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ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE 
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 Tuesday 16 May 2006 Mardi 16 mai 2006 

The House met at 1845. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

TIME ALLOCATION 
Hon. James J. Bradley (Minister of Tourism, 

minister responsible for seniors, Government House 
Leader): I move that pursuant to standing order 46 and 
notwithstanding any other standing order or special order 
of the House relating to Bill 109, An Act to revise the 
law governing residential tenancies, when Bill 109 is 
next called as a government order, the Speaker shall put 
every question necessary to dispose of the second reading 
stage of the bill without further debate or amendment, 
and at such time the bill shall be ordered referred to the 
standing committee on general government; and 

That, in addition to its regularly scheduled meeting 
times, the standing committee on general government 
shall be authorized to meet at the call of the Chair on 
May 29, May 31, June 5, and June 7, 2006 for the pur-
pose of conducting public hearings and clause-by-clause 
on the bill; and 

That the deadline for filing amendments to the bill 
with the clerk of the committee shall be 12 noon on June 
7, 2006. On that day, at not later than 5 p.m. those amend-
ments which have not been moved shall be deemed to 
have been moved, and the Chair of the committee shall in-
terrupt the proceedings and shall, without further debate 
or amendment, put every question necessary to dispose of 
all remaining sections of the bill and any amendments 
thereto. The committee shall be authorized to meet be-
yond the normal hour of adjournment until completion of 
clause-by-clause consideration. Any division required 
shall be deferred until all remaining questions have been 
put and taken in succession with one 20-minute waiting 
period allowed pursuant to standing order 127(a); and 

That the committee shall report the bill to the House 
not later than Thursday, June 8, 2006. In the event that 
the committee fails to report the bill on that day, the bill 
shall be deemed to be passed by the committee and shall 
be deemed to be reported to and received by the House; 
and 

That, upon receiving the report of the standing com-
mittee on general government, the Speaker shall put the 
question for adoption of the report forthwith, and at such 
time the bill shall be ordered for third reading, which 
order may be called on that same day; and 

That, on the day the order for third reading for the bill 
is called, the time available for debate, up to 5:50 p.m. or 
9:20 p.m., as the case may be, shall be apportioned equal-
ly among the recognized parties; and 

That, when the time allotted for debate has expired, 
the Speaker shall interrupt the proceedings and put every 
question necessary to dispose of the third reading stage of 
the bill without further debate or amendment; and 

That there shall be no deferral of any vote allowed 
pursuant to standing order 28(h); and 

That, in the case of any division relating to any pro-
ceedings on the bill, the division bell shall be limited to 
10 minutes. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Mr. Bradley 
has moved government notice of motion number 153. I 
look to the government House leader to lead off the 
debate. 

Hon. Mr. Bradley: I want to start off by saying that I 
never enjoy these particular debates. I didn’t enjoy them 
when I was in opposition and I don’t particularly enjoy 
them when I’m in government. But we have a very heavy 
agenda. I remember in the old days, before any rule 
changes took place, the first, which I recall vividly, was I 
believe in 1993, when Mr. Dave Cooke was the House 
leader. I think that was the time—my friend from Brock-
ville would be able to correct me if I’m wrong—that they 
started limiting the actual amount of time one could 
speak. I always felt that before we had that in the rules, 
we actually had more flexibility and bills probably 
moved more quickly through the Legislature. But we are 
stuck with the rules that we have at the present time, 
which have been amended by various governments. The 
last two times I can remember was the NDP in 1993, and 
the Conservative Party once or twice amended the rules. 
Each time, the government did it because, in the opinion 
of the government, legislation was being stalled unduly. 
The opposition never felt that was the case, I’m sure. 
1850 

What we’ve tried to do when we put forward a time 
allocation motion is provide—first of all, I think we’ve 
had three days of debate on this bill so far. That is a 
normal time for a significant bill, and I consider this sig-
nificant. And I usually try to gauge—this is intuition, 
because I can’t necessarily always get the indication from 
the opposition House leaders whether or not the bill will 
proceed. May I say that the motion this evening is not in 
any way prompted, in my view, by the opposition House 
leaders. I consider both to be co-operative to the extent 
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that they can be and reasonable in the approach they take, 
defending of course the interests of their party. 

So I’m the not here tonight to denounce the opposition 
and say they’ve been constantly disruptive and taking too 
long in debate, because they haven’t. They’re just exer-
cising their responsibilities as opposition members. It 
would be rare that you would hear me say that about the 
opposition, because I think members in the opposition 
benches wouldn’t even have to do any of their own 
speeches. They could simply go and get one of my old 
speeches on time allocation and they would have a 
speech that would keep them going for some period of 
time. 

Opposition members don’t like time allocation, and 
shouldn’t. By the way, I note that this afternoon, when 
there was a motion for sitting at night, neither of the 
opposition parties voted for the motion, and that is as I 
would be were I on that side of the House, because the 
opposition was knowledgeable of the fact that the 
government was going to be putting forward a time 
allocation motion this evening. It is certainly consistent 
of the opposition to be in opposition to that. I can’t recall, 
let’s put it that way, an opposition party voting for a time 
allocation motion. It may have happened; I just can’t 
recall that ever being the case, because the opposition has 
a significant role to play in the House. 

As I say, it is with regret on many occasions and with 
reluctance that a motion of this kind goes forward in my 
name this evening. There’s been some good debate that 
has taken place on this bill. I might add I’ve heard mem-
bers of the opposition and the government debate this bill 
and I think they’ve both put very good arguments. Some 
have expressed the view that they would hope there 
might be modifications made to the bill in committee. 
Experience over the years has been that in a majority 
government that doesn’t happen as often as it does in a 
minority government setting, but it does happen from 
time to time. I think it’s valuable for the government to 
hear from people during hearings. That’s why we’ve 
made, I think, some significant provision for hearings. 
I’m not going to get into it. They always give us a list of 
“You did this, they did that” and things like that. I’m not 
going to get into that this evening other than to say, 
because I always have to remind my friend Rosario Mar-
chese—I’m supposed to say “the member for Fort York,” 
I still keep saying, but it’s now Trinity–Spadina. My 
recollection was that there were no committee hearings 
for the social contract. He may be able to correct me on 
that but I’m not aware of that. 

Anyway, we have a bill that I don’t think is overly 
controversial. There are people who are going to be 
opposed to parts of it and some who will be enthusiastic 
about other parts, but it’s a bill that tries to strike a 
balance. That’s why we’re unlikely to have people really 
vociferously opposing the bill, I anticipate, as we would, 
had it been pronounced on one side or the other. In other 
words, there’s provision within this legislation for land-
lords who have legitimate complaints. I think the member 
for Leeds–Grenville or perhaps another member—oh, it 

was the member for Simcoe. Mr. Dunlop had talked about 
a personal experience, having a rental property and some 
difficult circumstances where he couldn’t get payment, 
and perhaps there was damage done to the house. I think 
we’re all sympathetic to that. There’s nobody here who’s 
not sympathetic to those situations. On the other hand, 
there are situations where tenants face some great diffi-
culty because of certain provisions of existing legislation, 
and we hope this legislation modifies that to a degree that 
those instances are relatively rare. 

If one is totally and philosophically opposed to rent 
control, then one is not going to be in favour of this bill, 
or if one believes that there should be rent control that is 
without any flexibility, that person is going to be opposed 
to the bill. But I think on balance, and that’s what we’re 
trying to achieve, it will be there. I’m not debating the 
bill itself, though it has many good provisions in it. 
Others will be talking about those provisions. 

There has been extensive consultation. May I mention 
that? I know one of the complaints of the opposition, and 
rightly so, was to get up and say, “You people indicated 
you were going to bring forward a bill in your first year.” 
Well, the fact that there’s been so much consultation 
between various people in this regard I think is an indi-
cation of the fact that the government has canvassed 
opinions from a variety of groups, organizations and 
individuals even before the bill was presented. If there 
had not been that, I think, again, the opposition would 
have a pretty compelling reason for being even more op-
posed to a motion of this kind. There has been compre-
hensive consultation with groups that would be most 
affected by the legislation, and those are the tenants and 
landlords. 

We also consulted with housing experts to ensure that 
we took into account the current and future health of our 
rental housing market. The ministry undertook a compre-
hensive consultation process: approximately 1,200 phone 
inquiries, 5,000 completed questionnaires, 250 written 
submissions, and 10 town hall meetings in Toronto, 
Kitchener, London, Ottawa, Thunder Bay, Sudbury, 
Kingston and Hamilton. 

I guess from my point of view, I’m not getting into the 
details of the legislation, except I do want to say it has 
been the subject of considerable consultation. As it finds 
itself in its present form, it manifests the opinions that 
have been expressed and the suggestions that have been 
made and the recommendations from a variety of people. 

The motion is before us this evening. I would, of 
course, speak in favour of the motion, and I would love 
to see all members of the House support it. First of all, 
we’ve had a lot of debate on the bill at second reading, 
we have made ample provision, we believe, for hearings 
within committee, and we’ve also provided for third 
reading. I can remember in the early days in this House 
there was never a third reading. It was a rarity. But we 
made provision for third reading, so there’s comment 
even after any legislation is amended and hearings have 
been held. 
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I look forward with anticipation to what my good friend 
the government House leader will have to say, what mem-
bers of the opposition third party will have to say on this 
particular bill and, of course, what my own colleagues 
will say. 

The Acting Speaker: Further debate? 
Mr. Robert W. Runciman (Leeds–Grenville): I ap-

preciate the opportunity to make a contribution—hope-
fully—to the debate on yet another time allocation 
motion brought in by the McGuinty Liberal government. 
There have been a rash of time allocation motions in the 
last couple of weeks. I think this is three in two weeks. 

For those viewing who don’t quite appreciate the ter-
minology that we use around this place, time allocation is 
sort of a polite form of closure. What happens is that the 
government brings in a motion which sets out the time 
limits on debate and committee hearings and when votes 
will occur. Essentially, as I said, it’s a polite form of 
closure. 

It is somewhat perplexing, I think, especially with this 
particular piece of legislation. I don’t think there’s been 
any indication—and the government House leader indi-
cated that—from us that we were going to be in any way, 
shape or form obstructive of this legislation in terms of 
the official opposition. We certainly think there are some 
flaws and weaknesses, but we think the current market-
place is working extremely well. We have the highest 
vacancy rates in memory in virtually every municipality 
across the province. So the need for this kind of initiative 
has been the primary focus of our commentary on it. 
1900 

I’m not quite sure what prompted this, and only the 
House leader and those who provide him with direction 
would know what the rationale is, but it does give us an 
opportunity to talk about a number of things that fit into 
the fact that the government is proceeding down this 
road. The government House leader mentioned in his 
comments that he used to be quite irate about time allo-
cation motions when he was on the opposition benches. I 
certainly recall that. There were promises made by the 
Liberal Party, when they ran for office in 2003 and be-
fore and after that, where they indicated that there were 
going to be significant changes, that we weren’t going to 
go down this road in terms of cutting off debate and that 
we were going to see meaningful democratic reform in 
this place. 

Of course, that has not transpired. Quite the opposite: 
We see the heavy hand of the Premier, the Premier’s 
office and the unelected advisers impacting on this place 
on a daily basis. Certainly I see it, recognize it and to 
some degree criticize it when it comes to small-town and 
rural Ontario, because essentially that’s the kind of riding 
I’ve represented for all my career. We see things happen-
ing here that have a dramatic and negative impact on 
rural, small-town Ontario and no one on the government 
benches is speaking up. Perhaps they say something in 
caucus; I don’t know. But I have to say that if they spoke 
with one voice, as a unified force—we’re talking about 
30 or 40 members representing rural, small-town Ontario 

in the Liberal caucus—they could turn things around 
pretty quickly. They could change the positions of the 
ministers and the Premier’s office, who are coming 
forward with these kinds of initiatives that do not benefit 
rural Ontario. They could change that very quickly, if 
they spoke with one voice and stopped worrying about 
promotion and aspiring to be a cabinet minister. Folks, it 
ain’t going to happen. Between now and the election 16 
or 17 months from now, maybe one of you might have 
the opportunity to go into cabinet. That shouldn’t pre-
clude the rest of you from speaking out and speaking up 
on behalf of the people who put you in this place. That’s 
the sort thing I think we all aspire to. 

I remember this conversation: Mr. Wilkinson from 
Perth–Middlesex was saying, “Okay, it’s easy for you 
guys to say. What have you ever done?” It’s nice to have 
the House leader here on the government side, because 
he recalls when I was a rookie backbencher here, when I 
disagreed very strongly with Premier Davis’s decision to 
buy a significant interest in the Suncor oil company, and 
so I— 

Mr. John Yakabuski (Renfrew–Nipissing–Pembroke): 
You weren’t afraid to buck it. 

Mr. Runciman: I won’t say that I wasn’t afraid; there 
was some trepidation. But in any event, I did, and on a 
number of other issues where I went very public and 
really generated the ire of some of my colleagues. 

Mandatory metric: I don’t mind mentioning that I was 
very much opposed to mandatory metric and I said so. I 
said to the Premier, “I don’t think we should be going 
down this road.” The concept of getting involved in met-
ric was that we would be in lockstep with our major trad-
ing partner, the United States. That was the whole plan 
behind that initiative. We had the Liberal government of 
the day taking a small butcher in rural Ontario and charg-
ing him. They were going to fine him or send him to jail 
for continuing to use imperial measures. That was the 
attitude of the Liberal government of the day. I spoke out 
against that, again against the grain of the position of the 
provincial government at the time. 

So for Mr. Wilkinson and others to say, “It’s easy for 
you guys to say”—well, you can’t toss that back at me. I 
have done it, and 25 years later, I’m still standing here to 
say that I’ve done it. For the most part, the people who 
put you in this place will respect you for taking those 
kind of stands. But I’m not going to hold my breath 
waiting. I’ve seen too much of this over the years. 

I want to talk about a number of issues. We heard 
from the Liberal Party that they weren’t going to be 
utilizing time allocation or closure on a regular basis. I 
call what we’re seeing here tonight another broken 
promise. I think it’s at least at 50, at last count, in terms 
of the 230-some promises made in the election platform. 
At last count, and this was perhaps a year ago, 50 of them 
were broken, the most prominent of course being, “I 
won’t raise your taxes and, if I have to raise your taxes, 
I’ll have a referendum.” Of course we know that both of 
those promises were tossed out the window. 
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There are other elements to this. I think it boils down 
to the whole issue of not only integrity, sincerity and 
honesty, but I think clearly it boils down to leadership 
and respect for leadership, not just province-wide but on 
a national basis and within the Liberal Party itself. We 
saw a situation a weekend ago where the Minister of 
Health made some revelations about his past history, and 
the Premier was caught off guard by that. The Premier 
said he wasn’t aware of it. I gather that he heard this from 
a reporter or from press reports. What struck me was the 
similarity between what happened with the former Minis-
ter of Finance, Mr. Sorbara, who knew—he was ad-
vised—that he was under investigation by the Ontario 
Securities Commission and failed to call the Premier and 
advise the Premier and his office, “I’m the Minister of 
Finance. The OSC has launched an investigation of me.” 
That says something about the respect within the hier-
archy of the Liberal Party and the Liberal government in 
terms of their leader, the current Premier of the province. 
I think it speaks volumes. We’ve never had any justifi-
cation for any of those failures to fully inform and ap-
prise your leader, your Premier, of what’s happening in 
your life. Certainly if you’re a minister of the crown, that 
has some impact on the reputation and credibility of the 
government. I think it also seriously damages, if you 
reflect upon it, the credibility of Premier McGuinty. 

I think a lot of these initiatives that we’re seeing in 
terms of time allocation here this evening—and I talk 
about broken promises—that have generated broken 
promises are the result of what I describe as a Toronto-
centric government. The bulk of the cabinet are members 
from the Toronto area, and no apologies are made for 
that. We see the Premier is now, although if you look at 
the seating arrangement—I guess it doesn’t indicate his 
riding, but he contends that he’s still an MPP for Ottawa. 
We know he lives virtually full-time in Toronto and that 
the Liberal Party, through taxpayer-paid donations, 
bought him what I would describe and what most people 
would describe as a mansion in one of the classier 
neighbourhoods in the city of Toronto. That’s where the 
Premier lives. He doesn’t live in Ottawa anymore. He 
doesn’t mix with people in Ottawa anymore. He has a 
limousine with a chauffeur and security driving him 
around. We heard at some point where he’s paying $65 
or $75 for haircuts. I pay $7.50 in Brockville for a 
haircut. Maybe it looks like it, but I don’t have as much 
hair as the Premier. Maybe that’s the answer. 

We heard a few weeks ago about the Premier going to 
Hamilton for a meeting or a fundraiser or whatever it 
was. He took a government plane so he could avoid grid-
lock. Instead of addressing gridlock and the problems 
that is causing for all the commuters and people who 
work in this region, he doesn’t have to worry about that. 
He’s now the Premier of the province. He can fly over 
that problem; he can fly over that particular problem. 

It’s a reflection of an issue that I raised in this House, I 
think it was last week, about this Liberal mentality of 
being “entitled to my entitlements,” and it seems to have 
filtered down to the provincial level. We know that a lot 

of the Chrétienites are now behind the curtains here. 
They escaped Ottawa when Mr. Martin came into office 
and they’re now here pulling the strings. 
1910 

Mr. Yakabuski: Chrétienites—cretins. 
Mr. Runciman: The cretins. The Chrétienites, we’ll 

call them. I think that’s a little more polite. 
We saw people like David Dingwall. We saw the 

sponsorship scandal—millions and millions; the revel-
ations today about them hiding millions and millions of 
dollars of overexpenditures on the gun registry. That’s 
the Liberal mentality and that has now been transferred 
from Ottawa to Queen’s Park. 

We see it on a daily basis. We see it here with Mr. 
Kennedy, and both opposition parties have raised it: “I’m 
entitled to my entitlement.” Last week— 

Mr. Yakabuski: Oh, he made it in today. 
Mr. Runciman: Yes, a cameo appearance. 
I don’t know if he was here for the vote, whether we 

had night sittings or not, but up to last week he had 
missed 53 consecutive votes, travelling across the coun-
try, publicly admitted he was moving to Quebec. Yet as 
of today he’s still drawing a salary, all the perks, the 
benefits, 1,600 bucks a week or whatever he’s being paid 
while he traipses across the country, campaigning for the 
leadership of a federal party. Unprecedented, but that is a 
Liberal mindset: “I’m entitled to this. The taxpayers can 
fund my leadership campaign when I’m in Vancouver, 
when I’m in Halifax or when I’m in Charlottetown.” 
When he wasn’t running for leadership and he was here, 
he never missed the votes—very rarely missed the votes. 
They can try and throw up red herrings but this is un-
precedented. This man wants to convince members of the 
federal Liberal Party that he should be the Prime Minister 
of Canada. 

Mr. Rosario Marchese (Trinity–Spadina): He’s got 
to learn French. 

Mr. Runciman: He’s got to learn French for sure, but 
here he is conducting himself in this manner. What kind 
of message does this send out in terms of respect for tax-
payers’ dollars? There’s lack of respect for taxpayers’ dol-
lars. He’s not here. He’s not voting here, he’s travelling 
across the country, yet he feels he deserves to continue to 
receive $1,600 a week from the taxpayers of Ontario. 

Interjections. 
The Acting Speaker: I can barely hear the member 

for Leeds–Grenville and I’d like to, since he has the 
floor. I’ll return to the member for Leeds–Grenville. 

Mr. Runciman: Mr. Speaker, I want to get back to the 
theme of this being a Toronto-centric government and why 
I think that has resulted in so many breaches of promises. 
This is one of them that we’re debating here this evening, 
a time allocation motion, in fact a closure motion. 

I’m looking for some direction in terms of how long I 
have to speak here. I’m looking at our whip. 

Mr. Norm Miller (Parry Sound–Muskoka): As long 
as you want. 

Mr. Runciman: As long as I want. Well, that’s good 
to hear. 
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I want to touch again on the Toronto-centric nature of 
this government, the fact that they’re consumed by re-
taining the seats they hold in Toronto and around the 
areas outside of Toronto. This is essentially their focus. 
They have abandoned rural Ontario. They’ve abandoned 
small-town Ontario, essentially. There was an SES poll 
that came out recently that said most Ontarians agree that 
you folks have abandoned rural Ontario. In fact, even 
urban Ontarians believe that you have abandoned rural 
Ontario. So you can’t pull the wool over everybody’s 
eyes. They understand what’s happening, they appreciate 
what’s happening and they don’t respect what’s happen-
ing. They want you to treat people across the province 
even-handedly, fairly, and that’s not happening. Your 
focus is politics and doing whatever you have to do to 
retain a majority government, and to hell with the rest of 
the province which you have written off essentially. 

A case in point, which really I think drives this point 
home—and hopefully some of my colleagues on the 
government benches are listening to this—is what this 
government is doing with respect to farmers’ markets 
across the province. This was mentioned in our oppos-
ition day motion today on tourism, and I didn’t get very 
much time. I had less than two minutes to talk about it. I 
wanted to talk about that element of farmers’ markets and 
its impact on tourism. The direct impact in terms of its 
economic benefit to Ontario is close to $700 million on 
an annualized basis. If you look at the spinoffs, the eco-
nomic benefit to Ontario is around $2 billion. They have 
a very significant impact on the economy of this prov-
ince, and it is a tourism draw. I know that from my local 
experience in the city of Brockville. When we have a 
market two or three days a week in the summer, we have 
all kind of Americans coming across by boat to shop in 
that market. It’s a magnet. And you could say that about 
communities throughout this province: They are magnets 
for tourists. 

This government, in its lack of wisdom, in its Big 
Brother approach, in its Toronto-centric mentality, has 
decided to attack farmers’ markets, has decided to attack 
potluck dinners, has decided to attack church dinners, 
bake sales. This is true. This is accurate. 

Mr. Phil McNeely (Ottawa–Orléans): Sunday 
schools. 

Mr. Runciman: Well, that’ll be the next move by you 
guys. 

Those of you who are viewing this, I want to point out 
that the Liberal backbenchers—they’re not on camera—
are laughing about this. They’re laughing about this. 

Interjection: We’re laughing at you. 
Mr. Runciman: They think this is funny. They’re 

saying they’re laughing at me because I’m raising con-
cerns about rural Ontario and about their attack on the 
traditions and history of this province and rural, small-
town Ontario. That’s what they’re laughing at. That’s the 
contempt they have for the traditions of rural Ontario in 
this great province. They don’t understand the traditions. 
They don’t understand the traditions of church dinners. 
They don’t understand the traditions of farmers’ markets. 

That’s why they want to go in and control them. They 
want them to have logbooks. They want them to have 
food handler certificates. 

A reporter asked the provincial medical officer of 
health today, “What are you doing this for? Have you had 
any complaints over the last 20 years?” She said, “We 
have not had one complaint in 20 years.” Not one com-
plaint. Where do we have the problems? They’re in the 
regulated sector. In Toronto—Mr. Duguid would know 
this—we had a serious problem last year in one of the res-
taurants. We found out it was some product coming in 
from Asia which was causing the food problems. In Ham-
ilton last year we had 130 or so people sick at a catered 
banquet, a licensed caterer. That’s the kind of problems 
we’re having. We’re not having problems at church din-
ners. You’re telling people who for generations—they’re 
mothers, they’re grandmothers, they’re great grand-
mothers—used to make a pie, used to make a salad and 
take to it a potluck dinner to raise some money for the 
church or to have a church meeting, that they can’t do 
that anymore. 

Hon. Leona Dombrowsky (Minister of Agriculture, 
Food and Rural Affairs): Who signed regulation 170. 

Mr. Runciman: There’s the minister for rural affairs, 
who’s— 

Interjections. 
The Acting Speaker: Take your seat, please. 
I would ask the Minister of Agriculture and Food to 

refrain from heckling the member for Leeds–Grenville, 
who has the floor. 

The member for Leeds–Grenville. 
Mr. Runciman: Mr. Speaker, I’ll calm down. It’s the 

interjections from people who shouldn’t be interjecting 
which get me upset, because these are people who are 
supposed to be standing up for rural Ontario. Maybe they 
do. But I would think that in situations like this, where 
the Minister of Health is out in the hallway today in a 
scrum—here’s a guy who represents downtown Toronto, 
doesn’t have a clue, wouldn’t know a church dinner from 
Chuck E. Cheese. That’s the reality, and here he is say-
ing, “We can go into and impose these kinds of regu-
lations on farmers’ markets. We can go in and impose 
these kinds of regulations and enforcement, sending out 
these inspectors.” 

The Philipsville Women’s Institute called me a couple 
of months ago because the Lanark-Leeds-Grenville health 
unit was threatening to shut them down. They have had 
these potluck dinners for the Women’s Institute for prob-
ably 100 years. It’s a main source of income for the 
Women’s Institute. They have never had a problem. They 
have never had a complaint. But now the health unit is 
out there telling them, “You’ve got to have food handler 
certificates. You can’t bring in potluck. You’ve got to 
have a licensed and authorized kitchen, and you’ve got to 
spend $50,000 to install that kind of kitchen. You’ve got 
to keep logbooks of temperatures” when you’re doing 
this, that and the other thing. There is a whole list of 
these things that are simply insane. 
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This is the minister, of course, who wanted to ban raw 
sushi. Of course, there was such an uproar, but where did 
that uproar come from? It came from, essentially, urban 
Toronto, Ontario, and when he got that uproar, he backed 
away. Now that he and his Toronto-centric friends are 
going into rural Ontario, they don’t care about an uproar, 
an outcry in rural Ontario, because they’ve written it off. 
I’ve said it here before: They’ve written off at least 20 
seats. That’s the best-case scenario for them in the next 
election. The worst-case scenario is that they’re going to 
lose 35 or 40 and lose government. That’s the one I’m 
predicting. 
1920 

I’ll tell you, he backs off on sushi because of the out-
cry in Toronto, but all of rural Ontario—and we’re going 
to hear more and more of this. The Minister of Health 
stands up and says, “Oh, nothing’s changed.” The minis-
ter here says, “Oh, nothing’s changed, we’ve got the 
same rules.” Well, I’ve seen this 48-page report and the 
things they want to do. It’s a very significant and dra-
matic change. Maybe the Minister of Rural Affairs hasn’t 
looked at this 48-page report. We couldn’t get it out of 
the government. They wouldn’t give it to us. We had to 
get it through other channels. 

That’s the kind of open government we’re dealing with, 
the Liberal government, the McGuinty Liberal govern-
ment of Ontario, who have lost track of rural Ontario, 
who have lost track of small-town Ontario. 

Mr. Yakabuski: They just don’t care. 
Mr. Runciman: They simply don’t care. They’ve writ-

ten it off. There’s no political benefit to them anymore. 
They’re focusing on what’s going to get them re-elected, 
or hopefully re-elected from their perspective. 

I’m going to leave some time for some of my col-
leagues. I think I’ve pretty well summed it up from my 
perspective. I had an opportunity that I didn’t have dur-
ing the tourism debate 

I could say a couple of things about tourism. The whip 
is saying I can take a couple more minutes since I didn’t 
have an opportunity to participate. I represent a riding 
with the Rideau Lakes and the Thousand Islands. Tour-
ism is a significant factor. This Friday, I’m meeting with 
Senator Jim Wright, halfway across the Thousand Islands 
Bridge, to talk about joint concerns and initiatives. 

I have to say that—and I can’t lay the blame for this at 
the doorstep of the provincial government necessarily. I 
have to tell you, and I’ve said this before, I was in the 
States last fall on a bus tour. My wife and I were sitting 
with a group of Americans, most of them from Connec-
ticut. We were having a very nice meal together and they 
said, “Can you tell us, why do Canadians hate Amer-
icans?” They were quite sincere. “Why do Canadians hate 
Americans?” I have to tell you, there is that sentiment out 
there, that feeling. It’s true— 

Mr. McNeely: We love Americans. 
Mr. Runciman: Well, I do too. We love Americans. 

But because of some actions by federal Liberals, essen-
tially, which received widespread publicity on CNN, the 
Fox network and so on, they drove home a message, and 

former Prime Minister Martin’s comments and criticism 
of the Unites States. 

I think certainly a portion of the reluctance of Amer-
icans to visit this country can be laid at the doorstep of 
the former federal Liberal government—Prime Minister 
Martin and Prime Minister Chrétien’s government—
which was so critical and unfriendly to our great friends 
in the Unites States. Some of that has come back to bite 
us. I know there’s a reluctance on the part of the benches 
across to admit that because of their affinity with their 
federal cousins, but that’s the reality. 

I think there’s a lot of work to be done here. Certainly, 
I think we can’t write off the American market. We have 
to focus more attention and remind them that we are 
great friends. I think the Australians are their best friends 
now. I’d like to see the tourism numbers for Australia 
from the Unites States. I suspect they’ve gone up pretty 
dramatically given the approach of the Australians in 
terms of their relationship with the Unites States. 

I think there are things we can do, certainly at the pro-
vincial level, to enhance the relationship and to encour-
age more of our great friends to visit this wonderful 
province and this wonderful country. 

The Acting Speaker: The member for Toronto–
Danforth. 

Mr. Peter Tabuns (Toronto–Danforth): Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Applause. 
Mr. Tabuns: I have to say again, it’s gratifying to 

have members of the government applaud me, at least at 
the beginning. I know that sort of decays as the evening 
wears on, but I’ll take it when I can get it. 

I was clearly not here in the 1980s and 1990s when 
earlier debates went on about closure. I don’t remember 
the details of this perfidy or that sin, so I won’t speak to 
the past history of who did what. 

Applause. 
Mr. Tabuns: I can see to the great appreciation of the 

Minister of Tourism. I have to say, I appreciate the very 
civil and straightforward approach of the minister in pre-
senting his closure motion today. I just, as he correctly 
predicted, disagree fundamentally with this time allo-
cation or closure motion. 

It is closure, and what I find extraordinary is that I 
don’t really see the reason for it. Every party in this House 
has been addressing this issue. People have been speak-
ing reasonably. We have not been seeing any odd pro-
cedural tricks. I may be wrong, but it appeared to me that 
members of the government party have been speaking 
under their time allocation as we’ve gone along. I see a 
nod from across the aisle. I see other people who con-
tinue to work studiously at their particular tasks at their 
desks. I assume I haven’t outraged them. What we have 
had in this House is a debate that has gone on without 
being dragged out, without being held up, without people 
trying to act unreasonably. 

So I have to ask, why on earth would the government 
proceed with a time allocation motion? It just doesn’t 
make any sense, given the performance, the behaviour in 
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this House. What is the unreasonable behaviour that has 
made it necessary for the government to come forward 
and say, “We have to have time allocation. We have to 
have closure. We have to end this.” I don’t think it’s 
justifiable, frankly. The business of the House has been 
rolling on. We’ve been seeing that with other bills as 
well. People have debated those bills. People have 
behaved reasonably. All parties have behaved reasonably 
in terms of arguing the points that are before this House. 
Why on earth would we have time allocation? Why not 
let the parties actually debate the issue? 

I think of the history of closure in Parliaments in this 
country, and closure has been opposed ferociously by all 
parties in opposition for precisely the reasons that I’m 
sure the Minister of Tourism has opposed it in the past. 
Debate, the airing of issues in this House, is a crucial part 
of democracy. Sometimes our debates are not pretty. 
Sometimes our debates are not informed. I have heard 
members read out the list of members of the junior 
hockey teams in their ridings during debates. I think the 
members of those hockey teams deserve to be honoured, 
but perhaps the content of that speech didn’t reflect the 
matter before them. 

Mr. Marchese: They named all the lakes. 
Mr. Tabuns: Some have named lakes, others have 

read from dictionaries, I’m sure, but the reality is that in 
this debate— 

Mr. Yakabuski: Peter, you have no lakes in your 
riding, otherwise you’d be talking about them. 

Mr. Tabuns: Well, I have to say that some have 
alleged that I have no lakes in my riding, but in fact I 
have shoreline on Lake Ontario. It’s fairly large. In any 
event, I have to say I don’t know what it is about evening 
settings but they seem to create an energy amongst mem-
bers that one doesn’t see earlier in the day. 

I would say to the Minister of Tourism, the House 
leader, who has introduced this motion, that it’s not too 
late to withdraw the motion, to say, “I made a mistake. 
The reasonable arguments put forward by the member 
from Toronto–Danforth have moved me.” He could stand 
up and say, “You know, I can see why we need more 
debate on this issue. I understand why this whole matter 
is so important that it should be thoroughly canvassed.” 
That is an important point here. This bill is not a minor 
bill. 

Mr. Marchese: It’s a biggie. 
Mr. Tabuns: It’s a biggie. It does not touch on mat-

ters that are of small import; it touches on matters that are 
of import to large numbers of people across this province 
because it touches on the availability of housing that they 
can afford. It touches on their ability to build and have 
decent lives. 

As I had opportunity to say yesterday, the average in-
come of tenants in this province is approximately half that 
of the average income of homeowners. Now, averages 
mask different points. There are tenants in this province, 
there are tenants in this city, I’m sure there are tenants 
within one or two blocks of this building who have high 
incomes, but a large number of the tenants in this prov-

ince are of low income. For them, preservation of a big 
chunk, a big stock of affordable housing is absolutely 
crucial. This bill allows the continued erosion, the con-
tinued movement of affordable units out of the universe, 
out of the market that these people can afford, and that 
matters profoundly. 
1930 

In a society where people are desperate for housing, 
where you have overcrowding, where you have people 
whose fundamentals of life are constantly under stress, 
you have social ills. If you look at some of the problems 
that we face in this society—violence, teen pregnancy, 
AIDS—and look at the conditions in which people do not 
care as much about their lives, commonly you will find 
situations where people are pressed to the point of des-
peration. So for us, with this bill—“for us”; my apol-
ogies—for this Liberal government to move forward with 
a bill that essentially continues the legacy of Mike Harris 
to decontrol units, to continue moving rents up, to con-
tinue reducing the availability of affordable units to ten-
ants, is directly contrary to their stated understanding of 
the world and of how we should be dealing with this 
society. 

All parties try to balance the needs of different parts of 
society. They look at those who support them, they look 
at those who don’t support them but might be mobilized 
against them and they think, “How do I make sure that I 
have a bill that meets the greatest needs in this society? 
How do I have a bill that really moves forward the social 
goals that I believed in when I was elected?” I’m going to 
set aside the promises that were made in the last election. 
I know I had a chance to talk to a number of members on 
the government benches over the last 20 years when I 
was a city councillor. I got a chance to talk to people, I 
got a sense of their careers and I got a sense of how they 
saw the world, and I don’t believe this bill reflects how 
they see the world. I don’t know what deal was made, 
because some deal was made. Some agreement was made 
with landlords to say, “Here’s the saw-off. We’re going 
to continue these items, we’re going to take a little bit 
away from you, but the vacancy decontrol, the meat and 
potatoes of increasing your profit on large rental apart-
ment buildings in this province, is going to be protected.” 
The price for that protection is social disruption. The 
price for that protection is increased crowding, lower dis-
posable incomes, more difficulty for people to provide 
themselves with decent food, more difficulty for new-
comers to establish themselves. 

Interestingly, when you look at the question of over-
crowding—and this bill will result in more overcrowd-
ing. The Minister of Tourism is proposing closure. The 
reality, though, is that this is a lot bigger than closure. 
When you look at tuberculosis—I’ll pick one example. In 
South Africa, tuberculosis was endemic throughout the 
apartheid times and may well be endemic still. It was en-
demic in those times, and South African officials would 
say, “Well, we’ve got tuberculosis. There must be some 
genetic disposition on the part of the black population 
towards tuberculosis.” There wasn’t a genetic disposition 
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towards tuberculosis; there was a problem of overcrowd-
ing that led to the spread of respiratory diseases, tuber-
culosis being the most virulent. 

I will tell the minister this evening that I have gone 
through apartment buildings in this city where you have 
two families packed into a small apartment because that’s 
all they can afford. This bill, with vacancy decontrol, will 
continue to drive up rents and will continue to make 
affordability a bigger and bigger problem and, because 
it’s a bigger problem, it will mean that the health of those 
people in those apartments will suffer. That is contrary 
not just to the stated, but the interior beliefs of many of 
the people who sit on the government benches. 

The members in this House from Toronto who have 
large apartment buildings in their ridings are going to 
continue to face those problems in their constituency 
offices of people who come to them and say, “I’m 
desperate. I can’t afford to live here,” or “I can afford to 
live here, but the building is so badly deteriorated I have 
to move, but everything else that’s available has gone 
through decontrol and so I can’t afford to move out. I’m 
trapped in this building. What can you do?” I’ve dealt 
with people, when I was a city councillor, facing those 
sorts of crises in their lives. Affordability of housing, the 
ability to move, the ability to control your destiny, is a 
crucial issue in human life. And this bill, by preserving 
Harris’s vacancy decontrol—and that’s one of the things 
I find startling, that that legacy would be carried on by 
the government party—means that the ability to move 
and have people retain control of their lives is under-
mined. I think that, Minister of Tourism, on that basis 
alone, because of that issue, this government should 
remove, pull back, their motion for time allocation, for 
closure, because the issue is so fundamental for the well-
being of people in this province. 

I’ve talked about affordability of housing, I’ve talked 
about the potential health impacts, I’ve talked about the 
social impacts, but I also want to talk about the energy 
issue, because again I say to those members who repre-
sent Ottawa Centre, Ottawa South, Scarborough Centre, 
Toronto Centre, myself in Toronto–Danforth, Beaches–
East York, people who represent the people who live in 
the Jane-Finch area, that to the extent that landlords 
proceed with individual metering without first having 
invested in energy efficiency, they are going to invite on 
their heads a swamping by phone calls about profound 
problems with affordability. I want to say to you that if 
you proceed with a bill that eliminates the incentive for 
landlords to invest in efficiency, if those efficiency 
investments are not made before you put in the individual 
meters, members in this House who represent ridings 
with large apartment buildings inhabited by people of 
limited means are going to be dealing with an awful lot 
of desperate people trying to figure out how to make it all 
work. And they’re going to have tremendous difficulty 
making it work. 

As I said previously, if in fact you have a landlord 
who puts in an energy-efficient fridge, who makes sure 
that you have double-pane windows, who makes sure 

there is insulation in the walls, weatherproofing in the 
walls—if you make sure that what the individual meters 
cover is essentially the discretionary use of power, then it 
makes sense to me. People will conserve, they won’t 
waste power unnecessarily, they’ll turn lights off and 
they’ll save themselves a few bucks. But if you put 
individual metering on a north-facing corner unit in many 
of the apartment buildings in this city or in Ottawa, come 
January and February, those people are going to be 
facing a very difficult time if that building has not had 
the efficiency measures put in place. I think that too is a 
very important issue that this government should con-
sider with this closure motion before us: No question that 
that will come back to bite every member who votes in 
favour. If this bill is not amended to protect those people 
who are going to struggle with those energy bills—not 
the discretionary stuff but the “How do I keep myself 
warm in winter and cool enough in summer to sleep” 
ones—there will be big problems. We have to think 
about that one. I appreciate the idea of individual meter-
ing to reduce the discretionary waste of energy. I believe 
that the Minister of Tourism feels the same way. He has a 
long history in these matters. So I understand that logic, 
but if you don’t do the previous step—having managed a 
social housing complex where people paid individually 
and having dealt with the profound problems those peo-
ple had made me cautious about putting the cost of heat 
to keep them alive on top of their rent. It worries me, and 
I think the government should be worried, and I think 
every Member of Provincial Parliament who represents an 
area with large apartment buildings where this will hap-
pen should be cautious—profoundly cautious. 
1940 

We will deal with a lot of bills in this House. We’ll 
deal with bills of great import and of lesser import. This 
is a bill of great import. This bill is going to have an 
effect on the population of this province for many years 
to come. When interest rates start to rise, when the condo 
boom is over, if we should have a recession and a whole 
bunch of people need to flood into apartments that they 
can afford, we are going to face some profound social 
strains in this province. 

For those reasons, I think the debate over this bill 
should not be cut off tonight, because I don’t think, 
frankly, that those issues have been fully thought through 
by the government. I think that debate on those issues is 
valuable to the opposition and to the government. Smart 
government will listen to its critics and, without ever giv-
ing them compliments, take on the things that they sug-
gest which are useful to them. I’m not going to flatter 
myself and say that I will have that impact, but I would 
suggest to any government that listening to criticism and 
picking up the useful bits is not a bad strategy. On this 
occasion, on this bill, listen. Let the opposition continue, 
let the government benches continue and then let us have 
a vote. But I think closure on this motion, time allocation 
on this, is far too premature, is not a reasonable motion to 
put forward given the behaviour in the House. If it’s 
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within the power of the Minister of Tourism, the House 
leader, it should be withdrawn. 

With that, I will turn the floor over to the next speaker. 
Hon. Mrs. Dombrowsky: I’m happy that I have this 

opportunity to stand in the House and respond to some of 
the comments that have been made, particularly by the 
member from Leeds–Grenville. I apologize. I did get a 
little carried away in trying to remind the honourable 
member from Leeds–Grenville, who very ridiculously 
would suggest that our government is urban-centric, that 
our government is very committed to investing in rural 
Ontario and to considering the well-being of rural resi-
dents. 

Hon. Mr. Bradley: Who signed that water regulation? 
Hon. Mrs. Dombrowsky: That was actually my 

heckle. My colleague the Minister of Tourism asks, “Who 
signed regulation 170?” This was a regulation that was 
going to potentially close hundreds, maybe even thou-
sands of halls in rural Ontario—municipal halls, service 
club halls, community centres—facilities that serve our 
public. This regulation had the potential to close them, 
and that regulation was signed into law by none other 
than the member from Leeds−Grenville, when he was not 
just a member of government but a member of cabinet 
and chair of cabinet. 

He was also a member of the government that down-
loaded provincial highways. I’m from rural Ontario, 
eastern Ontario. Fully 40% of the highways that were 
downloaded in the province of Ontario were downloaded 
in eastern Ontario, so I want to know, where was the 
member from Leeds−Grenville? Was he on the back 
bench standing up for his people? I think not. Otherwise 
we would not have had fully 40% of Ontario highways 
downloaded—and in not so very good condition—in 
eastern Ontario. 

Mr. Yakabuski: Are you taking them back? Are you 
uploading them? 

Hon. Mrs. Dombrowsky: The member from Ren-
frew−Nipissing−Pembroke asked— 

The Acting Speaker: I would ask the member for 
Renfrew–Nipissing–Pembroke to refrain from heckling 
the Minister of Agriculture and Food so that I can hear 
her make her presentation. 

I’ll return to the Minister of Agriculture, Food and 
Rural Affairs. 

Hon. Mrs. Dombrowsky: Actually, the member from 
Renfrew–Nipissing–Pembroke brings up an interesting 
note. He asks, “Are you taking them back?” Do you know 
what we’re doing? We’re going something that the pre-
vious government never did for rural Ontario. We’re 
helping them by providing them with COMRIF grants to 
improve the roads that you downloaded that they can’t 
afford to improve. That has been our commitment, in 
addition to our investments in health care with family 
health teams, in addition to our investments in education 
to ensure that rural schools stay open, in addition to our 
investments for Move Ontario, which were unconditional 
dollars that flowed to municipalities across Ontario—a 
program, by the way, that members of the opposition 

have criticized. They’ve criticized our government 
helping municipalities improve their infrastructure. 

I just wanted the opportunity to remind the people 
listening and for the public record that our government is 
committed to investing in rural Ontario. Unlike the 
previous government, which downloaded and imposed 
things like regulation 170, we want to work with our 
rural stakeholders, our rural constituents, and build a 
better province. 

Mr. Yakabuski: It’s wonderful to have the oppor-
tunity to speak to this tonight. To those people listening 
and watching tonight, it is kind of sad, actually. For those 
people in TV land, it is almost as likely that in this 
House, the storied legislative chamber of the province of 
Ontario, you are as likely to be debating a time allocation 
motion as you are to be debating legislation. It was only 
last week that we just dealt with the most—I couldn’t 
believe it—draconian, Orwellian time allocation motion 
that I have ever seen in my life, and we’re now at it 
again. Time allocation motions are what we’re debating 
instead of the legislation that the people of the province 
of Ontario expect and want us to debate so that, at the 
end of the day, the results and the laws that are passed are 
in the best interests of the people of Ontario. But no, this 
government and the Minister of Agriculture, Food and 
Rural Affairs like to use that statement “committed.” Well, 
this government seems to be committed to subverting the 
democratic process in this chamber by ensuring that 
members who represent their constituencies will not have 
the opportunity to debate legislation in this House. 

I can absolutely understand why my colleague from 
Leeds−Grenville gets a little animated sometimes. He 
gets a little fired up when he sees what’s going on with 
this government. At the same time, it’s the same people. 
For every person on that side who has a driver and a 
fancy office we can find quotes, when they were in op-
position, that absolutely lambasted the government if 
they happened to bring in a time allocation motion to 
deal with a piece of legislation, how they would never do 
that, how they just thought it was the worst possible thing 
that a government could do, that it was an insult to the 
people and an affront to democracy. However, it seems 
that when they get those fancy cars and decorated offices, 
they change their tune. All of a sudden now, democracy 
takes on a different flavour. Democracy is defined com-
pletely differently, because then they say, “You know 
what? My goodness gracious, we’re Liberals and now 
we’re the government and we’re going to show them 
because we do everything better. We know everything.” 
Holy Hannah, we can’t allow the people to have their 
way. The Liberals must have their way because they’re 
more intellectual. They understand things better. They’ve 
got it all figured out. 

All you’ve got to do is look at the bills coming for-
ward; just look at them. It’s about control: “We’ll tell you 
what to do, people, because we know best.” It’s the 
“father knows best” mentality, and the father is—well, 
no, he represents—well, no, he doesn’t do that, either. He 
comes originally from the riding of Ottawa South. Now 
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he lives in Toronto and we’re not sure who he represents. 
But, anyway, he believes that father knows best, and he’s 
got his little minions lined up in the front row here. 
1950 

Mr. Marchese: How many? 
Mr. Yakabuski: I don’t know how many there are. 

But they’re making sure we follow through with what 
daddy says. We’re going to make sure that the Liberal 
footprint is all over this province, because we’re going to 
ensure that people no longer have to worry about think-
ing for themselves. Thinking for themselves is passé. No, 
don’t let the people think for themselves; let the Liberals 
do it for them. We’re going to ensure that that will be 
something they don’t have to worry about anymore, 
because we know that under the Liberal government 
they’re not going to have to time to think for themselves 
about legislation. They’re going to be too busy working 
their butts off to pay the taxes that this government has 
foisted upon them. 

It would be nice if we could be in this chamber talking 
about legislation, but here we are talking about time allo-
cation motions. We’re talking about leadership. We’re 
talking about wrong-headedness on the part of the 
government. 

You know, it was almost comical today to see the 
member from Parkdale–High Park in here giving a state-
ment. He barely got the words out and he was heading 
for the door, out there telling the people how he wants to 
be the Liberal leader in Ottawa. You want to talk about 
an insult to democracy? That’s an insult to democracy. 
He comes in and makes a cameo appearance, gives a 
statement, and then beats it for the door so he can get 
back to what he really wants to do, and that’s campaign 
for the federal Liberal leadership. If Dalton McGuinty 
was a leader, he’d be telling him to pack his bags and hit 
the road to Ottawa, and don’t come walking into this 
chamber, because he’s not interested in representing the 
people of Parkdale–High Park at all. 

I took exception to some of the members of the 
government telling the member for Leeds–Grenville that 
he’s posturing because he’s worried about his seat. I can 
tell you that the member for Leeds–Grenville has had that 
seat since 1981 because he has worked his you know 
what off for those people in Leeds–Grenville, and he’ll 
continue to be the member for Leeds–Grenville as long 
as he chooses to serve, because he serves like no other in 
this House. 

But I can tell some of those members who are recently 
elected on the government side that they should be 
worried about their seats. The way this government is 
treating the democratic process and the taxpayers of this 
province, they should all be worried about their seats. 
They should be worried about their seats because on 
October 4, 2007, the people will have their say. Democ-
racy will have another opportunity to reign in the prov-
ince of Ontario, as much as you people over there want to 
shove it under the table and say, “Forget about democ-
racy. Time allocation is the call of the day.” In 2007, the 
people will get their chance again. Mark my words, folks, 

you’ll want to be watching that night, because the people 
will have their revenge on you. 

Time allocation: You spoke against it and now you 
think it’s the best thing since sliced bread. Shame on you. 
Shame on you. 

The Acting Speaker: Thank you. The member for 
Trinity–Spadina. 

Mr. Marchese: It’s a pleasure to speak to any bill or 
any motion. I welcome the citizens of Ontario. It’s five 
minutes to 8. We’re on live. It’s Tuesday, May 16. So if 
you’re watching another hour, we’re not on live. That’s 
why I tell you the time. 

I’m happy to attack this government when it intro-
duces strangulation motions, and I know why they’re 
doing it. They’re doing it because this particular bill 
affects over three million people. Imagine if three million 
people could mobilize themselves to fight this govern-
ment, or indeed any other government. Imagine giving 
them the time to be able to mobilize against it. 

I know my good buddy Mr. Duguid from Scarborough 
Centre loves this bill. He has been talking to tenants, and 
they love him and his government for this bill. My sus-
picion is that there are millions of tenants out there who 
disagree with Monsieur Gerretsen and Monsieur Duguid 
from Scarborough Centre, and I’m looking forward to 
seeing them in committee. I’m hoping they’re going to 
come to committee, whether they’re going to be deputing 
or not, to witness the discussion, the debate that we’re 
going to have between the member from Scarborough 
Centre and myself and, from time to time, the minister, 
when he comes at the beginning of the debates. 

This is designed to make sure that tenants do not wake 
up, that they sleep comfortably in their apartments, not 
having to worry about anything. This bill will simply not 
change anything. They can just go back, stay asleep and 
be cozy at night. They’re not to worry about anything. 
It’s our intention to wake as many tenants up to the 
reality of this bill as we can. 

I know that the Minister of Tourism talked about the 
changes we made in 1992-93 around issues of the rules in 
this place. It is true: Peterson changed the rules. After 42 
years of Conservative rule, he probably felt that he had to 
make changes. Mr. Rae, Mr. Cooke at the time and many 
of the caucus members of the NDP of the 1990s were 
unhappy that they weren’t able to do much, because the 
Liberals who just lost their seats in government couldn’t 
stand the idea of being out of office, much less the Tories 
who had been pushed aside as well for a couple of terms. 

For us, it was a real pleasure to be in power. But 
imagine: You have Liberals and Tories unhappy to be out 
of power. They did their best to stall, to make sure 
nothing passed in that Legislature, and the government of 
the day decided to change the rules. I wasn’t happy about 
that; I’ve got to tell you, for the record, I wasn’t happy 
about that, because in the early days, prior to my time 
here, members could debate for as long as they wanted 
to. It was a good thing. I know for some people it might 
have been a terrible thing, to be able to go on for hours 
and hours, because some of the citizens watching might 
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say, “Good God, can’t we get rid of some of those 
speakers?” I appreciate that. But good or bad, orators or 
not, the ability to speak as long as you wanted on any bill 
was a good thing, and we changed that. That was a mis-
take, and it was wrong, but our government did that. I 
was trying to give you a rationale as to why they did that, 
but I didn’t support it. 

The Tories got into power, and they made more 
changes to the rules. So every government has had an 
opportunity— 

Interjection. 
Mr. Marchese: —including John here, next to me, 

who’s got a very sonorous voice. You notice how the 
voice rebounds from one end of the room to the other? 
God bless, John, I’m telling you. It’s great when you’re 
speaking, but when another speaker is speaking beside 
you, it can clash. It can, you know? 

Mr. Yakabuski: Oh, I apologize. 
Mr. Marchese: Did I say anything wrong? 
Mr. Yakabuski: No, and whatever I said, I take it all 

back. 
Mr. Marchese: It’s not what you said; it’s just that 

you have a sonorous voice, and it rebounds in this room. 
So when you’re speaking and I’m speaking at the same 
time, I don’t know who’s being heard more. 

Mr. Yakabuski: So I should only speak when you’re 
not speaking? 

Mr. Marchese: Do you think? From time to time, or 
just whisper it to me. I have no problem with that. I’ve 
got no problem with you— 

The Acting Speaker: Could I be part of this 
conversation, please? 

Mr. Marchese: I’m speaking through you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The Acting Speaker: The member for Trinity–
Spadina has the floor. 

Mr. Marchese: I was speaking through you. My chat 
with my good friend Mr. Yakabuski is just a friendly 
chat. 

So we changed the rules, the Tories changed the rules 
after us and the Liberals changed them before us. It was a 
mistake. We continue to do it. 

The Minister of Tourism: Every time there was a stran-
gulation motion, he was first up. He was always there at 
the ready. He was a true soldier and still is. He should be 
regarded as the true soldier that he has been for 25 years 
and moving on— 

Mr. Yakabuski: For 29 years, just like Norm Sterling 
from Lanark–Carleton. 

Mr. Marchese: A great soldier. Every time there was 
a strangulation motion presented by the Tories, he was 
there, ready for the fight, because he felt there should 
always be a long debate on every issue. 
2000 

New Democrats say this is an important bill that 
touches over three million people. A third of the house-
holds in Ontario are tenants. So when I look at the prom-
ise that says, “We will bring back real rent control that 
protects tenants from excessive rent increases,” and they 

do not do that—it is a promise that was made, and not 
keeping it is egregious in nature. I hope the tenants will 
punish them and the minister. “We will get rid of 
vacancy decontrol, which allows unlimited increases on a 
unit when a tenant leaves. It will be gone.” How easy it 
was for the Liberals—McGuinty, Gerretsen and others—
to make this promise when they were in opposition. How 
easy it was. 

Then they get into government, and they don’t feel 
accountable for the promises. They don’t feel they have 
to account. They can just move on. “Please, don’t focus 
on the promises. Look at the bill and see whether you’re 
satisfied. The promises? Yes, of course everybody makes 
promises. Of course they do, but look at what we Lib-
erals produce for you. It’s not our promises that count; 
it’s what we produce for you afterwards that matters.” 

It’s lovely to see the Liberals accuse the Tories of hav-
ing two positions. I’ve now discovered that the Liberals 
have three, not two. It’s not this or that; they’ve got three 
now to account for anything and everything. It’s the Lib-
erals that we have attacked for being saponaceous types; 
these are the people that we attack on a regular basis, 
because they have no firm foundation. They stand for 
nothing. So when they attack the Tories for having two 
positions, it’s laughable. You understand what I’m say-
ing, Speaker. It’s laughable. It’s ridiculous. They crack 
me up when they say that. Every day they stand up to talk 
about this, they crack me up. I’m in tears of laughter 
every day. God bless. 

Mr. Yakabuski: Well, the people are crying too. 
Mr. Marchese: They said that they could see de-

control, Monsieur Peterson, mon ami, was going to go. 
“It’s gone.” That was the promise. 

Mr. John Milloy (Kitchener Centre): What’s “sapon-
aceous” again? 

Mr. Marchese: You’ll have to look it up. 
That was the promise before 2003. According to the 

promise, it’s a done deal. Vacancy decontrol is gone, does 
not exist. But this bill keeps vacancy decontrol. Does that 
sound inconsistent between the promise and the reality of 
the bill that’s before us? 

Mr. Yakabuski: Not for Liberals. 
Mr. Marchese: That’s the point. For Liberals, it’s not 

inconsistent to say something before the election and do 
something else after. “Look at what we do. That’s what 
matters.” I thought promises mattered more than what we 
end up doing, because promises are presumably the foun-
dations of the bills that we present. You recall that the 
Tories got rid of rent control by introducing vacancy 
decontrol. Vacancy decontrol was the way to kill rent 
control, without saying so. In fact they could say, as they 
did, that that was the Tenant Protection Act. God bless 
the Tories too on that issue, in that regard. But we’re here 
to attack the Liberals, not the Tories. You guys are passé; 
you no longer matter. So my attacks are on the Liberals. 

Vacancy decontrol means this—I’ve said it before and 
I’ll repeat it—when you leave one unit and you go next 
door to another unit, you get whacked. You don’t even 
have to leave the building. You go to another unit here, 
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you get whacked with rent increases. You go to another 
unit here, same building, you get whacked with rent in-
creases. That’s what vacancy decontrol means. It means 
that when you leave your room to go somewhere else, 
there are no rent controls. You get whacked with rent 
increases. That’s what vacancy decontrol means. It’s a 
way of killing rent control by that simple mechanism. 

Recall, ministers present here—there are a few of 
you—that 75% of tenants move in a five-year period. It’s 
an old statistic, but my sense is that if you were to hire 
some economist again, they would conclude the same 
thing applies today, that a whole lot of people move 
within a five-year span. If it was 75% of the people 
moving eight or nine years ago it’s still the same today, 
which means that renters who live in buildings get 
whacked on a daily basis. Tenants should be alarmed by 
this. I’m alarmed by it, and I know that tenants who are 
going to come to committee to talk to my good friend 
from Scarborough Centre are going to agree with me and 
disagree with him. He’s right here. He’s probably next to 
speak. 

Interjection. 
Mr. Marchese: Pardon? 
Hon. Mary Anne V. Chambers (Minister of Chil-

dren and Youth Services): Can a person actually move 
if they’ve been whacked? 

Mr. Marchese: Can a person actually move and get 
whacked? Yes. 

Interjection. 
Mr. Marchese: No. If they stay, they are protected 

from disproportionate increases because, you remember, 
the landlord can charge whatever he or she wants, what-
ever the market can bear, whatever the landlord thinks he 
can raise. I hope we’re not having difficulty understand-
ing this, because that’s what this is about. The Minister 
of Municipal Affairs and Housing understands this, be-
cause he’s the minister. But the point is that when you 
move, rents can be jacked up as much as they want, and 
once you stay in place, rent control kicks in. So rent con-
trol kicks back in once you resettle in another apartment. 

Mr. Joseph N. Tascona (Barrie–Simcoe–Bradford): 
We heard that. 

Mr. Marchese: Is that clear? Yes, you heard, but I 
don’t know if you understand it or if you know it. I don’t 
know. Liberals keep on asking questions, so we don’t 
know whether they know this or not. 

Now, the minister said the other day, “The proposed 
Residential Tenancies Act would continue to allow 
landlords and tenants to negotiate starting rents on vacant 
units so that tenants could continue to benefit from the 
renter’s market.” That’s what he said. 

Hon. John Gerretsen (Minister of Municipal 
Affairs and Housing): No, I didn’t. 

Mr. Marchese: Sorry? It’s in your speech. You said 
it. It’s your speech. I know the minister would like to 
take it back. 

Hon. Mr. Gerretsen: Is it in Hansard? 

Mr. Marchese: Of course it is. You read it. I was 
reading from the speech by the minister, who has no 
recollection of what he said. 

But imagine, my good friend from Toronto–Danforth, 
what he just said is that the landlord and the tenant come 
in, and they sit down and chat. They say, “Okay, what are 
you willing to pay?” The renter says, “I don’t know. I 
can’t afford the kind of rates you’re talking about.” So 
the landlord says, “Yes, but let’s talk and see what we 
can agree on, right?” Do you think that kind of discussion 
is going on? 

Interjection. 
Mr. Marchese: Was I not speaking through you? 
The Acting Speaker: No you weren’t. I’m enjoying 

your speech very much, but I would ask you again, as 
I’m obligated to do, to make your comments through the 
Chair. 

Mr. Marchese: I beg your pardon. Speaker, I do apolo-
gize. That was a serious oversight on my part. So what 
the minister was saying earlier on is that the two people 
could just negotiate the rent, not a big deal. He says 
vacancy rates are so high—do we have a problem? 

The Acting Speaker: I’m just informing the member 
for Trinity–Spadina that we’re concerned that your re-
marks are not going to be recorded by Hansard because 
you’re a little too far from your microphone. Perhaps the 
cameras might be having difficulty as well. If you could 
just relax, and take your place and conclude your remarks, 
we’re enjoying your speech. 

Mr. Marchese: You guys have to let me know. If you 
can’t pick me up, let me know, okay? 

Interjections. 
Mr. Marchese: I’m just checking with the tech-

nicians, just to be sure that they can hear me. Is that 
okay? Okay. Good. 

So, as I was saying, the minister was saying that be-
cause vacancy rates are so high, the landlord and the ten-
ant will just negotiate a fair deal because, you know, it’s 
not so bad. Can you believe that, Speaker? Can you be-
lieve a landlord sitting down with a tenant and saying, 
“Let’s talk about it”? Since when has a landlord ever sat 
down with a renter? 

Interjection. 
2010 

Mr. Marchese: Joe, are you a landlord? Because I 
don’t want to offend anyone. 

Interjections. 
Mr. Marchese: Okay. I’m just worried. I just don’t 

see landlords sitting down and discussing with the renters 
what is it they would pay. No, the landlord is going to 
say, “By the way, Mr. So-and-so, here’s a notice.” They 
don’t even talk with you: “Here’s what you’ve got to pay. 
If you don’t like it, sayonara.” That’s just the way it 
works. 

Minister Gerretsen, you’ve got to stand up and tell me 
how that works, because I’ve never seen that happen. 
I’ve never seen it. 

To repeat the line of the minister, “The proposed Resi-
dential Tenancies Act will continue to allow landlords 
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and tenants to negotiate starting rents.” It cracks me up, 
you understand? I can’t stop laughing when I read stuff 
like that. They know, and he knows, it isn’t true. Now, 
it’s quite possible that some guy who owns a house might 
discuss this with a renter or perspective renter coming in. 

Hon. Mr. Gerretsen: Aha, there you go. 
Mr. Marchese: Yes, aha. I suspect that most people 

live in big apartments, right? There are people living in 
houses, no doubt about it. But the real gouging, I suggest 
to you, Monsieur Gerretsen, happens in the big rental 
apartments—20, 15, 30, right? That’s where I think it’s 
happening. 

Now, if I’m wrong, you’ve got to let me know, Mr. 
Gerretsen; I need to be corrected. I want tenants to call 
me. Call me and call Mr. Gerretsen. Call both of us. 

Hon. Mr. Gerretsen: Call you. 
Mr. Marchese: No, call him and call me at the same 

time. Send him a letter and send me a copy saying how 
wonderfully this system is working between—kind nego-
tiations and even fair negotiations between landlords and 
tenants. 

Send the letters in real quick, because we’ve got time. 
This is going to committee very soon, and I need for you 
to send your letters. 

Mr. Lorenzo Berardinetti (Scarborough Southwest): 
Phone number. 

Mr. Marchese: Do you have a number for Mr. Ger-
retsen? 

Mr. Berardinetti: No, for you. 
Mr. Marchese: You don’t have a number. 
Listen, you call me up at my office. It’s 603—I was 

going to give you my private line, but that wouldn’t 
work. Here, let me give you my public line: 603-9664 is 
the public line, area code 416. You call me and let me 
know. I will send a copy of your letter to Mr. Gerretsen, 
because I can get his phone number and address. Don’t 
you worry. Share this information with all the Liberal 
members across Toronto because, man, do they want to 
hear from you. The member from Scarborough Centre 
says, “Oh, no, my tenants are happy.” I want you from 
Scarborough— 

Mr. Brad Duguid (Scarborough Centre): The best 
protection in 10 years. 

Mr. Marchese: Are your folks okay too? 
Mr. Duguid: They want you to get on with this, 

Rosie, so they can get their protection. 
Mr. Marchese: The member from— 
Mr. Duguid: Scarborough Centre. 
Mr. Marchese: Scarborough— 
Mr. Yakabuski: Lorenzo is Scarborough Centre. 
Mr. Marchese: No, the other one is Scarborough 

Centre. 
Lorenzo, he’s not telling the truth: Scarborough South-

west. He was trying to—you understand. 
The member from Scarborough Southwest is happy to 

hear from you because he thinks his tenants are really 
happy about this bill. He believes that vacancy decontrol 
is something that you asked for. Even the member from 
Scarborough Centre said, “You asked for it.” 

I want you to send in the correspondence saying—to 
me, Marchese, “Yes, we asked for vacancy decontrol be-
cause we think it’s great.” Go to your Liberal members, 
sit down in their offices and talk to them about this bill. 
Make sure you get an appointment for Fridays, because 
every member is available Fridays. Every Liberal mem-
ber is available Friday; if they’re not, they don’t want to 
meet with you. 

You make sure, and if you’ve got a problem with that, 
you let me now so I can raise it in this House as to which 
members refused to meet with you because they got no 
time. The time they have is on a Friday when we have no 
legislative sitting. That’s their time to meet with you. 

I’m looking forward to your correspondence for those 
of you who are watching, and if you’re watching this 
show, I want to send you my notes, the notes from 
Toronto–Danforth, send you the notes of the Liberals 
who have spoken on this bill, so that you can compare 
what we’re saying and what they’re saying, because there 
is so, so much to say on the vacancy rates in particular. 

On the vacancy rates, the theory goes like this: The 
theory is that with an increased supply of units, the mar-
ket will drive rents down. The reality is this: that rents 
have been increasing across Ontario whether the vacancy 
rate is high or low. 

Rents for two-bedroom apartments in Kitchener 
increased by 26.5% between 1998 and 2005, while the 
vacancy rate mostly increased. 

London rents and vacancy rates: What we have seen in 
London is that the vacancy rate for two-bedroom apart-
ments fluctuated between 1998 and 2005, yet the rents 
for two-bedroom apartments increased by 21.6%. It fluc-
tuated every year from 1998 to 2005, but the rents kept 
going up. No matter what the vacancy rate was, low or 
high, the rents went higher and higher every year. So 
when Liberals and some of their spokespeople and some 
of the media people tell you it’s okay—as one paper said, 
“Fortunately, it should not be a major concern for most 
tenants, given the current high vacancy rate.” You’ve got 
even major papers agreeing with these guys. It’s amaz-
ing. I wish we had a newspaper in Toronto that would 
help the New Democrats out. You’ve got major news-
papers helping these people out, saying that vacancy rates 
are so high they don’t have to worry. Yet the examples I 
have given you for Kitchener and London show that, 
irrespective of vacancy rates high and low, the rents go 
up. 

Interjection. 
Mr. Marchese: Cherry-picking? Member from Scar-

borough Centre, in the city of Toronto, where 45% of 
Ontario’s tenants live— 

Interjection. 
Mr. Marchese: Listen to this, because you missed it 

the last time. In the city of Toronto, where 45% of 
Ontario’s tenants live—half of Ontario tenants live in 
Toronto—between 1996 and 2005, the average rent for a 
two-bedroom apartment in Toronto increased by 30%, 
while the average rent for a one-bedroom apartment in-
creased by 32%. The overall rate of inflation for that 



3980 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO 16 MAY 2006 

same period was 21%. The rates go up every year. It 
doesn’t matter whether the vacancy rates are high or low; 
tenants get whacked. They were whacked by the Tories 
before them and they’re getting whacked by the Liberals 
today. 

I’m looking forward to the debate in committee. Kathy 
Laird, director of legal services at the Advocacy Centre 
for Tenants Ontario, says the following: “Rent increases 
will continue to be unregulated when a tenant moves, 
creating an incentive for landlords to evict and raise the 
rents. We have an affordability crisis in this province, 
with rising rents and fewer units.” I’m sure the member 
from Scarborough Centre disagrees with her. In fact, 
there were just 1,575 vacant three-bedroom units in multi-
residential buildings in October 2005, according to Can-
ada Mortgage and Housing Corp.’s most recent rental 
market survey, and most of those units clearly are beyond 
the reach of low-income families. There were 124,785 
low-income households across Ontario on the active 
waiting lists for social housing at year-end of 2004. 

These statistics ought to make Liberals worry because 
of their claim that they represent the very wealthy but, 
oh, also the very poor. Let me give you some other 
statistics about tenant households. In 2001, 32% of all 
households in Ontario were renters. That’s 1,351,000 
tenant households in Ontario; that’s a whole lot. Two 
thirds of low-income people in Ontario lived in tenant 
households in 1996. Of Ontario’s 1.2 million low-income 
tenants in 1996, 36% were children, 27% were parents, 
30% were non-family persons and 7% were spouses or 
common law partners. Also, 96% of Ontario Works 
beneficiaries are tenants, but only 17% of these Ontario 
Works beneficiaries who rent live in subsidized housing. 
The majority live in rental housing. Most of these people 
can’t afford the rent in the buildings they live in. 

Another statistic: Tenant household incomes are de-
clining. The average income of an Ontario renter’s house-
hold is about half that of a homeowner household: almost 
$78,000 for a person owning a home versus $40,000 for 
someone who rents. This fact was reinforced by the 
member from Toronto–Danforth. It clearly shows that 
those who own homes are much better off than those who 
are tenants, and those who are tenants are struggling to 
pay their rent. The median income of Ontario’s renter 
household is less than half of homeowners’ households: 
$62,000 for the homeowner versus $32,000 for the renter. 
In Ontario, the income gap between the median income 
of homeowners and renters grew by 22% over 15 years, 
from $21,000 in 1984 to $25,000 in 1999. 
2020 

Let’s talk about affordability. The cost of adequate 
shelter should not exceed 30% of total pre-tax household 
income, yet 42% of Ontario’s tenant households pay 30% 
or more of their household income on shelter costs, and 
20% of Ontario tenant households—that’s 265,000 
people—pay 50% and over of their household income on 
shelter costs. Close to 300,000 people pay over 50% of 
their income, while the threshold should be 30%. We’re 
talking about people who can’t afford to pay these kinds 

of prices in our rental buildings, and the minister says, 
“It’s okay. Things are just fine. The vacancy decontrol 
issue is not an issue. Renters will be able to go and talk to 
the landlord and negotiate.” Those people paying over 
50% for their rent—that’s close to 300,000—can go now 
and sit down with their landlord, because the minister 
said, “You can go and negotiate.” 

It’s not going to happen. Poor people have no nego-
tiating power. They don’t have the resources nor the 
power to negotiate. The person who’s got the power is 
the landlord, not the tenant. They’re in no position to bar-
gain. 

The CMHC’s housing market forecast data predicted a 
need for 16,000 starts annually between 1996 and 2001, 
and over 20,000 after 2001. Here in Ontario, we’re facing 
an affordable housing deficit of over 80,000 units. The 
minister says, “We’re building thousands of affordable 
housing units.” The reality is, as of 2003-04, they have 
only created 63 affordable units. The minister and his 
government have not published any data since 2004, and 
I’ll tell you why you haven’t done that, Minister: because 
the facts say you have created little affordable housing 
and you’re too embarrassed to publish the numbers. 

Look at this. I’ve got something that comes from 
Nancy MacMillan of CMHC, the mayor’s office of St. 
Catharines, and Denise Papaiz of Niagara Regional 
Housing. They say that they’re going to create 19 units of 
affordable housing—19 units. 

Hon. Mr. Gerretsen: That’s one town. 
Mr. Duguid: That’s just one place. You can make up 

any number you want. 
Mr. Marchese: No, member from Scarborough Centre. 

What I want you and the minister to do to help me is to 
bring these to me to show me how many units you’re 
building. Just bring the facts to me like this, as I’m doing 
with you. The minister and the member from Scar-
borough Centre say, “You’re just making it up.” Well, I 
don’t want you to make up anything. Bring me the facts. 

Mr. David Zimmer (Willowdale): Calm down. 
Mr. Marchese: And you, member from Willowdale, 

you’ve got thousands and thousands of tenants in your 
riding. You bring me the facts. Bring me the tenants in 
your riding who are saying they love vacancy decontrol. 
Member from Willowdale, bring me your tenants. If you 
guys could bring me more than a couple, I would just sit 
down and be quiet. Bring me a couple, at least, who will 
say that vacancy decontrol is good for them. 

Mr. Duguid: If you sit down, I’ll speak to that. 
Mr. Marchese: Member from Scarborough Centre, 

you’re going to have your opportunity in two minutes 
and 49 seconds to stand up and show us your facts and 
your brilliance at the same time. 

Mr. Duguid: I can’t show you that. I don’t have any. 
I’ll give you what I have. 

Mr. Marchese: Show it if you can. Give us your best. 
In terms of affordable units, I want him to produce 

these facts. Maybe Bill Wrye—you’re back there behind 
the Speaker—can get him some facts on affordable hous-
ing. Bring it to them, because you’ve got the facts in your 
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head. Just write it down. Bring them to me. Send them 
over so I can read it for the record. Then show me how 
many affordable units you’ve built, because you claim 
you’ve built 3,000 to 5,000 units of affordable housing. 
Bring them to me and read them out for the record. I wait 
with eagerness for the member from Scarborough Centre 
to give me the facts. 

Mr. Berardinetti: You can’t handle the facts. 
Mr. Marchese: “You can’t handle the facts.” You 

guys crack me up, day in and day out. 
The member from Toronto–Danforth talked about the 

submetering issue. Because I don’t have much time to 
talk about it, people can refer to my previous speech or 
the speech made by the member from Toronto–Danforth. 
The reality is that in non-electrically heated apartments, 
which make up about 70% of the stock, the cost of 
installing and operating the meter outweighs the possible 
savings. Fully 70% of the stock is non-electrically heated 
apartments, yet these people are going to waste millions 
of dollars. The tenants are going to have to pay for hav-
ing meters in their apartments. You’ve got to wonder 
about the intelligence of this government. You’ve got to 
wonder. 

What I’m asking you tenants to do is to call me, call 
the Minister of Housing, call the members from Scar-
borough, call the member from Willowdale and call all 
the members of Toronto, because 45% of all the tenants 
are here in Toronto. If you love vacancy decontrol, please 
tell me so I can feel good and not say any more. But if 
you don’t, you’ve got to let the Liberals know, because 
they’re so cocky and so proud of themselves, so full of 
hubris that they will explode at any moment. Come to 
committee. If you want to speak, call me so we can make 
sure you’re put on that list. If you can’t get on the list, tell 
the government why you couldn’t: because they’ve got a 
limited number of days to speak to this bill. 

I’m looking forward to debate on this bill. I’m looking 
forward to debate with my friends from Scarborough and 
looking forward to debate with my friend the member 
from Willowdale and all the Toronto members who are 
so proud to support Minister Gerretsen’s bill. I’m looking 
forward to it. 

Mr. Duguid: I must say, I did enjoy the speech given 
by the member from Trinity−Spadina. I didn’t agree with 
a lot of what he said, but it’s always enjoyable. He’s 
really beginning to wear a little bit of a crease in the 
carpet here. It’s starting to wear out from his walking 
back and forth, so I’m glad you called him to order and 
got him to settle down and stay in his seat. 

It’s important that people know what we’re talking 
about here. We are talking about a time allocation mo-
tion. We’re always reluctant to bring these in. We don’t 
have a history of bringing them in at every opportunity. 
We could bring them in a lot more often if we wanted to 
be like the previous government, but we’ve chosen not to 
do that. But there comes a time, and we feel this is the 
time for this bill, after close to seven hours—in fact, I 
think it’s over seven hours—of debate. Mr. Marchese has 
probably spoken for almost two hours himself on this 

bill. I think we’ve heard as much as we can hear on this 
bill in this chamber. 

We want to hear from the people out there. We want 
to go to committee so we can hear from tenants, so we 
can hear from landlords, so we can hear from the public. 
We know that this is the most effective protections 
brought forward for tenants that we’ve seen in Ontario 
for over 10 years. We know that. Yes, we’re humble 
about it, but we’re also proud of the fact that this bill is 
going to provide better protection for tenants, so we want 
to get to committee where we can hear directly from 
tenants and talk to them about the importance of this bill. 
It will improve the quality of their lives. 

I’ll go through that in a second, but first I want to talk 
a little about this time allocation motion and the fact that 
the previous government allocated about 50% of their 
bills to time allocation, one of every two bills. We allo-
cate about 10% of our bills. We’d like to do less, but at 
the end of the day, we have to move forward and get the 
process going. We have to move forward so we can get 
bills like this to committee to give the public an oppor-
tunity to have their say. Then it comes back here. Con-
trary to the previous government in their last year in 
office, we’ll probably have debate here at third reading as 
well, where we’ll hear from Mr. Marchese and his 
colleagues again on what they have to say about the bill. 
I hope that after it goes to committee maybe they’ll be a 
little bit more positive. 

If I’m a tenant out there listening, I’m wondering, 
“What’s in this bill for me?” Well, let’s talk a little bit 
about why this bill is certainly on the side of tenants. 
There was an eviction process brought in by the previous 
government in the Tenant Protection Act, which we all 
know was nothing but a—it was really the tenant eviction 
act, in a lot of ways. Under the Tenant Protection Act, 
they brought in a five-day period of notice. A tenant had 
to determine within five days of getting an eviction 
notice whether they were going to dispute it. The Om-
budsman himself said that was unfair to tenants. Tenants 
told us that was unfair to them. We made a commitment 
in the previous election to improve protections for 
tenants, so we went from one end of this province to the 
other, to 10 different cities, to hear what tenants had to 
say. We heard from thousands of tenants and we heard 
from hundreds of landlords as well, so we heard from all 
sides, all stakeholders. This is one of the things that 
tenants right across the province were concerned about, 
so we decided we’d go beyond what we committed to do, 
which was really to fix up this process and try to improve 
it, maybe expand the notice periods. We didn’t just do 
that; we scrapped the default system altogether. We 
scrapped it because we felt it was unfair to tenants, that 
tenants deserve to have a public hearing, that tenants 
deserve to go to the tribunal and have a hearing. They 
were being kicked out of their homes, and they deserve a 
hearing. I think landlords recognize as well that they will 
have an opportunity. Quite often, it’s not going to take 
any longer for them to get a tenant who’s not paying their 
rent out of there; it won’t take any longer. But at least 
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tenants will have the opportunity to have their say at a 
hearing. We think that’s fair protection. It goes, frankly, 
well beyond the original commitment we made. We’ve 
gone well beyond that commitment for tenants. 
2030 

When we look at the original guideline that was put 
forward, the guideline was based on a formula, and that 
formula could change in an election year, could be 
manipulated, and I’m sure that at times it was. We’ve 
brought forward a transparent guideline for tenants based 
on the cost of living, something that’s fair. Landlords can 
live with it. They might have preferred the previous 
guideline, but they can live with this because they know 
what they’re getting. It’s transparent, and I think it’s fair. 
It’s based on the cost of living. Tenants will benefit as 
well. If we had had that guideline in place for tenants 
between the years 1997 and 2003, instead of increasing 
rents by 21%, the guideline would have increased rents 
by 15%, a fair amount based on the cost of living, a cost 
of living that tenants have to live within as well. 

We’re also looking at renewing the mandate of the 
tribunal. That’s one of the things we heard right across 
the province from tenants, and we heard it from landlords 
too. Neither one really liked the way the tribunal worked. 
We wanted to be more customer-oriented. We wanted to 
show greater respect for both landlords and tenants when 
they appear before them. We’ve changed the name of the 
tribunal to the Landlord and Tenant Board, but it’s more 
than just a name change; it’s a cultural shift that we want 
to see in this board to make it more customer-oriented. 
To do that, we’re making the forms easier to use and 
understand. We’re ensuring that when an eviction is notice 
sent to a tenant, the new Landlord and Tenant Board will 
also send notice to the tenant—they’re starting to do that 
already at the request of the minister—so the tenant can 
understand what’s going on. That’s important, because 
tenants across this province deserve to understand how 
the eviction process works. 

But it’s not all about an eviction process. There are 
other benefits, other reasons why, if I were a tenant, I’d 
be very pleased with this legislation and would want this 
legislation to move from this chamber to committee and 
onwards to approval so that those protections can be 
available for me. 

I look at above-guideline increases. Above-guideline 
increases were probably the biggest concern that most 
tenants had when it came to increasing rents. We’ve 
brought in a number of measures that are going to im-
prove above-guideline increases and make them fair for 
tenants. To begin, when a capital item is applied for and 
an increase is warranted and awarded to a landlord, when 
that capital work is finished and paid for, the tenants’ rent 
will now come down. Rather than have their rents 
increased and then stay increased forever, the tenants will 
then have their rents come down. That’s fair and it’s bal-
anced. 

It’s the same thing when we look at the caps for 
above-guideline increases. Tenants were concerned about 
wanting some real and improved rent control. We’ve 

done that through the capping of above-guideline in-
creases. Now you’ll have a cap on the amount that a 
landlord can get for an above-guideline rent increase. It 
used to be that they’d get a guideline award of 4% per 
year and that could go on forever until that asset was paid 
for. Now it’s going to be 3% a year maximum and it’s 
going to be for a maximum of three years. It’s a real cap. 
That will be fair to landlords. They’ll still get a decent 
return on the investments they make and it won’t dis-
suade them from making those investments. But at the 
same time, tenants won’t have to pay above-guideline 
increases over and over again, year after year after year, 
something that tenants will be very, very pleased with 
indeed. 

When we look at the guidelines for utility increases, as 
it is now, if a utility increase takes place, if there’s an 
extraordinary increase in energy costs—electricity—a 
landlord can apply for an above-guideline increase, and 
that increase will stay on the tenant’s rent forever. We’re 
saying that’s not really fair. If energy costs go down, ten-
ants should benefit from that too, because the landlord’s 
cost is going down. What we’re doing is ensuring that 
tenants can now benefit from energy cost decreases. The 
tenant’s rent will have to go down when the energy costs 
go down. 

There are some protections and improvements in here 
for landlords too. We heard from landlords when we 
were out there across the province, and one of the things 
that they told us was that when a tenant wilfully damages 
their unit—punching a hole in the wall and things like 
that—they want to get that tenant out of there as quickly 
as they can, because they’re afraid that tenant is going to 
continue to damage the unit. There’s a real problem 
there: They have to go through a whole long process 
before that tenant can go out. So we’re providing a fast-
track process to allow landlords to get those tenants out. 
If there are other tenants who are involved or who are 
living in nearby units, it’s going to benefit those tenants 
as well. It’s very, very important that we move on to 
committee so that we can debate this legislation and so 
that that good protection for landlords and good tenants 
will get in there as well. 

The changes also benefit small landlords; there are a 
lot of small landlords out there. We heard a number of 
things from them. They were concerned about the costs 
of applications before the tribunal. Those costs are going 
to be diminished as a result of this legislation. Small 
landlords are going to benefit in that respect. 

They’re also concerned because many landlords rent 
out units to tenants within their own house. That’s a good 
thing: It provides a base of affordable housing for us 
right across the province. If a tenant impacts on the rea-
sonable enjoyment of that landlord’s home, then the 
landlord will be able to apply for a fast-track eviction, as 
they should, because it’s important. Just because you’re 
renting a unit out to a tenant doesn’t mean that your 
quality of life should be diminished as a result. That’s 
fair to landlords. There may be other tenants involved in 
those units to whom it will also be fair. 
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The legislation before us is fair and balanced. We’re 
looking forward to taking it to committee so that we can 
hear more from landlords and tenants to ensure that 
we’ve got it completely right. We think we’ve got a fair 
and balanced piece of legislation. We’ve worked very 
hard on it. It has taken some extra time to get this right. 

The member from Trinity–Spadina talked about the 
vacancy rate. He made this insinuation: During a five-
year period of time, from the beginning to the end, 
vacancy rates went up, and the fact that rents also went 
up during that period of time means that the vacancy 
rates going up doesn’t mean rents come down. 

What he didn’t tell the public in his speech today was 
that in the last two years, the vacancy rates have been 
coming down. Prior to that, they weren’t. The last two 
years is when the vacancy rates have been coming down. 
Lo and behold, in the last two years rents have been static 
or they’ve risen very, very slightly, below the rate of 
inflation. That means when the vacancy rates are up, 
rents, for the most part, are either static or, if they’re go-
ing up, they’re going up just below the rate of inflation. 
That’s healthy; that means a healthy rental market. That’s 
why we’ve brought in this balanced piece of legislation, 
because for the sake of landlords and, in particular, ten-
ants, we don’t want to mess up a healthy rental market. 
We want to make sure that what we bring forward will 
ensure that landlords continue to invest in rental housing 
in this province, not only building new rental housing but 
investing in the maintenance of their housing. 

Within this legislation, we’ve brought in greater pro-
tection for tenants to ensure that landlords have to invest 
in the maintenance of their units, because if they don’t, 
tenants will now have the option to apply to the tribunal 
and have their rents frozen—both the guideline and 
above-guideline increases. There’ll be a financial incen-
tive for landlords to ensure that they maintain those units, 
maintain them well and see that there are not serious 
maintenance deficiencies. Otherwise, they’re going to 
lose money, they’re not going to be able to increase their 
rents, and tenants, as a result, have greater protection. 
2040 

As I said, there are many other protections in this 
legislation, but it provides tenants with the best level of 
protection they’ve had in this province in well over a 
decade. I know that tenants want us to get on with this 
debate. I know tenants want us to get this bill to com-
mittee where they can have a further say, and I know 
tenants want us to get this bill passed in the Legislature 
by the summer so they can get these protections in place. 
They’ve been waiting a long time for this bill. The bill is 
now before us, and it’s fair and balanced. I’m proud of it. 
I think the government is humble in what we’re bringing 
forward, but we’re proud of what we’re bringing for-
ward, because we know it’s in the best interests of 
tenants. 

I thank you and look forward to continued debate. 
Mr. Frank Klees (Oak Ridges): I’m pleased to join 

this debate on this voluminous piece of legislation. What 
we are to debate here during this time is the motion 

before us which relates to this legislation. Just for the 
purpose of those who are observing the proceedings here, 
I want them to know why we are debating not the bill, 
because the bill is not before the House, but we are 
debating a motion by Mr. Bradley, the House leader for 
the government. It is a motion that effectively short cir-
cuits the legislative process. 

The way that this House should work, and I think the 
way that most people expect this House to work, is that 
we have before us a piece of legislation and members 
participate in the debate to speak to the essence of the 
legislation before us. That would take a reasonable period 
of time, and any member who chooses to speak to that 
legislation on behalf of his constituents should have the 
right to do so and would bring forward items for con-
sideration by the government that perhaps, in the drafting 
of the legislation, they haven’t considered or contem-
plated. Surely that’s the reason why we come to this 
place as members. However, the government has chosen 
not to respect the right of individual members of this 
House to have their say on the legislation. 

So Mr. Bradley, as the Liberal government House 
leader, moved this motion that is before the House now, 
and it reads as follows: 

“That, pursuant to standing order 46 and notwith-
standing any other standing order or special order of the 
House relating to Bill 109, An Act to revise the law 
governing residential tenancies, when Bill 109 is next 
called as a government order, the Speaker shall put every 
question necessary to dispose of the second reading stage 
of the bill without further debate or amendment and at 
such time the bill shall be ordered referred to the standing 
committee on general government.” 

The motion goes on to say the following: 
“That the committee shall report the bill to the House 

not later than Thursday, June 8, 2006. In the event that 
the committee fails to report the bill on that day, the bill 
shall be deemed to be passed by the committee and shall 
be deemed to be reported to and received by the House.” 

I’m sure that members of the public who are looking 
on must be scratching their heads and saying, “Wait a 
minute. Are you saying that what the government is 
doing by way of this motion is pushing this bill through 
the Legislature, notwithstanding the fact that members of 
this House, be they Liberal, NDP or Progressive Con-
servative, would want to make a point and add their 
contribution to this debate?” 

Notwithstanding that, this government, this House 
leader, no doubt under the direction of Dalton McGuinty, 
said to add this part to your motion: “That, regardless of 
what the committee has decided, regardless of who we 
have heard from or, by the way, regardless of what mem-
bers of the public want to come forward and make their 
contribution to the committee, that notwithstanding any 
of that, the bill will be reported to the House no later than 
June 8.” That’s a couple of weeks down the road. In the 
event that the committee fails to report, the bill will be 
deemed to have been reported. It goes on to say: 
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“That, upon receiving the report of the standing com-
mittee on general government, the Speaker shall put the 
question for adoption of the report forthwith, and at such 
time the bill shall be ordered for third reading which 
order may be called on that same day; and 

“That, on the day the order for third reading for the 
bill is called, the time available for debate up to 5:50 p.m. 
or 9:20 p.m., as the case may be, shall be apportioned 
equally among the recognized parties.” 

On one hand, regardless of how much additional input 
the public may want on this bill, the government will 
deem that this bill has been passed. It will allow a couple 
of hours of debate until the end of the day, regardless of 
how much debate may be required based on what took 
place in committee. 

Then, “That there shall be no deferral of any vote 
allowed pursuant to standing order 28(h).” So even that 
part of the procedure in this place, the House leader and 
his government have decided to turn on its head. 

Finally, “In the case of any division relating to any 
proceedings on the bill, the division bell shall be limited 
to 10 minutes.” He’s not even going to allow a normal 
30-minute bell so that members in the Legislature have 
an opportunity to come in and to cast their vote. 

I know the Clerk can’t even enter into this discussion 
with me and he can’t even, by any indication, signal that 
he would. He himself is confounded by what’s taking 
place here in terms of the usurping of the standing orders. 
But I know what he’s thinking, because as someone who 
respects Parliament, as someone who respects how busi-
ness should be done within our parliamentary system, he 
must be confounded by the way this Liberal government 
is conducting its business. 

I know, Speaker, you are very concerned, because 
your responsibility is to ensure that business is done in an 
orderly way here, but this government is taking away the 
privilege of every member in this House to debate this 
very substantive piece of legislation. I believe the 
electorate will remember that. This is a government that 
has disrespect for the electorate. It has demonstrated that 
very clearly by having made hundreds of promises during 
an election campaign. Once they were elected, they for-
got the promises and they do as they choose to do. Now, 
through closure motion, they disrespect the members of 
this very place. They will be judged for their actions. It’s 
regrettable that we’ve come to this in the Legislature of 
Ontario. 
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Mr. Mario Sergio (York West): I’m delighted to join 
the debate at this particular hour. 

First, let me say I truly want to congratulate every 
member of the House, especially those from the oppos-
ition benches, who, when presented with a closure motion, 
have said exactly what I said and I would have said if I 
still were in opposition. So I don’t blame them at all, 
because in this House, when the government has to do 
business, and do business in a way that is progress for the 
people of Ontario, it’s quite normal for the opposition to 
jump on the bandwagon and say, “We didn’t have time to 

speak, to address the particular issues of the bill.” Yet I 
have no idea which particular member spent about 20 
minutes debating why the closure and forgot completely 
to debate the content of the bill. 

Mr. Klees: You’re not supposed to. 
Mr. Sergio: You’re not supposed to. I completely 

agree with the member. 
Let me address the bill. I would like to add a few sup-

portive words about our government, which has now 
achieved Bill 109 and brought it to the House, the 
proposed Residential Tenancies Act, 2006. 

As parliamentary assistant for housing, I am pleased 
that we are moving forward on our agenda to improve 
housing choices for Ontarians and, with this legislation, 
make rental housing in Ontario much fairer. The pro-
posed legislation is not simply about improving Ontario’s 
rental housing policies; it’s about improving people’s 
lives. It adds another piece to our integrated housing 
strategy to improve the availability, affordability and 
quality of housing across our province. 

As Minister Gerretsen mentioned, we are making pro-
gress with our integrated housing policy. Together with 
our municipal and federal partners, the Canada-Ontario 
affordable housing program has funded to date 5,450 
rental and supportive housing units, 938 home ownership 
units and 200 units under our northern housing com-
ponent. We are also helping families afford housing 
through rent supplements. To date, the rent supplement 
program is assisting some 6,670 low-income households. 

We have also taken action to help families in short-
term rental arrears avoid eviction through the $14-million 
rent bank program. Since 2004, provincially funded rent 
banks have helped some 4,177 Ontario households avoid 
eviction and keep their homes. 

The proposed Residential Tenancies Act would take a 
further step in helping Ontario families by doing what the 
Tenant Protection Act has never done before: offering 
real protection to tenants while promoting investment in 
the rental housing market. 

Many of my constituents are tenants. Sometimes we 
debate, we challenge ourselves in this House, and we 
challenge ourselves even as members of our own caucus: 
Who has the most tenants? I say, “You know, folks, I 
represent the wonderful area of Jane and Finch, the four 
corners, the four corridors, and I think I have the most 
tenants.” Then another member says, “No, no. I have the 
most tenants.” Well, maybe so, but I think I have the 
most senior and low-income rentals in perhaps the entire 
GTA, and I’m very proud. The reason that I have no 
problem walking into my community and supporting this 
bill is because I have not received one concern saying 
that this bill is unfair and unjust to the tenants in my area. 
When I speak on behalf of my tenants, let me say that 
they are vociferous when something doesn’t appeal to 
them. So I’m very proud to walk into my area and pre-
sent this particular bill. I know first-hand the challenges 
tenants have faced under the current act. 

Maintenance is an ongoing issue for many tenants in 
my riding and in some of the other ridings as well. 



16 MAI 2006 ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 3985 

Tenants have the right to live in a clean, well-maintained 
building regardless of income. Of course, landlords 
should be able to make a fair return on their investment 
as well. Our government is achieving a balance between 
the interests of landlords and tenants with the proposed 
Residential Tenancies Act. Under Bill 109, both tenants 
and landlords would be properly protected. Tenants 
would have fairer rent increases and better-maintained 
buildings. Landlords would be offered incentives to in-
vest in and maintain their buildings. And both would 
have better protection from bad landlords and bad ten-
ants, respectively. 

This bill would also encourage investment so that we 
would continue to have a sustainable supply of well-
maintained rental housing. 

The proposed legislation is balanced and fair, and it’s 
not just our government that thinks this. Canaccord Adams 
released a report on May 4, 2006, commenting that the 
proposed legislation would not impact investment that 
large investors like CAP REIT and InterRent are making 
in our rental market. 

The city of Toronto represents half of the Ontario 
tenant population. Toronto Mayor David Miller had these 
words to say about Bill 109: “The current legislation is 
very anti-tenant and there are significant improvements 
in the proposed legislation that will increase tenants’ 
rights and make the system much, much fairer for them.” 

The Toronto Star, in its May 5 editorial, stated that our 
proposed new rental rules find the right balance: “The 
proposed Residential Tenancies Act is a reasonable 
compromise that rolls back some of the excesses of the 
previous Conservative government, while protecting the 
health of the residential rental market.” 

Passage of Bill 109 would be an important step in our 
commitment to building stronger communities across our 
province. It does what it aims to do: protect both tenants 
and landlords while promoting a healthy, vital rental 
housing market. I urge members of the Legislature to 
pass Bill 109 and help to build stronger communities that 
will make our province even stronger. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank you for the time. 
Mr. Tascona: I’m certainly pleased to speak on this 

bill for the time that I have. I remember that when the 
legislation was brought in by the PC government back in 
1995, vacancy rates were low, rents were increasing, and 
we hadn’t had an increase in the rental stock in many, 
many years. Today, based on the information provided 
by the government, Ontario’s vacancy rate is high. In 
2005 the rate was 3.7%, and it is projected to remain high 
until 2009. 

As well, vacancy rates are highest at the low end of 
the market. In Toronto, the 2005 vacancy rate for the 
least expensive apartments, the lowest 20% of the hous-
ing market, was 5.5%. At the same time, average rents 
are static or falling , increasing by only 0.7% in 2005, 
and, for the least expensive units, as above, the 2005 
average rent was just $1 above the 2004 average. 

The purpose of the bill that was set forth to get the 
housing market better for tenants has achieved what it 

was supposed to achieve, and yet here we have the 
Liberal government bringing in a change of the rules 
when the market has responded and provided more rental 
stock, a more stable environment and more choice for 
tenants. The Liberals are doing that because it’s part of 
their philosophy. The philosophy of the Liberals is, “If 
you have an industry that is doing well, regulate it, then 
tax it to death, and then subsidize it.” That’s their 
philosophy with respect to business. 

What this bill is going to do—because the Minister of 
Municipal Affairs really doesn’t understand what’s going 
on out there with respect to the rental market, and the 
housing market in particular—is kill the condo market as 
we know it in this province. The condo market right now 
is not as stable as it should be, but this bill will certainly 
make sure that the condo market in this province is dead. 
It will also make sure that any incentive to go into new 
apartment construction is going to be non-existent, 
because this bill is going to ensure that landlords have no 
interest in making sure that there’s more housing stock 
out in the market, which was the purpose of the bill that 
was brought forth by the PC government back in the 
1990s. The Liberals are changing the rules, as they 
always do, to make sure that they can achieve what they 
want to do, which is anti-business legislation here. 
2100 

You want to talk about fair tenancy? The minister 
from Kingston is a lawyer. You’ve got to look at this 
thing. I went to Queen’s law school and I was a tenant in 
Kingston. I was looking tonight at one of the biggest 
jokes I’ve seen on this bill. It’s based on the Liberal 
policy, and it says: 

“Utilities—Fair Treatment for Tenants: The current 
act does not contain provisions to reverse rent increases 
for higher utility costs, if prices later decrease. This 
means tenants may continue to pay higher rents long after 
utility costs have declined.” What planet are we on? Has 
anyone ever seen utility costs decreasing in this province, 
especially under the Liberal government? People are 
paying more for natural gas, people are paying more for 
electricity. If you think you’re going to get a decrease in 
utility costs, you’ve got another think coming. But under 
this proposed legislation—because this is just a sham—it 
says, “Sitting tenants whose rents were increased would 
receive rent reductions when utility costs decrease, if 
their landlords had received an above-guideline increase 
for higher utility costs.” Everybody in this province 
knows that utility costs are not going down, they’re going 
up, and they’re going to stay up under this government. 
Every six months the Ontario Energy Board is going to 
look at the price of electricity and natural gas, and you 
know as well as I do that in one way or another, natural 
gas and electricity costs are going up in this province. So 
that’s a really great provision, Minister: “I’m going to 
protect you against lower utility costs.” That would be 
nice if it happened, but it isn’t going to happen under this 
government. 

Regarding the bill, they say, “We’re balancing what’s 
going on with respect to landlords and tenants, because 
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we’re going to make sure you get a hearing if you get an 
eviction order.” Well, whoop-de-do, you’re going to get a 
hearing. What is going to happen to the landlord with a 
tenant who’s not paying the rent, who has handed them 
an eviction order but they still don’t pay, and then they 
have to deal with them down at the Landlord and Tenant 
Board? There’s got to be some fairness and recognition 
with respect to both sides of the equation. If a party is 
served with the notice and knows they’re going to be 
evicted, what are we doing, when they fail to honour the 
eviction notice, saying, “You’re going to have a hearing,” 
or, “You’re going to have a mediation, because we think 
you should have that?” 

Talk about a joke with respect to protecting tenants’ 
rights. What tenants want is fair rent and that the building 
is kept in good condition. They want a place to live with 
their families that they can say is a fair and a safe place to 
rent. That’s what they want, and they want choice, and 
that’s what they were given under the PC bill back in the 
1990s, because what we accomplished is exactly what 
they’re trying to kill. They want to make sure that the 
vacancy rates are tight and that the rents are going up. 
How do you do that? You make sure that the housing 
stock decreases. 

It’s a very sad day for the housing market in this prov-
ince with respect to this bill. The Liberals know exactly 
what they’re doing. They’re going to kill the condo mar-
ket and they’re going to kill the new building construc-
tion market for apartments. They’re going to do it by 
saying, “Oh, we’re balancing.” Who else would say, 
“We’re balancing it down the middle for you”? Only a 
Liberal would say that. They have no solution in terms of 
how to deal with this, because they want to change the 
rules in the middle of the game. It’s not fair to people 
who invest in this business and it’s not fair to tenants, 
because the choice is going down and the rents are going 
up. 

Hon. Mr. Gerretsen: Let me start by saying that this 
has been a very difficult topic to deal with, as it was 
difficult to deal with for governments over the last 31 
years. You may recall that rent control was first brought 
in by Bill Davis back in 1975 as the result of an accord 
he reached with the NDP at the time. Ever since, there 
have been struggles about how to deal with the rental 
market and what controls, if any, there should be. 

I can tell you that we first of all did an extensive 
amount of consultation on this. My parliamentary assist-
ant, Brad Duguid, went to at least 10 different cities, 
listened to literally hundreds of deputations on all sides 
of the issue—landlords, tenants, mobile homeowners, 
people who lived in care homes, etc. Those are the pro-
visions, by the way, that we haven’t dealt with at all in 
any of the discussions to the changes we’re making: the 
rights that people who own their own mobile homes will 
now have that they didn’t have before with respect to the 
mobile units they live in on somebody else’s property, 
the park owner’s property. It’s the same thing with 
respect to people who live in care homes. What happens 
if the particular kind of care is no longer required for 

them? What happens to the various costs they can be 
charged for? I think that those groups, which aren’t the 
main groups we’re talking about, will be extremely 
happy. 

I don’t even want to talk about the time allocation 
aspect of this motion. I realize that a government should 
not be doing this, and in a perfect world, you wouldn’t be 
doing this. On the other hand, I know we learned a great 
lesson from the last government on that. I understand 
from the records that they time-allocated on about 75% 
of all the matters that came before this House during the 
Eves days, and before that, during the Harris days, it was 
over 50%. So they don’t have to give anybody any les-
sons about time allocation motions. 

As has already been mentioned, this bill has been 
debated here for three solid days for upwards of 8 to 9 
hours. It really is time to get the bill out into committee, 
to hear from the different groups before the legislative 
committee and to make any amendments that may be 
necessary. This government is always open to good 
ideas, good suggestions made during the legislative hear-
ing process and to translate that into amendments that 
will make a bill better. So we look forward to that 
approach. 

Let me just deal with some of the main aspects of the 
bill that I think are really going to help both good land-
lords and good tenants. Those are the people, after all, 
who need the protection. They need protection from bad 
landlords and bad tenants. It sounds like a very simple 
thing to say, but that’s the reality of the situation. That’s 
why we put laws into effect to basically deal with the 
relationship between these two groups. 

Let’s deal with the whole notion of vacancy control 
first of all. I will be the first to admit, and I think we all 
realize, that there has been a tremendous change in the 
vacancy rates of apartments clear across this province 
over the last three to four years. CMHC keeps very ac-
curate statistics of this on an ongoing basis in something 
like 50 housing markets, different communities in this 
province. In just about each and every one of them, if not 
in every one of them, over the last three to four years the 
vacancy rate has been anywhere between 3% to 5% or 
6%. That goes for all units on the market, from units at 
the lower end of the rental market to units at the higher 
end. As a matter of fact, for the Toronto rental market, in 
the lowest 20%, the lowest quintile, where the average 
going-in rent is about $725, we currently have the highest 
vacancy rate anywhere in Ontario of something like 
5.5%; last year it was 5.1%. It’s the same thing for 
Ottawa: In the lowest quintile, the vacancy rate currently 
is 4.6%, last year it was 4.9%, and the year before that it 
was 3%. You could just go on and on. That is the reality 
of the situation. 

We can all argue about how this came about and why 
there is such a large vacancy rate. There are probably a 
lot of reasons for that. Number one, CMHC has made it a 
lot easier for young couples to own their own homes; the 
down payment required is a lot less than it used to be. 
Certainly mortgage interest rates are a lot less. There is a 
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whole variety of reasons, and you can’t really point to 
any one, as to why vacancy rates are high. But the reality 
is that they are high, and as a result of that high vacancy 
rate, the going-in rents haven’t gone up by any amount at 
all. 
2110 

Look, for example, at the lowest 20% quintile in the 
city of Toronto. In 2003, the average going-in rent was 
$725, in 2004 it was $725, and in 2005 it was $726. In 
Ottawa, the going-in rate in 2003 was $625, in 2004 it 
was $624, and in 2005 it was $623. CMHC has deter-
mined—and they are, after all, the leaders in this field in 
terms of statistics for housing in this country—that they 
expect these vacancy rates to remain at these levels, if not 
higher, for at least the next three to four years. So the 
rental market is working as far as the going-in rate is 
concerned, and people do have choices. 

I know my friends, particularly within the NDP, will 
say, “How about the people at the really low end of the 
rental market, people with limited incomes?” Yes, they 
have a major problem. I’ll be the first to admit that. That 
is precisely why we put into place programs such as the 
affordable housing program, whereby charitable groups, 
non-profit groups, for-profit groups, can in effect create 
new affordable housing, and they’re doing so right now 
in the market. We have set up a housing allowance 
program where we’re trying to work with the landlords to 
utilize the vacant units out there to assist the individuals 
who need help, who are at the low end of the economic 
scale, so they will in effect be given a housing allowance 
to rent units that they otherwise couldn’t afford. There 
are many of these people in the province, and I don’t for 
a moment deny that. 

I’ll go even further than that. Within our ministry, we 
are disappointed that all these various programs, which 
were basically a result of the agreement we signed with 
the federal government last year, just about a year ago 
last week, for some $700 million in our affordable hous-
ing program—we’re disappointed that there hasn’t been 
greater take-up on that, more quickly, across the prov-
ince. You’ve got to remember that nowadays, as a result 
of the changes that were made to so-called downloading 
of social housing, particularly to the local level, all the 
housing programs that the ministry offers, that the 
government offers, are being administered through the 
local housing service providers, basically the housing 
departments of the various municipalities out there. We 
have by now signed a contract and an agreement with 
each and every one of these housing providers to get out 
both the affordable housing program—in other words, 
where they go out and deal with the different groups to 
build the new affordable housing etc.—and the housing 
allowance programs so the housing providers will go out 
and deal with the landlords that have excess units so the 
low-income individuals can take advantage of those par-
ticular programs. We hope that over the next little while 
there will be a much greater take-up on the program. 

There were some numbers thrown around here earlier 
that only 63 units have been built. Quite frankly, that’s 

absolute nonsense. So far, under the Canada-Ontario 
affordable housing program, we have funded 5,450 rental 
and supportive housing units, 938 home ownership units 
and 200 units under the northern housing component. 
The rent supplement program in the housing allowance 
program is helping some 6,670 low-income households 
already. And those numbers will increase. The money is 
there and we want to get that funding out as quickly as 
possible. 

Time is always moving on quickly. Let me just talk 
about some of the major benefits of the new legislation 
that we have here. 

The first item is this idea that a tenant cannot be 
evicted without a hearing. The reality is that under the 
current law, a tenant can be given notice, for non-
payment of rent, to appear at a hearing some 10 or 12 
days from the date that tenant is served, and if that tenant 
has not filed a notice of dispute or whatever within five 
days of the date they are served, an eviction order can be 
issued. We have the situation where an eviction order in 
effect can be issued before the hearing date set out in the 
notice that the tenant gets. It is unfair, simply unfair, for 
that to happen. We’re basically saying that in any 
landlord-tenant relationship, obviously the landlord is 
entitled to the rent, but the tenant is also entitled to a unit 
that is in a good state of repair and maintenance. If a 
landlord brings in an application for non-payment of rent 
and that tenant can bring up issues with respect to 
maintenance, repairs, work orders that have been ignored 
by the landlord or have simply not been looked after, 
there is a set-off with respect to that. The main thing we 
have done in this piece of legislation is to say that all of 
those issues that affect the landlord and tenant relation-
ship should be dealt with at the same time. That is the fair 
way to deal with it. Of course, in most court cases that’s 
what happens currently. In most court cases between two 
individuals, whether small claims court or a higher court 
level, the issues that come out of the same relationship 
are dealt with at the same time. We are saying that’s 
exactly what should happen in this situation as well. 

With respect to capital improvements to a building or 
utilities costs, which were spoken about earlier, we’re 
simply saying this: If a landlord applies for an above-
guideline increase as a result of capital improvements the 
landlord has made to a tenant’s premises—putting in a 
new kitchen, maybe doing something else that is really a 
capital improvement to that unit—once that cost has been 
paid for by the tenant in the increased rent on an 
amortized basis, then that amount should come off the 
rent. We heard over and over from tenants that they feel 
very strongly about this. We agree with them on that. 

We’ve said the same thing with respect to utilities 
costs. I totally disagree with what the last member said: 
There are times when utility costs do go down, par-
ticularly as smart meters get placed in the units. By the 
way, the smart meters are going to be paid for by the 
utility companies so we all pay for it in our rates; it’s not 
going to be paid for by the individual tenant who has the 
unit installed within their apartment. We’re saying that 
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once a smart meter is in place and has operated for a year 
so you’ve got something to compare it to with respect to 
the bulk rate the landlord was paying before, only then 
will the tenant be obligated, in a lot of cases, to pay the 
smart meter costs and have that amount deducted from 
the rent so that the tenant will not be paying anymore. 
Obviously, if the tenant is more energy-conscious than 
the previous tenant, they’re going to pay less in total rent 
and utility costs than the previous tenant would have. 

I notice that my time is quickly running out. There’s 
so much more to say about this bill that we’re bringing 
forward. The rules for both good landlords and good 
tenants are definitely improved under this bill. We look 
forward to the debate that will take place before com-
mittee. We look forward to hearing from all the depu-
tations of people from all sides of this issue. If there are 
some good ideas that come out of that that will make this 
particular bill better, I assure you that those ideas will be 
taken into account by way of amendments. 

I urge all members of this House to support this bill, 
because it’s good for both landlords and tenants. 

The Acting Speaker: Mr Bradley has moved govern-
ment notice of motion number 153. Is it the pleasure of 
the House that the motion carry? 

Al those in favour of the motion will please say “aye.” 
All those opposed will please say “nay.” 
In my opinion, the ayes have it. 
Call in the members. This will be a 10-minute bell. 
The division bells rang from 2119 to 2129. 

The Acting Speaker: All those in favour of the 
motion will please rise one at a time and be counted by 
the Clerk. 

Ayes 

Arthurs, Wayne 
Berardinetti, Lorenzo 
Bradley, James J. 
Chambers, Mary Anne V.
Delaney, Bob 
Dombrowsky, Leona 
Duguid, Brad 
Flynn, Kevin Daniel 
Gerretsen, John 
Levac, Dave 
 

Mauro, Bill 
McMeekin, Ted 
McNeely, Phil 
Milloy, John 
Mitchell, Carol 
Orazietti, David 
Peters, Steve 
Peterson, Tim 
Pupatello, Sandra 
Qaadri, Shafiq 

Racco, Mario G. 
Ramal, Khalil 
Rinaldi, Lou 
Ruprecht, Tony 
Sandals, Liz 
Sergio, Mario 
Smith, Monique 
Van Bommel, Maria 
Wynne, Kathleen O. 
Zimmer, David 

The Acting Speaker: All those opposed to the motion 
will please rise one at a time and be counted by the Clerk. 

Nays 

Barrett, Toby 
Klees, Frank 
Marchese, Rosario 
 

Miller, Norm 
Runciman, Robert W. 
Tabuns, Peter 

Tascona, Joseph N. 
Yakabuski, John 

The Clerk of the Assembly (Mr. Claude L. 
DesRosiers): The ayes are 30; the nays are 8. 

The Acting Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 
It being past 9:30 of the clock, this House stands ad-

journed until tomorrow at 1:30 p.m. 
The House adjourned at 2131. 
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