you’ve been seeking. You’re on your own. Let’s see
where you’re going to take us from here.” Having said
that, I will terminate my 10 minutes and pass it along to
my colleague from Scarborough Southwest.

Mr. Lorenzo Berardinetti (Scarborough Southwest): 1
want to thank the member from York West for sharing
his time with me and giving me a few minutes to speak
on the bill in front of us today, Bill 53, An Act to revise
the City of Toronto Acts, 1997 (Nos. 1 and 2), to amend
certain public Acts in relation to municipal powers and to
repeal certain private Acts relating to the City of Toronto.
It’s a pretty large bill. It’s a pretty thick document that
we have in front of us today. It’s quite significant
because it really brings about a landmark or watershed in
terms of provincial-municipal relationships, at least with
the city of Toronto and province of Ontario.

As a former city councillor of the city of Toronto, this
is something that I myself have to say personally on
behalf of the people Scarborough Southwest, Toronto
and the Toronto area, that we’re very happy to see a bill
that gives the city of Toronto a number of powers and
rights to do things it couldn’t do before.

Before I speak any further on that, I just want to put
into the record a little bit about the past. When [ was on
city council, there was a little bit of acrimony—actually
quite a lot of acrimony—that existed between the city
and the province of Ontario. At the time, all sorts of
things were going on in Toronto. Proposals were being
put forward to separate Toronto from the rest of Ontario.

The mayor at the time, Mel Lastman, even suggested that
we should create our own province and that the people of
Toronto should separate from the rest of Ontario. These
ideas were perhaps a little bit far-fetched, but they just
illustrated the severity of the situation and the down-
loading and the way that Toronto was being treated in
respect of the rest of the province, with respect to how
the Mike Harris and Ernie Eves governments wanted to
treat us at the time.

Mr. Brad Duguid (Scarborough Centre): Like the
Cold War.

Mr. Berardinetti: As my colleague from Scar-
borough Centre has said, it was almost a cold war, very
similar to the Cold War in many ways.

I want to read into the record a Toronto Star article—
and actually the Toronto Star did support amalgamation
when it occurred back in 1997. There was an article that
came out Friday, May 12, 2000, and I just want to read a
little bit of this into the record. I’ll give a copy to
Hansard as well.

“Download Debate Heats Up.

“Lastman Puts Cost to City at $251.7 million; Harris
Puts it at Zero.

“A day after Premier Mike Harris fired off an angry
letter to the city of Toronto, Mayor Mel Lastman said an
auditor will be hired to prove provincial downloading is
costing the city $251.7 million annually.

“‘I know what I’'m talking about, and my figures are
right to the penny,” Lastman said in an interview
yesterday.

“‘Definitely, he (Harris) is not getting the right infor-
mation. I think he’s being misled by being given the
wrong figures,” Lastman said.

““We’re going to get an auditor and we’re going to get
all the figures audited and let (Harris) fight with the
auditor—and let him say the world is wrong and he’s
right.’

“Lastman said finance department figures show the
rearrangement of services that were covered by the city
and the province before amalgamation costs the city
$251.7 million.

“Big-ticket items include provincially owned social
housing and 50% of GO Transit funding.

“In addition, the federal government has forced the
city to pay about $35 million annually of the cost of
settling refugees, including health services such as tuber-
culosis prevention. That brings the total to almost $300
million a year, Lastman said.

“In a letter to Lastman earlier this week, Harris
scolded the mayor for complaining about the lack of
provincial funding for public transit and continued com-
plaints about the burden the province has placed on the
city.

“‘I have often heard you use the term “downloading,”
a term that is neither accurate nor fair,” Harris wrote.
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“Yesterday, Harris said the city should be thanking the

province instead of complaining.
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“‘Toronto was dying when we took office (in 1995);
it’s now booming, it’s now leading Canada and indeed
the province,” Harris said yesterday.

“‘Some pre-electioneering of some politicians in
Toronto seem to be indicating it was hard done by under
our government, and the facts are, Toronto is doing very
well,” he said.

“He said no independent audit is going to prove other-
wise.” I wonder why.

“Harris also wrote that municipalities, through the
Association of Municipalities of Ontario, asked the prov-
ince to give them total funding responsibility for public
transit.

“But Pat Moyle, the group’s executive director, stated
flatly to city council that Harris was wrong. Moyle said
president Michael Power was ‘extremely disappointed
and very distressed’ by the letter.

“In a response to the letter yesterday, Lastman said he
supports ‘a new partnership with our great province and
our great country to alleviate some of the horrendous
funding pressures on Canada’s largest city.’

“While stating he doesn’t back secession, Lastman
said he doesn’t want the city to stay a ‘municipal
marionette.’

“He said he would support putting the concept of a
city state as a referendum question on the November
ballot.

“After debating the issue of a referendum question on
secession or a city state yesterday, councillors deferred
the debate for a future meeting.

“But Harris made it clear the province would not
permit such a question.

“‘No, I’'m not going to have a referendum on busting
up Canada.””

This is the sort of language, this is the sort of diatribe,
this is the sort of debate that occurred not too long ago—
six years ago. Looking back on those days, they were
very dark days indeed. We at city council were extremely
frustrated in trying to find a solution. Here we are in
2006, and I don’t need to list all the accomplishments
that in two years have basically undone over five years of
Harris-Eves damage, in particular around the years 1999,
2000 and 2001.

One of the biggest things was that we don’t see the
fighting anymore, the acrimony between the mayor and
the Premier. Premier McGuinty has forged a very strong
and good relationship with Mayor Miller here in Toronto.
The two talk regularly, discuss issues regularly, don’t
fight it out through the media, don’t call each other
names through the media but actually sit down. This is
something new, something that I thought would almost
never happen and never did happen during the Harris-
Eves era. It was almost as if we were being talked to like
little school children by Mr. Harris. I’'m not saying that
every single Tory was that way. I think that some Tories
were sympathetic to the city of Toronto.

Interjection: Not many.

Mr. Berardinetti: Not many, but there were some.

Generally speaking, the Premier and his Minister of
Municipal Affairs—first Al Leach, later followed by
Steve Gilchrist, who I think lasted a couple of months, if
I’m not mistaken, and then he was replaced by somebody
else, I think Tony Clement, who came out with a won-
derful solution: “You know what? I know how to fix
Toronto. Reduce the size of your council. Make it
smaller.” It was kind of like what Mike Harris has done
around here: Trashed the pensions, made the energy
around here so polarized that that air of friendship or
camaraderie is gone between the politicians here at this
level, from what I hear used to exist in the past. I think
the poisoned pill was dropped when Mike Harris was in
government. He did it and he could kick and pick on one
of the easiest targets, which was the city of Toronto, and
now we’ve seen the turnaround.

We see two cents per litre now being given to public
transit. We saw a budget last week, and some might say
it’s a Toronto-centric budget, but do you know what? It’s
a budget that addresses issues for Toronto that were
completely overlooked for several years. If you want to
kick around Toronto, go ahead and kick it around. I know
that some guys love to kick around the city of Toronto.
But if you don’t have the city of Toronto, you’re not
going to have a successful Ontario. The same is true with
any major state or any major country. If you’re going to
kick around London, you’re not going to have a success-
ful England. If you’re going to kick around Paris, you’re
not going to have a successful France. If you’re going to
kick around New York City, you’re not going to have a
successful New York state. But for some reason,
Toronto-bashing seems to be, and was, in fashion back in
2000-01.

Toronto now is working with the Ontario government.
The Premier, Minister Gerretsen and the parliamentary
assistant, my friend Brad Duguid, are all working very
closely with the city of Toronto to make sure we don’t
have that kind of acrimony anymore and to see what
other kinds of relationships can be forged.

I wish I had more time to talk about the actual bill in
front of us and some of the highlights, some of the
powers that are now given to Toronto. These are things
Mayor Miller has come out and said are good. You don’t
hear too many councillors these days bashing the prov-
incial government. The councillors may come from all
different political stripes, but they generally acknowledge
that the province of Ontario today, through the leadership
of Premier McGuinty, has brought and forged a new
relationship.

In this act in front of us today, Bill 53, in all sorts of
sections, the relationship between Toronto and Ontario is
reviewed. Perhaps at some point in the future I can talk
about it, but it’s everything from allowing the city to deal
more with some simple things like allowing businesses—
to bring business into the city; under section 82, the city
is authorized to provide financial incentives to com-
mercial enterprises. This is something good. The act
itself is good and I support it.

The Acting Speaker: Questions and comments?
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Mr. Garfield Dunlop (Simcoe North): I’m pleased to
take part in the debate this afternoon and respond to a
few of the comments. To begin with, I would like to take
this opportunity to congratulate Christine Elliott and Lisa
Macleod, our two newly elected Progressive Conser-
vative members of our caucus—they’ll be sworn in in a
few days’ time, I understand—and the NDP on the
election of Peter Tabuns. During this great election, I had
the opportunity to spend some time in Toronto.

Listening to the most recent member’s comments on
the City of Toronto Act, of course, he spent most of his
time picking on Mike Harris. You would think that after
three years in government, they would have something
else to talk about except Mike Harris at this point. The
one thing that’s incredible is that you were opposed to
the annexation of the six cities that formed the city of
Toronto, yet if it was such a bad thing, you’d think they
would remove that annexation and let it go back to the
original system. Wouldn’t that be a real, true leader, if
Mike Harris did such a bad job? But oh, no. What they’re
afraid to say is that Mike Harris had the courage to
amalgamate the city; they never would have. And they
don’t have the courage to un-amalgamate it because they
know it was the right thing to do. That’s the problem. It
was the right thing to do, and I congratulate former
Premier Harris on a job well done in forming that amal-
gamation. It was the right thing to do, he had the courage
to do it, and that’s the way Conservatives do things. They
have the courage to make these kinds of steps.

It’s unfortunate that they can stand here and bitterly
pick on Mike Harris and talk all they want for question
period after question period and statement after state-
ment, but they don’t have the courage to make any
changes.

Ms. Shelley Martel (Nickel Belt): In response to the
comments made by Liberal members, I’ve got to tell you
that Bill 53 tinkers around the edges of what needs to be
done with respect to the city of Toronto—

Interjections.

The Acting Speaker: Sorry to interrupt. Member for
Nickel Belt.

Ms. Martel: Bill 53 tinkers around the edges of the
real problems that are facing the city of Toronto, and
indeed these are the same problems that are facing so
many cities right across, and that’s the problem of the
download, which has not been resolved by this gov-
ernment. David Crombie said on December 5, 2005:

“When the Harris government downloaded social
services and social housing, I said at the time that it was
wrong in principle and disastrous in practice. It is still the
case, and it would be a responsible action for the current
government to upload both these services to restore the
balance.”

After three years in government, you would think that
this government would start to make some significant
moves to do that, but the reality is, and AMO pointed this
out very well this summer, that too many property tax-
payers continue to pay for soft services, for social
services, for health services that are the responsibility of
the provincial government. AMO said it very clearly:

“Ontario is the only province in Canada where muni-
cipal property taxes are used to subsidize provincial
health and social services programs, like welfare and
employment services, disability benefits, drug benefits,
social housing, child care, homes for the aged, public
health and ambulance services....

“Municipal governments in Ontario spend over $8 bil-
lion a year on provincial health and social service pro-
grams. That’s about one third of total municipal
operating expenditures of $23 billion a year. When you
subtract provincial cost-sharing for some of these pro-
grams, federal contributions and user charges, the net
municipal subsidy paid toward provincial health and
social services programs is more than $3 billion a year.”

That’s the significant problem facing the city of
Toronto: the refusal of this government to upload some
of those downloaded services that they talk so much
about. If you did that, there would be a significant
positive change here in this city.

1620

Mr. Duguid: I listened carefully to the speeches made
both by the member for York West and the member for
Scarborough Southwest. I want to thank them for the
contribution they’ve made to this debate, but more
importantly, for the dedication and commitment they’ve
had to their city of Toronto. They’ve both been very,
very important in terms of the development of this
policy, and have both played an important role in the
change that we’ve seen in the relationship between To-
ronto and the province of Ontario. That change has made
a difference already in the quality of life that the people
in the city of Toronto enjoy. That change has made a
difference already in the quality of life because of the
fact that Toronto often drives economically much of what
goes on in the province and the quality of life of each and
every Ontarian. I want to thank them for the contribution
they’ve made.

Indeed, this legislation will change that relationship
even further. It recognizes Toronto as a mature level of
government. It ensures that Toronto has the revenue-
generating tools that it will need to move forward and
compete with other cities its size internationally. It en-
sures that they have access to the powers, the independ-
ence, the ability and the autonomy that Toronto needs to
make autonomous and important decisions, so that they
don’t always have to come cap in hand to city hall for
assistance with regard to decision-making. It also ensures
greater accountability, which is a very important part of
the puzzle.

I was a member of Toronto council for nine years
prior to coming here. I can tell you that they were dark
times, that Toronto was subjected to many years of
downloading. This last budget is just the last example, as
we’ve gone through and changed that relationship, where
we’ve really turned things right around in the city of
Toronto. This government has been good news for this
city, and I’m very proud to be part of it.

The Acting Speaker: We have time for one last
question or comment.
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Mr. Robert W. Runciman (Leeds—Grenville): Re-
sponding to the member from Scarborough Southwest,
it’s regrettable he didn’t devote more time to the legis-
lation; he focused on attacking the previous government
and the previous Premier. That’s regrettable. I don’t
recall that member referencing Toronto issues on a very
regular basis. In fact, he’s known best around this place
for attempting to regulate the price of haircuts. I think it
may be based on the fact that we found out the Premier is
paying over $50 for his haircuts. Maybe that was the
catalyst for the bill to regulate haircuts and hairdressers.

What we might expect next from this member, per-
haps, is to regulate the price of homes in Forest Hill,
because we learned not too long ago that the Premier is
now residing in a $1-million-plus mansion—I should say
“taxpayer-funded mansion”—in Forest Hill, paid for by
the Liberal Party of Ontario with contributions from
people right across the province. We know that the
Premier now also has a chauffeur-driven limousine to
transport him back and forth, and when the traffic is too
bad on the way to Hamilton, he gets a government-
funded, taxpayer-funded plane to fly him over the
gridlock to Hamilton to attend a meeting.

In contrast, the leader of the Progressive Conservative
Party of Ontario, Mr. John Tory, has stood up and fought
for Toronto interests for so many years. He’s a Toronto
native. He was the chair of the Greater Toronto United
Way. He was co-chair of the Toronto City Summit
Alliance, which dealt with many of the issues related to
the city of Toronto legislation that is before us today, and
came up with suggestions and proposals on how to
address the long-term future of this world-class, great
city, a city that I’ve lived much of my life in now for the
past 25 years as an MPP. I love this city; I love its
neighbourhoods. So to deride the Progressive Conser-
vative Party is unfortunate. We love this city. We want to
see what’s best for this great city of Toronto.

The Acting Speaker: One of the government mem-
bers has two minutes to reply. I return to the member for
Scarborough Southwest.

Mr. Berardinetti: 1 want to thank all members who
provided some comments on the speech. I just want to
remind the member from Leeds—Grenville that I did
share my time with the member from York West, Mr.
Sergio, and he did speak to the bill for 10 minutes.

You cannot help but say something about what Mike
Harris did. It’s not personal. It affects Toronto taxpayers
to the millions of dollars. I heard it when I knocked on
doors in Scarborough. Maybe up in Leeds—Grenville they
didn’t hear about it, but I sure as heck heard about it, and
the people responded at election time.

If you want to talk about the bill, Toronto is going to
have tools and it will have all sorts of flexibility that it
didn’t have before. It will be able to pass bylaws regard-
ing all sorts of matters it couldn’t before. It will have
more accountability with a lobbyist registry and an
Auditor General. It will change governance structures
with new committees and boards. There will be land use
planning with local appeal processes regulating sustain-

able design, business regulation, licensing, holiday store
closing, fiscal issues, raising revenues, limitations on tax-
ation, controlled demolition on housing and conversion
of rental housing. These are just some of the areas which
Toronto has been asking for powers for years to run as an
effective city. So, yes, the bill is quite all-encompassing.

One can read the bill and see that it is all-encompass-
ing and gives Toronto tremendous and much-needed
resources, but at the same time one cannot forget the
past. What happened in the past was absolutely incred-
ible. It used up a lot of Toronto’s energy. It pitted one
group against another against another, which the Tories
were famous for doing. Those days are over and we now
have peace between Toronto and Ontario.

The Acting Speaker: Further debate?

Mr. John Tory (Leader of the Opposition): I
wanted to speak to this bill because I’'m from Toronto, as
the members know, and because I’ve had a keen interest
in these issues for some time. People assume sometimes
that when you come into politics, that’s the first time you
cared about a lot of the public policy issues affecting
Toronto or anything else, but as the member for Leeds—
Grenville made reference, I’ve had a deep and abiding
interest in issues affecting this community and its gov-
ernance for some considerable period of time. Indeed, I
probably became aware of some of the concerns about
how Toronto is governed and some of the needs that
Toronto has, some of the special needs that some of our
special neighbourhoods have, when I was involved for
many years with the United Way, culminating in service
as its chair for one year and as its major gifts chair for
many years.

I think it was as well the initiative that I took, together
with three other people, to pull together the Toronto City
Summit Alliance, which was the first time in many, many
years we had brought together all kinds of decision-
makers from Toronto: politicians, business people, social
activists and others. That led to the Toronto City Summit
Alliance that exists today and of which, again, I was one
of the first co-chairs. That in turn led to a lot of the initial
discussions that took place with respect to the need for
governance reform in Toronto and to the establishment of
something like MARS and the Toronto Region Research
Alliance. A lot of things that have happened since then
arose out of those discussions, of which I was very proud
to be a part. So to stand and speak to this legislation is
something that is important to me and has been important
to me for some time.

I always like to start, as I said in my reply speech to
the budget, on a positive note. I think that indeed some of
the steps have been taken in putting together this bill to
address the need for some greater autonomy on the part
of the city and some of its decision-making. I think in
particular of the kinds of decisions that required previ-
ously an application here for a private bill, which
necessitated the city to spend money on advertising and
wait in a long queue to get things like speed bumps, and
even a lobbyist registry. I ran for mayor saying that there
would have to be one established, and I thought it was
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appalling that you had to come up here, cap in hand, to
plead for permission to establish a lobbyist registry for
the city of Toronto when you’re dealing with a very
sophisticated government in a very large city. Some of
those issues are being addressed.

The government, upon introduction of this bill, made a
great deal of the fact that it is addressing some of the
accountability issues through the establishment of an
auditor and an Integrity Commissioner for the city. I
include that reluctantly in the category of good news only
because they’re really trying to take credit for legislative
provisions that are being put in here to confirm offices
that have been created for some time now, within the city
government, by itself. As usual, there is less than meets
the eye when you take a look at this legislation from the
McGuinty Liberal government in terms of really
addressing some of these issues of autonomy. But the
fact that those things are confirmed here—and some of
these decisions used to take up, and still do, a lot of time
at the city and are delayed months and years on end while
they wait in some queue here, cap in hand—is a step
forward.

1630

There are a number of things one could say, however,
where this piece of legislation and indeed the process that
led to it fall well short. I said on the day it was introduced
that I was very concerned that the government had gone
about the process backwards. I want to repeat some of
those comments today, only because I really believe they
have made a mistake in the way they have gone about
this and in doing it backwards, as I say.

A number of the commentators, whether it be the
board of trade or others in the newspapers, have talked
about the fact that the accountability that goes with
increased responsibility should at least have been dealt
with concurrently with this bill. But it has not been, I
regret to say. That should be of concern to taxpayers who
are watching out there. It should be of concern to this
government. We all know they talked a lot about
accountability before the election, but when it came time
to actually deliver on accountability on any front, we’ve
seen that they forgot a lot of what they said before the
election—and that’s being charitable, to say they forgot
about it.

The accountability should have been dealt with con-
currently, and it has not. In fact, we’re going to find, if
this bill is passed, that powers to tax—and I’'m going to
talk about that—are going to be given to the city before
any changes have been made in the accountability, and
especially accountability as it relates to the governance
structure of the city. In fact, we’re going to have a
municipal election before any of those kinds of govern-
ance changes are dealt with, and I think that’s a mistake.

The way I think this should have been dealt with, if
you had wanted to do it in a way that was respectful of
the taxpayers, that was going to quantify the nature and
scope of the problem and deal with this in a businesslike
way, is that the first thing the government should have
done—and I agree with the member for Nickel Belt. She

commented a few moments ago on the fact that the
elephant, as I described it, that’s sitting in the room and
that wasn’t addressed during the preparation of this bill—
nobody spoke to the elephant and nobody even acknow-
ledged the elephant was there—is the fiscal imbalance
that exists between the city of Toronto and the province
of Ontario.

While there have been various estimates over time as
to what the scope of that fiscal imbalance is, we see
estimates that change almost every day. Now they’re
projecting the scope of the fiscal imbalance for next year
as $400 million. This year, we heard it was $500 million-
plus. Of course, the bottom line is that it has led to this
annual circus we’ve seen that has gone on for years and
years now. Again, Mr. McGuinty was, as I described him
in the case of the college teachers’ strike, Mr. Big Talk
when it came to saying he was going to do away with
that and that this was a terrible scandal. Indeed, we’ve
heard a lot of talk from our friends in the Liberal caucus
this very afternoon about all the evils that were foisted
upon the city of Toronto and its residents by the previous
government, and yet many of the things they would
decry, and have decried here this afternoon, Mr.
McGuinty and his government have done absolutely
nothing about. They talked about it a lot in the run-up to
the election, they talked about it for years before that, and
they have done nothing about it.

The first thing they should have done, I would say
with respect, is quantify; have somebody who is not
partisan in this, who is not an interested party, sit down
and say, “Once and for all, let’s quantify this number that
seems to float up and down depending on what month of
the year it is or who the budget chief at city hall is or who
the mayor is or who the minister up here is, and so on.”

Having done that, I think then it was incumbent on the
government, as my friend from Leeds—Grenville pointed
out—I think it was him or maybe it was the member for
Nickel Belt. That’s a hard distinction to make between
the two, I know. But one of the previous speakers said
that it’s not just Toronto that faces these issues of a fiscal
imbalance between the province and the cities. It was
incumbent upon this government, especially having
talked so much about it, to quantify the problem and
then, on a province-wide basis, I would suggest, to
address what it was going to do to address the whole
question of the fiscal imbalance, even if it was a plan that
was going to go out four or five years.

Then, when you had done both of those things, which
is to quantify the Toronto problem, put forward a
province-wide solution that could address whatever one
was prepared to address in terms of the downloading, and
upload some things or change the fiscal arrangements
between the cities and the provincial government, you
would see what you had left in terms of a financial
problem. Make no mistake: The governance part of
this—there were really three aspects to this problem, at
least three significant ones. One was accountability,
transparency and maintenance of integrity in standards,
which are dealt with through the auditor and the integrity
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commissioner; changes that will ultimately happen to the
city governance structure and so on, which I was arguing
a moment ago should have happened now as opposed to
later. Two was the issue of the fiscal imbalance and that
that has to be addressed as well.

I think we’ve done this backwards. I have suggested as
well that at the same time that the province developed a
solution to the overall fiscal imbalance between itself and
the cities, the city of Toronto in particular, a big, $7-
billion government, should have been required con-
currently, while this exercise was going on, to do what I
describe as some combination of a program review
and/or a value-for-money audit.

I say that because I think what happened in the after-
math of the amalgamation, quite frankly—and we can
debate all day whether the amalgamation should or
should not have happened. The comments that the mem-
ber for Simcoe North made were absolutely correct. If, as
the member for Don Valley West says, there can’t be a
single citizen left in the city of Toronto who believes that
amalgamation was a good thing, then I would think it
would be an easy political act for this government to
decide that they were going to bring forward legislation
to undo the amalgamation. It would be a wildly popular
thing that would guarantee the re-election of all in-
cumbent members. Since we don’t have any at the
present time—we will after 2007—this would be a great
thing for them to do. If they believe that it was wrong, if
they believe it’s wildly popular, then they should proceed
to have the courage of their convictions and do it. But of
course they won’t do it because they never have the
courage of their convictions and because they know, as
the member for Don Valley West knows, that it’s simply
not true that there isn’t a citizen in Toronto—the fault
here lies in the fact that the steps were not taken by those
concerned, throughout the time between the amalgam-
ation and today, to achieve some of the efficiencies and
to do some of the things that could be done with the city
of Toronto government to make sure it runs in a way that
all taxpayers could be confident respects the best value
for their money and the most efficient kind of govern-
ment they could see anywhere in Canada.

I was saying, when I was speaking somewhere the
other day, that I remember standing in the middle of
Marlee Avenue when I was running for mayor in 2003
and pointing out that on one side of the street the garbage
was being collected for $74 a tonne, and on the other side
of the street for I think $35 a tonne or some such
number—a huge discrepancy. Of course, on the west side
of the street it was collected by the private sector and on
the east side by the public sector. I didn’t even advocate
on that day that you should turn the whole thing over to
the private sector or that you should cause anybody who
worked for the city to have to take an adjustment to their
wages. | simply said that there was a responsibility that
exists with the people in government to address a dis-
crepancy like that and insist that the side that is spending
$74 a tonne to get the job done be told, “You can’t spend
that much. There are other people who have proven that

it can be done for less. Bring yourself closer to that
number, whether it’s by changing your work habits—if
you want to contract it out, go ahead and do it,” and so
on. What do we see them doing today? In fact, I think
they’re closing down some of those contracts that were
doing it for a lot less and repatriating that work to the
city’s public service at, from what I gather, from what |
read, what will be an increased cost. It doesn’t make any
sense.

I think it was necessary for people to see that this
value-for-money audit and this program review were
done on a line-by-line basis, and indeed that’s supported
by the board of trade. It’s supported by others who said
that you had to address the issue of accountability in this
city government before you moved to give them the
power to increase taxes. Indeed, 1 believe this was
recognized by no one less than the previous Minister of
Finance, Mr. Sorbara, the member for Vaughan—King—
Aurora, who, it was well noted, was slowing down the
emergence of this bill out of cabinet into the Legislature
because he had concerns about giving new taxing powers
to the city of Toronto. I think that’s because he recog-
nized, first of all, that the taxpayers generally—and I
think most of them watching, and just about anybody else
who isn’t watching—would agree that they are paying
enough tax. They’re paying enough tax in total. I think
their view would be that if the governments got their act
together collectively and made more with the money they
had—achieved efficiencies, really focused on value for
money—then the governments could do a lot better with
what they had before they started worrying about raising
taxes.

I note with interest that the Toronto Star makes
reference on March 29—Royson James—to the fact that
the city of Toronto has had a 21% increase in its
spending in three years and that the total of that increased
spending is more than the entire annual budgets of
Mississauga, Brampton, Vaughan, Markham, Oakville,
Richmond Hill and Pickering combined. They point out
that the city has increased its spending in the current
administration by $436 million a year. They go on to talk
about the fact that this has consisted of things like
principal and interest payments on the city’s debt, up $93
million over that time; facilities and real estate costs up
$32 million; waste management up $26 million; and IT
costs up $10 million.

This is an article that comes from Karen Stintz, one of
the city councillors, written in the National Post. She
says, “Servicing the city’s debt is now the third-highest
line item. For the third straight year, the city has failed to
make its required contribution to finance employee
benefits. Even if the city adds no new spending to its
budget next year, it will be faced with a $291-million
shortfall as a result of debt charges and the implications
of depleting reserve funds and selling fixed assets to
cover operating expenditures.”

She goes on to say, “The board of trade presented the
mayor with a list of practical measures that would help
the city be financially sustainable and independent of the
province.”
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It goes on to say, “One senior civil servant has also
proposed strategies to review each department’s base
budget to determine how to become more efficient. Both
strategies need to be reviewed before the city goes
begging to other levels of government for additional
funds. Toronto residents demand that their civic leaders
are accountable and responsible for the allocation of their
tax dollars.”
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The Toronto Star said in its editorial on December 29,
after this bill was introduced, “Before Toronto can
assume new powers, its leaders must be made more
accountable. The existing, dysfunctional system at city
hall is, frankly, an embarrassment.

“Importantly, this issue has consequences beyond the
city’s borders.” It goes on to talk about how this will set
the pattern for new rules that are going to be in place.

Now, what has the government done? Did they
actually, first of all, quantify the nature of the problem
and address this $300-, $400-, or $500-million shortfall
the city has every year because of the provincial and city
fiscal imbalance? No, they did not. Did they take a look
at the notion of saying, “We’re going to introduce this
legislation, and while it makes its way through the Leg-
islature and takes effect, we’re going to insist that you do
a value-for-money audit and a program review and
present us—all of us: the taxpayers, the legislators, the
city councillors and so on—with the results of that kind
of review so that the taxpayers can see the kinds of
measures that could be taken in a $7-billion government
to achieve those kinds of efficiencies without raisings
taxes”? No, they did not.

What did they do? They did the same thing Mr.
McGuinty always does. Interestingly enough, it’s exactly
the thing he promised he would never do but the thing he
always does: He turns to the taxpayers first. In the city of
Toronto they’re going to get the same thing, courtesy of
Dalton McGuinty, they’ve had everywhere else: Pay
more and get less. He has introduced a piece of
legislation here that turned first to the taxpayers for more
money and said, “We believe the solution here is to
create new powers to tax, so that now drinks and land
transfer tax”—Ilet’s go through what’s in here.

A tax on alcohol: I would say the tourism industry and
the hospitality industry are already struggling across the
province and the city of Toronto. They will tell you that.
I saw the hotel association person at a board of trade
reception in this building last week, and he said they’re
still struggling. Add a tax to the drinks, and you’re
simply going to make it harder for them to do business.

A tax on entertainment: Last time I checked, some of
the theatre companies in Toronto are having a hard
enough time making ends meet. But if you just raise the
price of the tickets in order to deal with this issue, as
opposed to looking for efficiencies, you’re going to make
life tougher for them.

How about a surtax on the current land transfer tax?
That will raise the price of housing so that young people

looking for a new house or a new condominium will find
they are going to have to pay more for their housing.

Then, of course, there’s speculation on whether we
could have a congestion charge, whether we could have
some sort of additional vehicle charge and so on. Indeed,
when you look at this legislation, they have gone to “Tax
first and worry about the rest later,” which I don’t think
is correct.

There are a lot of other things in here that are
worrisome, because not only have they gone to “Tax first
and look for efficiencies later; tax first and look for
accountability later; tax first and worry about governance
later,” but they have given very broad new powers to
license. Mark my words: I think that before it’s all said
and done, we will see, particularly in the absence of
meaningful changes to governance, a city government
that will not be able to restrain itself from imposing
additional licences and requirements for licences on
people like landlords, where each apartment will have to
have a licence and the licence fee will simply be passed
through to the tenants. They’ll say, “No, it’s not really a
tax. The city did it,” and so on, but they’re giving them
the power to do these kinds of things. The last thing, I
would argue, that most businesses trying to carry on here
in this city need is more red tape, more licence appli-
cations to fill out, more licence fees to pay and so on, but
that’s what’s been done.

I should point out that there are a number of sections
in here, if you look at them carefully, where again there’s
the same kind of sleight of hand that was done in the
LHIN legislation and elsewhere. In the LHIN legislation,
as we’ll all recall, they said, “All the autonomy and all
the advice-giving power is going to local people.” Then
when you actually look at the legislation, you find that
really all the power is going to the minister so that he can
make decisions to close hospitals and cut off services and
so forth. If you check this bill out carefully, you’ll see
that the broad powers given in sections 7 and 8 and
elsewhere are in fact subject later on to clauses that say
the minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council can
basically override all of those powers that are given to
the city. So this is in some respects a mirage that I think
is being presented to the city councillors and that they
were so happy about. I think they will come to know
what we’ve all come to know very well up here at
Queen’s Park, namely, that he who maketh the promises
is the same one who also breaketh, and that he who
giveth will be the same person who taketh away, in the
person of none other than the very same Mr. Dalton
McGuinty, the Premier of Ontario.

We have suggested, and I think it’s a constructive
suggestion, that the government still has the time to do
this right. They could still get somebody to quantify the
scope of the fiscal imbalance between the city and the
province. They could then get somebody to independ-
ently go in and do the value-for-money audit and pro-
gram review within the city government. It’s not a bad
time to do it, with a municipal election coming up later
this year. They could delay the proclamation: I made the
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suggestion quite a while ago that they could delay the
proclamation of the taxing power sections of this bill so
that you are sure no one on city council anywhere is
going to turn to the power to tax and take more money
out of people’s pockets before they first look at what they
are doing and how they are spending existing money.

It’s disappointing to me to conclude that the right
thing to do here was to introduce a City of Toronto Act—
there’s no question that one was necessary—and to do
some of the right things, such as creating some of the
autonomy the city needs to make some of its own deci-
sions on things like an integrity commissioner, an
auditor, a lobbyist registry, speed bumps and all those
sorts of things. At the same time, that has been counter-
balanced by a failure to do this right and by the usual
McGuinty Liberal resort to the taxpayers’ pockets first, to
simply reach in and take more money out before
requiring that there be not only more accountability but a
value-for-money audit, that there be a proper program
review to make sure the city is spending the money it
presently has in a more efficient manner.

I regret that very much because I think that had it been
done the right way, people would have known they were
getting better government and better value for their tax
dollars. They would have known they were going to get a
real commitment from this government to address the
fiscal imbalance, not just for Toronto but for all cities
across Ontario. We have a failure on all those accounts
and I think that’s an unfortunate missed opportunity.

The Acting Speaker: Questions and comments?

Ms. Andrea Horwath (Hamilton East): The com-
ments made by the Leader of the Opposition were very
instructive in terms of his review of the legislation. I can
tell you that the NDP critic for this area is Michael Prue,
and he spent some time analyzing this bill as well. A
little later on this evening, I’ll have the opportunity
myself to speak to some of the issues we found to be
problematic with the bill.

One of them is exactly the same one on which the
previous speaker spoke, and that is the issue of the extent
to which these powers really exist, the extent to which
the bill actually provides override capacity for the
Premier and cabinet to perhaps suffer the ideas that come
from the council, but if they’re not well received and not
something the government of Ontario supports, they can
prevent those things from happening. Although there is
an appearance of more power, particularly around gov-
ernance and structural issues, in fact the power still
remains with the government of Ontario.

There are many other concerns, not only those raised
by Michael Prue in his discussion around the fiscal
problems the city of Toronto faces, but coming from the
city of Hamilton, those very same fiscal problems exist
as a result of the downloading that needs to be fixed.
Unfortunately, the government didn’t fix that in Bill 53
for the city of Toronto, and as we just saw in the budget
introduced by this government, they didn’t fix it for
anybody else, either. I’ll be spending some time talking
about that as well because it’s of great concern.

Finally is the issue around the consultation that was
apparently taking place with Toronto and other munici-
palities that this government is so proud of, and yet
walking the streets of Toronto—Danforth recently in the
by-election, we were hearing from people that they’re
very concerned about the government’s lack of con-
sultation in terms of their response to the mega-power
plant project on the port lands.

Mr. Duguid: T listened very carefully to the Leader of
the Opposition’s comments. There was a time when I
thought the Leader of the Opposition might have under-
stood a little bit about Toronto, but from what I can see
here today, he has entered into the politics of trying to
have it both ways. When he talked about structural
changes for the city of Toronto, he talked as though we
should be imposing those structural changes without
giving the city itself an opportunity to consult with its
people and reach a reasonable conclusion. All that is a
throwback to the Harris days: impose, impose, impose.
That’s not what this government is about. This govern-
ment is about working with the city, improving the way
the city works.

1650

Will we hold them accountable? Yes, you’re abso-
lutely right. In this legislation, we ensure that there’s a
regulatory ability for the minister to step in at the appro-
priate time, if he needs to. But we have confidence in the
city. Unlike the Leader of the Opposition, we believe in
the city. We know that our city councillors are there for
the right reasons and we think they’ll get the job done.

The Leader of the Opposition, as if admitting that the
previous government imposed many evil, anti-Toronto
policies on the city, indicated that we’ve done—

Mr. Tim Hudak (Erie-Lincoln): Evil?

Mr. Duguid: That’s the word that your leader used:
“evil” policies. He said that we’re not doing much to
undo those. Where has he been over the last two years?
We’ve just passed a budget, a budget that he did not
support, that improves public transit incredibly: over
$800 million to get a subway line is going in the city;
over $1 billion going to the TTC; $200 million going to
the city of Toronto through the TTC. Did he support that?
No, he didn’t. Over $132 million a year will be going
through the gas tax. We’ll be making that more flexible
for the city. Uploading of public health costs, uploading
of land ambulance costs—these are tangible things that
this government has done to improve things in the city of
Toronto. For the Leader of the Opposition to say that
we’ve done nothing to back off his terrible legacy and the
legacy of—

The Acting Speaker:
Questions and comments?

Mrs. Julia Munro (York North): First of all, I’d just
like to say that unlike the Premier, our leader has not got
a helicopter to take him to a meeting that he has to go to
in Oshawa; in fact, he will be on the GO train.

I want to take a moment to first of all comment as a
GTA member on this piece of legislation. At the same
time, I probably have a fairly unique position as well, as

Thank you very much.
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a third-generation Torontonian. Having lived my
formative years in Toronto, I have certainly always had a
sense of the destiny that Toronto could have. When you
look at the years from 1995 to 2003, there were oppor-
tunities made to in fact create that world-class urban
centre. When you look at the arts endowment, when you
look at the SuperBuild initiatives, these were all designed
to bring Toronto into that world-class development.

But, as our leader has mentioned, this bill leaves out
the taxpayers’ perspective. The taxpayers are most
interested in accountability and transparency; these are
missing. One of the notions about the taxing powers of
this bill is to create instant inequities. Other communities
are going to look at this and say, “Why not me?” The
danger, then, of Toronto having that power is that it
creates the kind of circumstances that go to creating the
hole in the doughnut.

Hon. James J. Bradley (Minister of Tourism,
minister responsible for seniors, Government House
Leader): In response to the member, I heard some
reference made to how people travel and everything, and
consultation. I’'m just wondering whether the leader of
the Conservative Party, John Tory, will be taking the GO
train to the “Up-Close and Personal” cocktail reception
on Thursday night at the Bayview Golf and Country Club
at 25 Fairway Heights Drive in Thornhill. You would
know that it costs $1,000 a person to go.

Interjections.

Hon. Mr. Bradley: First of all, T promised the Leader
of the Opposition that I would advertise this for him as
part of my response. He said yes, he needs the
advertising for it. It says:

“We are pleased to host, once again, an ‘Up Close and
Personal’ cocktail reception in honour of John Tory,
leader of the Ontario PC Party.... This event will be held
on Thursday, April 6, 2006, at the Bayview Golf and
Country Club ... Thornhill, from 6 to 8 p.m.

“Last year’s reception was a tremendous success,
especially as all in attendance had an opportunity to
speak to Mr. Tory. This year, Mr. Tory will be available
again for personal discussion and is most interested in
hearing your concerns and issues. Your continued sup-
port will enable ... us to play a major role in ensuring that
Mr. Tory becomes the next Premier of Ontario.”

Applause.

Hon. Mr. Bradley: That’s where you’re supposed to
applaud. “Please confirm your attendance to this intimate
event by March 10, 2006.

“To reserve ... tickets at $1,000 each, please call
Annette Skamis at 416-495-0375.... Cheques should be
made payable to PC Ontario Fund and forwarded to the
address below.”

This is from Paul Bailey, president of Bazil Develop-
ments Inc. He’s the co-chair of the dinner.

Now, I know there will be consultation. The Leader of
the Opposition promised consultation. I promised to him
I would advertise this particular event on his behalf and I
know that consultation, at $1,000 apiece, will take place
on Thursday evening.

The Acting Speaker: Further debate?

Ms. Horwath: Tt’s my pleasure to put some comments
on the record regarding Bill 53, the Stronger City of
Toronto for a Stronger Ontario Act, 2006. I wanted to
start off by referring to some of the pieces that our critic,
Michael Prue, outlined when he gave his speech on this
particular bill. I wanted to do that because, of course,
Michael Prue used to be one of the mayors that rep-
resented one of the former municipalities that is now a
part of the city of Toronto. He was the mayor of East
York. He not only represented that particular community
for many years, but then was also elected to represent
that area on the broader amalgamated city of Toronto
council. So, when the member from Beaches—East York
looked at Bill 53, he did so with a significant amount of
experience from the perspective of both pre- and post-
amalgamation, and pre- and post-download times.

I have to say that, coming from the city of Hamilton
and having served on the city of Hamilton council at that
same time frame, certainly having served prior to amal-
gamation and then prior to the downloading, I also have
some insights that I’d like to share in the context of Bill
53, in terms of how other municipalities, one just down
the highway, one of the ones that I represent, as well as
others, experience these issues. It’s because of these
issues, particularly, that the pressure continued to rise
until the province was forced to respond.

Unfortunately, the response is one that we have some
problems with. The very first problem that the member
for Beaches—East York raised in his comments was the
very issue around the consultative process. I raise this
because the government likes to talk about its success in
engaging in consultation with municipalities around
some of the issues that are difficult for them. In fact, the
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing spent some
time waxing eloquent, I think is the way the member for
Beaches—East York described it, around how wonderful
this consultation was, and how productive and well-
meaning and positive the consultation process was.

But I think it’s important to put on the record some of
the other comments around whether or not the city of
Toronto always feels as though this consultation or this
aura of co-operation that the government likes to describe
is actual reality, or just happens to be once in a while
taking effect. I read from the Hansard. The quote is from
Michael Prue, but he’s quoting another source on the
consultation process, and here is what it says: “‘Ontario
has been a leader in fostering a strong consultative rela-
tionship with its municipal sector. We believe that the
relationship between the province and the city of Toronto
should be one of ongoing reciprocal consultation. The
city should be advised of proposed future provincial
directions, and we would expect the city to consult with
the province,”” on and on and on. So, in other words, the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing put on the
record in the Hansard this view of the relationship, this
view of the consultative process, what anybody would
only describe as a mature and productive way of having a
conversation between the province and its largest munici-
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pality. Interestingly enough, anybody reading that out of
context would think, “Gee, you know, that makes sense.
That’s a good way of solving problems, a good way of
making sure that everybody’s interests are clearly out-
lined and are on the table before such time as the problem
can be solved.”
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Unfortunately, though, what we are seeing is a very
selective application of those principles, a very selective
application of that kind of dialogue, that kind of rela-
tionship that the minister claims to have with munici-
palities. In fact, the reality is, and it’s something that I
learned very quickly when I was canvassing in the by-
election in Toronto—Danforth, that relationship went out
the door when it came to the issue of a mega-power plant
that’s being planned for the port lands.

Although I personally have very little specific experi-
ence with that, I certainly heard from members of the
Toronto—Danforth community, residents in that com-
munity as well as former representative Marilyn Churley,
as well as people like the member for Beaches—East York
and the member for Trinity—Spadina, very engaged
Toronto members who are really quite concerned about
that power plant. It’s interesting that the city of Toronto
had come up with, through a very consultative process,
through a very engaged community, a solution that they
thought was the most appropriate for their community in
terms of power generation. Unfortunately, the govern-
ment decided to ignore all of the consultation that they so
often talk about valuing when it was done between the
city of Toronto and the community. They also devalue
their own commitment to consultation when they turn
around and impose their own solution that the residents
of the Toronto—Danforth area are supposed to just em-
brace, notwithstanding the fact that their community had
already come up an alternative that was much more
appropriate.

So when we hear the government talk about things
like a consultative process and respectful relationships
and positive dialogue and all of these fancy words to
describe the relationships that they apparently have with
these other municipalities, you don’t need to dig very
deep, you don’t need to scratch very much of the surface,
to find out that in fact it’s nothing of the sort and that it’s
not a consistent relationship. It just depends on whether
the government feels like providing that consultation,
feels like listening to the community, can be bothered or
not to implement the solutions that come from the
community level.

From my perspective, that’s a huge problem that the
government has and it’s one that I have learned through
the very serious and concerned voice of the residents of
the Toronto—Danforth area, to be represented in this
House very soon by one Peter Tabuns, who was elected
in that riding, a very concerned criticism not only of the
plan to pollute their neighbourhood with this plant that
the government wants to put in place, but also concern
that the government can so callously ignore the extensive
work that was done to put together a solution at the

community level with the city of Toronto. So it’s not as if
there had been nothing done. A great deal had been done;
a great deal of effort had been made.

So the bottom line is this: If the government purports
to respect consultation and consultative process and
engagement in dialogue, then they should respect it at all
turns, not just when it’s politically convenient or con-
venient, perhaps, for some other agenda they may have
with people they may know who may operate certain
facilities or not. The bottom line is, you can’t pick and
choose and still call it a principle or a value that you
hold. If you hold that value and that principle, then it
needs to be apparent and obvious in every turn that you
take and every activity that you undertake.

I thought it was important to raise that issue, because
it’s really important that people understand that when
they talk about this way of doing things, they don’t do it
consistently. The government really does fall short in
many areas.

There’s one other piece to this that I think is import-
ant. Bill 53 speaks to the issue of allowing these new
powers for municipal council and the city of Toronto,
allowing them to choose and create their own governance
structure, allowing them to make decisions, in particular
having the mayor make decisions around the estab-
lishment of committees, the chairing of standing com-
mittees and boards and agencies and who the chairs of
those organizations will be, with the government through
this bill indicating at the beginning of the bill or at certain
sections of the bill that this is the new relationship of
maturity and trust that they have with the city of Toronto
and that the city of Toronto will do the right thing.

I heard the parliamentary assistant speak to that a few
minutes ago: “We trust them and we think they are
mature enough to make their own decisions.” You know
what? You don’t need to failsafe that, and that’s what
they’ve done. They’ve put in a failsafe that if, for some
reason, the government of the day decides, if the Liberal
government, the McGuinty government decides they
don’t like what the city of Toronto is putting forward for
its changes in governance—maybe politically they don’t
like a mayor, not particularly this one but anyone in the
future, maybe the government of any day isn’t in sync or
doesn’t jibe with any mayor of the day in the city of
Toronto—what Bill 53 allows for is the provincial gov-
ernment of the day to put the kibosh on any recommend-
ations of governance change or other structural changes
that the city of Toronto comes forward with.

How can you, on the one hand, say that you’re
committed to cutting the apron strings, if you want to call
it that, that you’re committed to letting them go out on
their own, and then, on the other hand, say, “We reserve
the right to tug them back if we don’t like what they’re
doing.” It’s either one or the other. You can’t have it both
ways. If the bill is supposed to be providing this broader
opportunity for the city of Toronto’s elected officials to
act independently, then they certainly don’t need to have
that failsafe of being able to pull back on any decisions
that come forward.
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The other issue I wanted to get some time to talk about
is what the government didn’t do in Bill 53 and what the
government has not yet done for the municipality of
Toronto or any municipalities that are currently being
crushed under the financial problems that exist because
of unsolved downloading formulas that were put in place
by the previous Harris government.

I have this document from the Association of Munici-
palities of Ontario on “Ontario’s $3-billion provincial-
municipal fiscal gap.” We often hear the Minister of
Intergovernmental Affairs talking about the federal-
provincial fiscal gap. But what we have in the province
of Ontario is a very significant and very severe prov-
incial-municipal fiscal gap. In the city of Toronto, every
budget year they come to the provincial government and
say, “We need money because we simply can’t afford to
continue to pay for downloaded services because it’s
causing a crushing problem on our budget.”

Guess what? The city of Toronto is not alone in that
problem. The city of Hamilton has also got the same
concerns. Every year, the city of Hamilton has been, I
guess, lucky to get a few dollars thrown their way. In
fact, this year, once again the city of Hamilton came, as
did the city of Toronto, to ask the government to help
with their budget. The reason they have to ask for this
funding is because what is happening is that—it’s inter-
esting. If I recall correctly, in the city of Hamilton, when
the Harris government downloaded, our staff identified at
the time about a $33-million gap in what the government
of the day said was a revenue-neutral transaction. In fact,
it wasn’t revenue neutral for Hamilton. Hamilton was out
by about $33 million.

Finally, at the time, the government of the day
acknowledged that and put into place a fund, the CRF—I
can’t remember what exactly the acronym stands for—
community reinvestment fund. Anyway, the CRF was put
in place to acknowledge that there is this funding gap.
The problem is that, over time, the CRF dwindled and the
funding gap stayed the same. In fact, what’s happening
now 1is that the funding gap is growing. So if this gov-
ernment was really interested not only in the autonomy of
the municipality of the city Toronto but in the autonomy
of all municipalities, they would really get at that funding
formula problem. They would get at the fact that social
services, particularly, should not be funded out of the
property tax base.
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In fact, the city of Hamilton has done a great deal of
work on that particular issue. I have in front of me a
package that was sent by the mayor to myself and other
local MPPs, as well as to the Premier, the minister and
the Minister of Finance. It’s basically an open letter, and
I’'m going to read parts of it. Even though it’s specific to
the city of Hamilton, it reflects the frustration that
municipalities have. I’'m using it to illustrate the fact that
if you’re really committed to making sure that Toronto is
independent, then they have to be financially independent
as well. They’re not going to be able to do that unless
they have an ability to make sure that they are budgeting

for the services that belong on the property tax base.
Unfortunately, we don’t have that situation right now.

One of the things that the mayor of the city of
Hamilton wrote in his February 1, 2006, appeal to the
province of Ontario is this:

“It is a critical time for the city of Hamilton and its
residents. City council is in the final stages of preparing
the 2006 municipal budget. Choices that are made during
the next several weeks will impact thousands of Hamil-
tonians as well as the economic and social well-being of
the city. Unfortunately, the municipality is once again
facing a significant budget deficit resulting from the
inability to finance downloaded social services. The im-
plications are grave given that according to Statistics
Canada, Hamilton has the highest urban poverty rate in
the province of Ontario.” In fact, if I can make an aside
here, the urban poverty rate is actually equal to that of the
city of Toronto.

“For several years, the municipal government, local
businesses and community stakeholders have been highly
critical of the previous provincial government’s decision
to download social services to municipalities in the late
1990s. Ontario is one of the only jurisdictions in the G8
that funds social services through the property tax base, a
formula that leaves funding extremely vulnerable to local
economic downturns. Downloading was supposed to be
revenue neutral, but for Hamilton this local service
realignment has resulted in a significant annual shortfall.
Programs and services that assist our community’s most
vulnerable members are placed in jeopardy while local
ratepayers continue to shoulder social service down-
loading’s financial burden.”

The letter goes on to talk about the fiscal gap that
Hamilton has, which is $25 million. I believe Toronto’s
was $212 million this year. The one in the city of Hamil-
ton is growing. I believe the one in the city of Toronto is
growing as well. So the solution that needs to come from
this government is a systemic solution to this problem
that we have, because it is simply not sustainable for
municipalities, whether they be the municipality of To-
ronto, the municipality of Hamilton or any other muni-
cipality for that matter. It is simply unrealistic. It’s not
sustainable. And it is not adequate in terms of the talk
about independence for these municipalities, about giving
them greater powers to be more independent from the
provincial government when in fact financially there is
absolutely nothing they can do to maintain their inde-
pendence if Ontario does not deal with the problem of
social services, public health, drug plans and other social-
service-type costs on the property tax base.

In their discussion paper, AMO—the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario—speaks very clearly about this
same issue. Their concern is exactly the same. What they
say quite clearly is that social services do not belong on
the property tax base. Income distribution programs
belong on the income tax base. It’s very basic. They
don’t belong on the property tax base. Until the
government decides to fix that, there’s forever going to
be a problem with the relationship with municipalities,
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because at budget time they are absolutely frozen in time
until they hear whether or not the government is going to
open the purse strings and help them out, because the
system is in fact broken.

I wanted to raise quickly as well, because already I’'m
running out of time, the other piece of the system that’s
broken, and that’s the municipal property assessment
system. I have to tell you, those two things in
combination are a double whammy for municipalities.
I’'m concerned, because I’'m not hearing from the gov-
ernment—certainly, I’'m hearing, after we put some
pressure on, that they’re prepared to have a 90-day
extension; in fact, we’re starting the 90-day extension of
the appeal time for property tax assessment. But I’ve got
to tell you, in the city that I represent—and I know the
same happened in Toronto—Danforth; people were talk-
ing about that as well, so the city of Toronto has big
problems with property assessment as well. In the city
that I represent, in particular ward 1, which is in
Hamilton West, and another area in Hamilton West,
which is Hamilton West Mountain, ward 8, have sig-
nificant and very troubling assessment hikes for the
properties in those particular areas. We’re talking about
situations where people have a 45%, 55% or 65%
increase in the value of their properties. They fall off
their chair when they open up the assessment and find
these horrendous increases.

Further to that, the cost of actually having to make the
appeals, and the time and expertise that it takes to make a
successful appeal, have been very frustrating. As we all
know, the Ombudsman was scathing in his critique of the
property assessment system. So it’s incumbent on this
government to solve another big piece of the problem
that municipalities have: the issue of municipal property
tax assessment.

Mr. Speaker, there are many other pieces to Bill 53
that need to be raised, but unfortunately I’ve run out
time. So I’ll have to take my seat and thank you for the
opportunity to join the debate on Bill 53.

The Acting Speaker: Questions and comments?

Mr. Sergio: I’'m very pleased to see the debate, the
discussion going very well and in a very positive manner.
I’d like to thank the member from Hamilton East and all
the other speakers who have addressed the positive side
and the benefits of the bill.

I would like to remind the House that we have this
tremendous opportunity to move on and give the city of
Toronto all the tools it requires, whatever it takes, so they
can move on and get on with their work and conduct their
business in a very successful manner. For that, I'm very
pleased.

Let me say that if the bill has come this far, it’s
because the Premier has recognized the importance of
giving new tools to the city of Toronto, and also has
recognized the challenges that the city is facing. With
this bill, we are by no means going to solve their prob-
lems, but I think it’s going to go a long way in assisting
the city to conduct its business in a much better fashion.
It’s because of this understanding that the Premier has

and the minister has, especially with his municipal back-
ground and experience, that the city has been supported
in terms of millions of dollars in assisting the city,
especially with $350 million in supporting the TTC and
another $365 million coming from the gas tax to the city.
It’s because of the relationship that the Premier has
developed with the city of Toronto that we are better
understanding the situation that the city is in and the need
to provide necessities for infrastructure. We are very
pleased that the city of Toronto has come a long way in
working with the Premier, the ministers and the House as
a whole. We hope that this will continue and we will see
this bill go through as quickly as possible.

Mr. John Yakabuski (Renfrew-Nipissing—Pembroke):
It’s my pleasure to speak to this debate this afternoon as
well.

One of the problems is the government is trying to
cover up the fact that it has never dealt with the fiscal
imbalance between municipalities and the province. I’'m
not talking about just the city of Toronto because, quite
frankly, I come from a rural riding and one of the
problems in the city of Toronto is the fact that spending
here is out of control: a 46% increase in the number of
people in the city of Toronto making $100,000-plus a
year in the latest revelation issued the other day.

This bill is about more taxation. I believe in the tax-
payer. I believe in supporting the taxpayer once in a
while. Every time we turn around and try to find another
way that we can take more money out of the taxpayers’
pocket and give it to government of any kind to spend is
not a move in a positive direction as far as I’'m con-
cerned.

We’re always looking for a way to grow government.
This government, with its latest budget—which is, as you
know, out of control—had every opportunity to balance
the budget, should have balanced the budget, could have,
and chose not to.

1720

Now we see that same kind of mentality from this
government. They want to pass this on to the city of
Toronto, which is, granted, in a difficult fiscal position,
but let’s take a closer examination of what goes on in this
city once in a while, from the mayor’s office down, with
regard to spending in the city of Toronto. I think you
might find that there’s some accountability necessary in
that regard as well. They should have to operate them-
selves like some of our small municipalities in rural
Ontario have to operate. They should have to live under
the constraints of municipalities like the ones in my
riding that don’t get any of the gas tax money that the
larger cities get from this government. This government
has refused to support rural communities. But more tax-
ation is simply not the answer. Accountability at every
level of government is the answer.

The Acting Speaker: Questions and comments? The
Minister of Children and Youth Services.

Hon. Mary Anne V. Chambers (Minister of
Children and Youth Services): Thank you, Mr.
Speaker, for recognizing me. I rise to speak not just as



2682

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO

4 APRIL 2006

the Minister of Children and Youth Services but as a
representative in this Legislature for the people of Scar-
borough East. Scarborough East is one of five Scar-
borough ridings. If you speak with people there, they
would agree with members who have suggested that
amalgamation was not the greatest thing for some people
in Toronto.

I should also hasten to suggest that when some of my
colleagues in this House speak of Toronto as “they,” 1
actually speak of Toronto as “us.” I see Toronto as one of
the major economic drivers of this province. 1 see
Toronto as the place where, every year, some 60% of
new immigrants who enter this province choose to set up
their roots. I see opportunities, I see talent and I see a
very significant need for greater respect and greater
support and collaboration to ensure that in fact we do
have the world-class city that this city of Toronto is
capable of being. I see, for example, in Scarborough the
commitment in this year’s budget of $1 million for the
environmental assessment to replace an outdated and
overburdened LRT. I see underserviced areas, as defined
by the United Way of Greater Toronto and the city of
Toronto: 13 or 14 areas of this wonderful city where
communities do not have access to the types of services
their young people require.

I am pleased to be a part of a government that
recognizes this wonderful city.

The Acting Speaker: Time for one last question or
comment.

Mr. Hudak: I’'m pleased to respond to the comments
from my colleague from Hamilton East, who gave a very
interesting overview of the situation that faces the prov-
ince today and the challenges that municipalities face in
the delivery of services. While my colleague from Hamil-
ton East and I will not always agree on how to approach
those issues, I think she does bell the cat, so to speak, that
the issue is how best to align services between the
provincial, municipal and/or federal governments and
how to best align revenue sources with that, as opposed
to a bill which really, at its heart, brings in a new
regulatory environment and brings in new taxes but does
not address the central issue that we hear about all the
time from municipal leaders, and business leaders in
municipalities as well. So I appreciate the member’s
comments.

To my colleagues across the floor as well, though,
they talk about the City of Toronto Act, which brought
together the various constituent municipalities into one
city of Toronto. If they found that legislation as repulsive
or, as someone described it in this Legislature, as evil or
something like that, then undo it. You certainly have the
votes to do so. You all say that you oppose the
legislation, so put your money where your mouths are
and bring the bill forward and undo it and bring back the
original cities.

The taxpayers in other parts of the province, including
those in the rural parts of Hamilton, I’d say to my
colleague, had heard certain promises from the McGuinty
government that they would de-amalgamate the Hamilton
area. I think they heard this in Kawartha Lakes—“Only if

you vote for the Liberals, we’ll de-amalgamate”—but
like so many who put their trust in Dalton McGuinty,
they found out that once he had the keys to the Premier’s
limousine, those promises, like so many others, went
right out the window.

The Acting Speaker: The member for Hamilton East
has two minutes to reply.

Ms. Horwath: T wanted to thank the members from
York West and Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, the Min-
ister of Children and Youth Services and also the mem-
bers for Scarborough East and Erie-Lincoln for their
comments.

I have to say it’s interesting, because one of the issues
that was raised is the extent to which Toronto got its new
taxing powers. I can recall when this debate first started,
when the bill was introduced last year, I got an e-mail
from one of my constituents in Hamilton East, who said,
“I’'m really worried because 1 hear this new City of
Toronto Act is coming forward and they’re going to give
the city of Toronto new taxation powers. I'm really
worried because we’re taxed to death in the city of
Hamilton and we just can’t afford to continue to see our
property taxes increase. I'm just afraid that if our local
council gets the opportunity to have further taxing
powers, it’s just going to be the end for us. We’re not
going to be able to take it.”

It was an interesting conversation, and I think where
she was coming from was the concern that is reflected
when we talk about things like downloading and
inappropriate services being paid out of the property tax
base. I don’t think her frustration was so much for the
city council and a fear of their inability to make wise
decisions; it was coming more from the fact that they
don’t have the ability to make those decisions because
they don’t have the room in their budget to set them on
municipal priorities that should be at their taxing level.
Instead, their budgets are burdened by pieces that don’t
belong on the municipal property tax base. So that puts
the city in a very difficult position, year after year, at
budget cycle.

I want to thank the members who had an opportunity
to respond to my comments. I look forward to the day
that this Liberal government keeps its promise to
municipalities by getting rid of the downloading and
uploading it.

The Acting Speaker: Further debate?

Mr. Bas Balkissoon (Scarborough—-Rouge River):
As a former city councillor for the city of Scarborough, a
city that was amalgamated into the city of Toronto, I'm
very proud to speak in support of Bill 53.

Let me start by saying that the forced amalgamation
that occurred in 1997 failed everybody. It failed the
politicians; it failed the citizens of Scarborough and the
citizens of Toronto. I will give you some examples. Our
Scarborough public utilities had a $90-million surplus
that disappeared overnight. The city of Scarborough had
$115 million in surplus and it disappeared overnight.
When the new city of Toronto was amalgamated, it had a
debt load of $600 million that came from the former city
of Toronto, East York, York, Etobicoke and the Metro-
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politan Toronto government. Today that debt load is over
$2 billion, all as a result of the downloading. Some
speakers prior to me said that this government should
have taken the initiative and undone amalgamation. But it
has gone too far. You can’t undo it. It’s impossible and
it’s not going to be cheap if you even tried.

This piece of legislation is a landmark for our prov-
ince’s capital city, the largest city in Ontario and the
largest city in Canada right now. Forced amalgamation
has occurred. You have to live with it but you’ve got to
fix it. I would have to say to you that the previous Muni-
cipal Act, when the city of Toronto was not amal-
gamated, probably worked well for all of us. But now
that the city of Toronto has 2.4 million or 2.5 million
people, one size does not fit all. The previous act is not
functioning well. The new city needs to have its own
control and it needs some powers so that it can move
forward.

1730

Many have recognized the Premier and the minister
for their leadership, vision and hard work in making this
legislation possible. I attended the announcement, when
the legislation was going to be tabled in the House, with
the Premier and the mayor of Toronto. There were many
members of this Legislature there from the Liberal
caucus and there were members there of the city of
Toronto. To be honest with you, there were members
from all sides. They were all supportive and they were all
excited. In fact, the mayor of Toronto was very positive
about this piece of legislation.

The legislation was done jointly with the city. There
was a joint task force that studied all the issues at the city
of Toronto, studied how the province related to the city
of Toronto. What is in front of us is a result of those
consultations between the city staff and the provincial
staff.

One of the key parts of the legislation also was con-
sultation with the public. Let me tell you, I was present
with many of my current colleagues at the Scarborough
Civic Centre, where this consultation took place via the
Internet across the entire city of Toronto. The people who
participated in that consultation felt they were engaged,
that they were given a chance to give input and that
everybody was listening. If you speak to anybody right
now on the street, they will tell you that amalgamation
did not work and that whatever we can do to change the
legislation, to give the city the powers it needs to survive
and move forward, go ahead and do it.

Our government understands that making Toronto
work is crucial to the well-being of our entire province.
The City of Toronto Act is an essential cornerstone for
the city to realize its potential. It represents both a huge
step forward and recognition of Toronto’s unique posi-
tion in this country.

This piece of legislation deals with something that is
very important to city councillors. As a former member
of the city of Toronto council, I can tell you that many of
us were very concerned that, with the change of
boundaries at the federal level—the province will have to
follow suit because you have legislation that reads the

same—we, the city of Toronto, would have to fall into
that same process because that’s what the previous
government did when it amalgamated Toronto. Let me
tell you what they did with the boundaries when they
amalgamated Toronto. They actually took boundaries
that divided neighbourhoods in half, and a lot of people
who lived in those neighbourhoods were very upset. The
local council is the political body that’s closest to the
people. They deal with the delivery of services on a daily
basis. They touch lives on a daily basis. It’s important to
protect communities. When you come along and you
draw a boundary right down the middle of someone’s
community where they have community organizations
that look after the well-being of that community, it’s very
upsetting to those neighbourhoods. I can tell you, in my
own riding, as a city councillor, there was a definite
threat for that to happen, because in the federal realign-
ment that’s exactly what happened. They divided a
community and it now has two different MPs, and it’s
very confusing to the residents.

This piece of legislation gives the city broad per-
missive powers to determine the composition of its
council and its ward boundaries. I’ll tell you, that is very,
very important to the local council. It also provides the
city with the ability to delegate more powers and
responsibilities to its committees and boards. A perfect
example that will take place with the legislation is that
the committee of adjustment’s decisions will be appeal-
able to a local body, not to the Ontario Municipal Board.
That is a very key part of this legislation. In fact, we
should all be very proud of that because it would reduce
the workload of the Ontario Municipal Board, and that
way, you would get decisions made at the local level that
serve the local people. In fact, the committee of adjust-
ment—those who are familiar with local cities will tell
you that many developers use that process to get addi-
tional things for their development that they normally
would not have gotten through the official plan process
and the zoning process. They actually use that process to
their own benefit. That upsets communities. But now, if
you have a local body ruling on that, where residents in
the area will rule on committee of adjustment decisions, |
think you will get better government.

I am very, very proud of one part of this legislation. I
was the chairman of the audit committee of the city of
Toronto for four and a half years. I was a key figure and
an instrumental person in bringing in the Auditor General
at the city of Toronto.

That has been done by a city bylaw. A bylaw can be
rescinded by any new council with a stroke of a pen. [ am
very proud to see that it’s now being put in provincial
legislation so that the city cannot get rid of it very easily.
Many of you, as a result of my work on the audit
committee in the city of Toronto, are familiar with what
has taken place in terms of accountability.

I have to say I’'m really very proud that this piece of
legislation allows for the establishment of lobbyist
registry rules. The Integrity Commissioner was created
by the city of Toronto and now it’s going to be in
legislation. The other part is that if the city ever wants to
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create an Ombudsman’s office, which other municipali-
ties across Canada have done, it can do so.

I think the public in Ontario is going to be very proud
of this government for the step we are taking here. Let
me say to you that many speakers prior to me complained
about how we were not doing enough to give the city the
tools in terms of financial resources. Look at what this
government has done in terms of the TTC. We have
actually uploaded what was downloaded in the past. The
previous government refused to participate in the oper-
ating cost of the TTC after the year 2000. This gov-
ernment is getting back to the table. We have actually
given money to the TTC for their operating budget; we
are actually giving them gas tax and on and on. I could
carry on.

Let me say lastly, though, that while we have made
significant accomplishments, we as a government know
there’s more to be done. As the city moves forward, we
will continue to have dialogue with it; we will continue
to try and make the process work. The minister has put
that in the piece of legislation because we want to have a
relationship with Toronto. We do not want to operate as
the previous government; we really want to see the city
grow. We want to give the city a chance to be recognized
as a world-class city, able to compete in the global
market in the future.

The colleagues I left in the city of Toronto will be
very proud of this piece of legislation.

The Acting Speaker: Questions and comments?

Mr. Norm Miller (Parry Sound-Muskoka): It’s my
pleasure to have some comments on the speech of the
member from Scarborough—Rouge River. He was
speaking this afternoon on Bill 53, An Act to revise the
City of Toronto Acts, 1997.

I think it’s safe to say that we all agree it’s important
that Toronto do well, not just for Ontario but for Canada.
Toronto is a beautiful city. It faces some real challenges.
It is important for the country that it succeed and be
prosperous.

I would question, as our leader said in his speech this
afternoon, whether the cart is before the horse, whether
we should be looking at efficiencies within the city of
Toronto and addressing some of the cost factors in the
city before we look at raising new taxes. As the member
from Scarborough—Rouge River stated in his speech, it’s
important that Toronto be competitive with the rest of the
world. I would say that putting extra taxes on things like
liquor sales and entertainment, and adding more red tape
and more permits, is not necessarily the way to make
Toronto more competitive.

We need to look at the fiscal imbalance between the
provincial government, the federal government and the
municipalities, and that applies not just to Toronto but to
many small municipalities. I have over 20 municipalities
in the riding of Parry Sound—Muskoka and they all face
real challenges. We need to think about them as well.
1740

Ms. Horwath: I’m actually putting my very big, thick
copy of Bill 53 back into my binder.

One of the things I found interesting in the remarks
made by the member from the Liberal caucus, speaking
about Bill 53 for about 10 minutes, is that there’s some-
thing we can all agree on, and I think it was raised by the
Minister of Children and Youth Services, and that is the
importance of the city overall. I know that the NDP
caucus is particularly helped along in that perspective by
the number of members we have from the Toronto area,
certainly a good, strong understanding of the city of
Toronto, not only in terms of what it does for the broader
province in terms of the economy and other features,
being the capital of the province, but also, I have to say,
the issues raised around the way that the economy is so
delicate.

I can recall reading through the Hansards, just to see
what some of the other members of our caucus had to say
about this particular bill. Interestingly enough, one of the
members who joined us just a moment ago, the member
from Niagara Centre, spent some time talking about the
very issue that was raised by the previous speaker, and
that is the concern he heard from service providers,
particularly in the restaurant sector, around what added
taxes might do to their community’s ability to compete
and, particularly, to attract tourists. I know that the city of
Toronto, through discussions with my colleagues who
represent these areas, has had some concerns about de-
clining tourism. Again, we want to be really careful about
the extent to which we would encourage anything at all
that would reduce competitiveness, particularly in the
tourism sector.

Mr. Duguid: T want to thank the member for
Scarborough—Rouge River for his comments today. The
member has a very distinguished background in serving
the public in municipal office, originally in the former
city of Scarborough and then in the new amalgamated
city of Toronto. He has insight like many of us probably
wouldn’t have. I happened to have served with him a
number of years, and his insights and his vision for this
city are something very much worth listening to.

The member knows why we’re doing this. Some
people may ask why we are coming forward with a new
City of Toronto Act. Toronto is operating in an
environment right now where they’re handcuffed by a
lack of autonomy. Frankly, they’ve been put in an un-
competitive position with other cities their size inter-
nationally, and that’s why it’s important that we provide
this city, through this legislation, with the autonomy they
need, the flexibility they need, to make the tough
decisions they’re going to have to make to bring this city
forward into the future.

It’s also important that they have access to alternative
sources of revenue. It’s also important that there’s an
aspect of accountability with regard to this bill. Going
back to the autonomy, when you look at things like
controlling the setting of hours in bars for liquor licences,
when you talk about licensing in general, and when you
talk about things like speed humps, when you talk about
setting standards for architectural design in this city,
when you talk about the ability to delegate authority to
committees, when you talk about things like setting their
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own ward boundaries, these are things that cities around
the world have the ability to do, but Toronto has always
had to come to the province and ask for permission to do
that. That’s not right.

The opposition will talk about the revenue-generating
sources as new taxes. What they’re not looking at is the
ability, because they also complain about the use and the
predominance of the property tax for Toronto taxpayers.
This bill gives Toronto the ability and the flexibility to
offset some of those property taxes with the—

The Acting Speaker: Thank you very much. We have
time for one last question or comment.

Mr. Yakabuski: I'm pleased to comment on the
speech of the member for Scarborough—Rouge River on
this City of Toronto Act.

We don’t have very much time in these little two-
minute hits, if you want to call them that, but again, it
always seems to be that we want to make government
bigger.

Mr. Hudak: They do.

Mr. Yakabuski: The Liberals, of course: “Let’s make
government and bureaucracy bigger.” They’re saying we
have to find ways to give governments—the city of
Toronto is not the council of the city of Toronto; the city
of Toronto is the people of the city of Toronto. Why are
we always looking for a way to give governments more
ways to increase the size of their bureaucracy? Of course,
they’ve gone up by 46% in the number of people
working for the city of Toronto who made over $100,000
a year last year, but what about the taxpayer? You know
what? The taxpayer has got a revenue problem. When are
you people over here and over there, the rump of the
party here and the government side over there, going to
recognize that the taxpayer has got a revenue problem in
the city of Toronto, as well as in the province of Ontario?

But what did they do when they had a chance to act
responsibly? They ran a bogus deficit because it was in
their political interest to do so. It’s the same kind of
mentality when you’re looking to go to the people of the
city of Toronto and say, “You’ve got to pay, pay, pay
more.” That’s not the way the taxpayer sees it in this
world anymore. They look at government and say, “It’s
big enough. It spends enough. It takes enough. It has to
act in a more accountable fashion.”

Across the board, we’ve got to stop trying to—you
know, switching who pays for what is one thing. But stop
always trying to hit the taxpayer with more taxes. They
can’t afford it.

The Acting Speaker: Thank you very much. The
member from Scarborough—-Rouge River has two
minutes to reply.

Mr. Balkissoon: T want to thank my colleague from
Scarborough Centre, who served on Scarborough council
and the city of Toronto council with me, and the member
for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke.

I just want to remind everybody that the first city of
Toronto council had 57 members. It was the elected
members of the council, who were responsible politicians
looking for efficiencies, who actually worked with the
provincial government of the day and reduced the council

to 44 plus a mayor because we recognized that 57 was
too big and it wasn’t working.

I think this piece of legislation will work. I respect my
members on the city of Toronto council that I left. I
respect the fact that they will continue to do a good job,
and I respect the fact that the public that elected them
will hold them accountable. They know what it takes to
be elected; therefore, they will do what’s right for the
citizens within their ridings.

I have to say that the city has grown and matured. It’s
about time the province respected that. It’s about time for
the province not to treat the city of Toronto like an
orphaned kid, because that’s how it has been done in the
past. It’s about time we respect the city. It’s in the same
league as many large cities around the world. We should
allow it to grow and give it the tools to do the job of
representing the citizens of that city.

The city of Toronto itself has all the tools it needs. To
be honest with you, I think the members of that council
will look at the tools we’ve given them and use them to
improve the financial situation in the city and therefore
become a real world-class city.

The Acting Speaker: Further debate?

Mr. Hudak: T listened attentively to the members of
the government side to help me better understand Bill 53.
Now, listening to the debate—speed bumps and night
closings of bars. If only we give Toronto the ability to, I
guess, speed up the elimination or new speed bumps and
allow the city of Toronto to set bar hours, then we’re
going to solve all the problems in the city of Toronto and
make it a world-class destination.

Mr. Jeff Leal (Peterborough): What about the
Homestead Act?

Mr. Hudak: I’ll be glad to talk about the Homestead
Act, some real solutions to the challenges faced by
property taxpayers.

But I’m tired of this notion that if only we did some-
thing about speed bumps and late night bar closings,
Toronto would become a world-class city. It’s such a
superficial argument I’'m hearing from the members
opposite. When I hear about the tools, all I hear about is
bar hours and speed bumps, and, well, construction
design, a more interesting topic.

1750

Interjection.

Mr. Hudak: He says it’s permissive. But the real
issue—my time is going to be split, unfortunately—the
real problem, I’ll say to my friend from Willowdale, is
the growing hole in the doughnut, the exodus of jobs
from the city of Toronto to the greater Toronto area,
generally to the 905. That’s the real issue that should be
addressed in this legislation: the hole in the doughnut.
It’s a real issue. This really should be called, because of
the taxation, the weaker Toronto for a stronger GTA bill.
Now maybe the Mississauga members here and the
Brampton members and the Durham members have
convinced Premier McGuinty to further weaken Toronto
and put more jobs in Mississauga, Brampton or York. I
know the power of the former finance minister; maybe he
had a bug in the Premier’s ear. But this notion that you
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have a business community already heavily burdened in
the city of Toronto, which has caused a significant
exodus of jobs over the past 10, 15, 20 years, and you’re
going to put higher taxes on top of them through
government policy and Bill 53—how is that a solution to
what ails the city of Toronto?

We in the Progressive Conservative caucus want to
see Toronto do well. We want to see it as an ongoing
engine of growth for our province and our country, the
provincial capital, the largest city in our nation. We want
it to succeed and we want more jobs to be created in the
area, but my goodness, you tell those businesses that
have packed up and left for McCallion country, or I listen
to the advertisements on the radio for Vaughan, and you
tell those businesses that have packed up, “Boy, we’re
going to get rid of those speed bumps, and council is
going to move on speed bumps a lot faster,” that’s not
going to bring jobs here to the city of Toronto. That’s not
going to help increase the assessment base, for example,
that would then make municipal services more affordable
in the city of Toronto. Why in the world you would want
to chase out even more jobs through increasing taxes in
the city is beyond me. I have yet to hear from the
opposite side any kind of compelling vision about how
Bill 53 or their approach in the city of Toronto is going to
make a stronger city or a stronger engine of growth.

We certainly hear a lot about what I guess we would
call inside baseball, some mechanics about how often
you have to run to the province on speed bumps and bar
hours. But unless you address the real issue about tax-
ation, particularly the taxation on business, commercial
and industrial classes, chasing them out of the city, this
bill may as well be called the weaker Toronto for a
stronger GTA act. Maybe that is the secret plan of the
conspiring Brampton and Mississauga members, and the
member for Vaughan.

There’s a lot of material on this that I won’t be able to
get through tonight, given the time frame, but look at
some of the reports: the Toronto Board of Trade, for
example, Enhancing Toronto’s Business Climate, and A
Business Retention and Growth Plan for the City of
Toronto, September 2005, a relatively fresh document.

I direct members to page 4: “Compared to other North
American and GTA cities, Toronto is uncompetitive. On
an international basis, there is a good case that the greater
Toronto area offers a positive climate to conduct
business. However, once business firms decide to locate
in the GTA, one look at the city of Toronto’s uncom-
petitive tax rates all but ensures they will locate in the
surrounding ‘905’ municipalities. By many measures,
Toronto’s property tax burden on business exceeds that
in most other Canadian and US cities. Simply put, while
the GTA is cost competitive, the city of Toronto is not.

“Toronto’s unemployment rate, as illustrated in the
chart,” on page 4, “has increased from 6.4% in 2000 to
8.4%,” in the previous year, in Dalton McGuinty’s
Ontario.

Please tell me how increasing taxes, as Bill 53 does, is
going to help address the major structural issue facing the
city of Toronto and its ultimate success?

Page 5: “Toronto has among the highest business
property taxes in North America.

“Commercial taxes.

“As illustrated in the chart on the right,” page 5,
“Toronto’s office taxes are higher than any other major
North American city based on taxes per square foot.
Toronto’s downtown has the fourth-largest concentration
of office space in North America. Uncompetitive taxes,
higher than in New York”—the board of trade, higher
business taxes in Toronto than in New York—*“and triple
that in Atlanta,” a growing and booming community in
Atlanta, “threaten this advantage by repelling business
and jobs from Toronto’s downtown.”

Interestingly, one of the early moves by Dalton
McGuinty and his then finance minister from Vaughan,
who is conspiring to move jobs from Toronto to York
region, I suggest, was to remove the hard cap. The hard
cap at least kept the taxes down in the city of Toronto to
attract more enterprise, to attract more commercial and
industrial assessment, and therefore more jobs for the
residents of Toronto—the hard cap in place. One of the
first moves by the conspiring Minister of Finance from
York was to take off the hard cap to allow business taxes
to go even higher. You heard what I said about Atlanta
and New York City. Could you believe it? 1 couldn’t
believe it. It’s what the board of trade says. And the
Minister of Finance from Vaughan, conspiring to take
business from here to York region, took off the hard cap.

Mr. Bob Delaney (Mississauga West): On a point of
order, Mr. Speaker: On three separate occasions, the
member from Erie-Lincoln has alleged a motive by the
member for Vaughan—King—Aurora, and that’s specific-
ally prohibited under the standing orders. While he’s
welcome to have whatever opinion he wishes, to impute
a motive to the member is contrary to the standing orders.

The Acting Speaker: I don’t find that the member has
imputed motive. I’ll return to the member for Erie—
Lincoln.

Mr. Hudak: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. No,
I did not, and I appreciate the member’s intervention.
Coincidentally, a member from Mississauga is chal-
lenging my remarks that this bill is going to drive more
jobs to Mississauga and out of city of Toronto. He’s
standing up for his riding, but I’'m going to suggest—I
won’t impugn—that his motive is to support this bill to
drive more jobs out of Toronto in Dalton McGuinty’s
Ontario, and he’s hoping they’ll set up in Mississauga.
You can’t blame him, but that’s what this bill will do,
with these higher taxes and Dalton McGuinty’s approach
on the hard cap, particularly. Maybe he’ll raise another
point of order, but I think the member’s interruption of
my speech will reveal that conspiracy by the members
from Mississauga, together with the member from
Vaughan, to move jobs out of Toronto, which this bill, if
passed, will do.

I know my time is running short, and I have many
other remarks to bring forward from the board of trade,
for example. The JOBS Coalition has concerns as well.
Our leader, John Tory, spoke very eloquently earlier this
afternoon about his vision for Toronto, a real vision to
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make it an even more dynamic city, to attract more jobs
and more investment, to attract more people and make
sure that when they do arrive here, they will find work in
a competitive and dynamic commercial and industrial
environment. With a higher assessment on the base,
you’ll see even greater wherewithal for the municipality
to invest in local services, cultural tourism, infrastructure
etc.

I know my time is running short. Therefore, at this
point in time, I move adjournment of the debate.

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

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

All those opposed will please say “nay.”

In my opinion, the ayes have it.

GOOD GOVERNMENT ACT, 2006

LOI DE 2006
SUR LA SAINE GESTION PUBLIQUE

Mr. Bradley, on behalf of Mr. Bryant, moved second
reading of the following bill:

Bill 190, An Act to promote good government by
amending or repealing certain Acts and by enacting one
new Act/ Projet de loi 190, Loi visant a promouvoir une
saine gestion publique en modifiant ou en abrogeant
certaines lois et en édictant une nouvelle loi.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Debate on
the bill?

Hon. James J. Bradley (Minister of Tourism,
minister responsible for seniors, Government House
Leader): I’ll be sharing my time with the member from
Willowdale.

Mr. David Zimmer (Willowdale): I'm pleased and
proud to take part in the debate on second reading of this
bill. If passed, the Good Government Act will help
ensure Ontario’s laws are clear, current and relevant. If
passed, the Good Government Act would strengthen the
efficiency and effectiveness of government operations.
This proposed legislation would modernize laws and
regulations to reflect technological advancements. It
would also clarify outdated and complex legislation. Bills
like this one have become a regular feature of the Ontario
Legislature, and this approach has become a model for
several other Canadian jurisdictions as well. In short,
they are a necessary element of good government.

Previous governments introduced and passed similar
bills. The first bill of this kind was introduced and passed
in 1994. Since 1997, there have been 14 earlier house-
keeping bills that were passed by the Legislature. The
most recent bill, in 2002, called the Government Effi-
ciency Act, contained 400 minor technical amendments
to approximately 60 statutes belonging to approximately
15 ministries. This present bill includes more than 550
items of legislation from 16 ministries, including some
50 changes to the Ministry of the Attorney General. Most
are technical changes to existing acts, designed to im-

prove clarity, update names of organizations, rationalize
administrative processes and update the language of the
law to reflect modern practices.

1800

In some statutes, we are also proposing to modernize
terminology to eliminate out-of-date or offensive ideas
and language. For example, as a part of a general review
of the language in various statutes referring to mental
capacity, an amendment to the Interpretation Act would
remove outdated and now, frankly, offensive terms
relating to mental incapacity.

The Interpretation Act, in turn, defines the terms for
use in other statutes as well, and these terms would be
removed from those statutes where they appear. For
example, terminology in the Real Property Limitations
Act and the Trustee Act would be changed. These
changes would comply with the Ministry of the Attorney
General’s accessibility plan under the Ontarians with
Disabilities Act.

By amending the Public Inquiries Act, we would be
ensuring that the report of a public inquiry must be
released simultaneously in English and French, unless
public health and safety require an immediate release.

In addition, we are proposing to clarify the law and
certain administrative procedures in unique situations.
Proposed amendments to the Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act and the Municipal Freedom of
Information and Protection of Privacy Act would allow
disclosure of personal information about a deceased
person to a spouse or close relative in very limited com-
passionate circumstances.

Amendments to the Substitute Decisions Act would
allow a guardian of an incapable person to get infor-
mation about that person.

Still other statutes need to be amended to respond to
judicial interpretation of the law. For example, the
Execution Act would be amended to clarify that if a car is
worth more than the exemption amount of $5,000, the
creditor can sell the car and give the debtor the exemp-
tion amount out of the proceeds, as with other assets.

This bill is extensive. That’s why we have provided
MPPs on all sides of the House with an opportunity to be
briefed on the proposals before introduction, and a time
to reflect on the information and provide feedback to the
government. We wanted to give all members a better
sense of the amendments, some of which can be very
technical in their nature.

We are introducing this act to make our laws better
and to better serve the people of Ontario.

The Acting Speaker: Questions and comments?
Further debate?

Mr. Robert W. Runciman (Leeds—Grenville): Just a
few brief comments from the Progressive Conservative
caucus. We appreciate the way this legislation was dealt
with. This is essentially a housekeeping bill; a “red tape
bill” is what we called them in the previous government.
We had a Red Tape Commission to try to attack the
proliferation of red tape in the provincial government, a
commission that was disbanded by the Liberal govern-
ment when they assumed office.
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I just wanted to comment on the process here. We
were given, as opposition parties, the opportunity to be
briefed by a variety of ministries with respect to proposed
changes: the elimination of regulations and so on, and
some legislative changes. We made our recommend-
ations and essentially they were accepted, and the bill can
go forward. It’s regrettable that we don’t see more co-
operation along those lines.

I want to once again mention that it is difficult—we
had a House leaders’ agreement with respect to the
scheduling of this Legislature which was agreed to by all
three House leaders prior to Christmas. People made
plans based on that agreement and, regrettably, after the
House rose, the government announced, “Oh, by the way,
we’re coming back early,” which certainly created diffi-
culty. I assume most of the members of the government
benches were apprised early of the change. But we had a
budget delivered in this House when many of the oppo-
sition members, because of commitments made based on
that agreement of all three House leaders, could not be
here, and it’s truly unfortunate, whether you’re on the
opposition side of the House or not, to not have the
opportunity to be present for the tabling of such an
important document. That’s the sort of thing that I think
tends to sour the atmosphere in this place.

We saw that activity by the former House leader, Mr.
Duncan, last week with respect to legislation related to
MPAC, the Municipal Property Assessment Corp., where
we again had a House leaders’ agreement; the Minister of
Finance got up and performed his little theatrics in this
place, calling for immediate passage of second and third
readings, despite the agreement of House leaders in terms
of when we would deal, the following day, with second
and third readings of the legislation and debate it, and
had agreed to pass it in an expeditious manner.

That, in contrast to the way this particular legislation
has been dealt with, I think is quite stark. I would en-
courage—certainly I think the House leaders’ intentions
are for improved relations. I think both the House leader
of the third party and myself believe that strongly. But
some of his colleagues perhaps don’t share that view, and
certainly some of his colleagues in the corner office, the
Premier’s office, clearly don’t share that view. Hope-
fully, that attitude will change if they receive encour-
agement from others on the front bench and on the
backbench, or I think the atmosphere in this place will
continue to deteriorate, and that will indeed be unfor-
tunate.

Mr. Peter Kormos (Niagara Centre): First, I really
want to thank and congratulate the parliamentary
assistant to the Attorney General for taking a dry, tedious
piece of highly technical legislation and breathing life
into it with his animated tour through this bill. Here is an
experienced courtroom lawyer who certainly knows how
to provide colour when it’s otherwise bleak, how to give
freshness when it’s somewhat odoriferous. Although I
don’t necessarily agree with everything he said, or even

necessarily believe everything he said, I’'m grateful that
he kicked off this debate with the passion that he
demonstrates so often here in the chamber, in committee
and, I have no doubt, not only in caucus but when he’s
standing in front of the Premier at the Premier’s desk,
aggressively pointing at the Premier, insisting that things
be done the proper way. In that regard I understand his
frustration and his disappointment, but I encourage him
to continue that good work as a member of this
Legislature.

This is an omnibus bill; make no mistake about it. It’s
not the biggest omnibus bill we’ve ever been confronted
with by any stretch of the imagination, but I want to
repeat my concern around omnibus bills. It’s not a
healthy, not a good way to pass legislation. What inevit-
ably happens is that it’s like peeling back the layers of an
onion: You think you’ve found the bad spot and sure
enough, sure as God made little apples, you dig a little
deeper and something else jumps out at you.

So the New Democrats, like the Conservatives, have
gone through this bill and expressed concern about any
number of sections that we’ve specifically conveyed on
to the government. The bill is going to go to committee.
That’s a certainty. There are sections that are going to
have to be submitted to committee process in terms of
explanation, and more importantly, public explanation
and public contemplation about the impact. We may well
find more stinkers, if you will, in the bill when it’s in the
committee process.

But I'm looking forward, on behalf of the NDP
caucus, to doing that committee work. I know it’s going
to be exciting, I know it’s going to be challenging, and |
look forward to the full complement of Liberal members
sitting at that committee desk, devoting their undivided
attention to this committee work.

I also encourage members of the public to take a look
at the bill and to make sure that they gain access to that
committee to give that committee their inevitably
valuable advice.

So the bill, T trust, will be referred by the parlia-
mentary assistant today after undergoing a second
reading vote, but a second reading vote; it still has third
reading after the committee work. I look forward to the
challenges it poses in that new venue.

The Acting Speaker: Questions and comments? Fur-
ther debate?

Mr. Bradley has moved second reading of Bill 190.

Is it the pleasure of the House that the motion carry?
Carried.

Shall the bill be ordered for third reading?

Hon. Mr. Bradley: I refer this bill to the standing
committee on social policy.

The Acting Speaker: So ordered.

It being past 6 of the clock, this House stands
adjourned until tomorrow at 1:30 p.m.

The House adjourned at 1811.
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