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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO

STANDING COMMITTEE ON
JUSTICE POLICY

Wednesday 3 May 2023

ASSEMBLEE LEGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO

COMITE PERMANENT
DE LA JUSTICE

Mercredi 3 mai 2023

The committee met at 1001 in committee room 2.

LESS RED TAPE, STRONGER ECONOMY
ACT, 2023

LOI DE 2023 VISANT A REDUIRE
LES FORMALITES ADMINISTRATIVES
POUR UNE ECONOMIE PLUS FORTE

Consideration of the following bill:

Bill 91, An Act to enact two Acts, amend various Acts
and revoke various regulations/ Projet de loi 91, Loi
visant a édicter deux lois, a modifier diverses lois et a
abroger divers réglements.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Good morning.
Remarks in Anishininiimowin. It’s a good morning, every-
one. | call this meeting of the Standing Committee on
Justice Policy to order. We are meeting today to begin
public hearings on Bill 91, An Act to enact two Acts,
amend various Acts and revoke various regulations.

Before we begin, I would like to draw the members’
attention to a motion that is currently on the floor. It was
moved at our last meeting, on April 19, by MPP Vanthof.
The motion is now out of order, as the dates mentioned in
the motion have passed.

Are there any questions before we begin our public
hearings? No.

STATEMENT BY THE MINISTER
AND RESPONSES

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): I will now call
on the Honourable Parm Gill, Minister of Red Tape
Reduction, as our first witness. I’d like to note that the
minister is joined by his deputy minister today. Do I have
agreement from the committee to have the deputy minister
appear in person with the minister? Agreed.

Minister, you will have up to 20 minutes for your pres-
entation, followed by 40 minutes of questions from the
members of the committee. The questions will be divided
into two rounds of seven and a half minutes for the govern-
ment members, two rounds of seven and a half minutes for
the official opposition members and two rounds of five
minutes for the independent members of the committee as
a group.

Minister, the floor is yours. Please begin. Meegwetch.

Hon. Parm Gill: Well, thank you very much, Chair,
and I want to thank the committee for the opportunity to

allow me to appear before you guys this morning. I’'m
joined today by Maud Murray, the Deputy Minister of Red
Tape Reduction, along with officials from various
different relevant ministries.

It’s great to be here to speak about latest red-tape-
reduction bill, the Less Red Tape, Stronger Economy Act.
Since 2018, one of our government’s top priorities has
been to remove unnecessary and outdated regulations that
hold Ontario’s businesses and people back. When we
formed government, Ontario was the most heavily regu-
lated province in the country. We knew that that had to
change, and we had to work hard to make all of that
happen, because red tape causes frustration, expenses,
needless delays and complications for everyone: individ-
uals, businesses, not-for-profit organizations and the
broader public sector.

Regulatory burdens are a barrier to our productivity,
innovation, economic competitiveness and development.
We know that to build a stronger economy, improve ser-
vices and save Ontarians time, we must continue to look
for ways to reduce the red tape that people and businesses
face in their everyday lives. We are committed to doing all
of this while maintaining and strengthening those import-
ant rules and regulations that are necessary to keep people
safe and to protect our environment, because our initia-
tives to reduce burden should never jeopardize public
health, safety or the environment.

Working across government and in consultation with
stakeholders, I am pleased to report that this government
has reduced Ontario’s total regulatory burden by more
than 16,000 regulatory compliance requirements, or 6.5%,
since 2018. To break that down further, as of April, the
changes we have put in place have helped save businesses,
non-profit organizations and the broader public sector
nearly $700 million in annual regulatory compliance costs,
$700 million that can now be reinvested in Ontario’s
economy. We have achieved the savings by making prac-
tical changes that save Ontario businesses time and mon-
ey, like the nine high-impact pieces of red-tape-reduction
legislation that have been passed by the Legislature since
2018, containing more than 450 burden-reducing actions.

We are extremely proud of our progress, but our work
on this file, of course, is far from over. That’s why our
latest bill, the proposed Less Red Tape, Stronger Economy
Act, 2023, is focused on paving the way for better services,
helping Ontario businesses grow and saving people time
and money.
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But make no mistake: Reducing red tape is not just
about counting the number of regulations and trying to
reduce them; it’s about the impact that those changes are
having on real people and businesses across our great
province. I can say with confidence that the Less Red
Tape, Stronger Economy Act, 2023, proposes substantial
changes that will have those real impacts on Ontario:
changes like accelerating timelines for municipal
approvals for broadband projects in support of our goal of
bringing high-speed Internet to every community in
Ontario by 2025; changes like helping businesses embrace
new technologies, so that they can improve safety stan-
dards for their workers and reduce their carbon emissions;
changes like saving people time and frustration when they
access government programs by offering more services
online, so people don’t have to stand in line.

This package is the product of our ongoing and con-
tinued collaboration across government with our ministry
partners and extensive consultations with a range of stake-
holders and people across the province to develop an
unparalleled inventory of red-tape-reduction ideas.

As always, we draw on seven guiding principles to
consistently direct our efforts to reduce red tape, as
enshrined in the Modernizing Ontario for People and Busi-
nesses Act. The first principle is that recognized national
and international standards should be adopted when pos-
sible. This is because harmonizing requirements across
jurisdictions reduces costs and make it easier to do busi-
ness across borders.

Second, small businesses should have less onerous
compliance requirements when compared to larger busi-
nesses. This recognizes that they don’t have the same
resources or expertise as their larger counterparts to focus
on compliance.

Third is that any entity subject to regulations should be
provided accessible digital service whenever possible,
because in 2023, we shouldn’t be asking people or busi-
nesses to fill out long paper forms anymore.

The fourth principle is that regulated entities like busi-
nesses, services and broader-public-sector organizations
that demonstrate compliance should be recognized.

Fifth is that unnecessary reporting should be reduced
and steps should be taken to avoid requiring regulated
entities to provide the same information to government
repeatedly, because nothing is more frustrating than
repeatedly filling out the same information on multiple
forms, or having to repeat the same story to multiple
ministries or different levels of government.

The sixth is that government must focus on the user by
using clear communication, setting reasonable response
times and establishing a centralized point of contact.
People and businesses should be able to understand the re-
quirements imposed on them by government.

And the seventh principle is that regulations should
specify the desired result that regulated entities must meet
rather than specific methods used to attain the results,
because good outcomes are what we are concerned about,
and we recognize that there may be many ways to get to
the same outcome.
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With those principles in mind, I would like to talk a
little bit more about the items within the Less Red Tape,
Stronger Economy Act, 2023, and how they will make life
better for people right across our great province.

This bill is part of our larger spring red-tape-reduction
package. It is our largest to date, with 37 different
schedules, coming in at about 200 pages. As part of this
bill, we are proposing to reduce red tape for 28,000 grain
producers and 19,000 beef farmers in Ontario by repealing
the three current acts governing financial protection
programs. We are proposing to replace them with one
consolidated, updated and streamlined act which would, if
passed, support the current and future needs of the sector.

We are also proposing amendments to the Courts of
Justice Act. Each year, the Office of the Children’s
Lawyer’s financial position and records are reported in
public accounts. We are proposing changes to the act that
would remove requirements that the Auditor General also
audit the Office of the Children’s Lawyer, saving them
both time and resources. We have consulted with the
Auditor General on this proposal, and her office is sup-
portive of proceeding with this change.

In addition to this, we are looking to amend the
Substitute Decisions Act to clarify that an attorney has the
power to access personal information about an incapable
person. These amendments would provide clarity, simpli-
fy processes and make it easier for substitute decision-
makers to do their job.

Building on this, we are also proposing an update to the
Creditors’ Relief Act to modernize the delivery of court
services and make communications quicker and easier by
allowing the Sheriff’s Office to send enforcement docu-
ments by email.

We are also looking to fix legislation under the Execu-
tion Act for collection of judgment awards, including
seizure of debtors’ property to clarify when the principal
residence exemption in forced sales can apply. The bill
also includes proposed changes to the Trustee Act that
would make it clear that investment managers of trust
properties may invest in mutual funds, hold funds or
segregated funds on behalf of a trustee.

And we have proposed amendments to the Cannabis
Licence Act, which would reduce the cost and red tape for
retailers who wish to transfer their operating licence, retail
authorization and cannabis inventory to a new cannabis
retail licence holder.

The proposed Less Red Tape, Stronger Economy Act,
2023, also seeks to bring the 2007 Hague Convention and
the Interjurisdictional Support Orders Act into force in
Ontario. This would help reduce frustration for families
involved in the province’s support order system by neigh-
bouring enforcement of support orders in more than 55
countries across four continents.

In addition to this, we are proposing amendments to the
coming-into-force date of unproclaimed provisions in the
Services and Supports to Promote the Social Inclusion of
Persons with Developmental Disabilities Act to a date to
be named by the LG. This would allow better timing



3 MAI2023

COMITE PERMANENT DE LA JUSTICE

JP-171

alignment between the coming into force of unproclaimed
provisions of the act and the path set out in Journey to
Belonging: Choice and Inclusion.

We are also looking to make updates to the Private
Career Colleges Act to enhance tools for collecting out-
standing monetary penalties to ensure the accountability
of training providers, protect students and promote a
healthy and vibrant private training sector. While we’re at
it, we are proposing regular views of the act to stay
responsive to the needs of the economy and employers in
preparing students for great careers and keeping Ontario
open for business. Lastly, we are proposing to update the
name to Ontario Career Colleges Act to signal the import-
ance of career colleges in preparing students for high-
demand professions.

We are also having some exciting amendments to the
Ontario Energy Board Act which would allow the Ontario
Energy Board to facilitate innovative pilot and demonstra-
tion projects, such as exploring the idea of peer-to-peer
energy trading. There is vast potential for energy innova-
tion that could modernize the way we produce, distribute
and consume energy, and eliminating red tape associated
with pilot and demonstration projects has the potential to
reveal real value for the sector and for customers. The bill
also proposes changes to keep energy rates affordable for
Ontarians by amending the Ontario Energy Board Act to
prohibit any administrative monitoring penalties, fines or
fees imposed by energy utilities from being recovered
from consumers through energy rates.

In addition to this, we are looking to allow mutual
insurers incorporated under the Corporations Act to decide
the size of their boards of directors, to give companies
greater flexibility, and to amend the Pension Benefits Act
to remove requirements for plan administrators to provide
additional notices to members who have already opted to
receive communications in an electronic format when they
retire.

We are also proposing to amend the Building Broad-
band Faster Act and update associated guidelines to help
speed up the delivery of high-speed Internet projects to
every community by the end of 2025. These changes, if
passed, will provide guidance and predictability to muni-
cipalities and stakeholders on the permitting process,
dispute resolution and cost allocations for building high-
speed Internet projects faster.

The Less Red Tape, Stronger Economy Act, 2023, also
proposes legislation to enable the next phases of carbon
storage innovation in Ontario by piloting technology that
has the potential to store 30 years of carbon emissions, as
well as legislative changes to provide flexibility for dog
train-and-trial facilities.

In addition to this, we are proposing to save time and
reduce burdens by amending Ontario’s business loss
statutes and regulations to permanently enable businesses,
not-for-profits and condominium corporations to hold
virtual or hybrid meetings, facilitate virtual or hybrid
voting, and enable certain notices or documents to be sent
electronically.

And we’re making updates to the Motor Vehicle Acci-
dent Claims Act to authorize the fund to make statutory
payments from a designated-purpose account, consistent
with the recommendations by the Auditor General.

We are also looking to strengthen board governance for
Ontario’s tourism and culture agencies by reducing un-
necessary red tape and delays in appointment processes,
supporting continuity of business operations, increasing
flexibility in appointments to support strengthened agency
oversight and clarifying board governance rules to reduce
confusion and support business success.

Building on this, we are also proposing to modernize
legislation for eight public agencies and publicly funded
organizations to follow the best practices of other provin-
cial agencies by incorporating a protection-from-personal-
liability provision for board members. The proposed
changes would clarify rules for public appointees and
align these agencies with governance best practices, mod-
ernizing the governance framework for these organiza-
tions and making it easier and more attractive to serve on
their boards.

The Less Red Tape, Stronger Economy Act, 2023, also
proposes changes to the Niagara Parks Act which would
make it easier and faster for routine land easements to be
granted on the Niagara Parks Commission’s properties.
This change would allow for routine utility work to take
place quicker, giving the residents of Niagara much-
needed access to things such as cable, natural gas and
water systems.

We are also proposing changes to the Art Gallery of
Ontario Act that would support the government’s and
AGO’s commitment to transparency by getting annual re-
porting information to the public faster.
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When it comes to highways, we’re proposing to
improve safety on Ontario’s roads by updating the High-
way Traffic Act to prohibit drivers from overtaking a
working snowplow unless a full lane is available to com-
plete the manoeuvre safely, to improve road safety.

Lastly, we are proposing amendments to the Municipal
Act and City of Toronto Act, which will correspond to
changes in the Towing and Storage Safety and Enforce-
ment Act, to remove duplication and red tape by eliminat-
ing municipal licensing for the towing sector. These
proposed amendments also ensure that operators and
drivers in the towing and vehicle storage industry are not
required to pay multiple licensing or certificate fees when
the provincial certification program is in effect.

With that, I want to thank you, Chair, and all of the
committee members for the time today and for your con-
sideration of Bill 91. I look forward to answering any
questions.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Meegwetch.
Thank you, Minister. This round of questions will start
with the official opposition. MPP Kernaghan.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Thank you very much to the
minister for your presentation. I wanted to think back to
Ontario’s recent pre-budget consultations. We heard from
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many delegations from Ontario’s proud farming com-
munity, and every single delegation was in support of
increasing the Risk Management Program. As the com-
mittee is well aware, the previous Liberal government
capped the Risk Management Program.

Will this government—are they looking at updating the
Risk Management Program, respecting the farm commun-
ity and increasing the Risk Management Program by $100
million, as has been requested?

Hon. Parm Gill: Thank you for the question. Through
you, Chair: I don’t think there’s any other government that
has done more when it comes to looking after the needs of
especially our agriculture sector. I obviously had the
honour of working very closely with my colleague Minis-
ter Thompson on this.

Part of my role as the Minister of Red Tape Reduc-
tion—I regularly have an opportunity to meet with farmers
and other stakeholders related to the industry. I get very
positive feedback in terms of some of the changes we’ve
introduced. That’s not to say that there isn’t more that can
be done. This is why we continuously consult, and we
speak to stakeholders and the sector itself to say, “Hey,
what else can we do to improve?”’

We want to make sure that, ultimately, Ontarians have
access to local-grown food, especially with the cost of
living going up, inflation and so forth—some of the factors
that are obviously not necessarily in our control. I think
we’ve done well. But is there more that can be done? For
sure.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Absolutely. There definitely
is more that can be done for our farming community.

My next question is in regard to schedule 33. During a
briefing that the official opposition was provided, it was
indicated that the timeline for implementation was
between eight and 10 years. My question, though, is spe-
cifically about Passport funding.

Individuals have to reapply for Passport funding when
they turn 18. It seems, in listening to Ontarian families,
kind of ridiculous and quite frankly insulting and dupli-
cative for parents of children with developmental dis-
abilities to have to reapply for funding. As we know,
people do not age out of developmental disabilities.

I wanted to ask the minister, what is the reasoning for
having parents continue to reapply for this funding?

Hon. Parm Gill: I would love to maybe include my
deputy in on this and possibly bring the appropriate offi-
cials from the ministry to answer the technicality on this.

Over to you, Deputy.

Ms. Maud Murray: Sure. We have Michelle Douglas-
Cummings online from MCCSS who can help us answer
that question.

Ms. Michelle Douglas-Cummings: Good morning,
everyone. | am attending today on behalf of the Ministry
of Children, Community and Social Services with respect
to schedule 16, the Hague Convention. My—

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: No, schedule 29 is the
question.

Ms. Michelle Douglas-Cummings: Excuse me?

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Oh, schedule 33. Pardon
me.
Ms. Michelle Douglas-Cummings: Schedule 33, 1
understand, is where the question is coming from. I'm
attending today on schedule 16.

Ms. Maud Murray: Michelle, are there any other of
your colleagues that can speak to that question specifically
for schedule 33?

Ms. Michelle Douglas-Cummings: [ see that Erin
Sheard has their hand up.

Ms. Maud Murray: Okay, thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Once you start
speaking, perhaps just introduce yourself. Thank you.

Ms. Maud Murray: Is Erin online?

Ms. Erin Sheard: Thank you. Sorry about that, I was
not able to unmute myself. Thank you for the question. I’ll
start with the first piece around the timing of develop-
mental services reform. As outlined in our document,
Journey to Belonging: Choice and Inclusion, the ministry
is taking a gradual approach to developmental services
reform, and its full implementation is expected to take
eight to 10 years, but certainly there are milestones along
the way. Developmental services reform is in the design-
and-build phase right now, and we are developing those
key commitments outlined in Journey to Belonging.

So we are looking at system redesign from end to end,
and taking in feedback such as what was just shared
around the Passport Program. The current amendments
before you won’t change the current programming; they’re
more administrative in nature, so there will be no impact
to adults currently seeking developmental services and
supports. However, as part of developmental services
reform, we are aiming to make a system that is certainly
more transparent, more inclusive and has that greater sense
of belonging for individuals and their families.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Thank you, Ms. Sheard.
Will the government commit to removing that duplicative
measure of having parents reapply for Passport funding for
their children when they turn 18?

Ms. Erin Sheard: We are still in that design-and-build
phase of developmental services reform, so at this time
can’t commit to what implementation might look like in
eight to 10 years, but certainly are looking to make things
easier for individuals with developmental disabilities and
their families.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Thank you.

My next question is about schedule 29. Will there be a
standard format for how private schools will have to notify
students that the schools that they are wishing to attend are
private?

Ms. Maud Murray: So with that question, my
colleague is online: Chris Huey from MCU.

Mr. Chris Huey: Good morning, committee. My name
is Chris Huey. I am from the Ministry of Colleges and
Universities, and 1 work in the private career colleges
branch that has oversight of the private career colleges
sector.
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To answer your question, every student who signs up
with a currently private career college—and, should the
act be passed, a career college—signs a contract that
specifically outlines all the provisions of—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Your time is
up. Meegwetch for your questions.

Next round, we’ll go to the government. MPP Bailey.

Mr. Robert Bailey: Yes, thank you, Mr. Chair, and
good to see you in the Chair. Welcome, Minister Gill. My
question—I was going to ask a different one, but when I
heard you touch on energy storage and carbon seques-
tration, I’ve got a big interest in carbon sequestration.
Obviously, in the part of the world I come from, industry
is very interested in that. I’ve got more letters—the only
letters I got, I think, from industry since I’ve been elected
were about removing that part under the Ministry of
Natural Resources to deal with carbon sequestration and
COz injection. Could you expand a little more on that? I
know you touched a little bit on some pilot projects, but
I’m very interested in that part.
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Hon. Parm Gill: Thank you for the question. Obvi-
ously, this is an area that we’ve been hearing quite a bit
from the stakeholders, from Ontarians in general, and |
think Ontario has taken far too long to move on the carbon
capture side.

As I outlined in some of my remarks, obviously, the
benefits of this, not just to the sector, to the industry, but
also to the environment, to be able to store 30 years’ worth
of carbon underground is a no-brainer. I know it’s been
received really, really well not only by the sector but by
Ontarians in general. And I think these are the sort of ideas
and initiatives that as a government we need to focus on a
bit more. Not only does it help the environment, but it also
helps the industry. It also helps our economy, at the end of
the day, for us to continue to be more competitive as a
province.

I, of course, work very closely with the minister respon-
sible, and I think we’ve done well. There’s more work that
we need to do. This is somewhat, obviously, of an initial
stage, and there will be some projects that will be let on,
on some of the private lands and so forth. But I'm really
happy that this is obviously something that we as a govern-
ment are moving forward with.

Mr. Robert Bailey: I'll yield my time to MPP Coe.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): MPP Coe.

Mr. Lorne Coe: Thank you, Chair. Through you:
Minister, welcome to the committee and thank you for
your deputation to the committee.

On building broadband faster and the amendments that
are in the legislation before us today: I really was encour-
aged when you attended the round table in my riding with
many of my constituents, the way that you described how
the changes are going to help speed up the delivery of
Internet infrastructure. And added to that, you talked about
the role of municipalities in effecting that. Can you
elaborate a little bit further for the benefit of committee
members and for those who are watching this morning,
please, Minister? And thank you for being here.

Hon. Parm Gill: Absolutely. Thank you, MPP Coe. I
also want to thank you for organizing that great round
table. We got some great feedback. Thank you for your
work, being able to work with us to address some of these
challenges.

It’s a very interesting topic that you raised—broadband.
We learned, especially over the last few years when faced
with COVID, the impact that the communities are having
that don’t have reliable broadband Internet service across
our province. There are many, many areas, including in
my great riding of Milton—there are parts of Milton,
believe it or not, even though it’s part of the GTA. It’s
frustrating that individuals don’t have reliable high-speed
Internet.

So we, as a government, of course, put forward a plan
to connect every single community across the province
with high-speed broadband Internet service by 2025. And
to get there, we committed a $4-billion investment to
address the issue. Along with that, obviously, as we’re
moving forward with our plan, there are areas that we’re
able to identify—working with our stakeholders, with
Internet service providers and municipal partners—what
are some of the hurdles or burdens that are causing delays
along the way. And this bill addresses some of those
delays, whether it be at the municipal level, working with
some of the utility companies to make sure the Internet
service providers are able to get the permits that are
necessary to connect communities to high-speed broad-
band service.

This is the one, obviously, that’s very near and dear to
my heart. And I know it affects many, many Ontario resi-
dents, small businesses and farming communities. I men-
tioned our commitment is to connect every community by
2025. In order for us to get there, we will use every tool
that is necessary, that we have at our disposal to make it
happen.

Mr. Lorne Coe: Thank you, Minister, for that
response.

And, Chair, through you to my colleague MPP Dixon,
please.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): MPP Dixon.

Ms. Jess Dixon: Thank you, Minister. [’'m moving to
your comments about the dog train-and-trial facility
amendments. How are these changes considering the wel-
fare of wildlife that are kept captive?

Hon. Parm Gill: Great question. Obviously, that’s
where we work with the stakeholders to make sure that
some of those concerns are addressed and we’re not
putting any animal unnecessarily in any sort of harm’s
way. | know that the ministry has done tremendous work,
but I’d be happy to maybe pass that on to the ministry to
speak to some of the details on that particular item.

Ms. Maud Murray: We have a colleague online,
Aaron Walpole, who can speak to some of the consultation
work that’s been done.

Aaron, please go ahead.

Ms. Erin Sheard: I believe that you have unmuted the
wrong Aaron. So Aaron Walpole, not Erin Sheard. Thank
you.
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Mr. Aaron Walpole: Thank you. Can you hear me?

Ms. Maud Murray: Yes.

Mr. Aaron Walpole: Okay. Yes, my name is Aaron
Walpole. I am a legislative specialist with the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry, and I’'m here to support
questions about proposed changes under the Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act.

The question was about what mechanisms support wel-
fare of wildlife that are captured or that are maintained
within dog train and trial areas.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): You have 30
seconds left.

Mr. Aaron Walpole: Under the Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Act, the wildlife in captivity regulation
provides a list of provisions that help to ensure the welfare
of wildlife in the facilities, including requirements for
habitat, shelter features, water and other essential
resources.

The ministry has identified a commitment to continue
to discuss ways to improve animal welfare with stake-
holders going forward if changes proceed and conse-
quential amendments to the regulation are required. Thank
you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Thank you,
Aaron. That concludes the government’s side of questions.
I’1l go back to the official opposition. Kristyn Wong-Tam.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Thank you for the presen-
tation. I’'m going to try to organize my questions so that
we can sort of cascade from the schedules.

My first question is with respect to schedule 6, which
affects what’s commonly known as the Ontario Science
Centre. This amendment is coming in at a time where the
Ontario Science Centre is quite widely discussed in the
public. Its potential relocation, its current management and
structural integrity, current as well as future potential
programming—all of that is being discussed openly in the
media. You have a schedule that proposes to eliminate any
liability as it relates to members of the board. Why the
timing of this motion, considering we’re having such
public discussions about the Ontario Science Centre and
this is a bit more quietly introduced?

Hon. Parm Gill: Thank you for the question. Honestly,
I don’t think this is being introduced quietly. This is before
the Legislature; this is all public information, first and
foremost. It’s also addressing some of the liability
concerns when it comes to some of the board members,
just to make it uniform right across the board. Some
boards, agencies are exempt from the personal liability
point of view, and some aren’t, so my understanding is just
to kind of bring this in line. But I’'m happy to go to the
officials from the ministry if there’s any sort of detailed
technical information that you’re looking for.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Thank you, Minister. I
guess because schedule 6 is before us and it limits the
liability and the exposure of the board of directors—the
Premier has been very vocal about the mismanagement of
the science centre; he’s been very adamant that it’s under-
performing. He has, I think, in many ways through the
media, laid the responsibility for the underperformance—

and these are his words, not mine, that the science centre
is basically just not living up to its potential and that it has
largely languished because of not well-managed operations.
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So I’m just curious with respect to what is being said
out there, which is quite alarming—I think most of us care
about the science centre. | certainly do. I remember my
time there as a child. But at the same time, we’ve got the
head of the provincial government out in the public lam-
basting the science centre for its poor performance, and at
the same time, you now have a motion here, a schedule
here, that protects the liability of the board members,
which will be—and they are—entirely responsible for the
operations of the science centre that the Premier is saying
is underperforming.

Hon. Parm Gill: Absolutely. I would say to your ques-
tion, as a government and, obviously, a Premier as respon-
sible as the Premier of Ontario, he has a responsibility to
make sure that he is doing everything he can to not only
approve services, not only to address some of the challen-
ges Ontarians are facing, but—I think we all remember the
Ontario Science Centre. I remember attending the Ontario
Science Centre as part of a school trip at the time many,
many years ago, of course.

But with time, are there changes that are necessary to
bring the Ontario Science Centre up to speed and up to
date with everything, with technology, with innovation
and all of the gains that we’ve made over the last number
of decades and allow our future generations the oppor-
tunity to experience and to learn from the Ontario Science
Centre? Absolutely. I think what is being contemplated,
obviously what the Premier and the government is work-
ing on, is to make sure that is happening for our future
generations. If that includes the relocation of the Ontario
Science Centre, then that may be it, or anything else.

But going back to your other question regarding the
liability issues on the board members, as I had mentioned
previously, that’s just to bring it in line. Board members
with perfect intentions are responsible for making some,
at times, difficult decisions and we want to make sure that
they are protected from a personal liability perspective.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Would it not make sense,
considering the government’s intention to consult the
community, as what I’ve heard, broadly, to also speak to
the community about governance and programming? Per-
haps the composition of the board would change. Perhaps
the direction of the Ontario Science Centre with its future
programming would change. We already know that the
science centre is going to be shrunk in size, so I’'m
assuming that everything is up for review.

Would it not be more prudent to carve this piece out for
now, just not knowing what is going to be happening over
the next—it could happen in days, it could happen by
another announcement, but definitely, I suspect, that the
science centre, even as decisions are made to move it or
relocate it or alter it, it’s not going to be happening over-
night. So why not package it together with the overview
and the review of the science centre?
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Hon. Parm Gill: One of the things I personally can tell
you that I hear when I’'m out and about and consulting and
talking to Ontarians and businesses and so forth is the
frustration from their perspective when it comes to—
obviously governments love to consult and governments
love to bring in different experts on different reporting
processes and make recommendations and so forth.
Ultimately, it’s frustrating for Ontarians when they see
that years, sometimes decades, pass by and nothing gets
done.

And the Ontario Science Centre—let’s use that
example—Ilike I said, the institution has been around for
decades. Are some of those updates required? Absolutely.
Should we sit around and maybe look at studying further
and doing more consultation and bringing experts to learn
about what potentially could be done and then, God
knows, by then, whether we’re around or something is at
the end done based on the recommendations or not
remains to be seen. But Ontarians expect us to take action.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Hon. Parm Gill: Ontarians expect us to deliver results
on some of these important items that affect them and
Ontario in general on a day-to-day basis. I think that, as a
government, we take that responsibility very, very serious-
ly and we’ll continue to act on those.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Thank you, Minister. I’'m
not suggesting that we don’t consult or that too much con-
sultation has taken place. I'm suggesting that no con-
sultation has taken place and that we would be best serving
the community, the public, the residents of Ontario to
ensure that they have adequate say in what happens to their
publicly owned assets.

Thank you, Chair. I recognize I’m out of time.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Yes, that con-
cludes the round of questions from the official opposition.

Now it’s the government: MPP Hogarth.

Ms. Christine Hogarth: Thank you, Minister and
Deputy Minister, for being here. First of all, I want to
touch on the Ministry of Transportation area of the bill.
One thing I want to applaud you and your team on is the
prohibiting of the overtaking of working snowplows. I
think that’s really important to maintain the safety of our
snowplow drivers. We know the work they do. Being
someone from northern Ontario originally, I’ve driven
those roads many, many, many times, so I applaud the
work to make sure that we keep people safe on the roads.

My second piece is with regard to towing and vehicle
storage. We know that over the years we’ve had some
concerns with towing. That has been brought to our
attention in the Sol Gen arena also through, obviously, the
Minister of Transportation. I was just wondering if you
can elaborate on the province creating a new certification
program for towing and storage sectors, if you can just
elaborate a little bit on that.

Hon. Parm Gill: Thank you, MPP Hogarth, for that
great question. I think both of your questions related to—
first, the snowplows: We want to make sure that during the
winter months especially our roads are kept as safe as

possible. We have noticed some drivers who attempt to
veer around or go around. Trying to overtake the snow-
plows does cause some dangerous conditions and, in some
instances, some serious collisions that involve serious
injuries and so forth. So the Ministry of Transportation is
proposing to prohibit drivers from overtaking snowplows
unless there is a clear lane that’s available for them to be
able to do this safely. I think it’s important. We’ve heard
from the industry, heard from the sector. The Minister of
Transportation has done a really good job in terms of
addressing some of these, and we’re happy to have this
particular measure in our piece of legislation to help
address the concern.

Your second question related to the towing and vehicle
storage sector: We all understand the current process is
also, to an extent, very—encumbrances for the small busi-
ness or the tour operators or the vehicle storage facilities,
because they were having to deal with each municipality
separately. Once this makes it through and we do have a
provincial framework in place, they would only require
one licence to be able to operate across the province.

I think it also makes it easier for consumers, for
Ontarians in general, to understand what are some of their
potential obligations or rights when it comes to the towing
industry or the vehicle storage sector itself. It’s a win-win
for both. It’s a perfect example of eliminating unnecessary
red tape even from a business perspective or from a con-
sumer perspective. They don’t need to go to each munici-
pality to try to figure out what their requirements are at
that particular municipality, and the same one would apply
right across the board.

Ms. Christine Hogarth: Thank you.

I’'m going to pass over to my colleague MPP McCarthy,
Chair.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol
McCarthy.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Through you, Chair, I do
want to thank the minister for his presentation, first of all,
and really to applaud the minister and his team for all
aspects of Bill 91 but specifically two acts that would be
affected if this legislation were to pass.

First, the Motor Vehicle Accident Claims Act: I cer-
tainly know as a trial lawyer and insurance litigation
lawyer that that act properly protects the ability of individ-
uals who are injured by an unidentified motorist or an
uninsured motorist. I know that those individuals may not
otherwise have access to compensation, so we have the
fund as a payer of last resort when there is no other auto-
mobile or liability insurance available. This would be, for
example, citizens living in an urban area who may ride a
bike, not have their own vehicle, therefore not be insured
or be a dependent of an insured person, and they happen
to be injured by an unidentified or uninsured motorist.

My understanding is that the proposed change does help
clarify accounting for the fund but does not impact on the
ability to access the fund. Can the minister expand upon
that?

Hon. Parm Gill: Yes, absolutely. You summed it up, I
think, really well in terms of—there are cases, there are

Mamakwa): MPP
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instances, where either the individual themselves doesn’t
happen to have the insurance or they happen to have an
accident with a vehicle that is uninsured. There needs to
be some form of compensation for those who are involved
in such an incident. My understanding, obviously coming
from the Ministry of Finance, is based on the recommen-
dations that were made by the Auditor General to make
sure—obviously, again, we’re eliminating red tape or kind
of streamlining some of the processes and, ultimately, to
your point, making sure that compensation is available and
is there and is accessible, and that in the unfortunate
situation that you do have to rely on it or get to it, it’s
available for those that are affected.
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Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Thank you. And just a supple-
mentary, if [ may, Chair?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Yes, go ahead.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Drilling down even more
specifically to the Courts of Justice Act, speaking about
accounting accountability to the Auditor General’s office,
we know that the Auditor General’s office certainly has its
hands full and does excellent work in terms of the mandate
of that office.

But I understand you consulted with respect to the
proposed change to section 89(8) of the Courts of Justice
Act in Bill 91. This appeared to be somewhat of a dupli-
cation, where the Auditor General would audit the
accounts of the Office of the Children’s Lawyer, but this
was already being done in any event. Can you expand,
then, on what changes are specifically being proposed to
be made under 89(8) of the Courts of Justice Act?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Hon. Parm Gill: Again, I think you answered that
question perfectly. These are obviously duplications that
have even been identified by the Auditor General in areas
that we need to address and simplify. The Attorney
General has come forward with some of these changes—
we’ve included them in this piece of legislation—that will
address some of the concerns in the justice sector.

Also, this is another example of everyone kind of putt-
ing their heads together and working together across gov-
ernment to say, “Hey, what is it that we can do? What are
some of the areas that we can help not only eliminate
burdens, but also streamline some of the processes and
make it easier for, ultimately, all Ontarians?” And that’s
another great example.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Thank you,
Minister, for your time. That concludes our session for this
round, so we’ll continue with the next group. Meegwetch.

Hon. Parm Gill: Thank you very much.

ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPALITIES
OF ONTARIO

INSURANCE BUREAU OF CANADA
STELCO INC.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): So we will
have the other groups get ready. We are scheduled for 11
o’clock, but we’ll just continue on. Association of Muni-
cipalities of Ontario, Insurance Bureau of Canada and
Stelco Inc., just take a seat.

The remainder of our presenters today have been
scheduled in groups of three for each one-hour time slot.
Each presenter will have seven minutes for their pre-
sentation, and after we have heard from all the three
presenters, the remaining 39 minutes of the time slot will
be for questions from members of the committee. The time
for questions will be broken down into two rounds of
seven and a half minutes for the government members,
two rounds of seven and a half minutes for the official
opposition and two rounds of four and a half minutes for
the independent members as a group.

Please introduce yourselves. I will start with the Asso-
ciation of Municipalities of Ontario.

Mr. Craig Reid: Thank you very much. My name is
Craig Reid. I am senior adviser for infrastructure and
economy at the Association of Municipalities of Ontario.
I thank all the members for having me here today to speak
to you on the justice committee regarding Bill 91, the Less
Red Tape, Stronger Economy Act, 2023.

Bill 91, as you know, is wide-ranging legislation and
amends many Ontario statutes. While several of these acts
may have relevance to municipal government, [ have come
here today prepared to speak to you regarding changes to
the Building Broadband Faster Act, 2021, and more gen-
erally, efforts to bring and extend high-speed Internet and
cellular services to Ontarians by the end of 2025.

The Association of Municipalities of Ontario and our
member municipal governments strongly support Ontario’s
efforts to extend and connect all residents to high-speed
Internet services by the end of 2025. The changes in Bill
91 to the Building Broadband Faster Act should help to
expand high-speed Internet services to our communities
faster and allow better project management and coordina-
tion for these builds. Faster expansion means our residents
and businesses can realize the potential of this connectiv-
ity more quickly.

Extending high-speed broadband and Internet services
to Ontario’s unserved and underserved residents and
communities has for many years been a major priority of
municipal government. Years before the pandemic lock-
downs Ontario’s municipalities were consistently calling
for investments to extend these critical services.

Despite connectivity being a federally regulated private
sector responsibility, many communities grew tired of
waiting and worked to create organizations such as the
Eastern Ontario Regional Network—EORN-—and the
Southwestern Integrated Fibre Technology—SWIFT—
amongst others to lead expansion of these services in their
areas. This work was under way on a local and regional
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basis, with partnership amongst federal, provincial and
local governments and the private sector.

However, like in almost every sphere, the COVID-19
pandemic changed the game. The sudden need to stay
home, to access work, school, connect with family put
timelines to extend these services greatly forward. They
were needed urgently. During the pandemic lockdowns,
communities for which slower speed and lacking coverage
had previously been an irritant suddenly recognized that
the service had become essential. Several municipalities
that were able to worked to extend their municipal
networks into the parking lots of their facilities so that
residents could actually access school or medical appoint-
ments or work while being socially distanced. Others
worked through their libraries and other providers to
extend these services. But coverage is still spotty.

Municipalities work hard to bring attention to their
communities’ needs and make the case for investment in
these services. I’m pleased to say that the Ontario and Can-
adian governments took that seriously and made signifi-
cant funds available and significant capacity. Ontario’s
historic commitment of up to $4 billion to connect all
Ontarians to high-speed broadband and cellular services
was welcomed by AMO and our members. This answered
the urgent call municipalities had been putting forward on
behalf of their communities and residents for years. AMO
worked closely with the Ministry of Infrastructure as it
developed its connectivity strategy and we continue to do
so today,

While the pandemic is certainly not what it was during
the lockdowns, it has left us with a change in commuting
and working patterns that seems to be continuing. While
opinions differ, the ability to work from home several days
a week has benefits for people and communities. The
University of Guelph has suggested that a resident of
southwestern Ontario working from home three days per
week can save up to $12,000 per year. The benefits are
even more so if there are more people at home doing so.

Furthermore, telecommuting also lowers greenhouse
gases, with the same source suggesting a reduction of
nearly 2,500 kilos of CO, emissions or equivalent annually
for each telecommuter. Investments in broadband typical-
ly also improve GDP. The World Bank indicates that
developed economies can increase GDP by 1.2% for each
10-point increase in broadband penetration. For OECD
countries, the expansion of GDP is 0.9% to 1.5% per 10%
increase in penetration. These are obviously in addition to
the social, skills and other benefits of Internet expansion.
1100

Municipalities are excited to have these services and are
looking forward to getting them soon. With that in mind,
AMO welcomed Minister Surma’s announcement last
week of an interactive mapping tool to track these expan-
sion projects. AMO has consistently suggested this to the
government to allow residents and communities to have
basic information on their projects, their Internet providers
and their project status. This will help answer questions
and let residents know when to expect the services they are
eager to receive.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Craig Reid: On a final note, these investments are
likely to be the foundation of connectively rather than the
end point. Technology improvements generally require
more bandwidth necessary to keep up. Municipalities look
forward to continuing to work with the province, federal
government and industry to keep connected to the services
they need and to keep pace with improvements. Thank you
for having me.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Meegwetch.
Thank you for your presentation.

I will now call on the Insurance Bureau of Canada. You
will have seven minutes for your presentation. Please state
your name for Hansard, and you may begin.

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Thank you and good morning.
I’'m Arthur Lofsky, director of government relations for
the Insurance Bureau of Canada, Ontario region. I'm
joined virtually, I hope, by my colleague Evan Stubbings,
who is the manager of policy, who works with me. And let
me say, it’s great to be back in the Legislature after three
years.

IBC is the national association for Canada’s private
home, auto and business insurers. IBC members represent
a vast majority of the Canadian property and casualty
market. I’'m here today to comment on schedule 36 of Bill
91, which amends the Towing and Storage Safety and
Enforcement Act, the TSSEA.

Let me first say that IBC and the P&C insurance
industry very much support the TSSEA and most of the
supporting regulations that have been passed or are being
proposed. Indeed, IBC has been advocating for provincial
oversight of the towing and storage sector for over 10
years as the industry observed increasing instances of
fraud, abuse and even violence affecting drivers and hon-
est tow operators. The TSSEA is a once-in-a-generation
reform that will protect drivers as well as honest industry
participants. We commend Transportation Minister Mul-
roney, the government and legislators of all parties that
supported the legislation. IBC continues to collaborate
with the government toward the implementation of the
provincial oversight regime, which will be effective
January 1, 2024.

IBC would like to acknowledge and thank all those in
the ministry who have put so much work into standing up
a provincial oversight regime from scratch, but here I'm
going to focus on how rates are determined for towing and
storage operators. To ensure consumers are charged fair
towing and storage fees, IBC has consistently called for a
provincial rate schedule during various consultations on
the new provincial oversight framework. While the Min-
istry of Transportation does acknowledge that “the regula-
tory oversight of the towing and storage industry will
continue to evolve after the initial program imple-
mentation” and that “TSSEA allows for additional over-
sight ... such as ... setting maximum rates for towing and
storage services,” MTO has signalled that this additional,
vital oversight is unlikely to take place at the outset of
implementation on January 1. Instead, regulated operators
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will be able to self-file their own rates to the director of
towing and vehicle storage standards.

Prior to the introduction of Bill 91, IBC shared our
concern with the ministry that the only obligation placed
on towing and storage operators would be to submit their
rate sheet to the director and that the director would have
no authority to reject a proposed fee as unreasonable and
all filed fees would be approved. IBC is thus encouraged
that section 19 of the schedule amends TSSEA to permit
the director to reject "unreasonable rates.”

While this is a step in the right direction, it remains
IBC’s very strong conviction that the failure to mandate a
maximum rate schedule at the outset of full implementa-
tion on January 1 will cause towing and storage rates to
increase excessively and without regard for the fair value
of the services delivered. For example, towing operators
in Toronto are currently allowed to charge $310 for a tow.
Mississauga, on the other hand, inexplicably raised its
towing fee from $400 to $750 last year, an increase of
87.5%. If towers that operate in Toronto city limits are
allowed to charge Mississauga’s rate once the TSSEA
takes effect and the municipal authority to cap fees via
bylaw ceases, which is what’s intended, tows in Toronto
would increase 142%. Other jurisdictions such as Ottawa
at $300, London at $275 and New York City at C$250
have succeeded in mandating much more reasonable
towing and storage fee caps, proving that these services
can be delivered at a reasonable price, while still pro-
tecting industry members’ ability to earn a living.

With no clarity on what will be deemed an unreason-
ably high rate, we are concerned that excessively high
towing fees permitted in places such as Mississauga will
become the new floor for tow operators in the greater
Toronto area and beyond. MTO’s own tow zone pilot on
GTA 400-series highways recognizes the need for a man-
dated fee schedule for those operators that are participat-
ing in the pilot.

Provincial intervention is thus required to prevent tow
operators from charging unjustifiable fees once the muni-
cipal authority to licence the sector ceases. IBC has similar
concerns regarding vehicle storage fees, which can accrue
daily for weeks and months as insurers make efforts to
secure the release of their customers’ vehicles.

Since most roadside tows for motor vehicle collisions
are not paid directly by the driver, but by insurers and,
ultimately, all insurance consumers, there is little incentive
for tow and storage operators to constrain their fees.
Drivers involved in a vehicle collision are in a vulnerable
situation. They are stressed and anxious to leave the scene.
Realistically, they are not in a position to shop around for
a better towing price. They are effectively forced to accept
whatever price is offered. Thus, IBC strongly believes that
a failure to mandate maximum rates province-wide risks
undermining the provincial oversight regime by creating
the conditions for a price spiral.

Now, a regulatory regime that permits a race to the top
in pricing would be undesirable at any time. We know the
government and all parties are concerned about record-
high inflation impacting consumers. Many of the factors

causing this are outside the government’s control. How-
ever, capping allowable fees in the newly regulated towing
and storage sector is firmly under the government’s control.

Fortunately, the authority to enact a provincial rate
schedule is already in place. Amendments contained in
Bill 91, schedule 36, if passed, will explicitly grant the
minister the flexibility to regulate fees “governing
amounts payable for towing services, vehicle storage
services and any services related or ancillary to either.”

To ensure that consumers are charged consistent, fair
rates, IBC is recommending that the government exercise
this authority to establish a towing and storage fee sche-
dule at the outset.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Removing the provision that
permits tow and storage operators to self-file their rates
should also be considered. Otherwise, the government will
be forced to mandate fee caps after the inevitable towing
and storage price spikes occur. That would be disruptive
for all involved in what is an otherwise comprehensive
regulatory framework that protects consumers, lowers
costs and brings stability and professionalism to the
towing sector.

Thank you, and I’ll be happy to answer questions later.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Thank you.

I will call on Stelco Inc. You will have, again, seven
minutes for your presentation. Please state your name for
Hansard, and you may begin.

Mr. Trevor Harris: Good morning to all the members
of the committee. My name is Trevor Harris, and I’'m the
vice-president of corporate affairs for Stelco.

This is the second time that I have appeared on behalf
of Stelco to express our support for the government’s
proposed actions to enable and advance geologic carbon
storage in Ontario. We believe it is of critical importance
that the government move swiftly and decisively to pro-
vide the private sector with a robust suite of policy tools
that will enable the transformative decarbonization actions
needed to meet our mutual environmental goals. Geo-
logical sequestration of carbon is not the only pathway to
net zero for our economy, but it will be an important piece
of the puzzle while we collectively work to develop green
new technologies and pathways to reduce carbon
emissions.

For those of you who may not be familiar with Stelco’s
operations, we are a low-cost, independent steelmaker
with one of the newest and most technologically advanced
integrated steelmaking facilities in North America. Those
facilities in Nanticoke and in Hamilton are home to over
2,300 employees, support approximately 10,000 addition-
al contractors and ancillary jobs, and contribute to the
livelihood of upwards of 15,000 pensioners and their
dependents.

Since 2017, we have made more than $900 million in
strategic capital investments into our facilities to modern-
ize our operations, improve our overall productivity and
reduce our carbon footprint. Our investments have made
Stelco a leading producer of the highest-quality flat-rolled
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steel products, which support several end-use sectors that
are vital to the Ontario economy, including the auto-
motive, energy and construction sectors. As a company,
Stelco shares the ambitious goal of achieving a net-zero
carbon-emitting economy. To achieve this goal, we will
require a robust suite of supportive policies and the active
partnership of all levels of government.

Previously, we appeared to support the legislative
amendments that brought an end to the prohibition on
carbon sequestration in Ontario and we encouraged the
government to move quickly in pursuit of the goals
outlined in their roadmap towards regulating carbon
storage. To that end, | would like to thank the government
and express Stelco’s full support for their continued work
in this area and for the proposed additional legislative
changes to the Oil, Gas and Salt Resource Act that are
included in schedule 23 of Bill 91.
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The proposed amendments represent a necessary and
environmentally responsible path forward that would
allow the government and the private sector to fully assess
the opportunity to deploy green technology by testing,
assessing and demonstrating the viability of carbon se-
questration in this province. While previous technological
studies have identified the possibility for sequestration in
Ontario, there must be additional geological work done to
fully assess this potential opportunity.

The amendments before you in schedule 23 will do just
that. They will provide the government with the authority
to work with private sector partners, such as Stelco, to
further assess the viability of both the geological forma-
tions that exist under southern Ontario, but also to validate
the technology that can be utilized to sequester carbon
safely and responsibly to aid our work to decarbonize and
mitigate the impacts of climate change.

At Stelco, we view this technology as an important part
of the decarbonization pathway for our industry and as an
opportunity for us to further entrench ourselves as the
lowest-carbon-intensity steel producing jurisdiction in the
world. A 2019 study from the US-based Global Efficiency
Intelligence shows Canada’s steel industry is already
leading the world in producing low-carbon-intensity steel,
but that position is at risk if we do not act quickly and
provide opportunity for companies like Stelco to continue
to innovate and further improve our operations.

To be blunt, in the absence of a robust policy frame-
work, domestic steel production risks being supplanted by
offshore imports that do not bear the price of carbon. Our
business along with many others and the tens of thousands
of jobs that are employed there, will also be at risk.

The risk of carbon leakage in Ontario and Canada is
real. By that I mean that if domestic industry is not sup-
ported by a robust, enabling policy framework that allows
us to decarbonize, the resulting carbon taxes will make
domestically manufactured goods unaffordable. The result
will be a move to cheaper, more carbon-intensive products
from jurisdictions that do not share Canada’s resolve to
take action and work to mitigate this global challenge.

In addition to the risk of lost business, employment and
economic opportunity, enticing the import of more off-
shore goods at the expense of domestically manufactured
goods will in fact accelerate climate change by increasing
global greenhouse gas emissions. The pursuit of seques-
tration testing, assessment and demonstration sites is the
logical and responsible next step to help prevent this possi-
bility. Schedule 23 is a positive signal from government
and moves Ontario a step closer to other jurisdictions
within Canada and around the world that are utilizing
carbon sequestration to advance growth of green industry.

As of 2022, there were 30 sequestration facilities in
operation around the world, with the capacity to capture
42.5 million tonnes of carbon per year. In addition, there
are over 160 additional facilities in development or under
construction that will add approximately 200 million
additional tonnes of capacity. That represents the equiva-
lent of removing approximately 45 million passenger
vehicles from roadways. For context, in 2021, there were
26 million motor vehicles registered in all of Canada.

Of course, carbon sequestration is not the only tool
required to decarbonize our economy, but it is an import-
ant one. At Stelco, the complexity of our operations means
that our pathway to decarbonization will be robust and will
require a wide range of technologies, some that currently
exist and some that remain under development. Our plan
will explore a wide range of potential new investments
including operational and energy efficiency programs,
strategic recovery and utilization of our by-product fuels,
substitution of other fuels and end-of-pipe technologies
including carbon capture and storage.

Our plan is ambitious. Stelco is ready to work hand-in-
hand with the government to support the development of
green industry in Ontario. Together, we can continue to
lead the world in the development of a greener economy.

With that, I would like again to thank the members of
the committee for the opportunity to share our comments
today. I look forward to addressing any questions you may
have.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Meegwetch.
Thank you to all the presenters: Mr. Reid, Mr. Lofsky and
Mr. Harris.

This round of questions will start with the official
opposition. MPP Kernaghan.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Thank you to all our
presenters who have come to committee today. My first
questions will be for Mr. Lofsky. Mr. Lofsky, I wanted to
specifically ask about your position on the Licence Appeal
Tribunal. It has been recommended that Ontario return to
a model whereby the loser pays, that the unsuccessful
party at the tribunal contributes toward the legal costs of
the successful party. I wondered if you had any position
on this.

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: I don’t right now, no.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Additionally, just for the
committee’s reference: Right now, there’s a secret deduc-
tible on pain and suffering that is administered. That is to
say that it’s unnecessary, it’s redundant, it’s unfair. Those
injured in car accidents due to the negligence of another
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driver—this secret deductible is not something that is
announced to the jury. The jury will award compensation
without understanding that there’s $40,000 that will be
pulled off that judgment, and that secret deductible will
actually then be transferred to the insurer of the at-fault
driver, which seems very strange. Mr. Lofsky, | wanted to
ask you, is it fair that the negligent driver’s insurance
company receives a windfall instead of an innocent
accident victim?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Well, I wouldn’t characterize that
as a windfall. That was put in place over 20 years ago and
has been kept by various governments. It was, I think,
initially done to discourage frivolous lawsuits and to help
try and get justice sooner for all involved.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: I see. I think it’s something
that the committee and the government should seriously
look at.

My next question is—I’d like to go over to Trevor from
Stelco. Thank you, Trevor, for your presentation. It’s good
to see you again. Last time we met, we were discussing
Bill 46 and carbon sequestration again. I think we can all
agree that the value of carbon sequestration is abundantly
clear.

Now, just for the committee’s reference, the Ontario
government’s own discussion papers do not recommend
lifting the prohibition on enhanced oil and gas recovery as
it relates to the topic of carbon sequestration. When we
discussed this during consultations on Bill 46, industry
leaders alongside you indicated that the ministry should be
inspecting the some 27,000 wells since, as we heard, only
19% of them have been inspected since 2005. To quote
one of the leaders, “We have to bolster the geological
capacity that MNRF has.” I’'m not aware of any increased
inspections, unfortunately; I’'m not sure whether you are.

But I wanted to specifically ask about subsection 11.6.
It sets out that a special project “continues to be a well”
even after the special project has concluded. Does Stelco
have any upcoming projects that would fall under this new
designation of a special project?

Mr. Trevor Harris: Well, I think that’s frankly the
reason we’re here, to have the opportunity to be declared
a special project and pursue the route of a demonstration
pathway for carbon capture and sequestration, ultimately.
With respect to your question about oil and gas wells and
your comments there, that’s certainly not a pathway that
we are individually interested in. We sit on privately held
property with no oil and gas wells currently on it. We
would look to create a new pathway using that demonstra-
tion site to prove out that sequestration is valid underneath
our facility.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Okay. I also wanted to take
a look at subsection 11.4. It allows the minister to exempt
a special project application from the requirements. Would
Stelco have any examples of a special project where this
might make sense?

Mr. Trevor Harris: Specifically, no. Again, my under-
standing of the intent of the entire schedule is to provide
the minister the opportunity and the government the
opportunity to set forth a regulatory framework that would

allow a company like ours to work hand in hand with the
government to prove out this technology and to assess the
geology within Ontario and prove that carbon seques-
tration is, in fact, a safe and responsible path forward
environmentally. While this legislative enacting piece is
certainly the first step, I think it also indicates there would
be a series of regulations that would also accompany that
legislative framework to guide the operations of com-
panies like ours that are pursuing this demonstration
activity. So I think if we look solely at the legislative
framework, there are still unanswered questions and I
suspect those will come back in the form of the regulations
the minister will have the power to enact.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Understood. Really, over-
sight is key and critical here. These are important develop-
ments that we must take in order to mitigate the climate
crisis we are currently experiencing. But also, account-
ability is another question that we want to make sure is
answered. Section 13.1, and I believe it’s 13.1(2), grants
the minister discretion, and it uses a “may” clause when
considering whether or not the minister is granting a
licence or transferring a licence as it relates to those
changes here. It’s in regard to when an individual or a cor-
poration has been convicted under the act. My question,
though, Trevor, is what is Stelco’s position on this? Does
Stelco believe that an individual or a corporation who has
been convicted under the act should be treated that way?
Does it make sense?

Mr. Trevor Harris: I'm not sure I fully understand the
context to your question, but I believe what you’re asking
me is if a corporation that has previously been convicted
under the act should be issued a second licence for the
purposes of—

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: That is my understanding.
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Mr. Trevor Harris: It’s not something I necessarily
have a real comment on. I can assure you Stelco has never
been subject to any sort of charge or conviction under the
act. But I think that the important language there is “may.”
I think circumstances certainly will present themselves
with the minister, and the government will want to use the
appropriate discretion responsibly, ethically, using all the
information available to determine whether or not certain
licences should be granted.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Absolutely. It’s always a
concern whenever [ see contracts. I think they’ve been
called “weasel words” in the past, when there’s “may” and
“if.” We want more strong language in there, to make sure
that there are actual standards, because Stelco—and I
know that it’s important to Stelco because Stelco is very
much an industry leader.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: I want to thank you for your
work.

My last questions will be for Craig. In terms of broad-
band expansion, we look to the Financial Accountability
Office: In the first quarter of 2021-22, the government
decreased broadband funding by $179 million; and in the
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third quarter of 2021-22, there was a $207 million
decrease; and in the third quarter of 2022-23, there was a
$98 million decrease.

I want to thank you for bringing up the great work that
SWIFT has been doing. Do you have concerns about this
funding that has now been announced going out the door?

Mr. Craig Reid: My understanding is that a good deal
of funding has gone out the door at this point, and the
government’s change in the structure of the program has
created some necessary change in the flow and most com-
munities actually will see—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): That concludes
the questions from the official opposition.

At this time, I will refer to questions from the govern-
ment. MPP Saunderson.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
Meegwetch. And thank you to each of our panellists this
morning for coming in and speaking to this important bill.

My question is to Mr. Reid. As a former municipal
councillor, I am very familiar with the work of SWIFT and
EORN across the province. Certainly in my municipality
during the pandemic, I know our library worked very hard
to expand their WiF1i, so that kids could come and park in
the parking lot to do their homework if they couldn’t do it
at home.

We know how important Internet access is for our
stakeholders and our businesses in my riding. There are
many farmers that rely heavily on that, so making sure
they have access to it is critical, and this government has
an aggressive plan to invest $4 billion to get the
infrastructure in place. I’ve been to some announcements,
most recently down in New Lowell, so it’s exciting to see
that come forward. It has been a long time in the works.

I’'m wondering if you could comment on ways that the
government could work with municipalities to help to
accelerate that implementation.

Mr. Craig Reid: Thank you for your question. First of
all, let me say all municipalities that will be receiving these
projects are really excited to have them. It has been a long
effort, and I think everyone is ready for this expansion to
take place across Ontario. The commitment to make sure
all Ontarians are connected by the end of 2025 is one that
everyone looks forward to and it’s going to be essential.

Regarding how the government can work with munici-
palities to accelerate these projects, my understanding at
this point is that municipalities are preparing—most of the
projects are now known and announced where they will be
going. Municipalities will need to coordinate access to
their rights of way to be able to actually allow these builds
to take place. We are working with the Ministry of
Infrastructure to try and ensure that process runs smoothly.

There will be, I think, certain smaller or more rural
municipalities that have been advocating for a long time
for this expansion, but don’t necessarily have the capacity
or the experience with managing multiple projects in their
rights of way. The government is working to provide tools
and project management with them. That is the first piece.

Longer-term, I think there may be quite a bit of work to
coordinate between industry and local, provincial and

federal governments to ensure, as I said at the end of my
comments, that we keep pace with the technology and
expand as needed. Where fibre is put into the ground, I
understand that that capacity is there and will last a lot
longer. Some areas will be getting, essentially, airwave
Internet, and there will be a need to improve that. So the
coordination, just the ability to talk and provide some
resources for project management will go a long way to
smoothing this process in the longer term.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: If I could have a supple-
mental, Mr. Chair, just to follow up on that.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Yes, please.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: We certainly saw programs
like Digital Main Street that became very important for
municipalities and local retail sectors during the pandemic
to augment their business and find clientele. I’'m wonder-
ing if you can speak to the opportunities for economic
development as we get access in our smaller communities.

Mr. Craig Reid: For sure. As I said, the World Bank
seems to suggest that there is a huge potential for Internet
penetration and GDP growth, so that would suggest that
getting people connected and getting businesses connected
to services and goods will make our economy a little more
efficient and will certainly provide multipliers. For smaller
communities, certainly the ability to open a business and
not have location necessarily as an obstacle I think is a
major opportunity. For municipalities, the ability to mar-
ket themselves in more niche media will help to increase
their tourism and therefore their businesses.

The other thing I’d like to say is the opportunity to
connect workers to work, regardless of place, is something
that obviously has become more and more important and
will be a boon for the skills that businesses need, and the
ability to spread economic growth across Ontario.

Finally, there’s also agriculture. Connected agriculture
is a major business, and I’ve certainly heard from a lot of
my members in rural areas that they’re looking forward to
being able to run newer machines more efficiently, being
able to monitor their crops and their animals and to drive
their productivity on their farms. Agribusiness is a huge
business in Ontario, and we know that our farmers and our
agricultural producers are looking forward to this, so I
think it bodes well for us all in terms of economic develop-
ment.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: Thank you very much for
your answers.

Those are my questions. I’ll share my time with my
colleagues.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): MPP Bailey.

Mr. Robert Bailey: Thank you to all three presenters
this morning. I don’t have time for all of them, but Mr.
Harris, I’d like to build on your comments. Carbon cap-
ture, storage etc. is very important to my riding, in my part
of Ontario, southwestern Ontario, Sarnia—Lambton specif-
ically, home to the Chemical Valley, petrochemical etc.
We’ve got a lot of experience, a lot of know-how in my
community with underground storage because of the geo-
logical formations there. I think we’re going to hear after
lunch from one of—
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The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Robert Bailey: Enbridge, I think, is going to be
presenting after lunch. I’'m looking forward to that.

But I want to say that I support, certainly, the work that
Stelco is going to do. I’'m looking forward to the work that
you’re proposing. I just saw a TV show the other night.
It’s in Texas, and of course it’s big; it’s Texas. I think they
were talking in the billions of dollars they’re going to
invest in underground carbon sequestration and storage.
So I think Stelco and Enbridge and others are on the right
track. I’'m looking forward to working with you.

That was the main ask I had from industry when we
were looking at this bill: Remove that paragraph about
underground storage, the capabilities of being able to
access that.

So you’ve got a minute if you want to comment on that.
You don’t have much time, but go ahead.

Mr. Trevor Harris: I think I would generally agree
with everything you said. Obviously, we see this as an
opportunity for broader industry across southwestern
Ontario. It’s part of developing green industry and, really,
taking the next step forward. We think Ontario—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): That concludes
the round of questions from the government.

We’ll go back to the official opposition. MPP Wong-
Tam.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Thank you to the pre-
senters for taking the time and appearing before the stand-
ing committee today. I’m going to start with the represent-
ative from AMO, Mr. Reid.

I wanted to ask you, with respect to your presentation,
clearly we can all, I think, pretty much agree in the 21st
century that faster, more reliable Internet is an enabler. It’s
deemed as a basic right, pretty much, by the UN and
organizations around the world now, and we’ve certainly
seen what happens with disruptions when kids don’t have
access to WiFi. They just simply can’t go to school, you
can’t register your children for recreational services, and
the list continues of what you don’t get to do.
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I want to speak about municipal consent requirements,
because right now, schedule 3, as it’s written, gives the
ministers some broad powers; we don’t know what they
are until we see the regulations that will come much, much
later. I know that municipalities care very deeply about the
state of their roads, their public realm, construction co-
ordination and all sorts of other things that happen at the
ground level if there isn’t strong solid coordination. Not to
mention, who’s responsible for replacing like for like after
the tearing-up and the construction?

Right now, as it stands, this schedule essentially gives
the minister permission to disregard any of the consent
requirements that are set out in the municipalities. Your
members are municipalities. What consent requirements
are they willing to give up, or conditions that they’ve
expressed to you?

Mr. Craig Reid: First of all, thank you for your ques-
tion. This is sort of the heart of our dealings with the gov-
ernment right now. It’s extremely, extremely important to
coordinate any work that takes place in the municipal
rights of way. The more infrastructure in that right of way,
the more important that coordination is.

We have been working with the government quite well
and consistently to try to ensure that municipal rights of
way and municipal authority over those rights of way are
respected and understood. Our understanding is that the
ISPs that will be active will be proactively reaching out to
municipalities to give them lots of time to try to coordin-
ate. There is also work under way to create, I understand,
one platform to coordinate all Internet work and all rights-
of-way work for projects that are receiving funding.

I’m not sure my members want to give up any authority
at all, but they are very, very willing to coordinate and
work with the ISPs, simply because they’re excited to
finally get this investment. It’s just as important for urban
areas as it is for rural areas.

I think the final point I would make is that municipal
governments, generally speaking, manage the rights of
way for their residents and for the benefit of their com-
munity. The community will benefit from this work, so
they will be incentivized to coordinate.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: What assurances has the
government given you, considering you’re coming out to
speak in support of this schedule, that the coordination, as
well as any type of capital expenditures, especially for
above-grade requirements, is going to be fully recouped?

Mr. Craig Reid: In terms of assurances, I don’t have
any in terms of anything in the bill. I know that the
government is working to make sure that whoever the
project proponents are do respect municipal needs.

The other thing I would point out, MPP Wong-Tam, is
that AMO recently provided to our members a municipal
access agreement which has been used with several ISPs
and is endorsed by the CRTC and is pretty pro forma.
Members are encouraged to start negotiating those. Those
lay out the terms of access between the company and the
municipality proactively.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Thank you very much, Mr.
Reid. I’'m going to encourage you to get some assurances
before continuing your level of enthusiasm. My exper-
ience has been that sometimes the intention and conse-
quences don’t always line up.

Mr. Lofsky, it’s nice to see you. Thank you for coming
and thank you for your presentation. I thought that was
very illuminating. Considering that the bill is largely
themed under the umbrella of red tape reduction, pro-
tecting consumers, what you’ve identified in your presen-
tation, I think, is alarming, because it doesn’t seem to
protect consumers. The benefit of having some maximum
price limits published in a way that is open, transparent
and accessible to all—I certainly see the value of your
presentation.

And you’ve mentioned you’ve been in consultation
with the government for 10 years on a whole host of other
measures that you were looking for, maybe not necessarily
for this. What has the government’s response been to your
request for ceiling limits with respect to published prices?
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Mr. Arthur Lofsky: As I indicated in my deputation,
we have been recommending this for a number of years,
when this process started approximately three years ago.
While many of the regulations that have been proposed are
very good in terms of licensing and operator standards and
such, this is the one that is not happening. So the response
from ministry officials—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: The response from ministry
officials so far has been that they intend to just go ahead
with the self-filing of rates and, if necessary, they may
pivot as they see what happens in the market.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Which is what is out there
right now—or, actually, sorry; we have large discrep-
ancies, as you’ve noted. And certainly, as someone who
has had my car towed—I’m sure all of us at some point in
time will face that horrible experience—not knowing what
the conditions are, the price set-ups, perhaps establishing
an environment that sort of lets it go Wild, Wild West, is
not encouraging to myself as someone who does drive or,
I suspect, to any other driver who may be at the risk of
losing their car and then being held hostage at an exor-
bitant price in order for them to get it back.

Thank you very much for your presentation.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Meegwetch.
Your time is up.

I’'ll go back to the government for questions. MPP
McCarthy.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Through you, Chair, to Mr.
Lofsky of the Insurance Bureau of Canada: Welcome. I
wanted to ask a series of questions relating to MPP
Kernaghan’s questions about what he termed the “secret
deductible.” Would it surprise you to know that the so-
called “secret deductible” actually originates in 1994,
under the Bob Rae NDP government, as an amendment to
the Insurance Statute Law Amendment Act? In other
words, that it was an NDP government that first imple-
mented this “secret deductible,” as he calls it?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Perhaps. I don’t know that. I’ll
take your word for it. I know it was in place at least 20
years ago.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: You mentioned 20. Sorry,
Mr. Chair, through you: You had said 20 years, but 1994
is 29 years ago. Does that sound more accurate?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: I take your word for it.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Further to that, if I may: Is it
fair or unfair to characterize it as secret when, to the extent
it exists today, it is fully public in the sense that it’s in a
public statute called the Insurance Act? Is it fair to call it
secret as a result?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: No. All the legal profession trial
lawyers know that it’s there, and they’ll probably advise
their clients for that. So no, I don’t think it secret.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Right. And in terms of the
act, the Insurance Act, as it was in 1994 and as it is today,
there are two features of this deductible first initiated by
the NDP: the actual monetary deductible—the reduction
of the head of damages for non-pecuniary loss by a fixed
amount, called the deductible—and then there’s the

threshold, which is the verbal threshold or the verbal de-
ductible. An injury can’t be—I think you put it that it’s
designed to get rid of frivolous or small claims for
personal injury and stabilize auto rates as a result. There’s
the verbal threshold, which requires proof of a permanent,
serious impairment. Is that correct?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Yes.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: And both the determination
of whether something is permanent, serious and important
as an impairment and the application of the public
deductible are functions of a trial judge at trial, correct?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Yes. I just want to clarify that |
think that permanent serious threshold is for “catastroph-
ic,” but I stand to be corrected—yes, it’s there.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: But in any case, the fact that
the Insurance Act amendments that certainly were part of
the NDP’s package of automobile insurance reforms in
1994 and exist today have these two thresholds—the
threshold which is the monetary deductible, public, and
the verbal threshold, permanent, serious, important.
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The determination of those issues and the application of
the deductible are the province and the jurisdiction of the
trial judge, correct?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: I believe so.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Just as many things are at a
trial for civil claims, some matters are, by statute or other-
wise, for the trial judge to determine, and some are matters
for the jury to determine, correct?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Correct.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: But each function is per-
formed in a public trial open to the public and fully
transparent, correct?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: If it goes to court, yes.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Yes. And it’s fair to say that
if it doesn’t go to court, when matters are negotiated, the
lawyers on both sides take into account the risks associated
with the deductible and the threshold, correct?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: I would think so.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Lastly, is it fair to say that this
deductible, when it is applied by a trial judge in a public
trial, actually transfers money back to the insurer, or is it
just a figure that reduces the amount of a particular head
of damage?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: No, it’s not transferred to the
insurer. It’s just that—

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: So you agree with me? It’s
not fair to say that it transfers to the insurer.

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: No.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Because MPP Kernaghan
said this transfers to the insurer of a negligent driver. Is
that fair or true?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Not directly, no—I mean, it just
deducts from the overall settlement, which could be quite
high.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Right. But it only applies to
non-pecuniary general damages, this deductible, correct?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: I believe so, yes.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: The deductible doesn’t apply
to any other head of damages?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: No.
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Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Agreed?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Yes.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: I have it accurate, then?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: I believe so. I'm not an expert on
every detail, but—

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Nothing I have suggested to
you in this form of leading questions sounds anything but
completely accurate, correct?

Mr. Arthur Lofsky: Yes, I take your word for it.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): MPP Coe.

Mr. Lorne Coe: How much time do we have, Chair?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Two minutes,
45.

Mr. Lorne Coe: All right. Mr. Reid, welcome. I'm
from the region of Durham, where I’ve served for 13 years
on the Durham regional council. I would like you to speak
about the effect of our government’s investments in local
sectors, particularly in the areas of agriculture, health,
broadband that we’re talking about overall. In your
answer, talk about specifically how those investments are
supporting local economic development, understanding
what your title is at the Association of Municipalities of
Ontario. You’ve got two minutes to respond.

Mr. Craig Reid: Thank you, MPP Coe. I will do my
best to answer such a broad question. I think it’s fair to say
that investments of any kind in local economies are
appreciated and have knock-on effects for all parts of the
sector. Economies are, as you know, a bit of a network and
a bit of a cluster on the local level, and so in rural areas
where investments in agriculture take place and the ability
for agricultural operators to adopt new technology take
place, they have more money to spend on their local
sector. They have jobs that they can create and equipment
they can buy and services they can consume.

I will limit my comments right now to investments in
Internet services, simply because that’s what I’ve come
here to speak upon.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Craig Reid: But mostly I would say that the broad-
ranging impact on local economies is real. So every single
dollar that is leveraged for investment in Internet services
has both economic and social impacts that are quantifiable.
I’ve provided you with one figure here, suggesting that
saving some commuting time will get one resident of
southwestern Ontario $12,000 in savings out of their
salary. That’s $12,000 that can be used in local services.

Other suggestions are that, as Internet services are
expanded and economies are expanded, as well, and GDP
increases, so do property values. This is a wide-ranging,
almost game-changing sort of investment, so we’re
pleased to see it and we’re hoping it comes—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Time is up.
That concludes our morning’s session. Meegwetch
again—thank you—to the presenters.

The committee will now recess until 1 p.m. sharp.
Meegwetch.

The committee recessed from 1145 to 1300.

ONTARIO FEDERATION OF
ANGLERS AND HUNTERS

ENBRIDGE
IAA

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Good after-
noon, members. The committee will resume its public
hearings on Bill 91, An Act to enact two Acts, amend
various Acts and revoke various regulations. You see the
agenda for the afternoon.

I will call upon Ontario Federation of Anglers and
Hunters. You will have seven minutes for your presenta-
tion. Please state your name for Hansard, and you may
begin.

Mr. Mark Ryckman: Thank you. Mark Ryckman,
Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters. Good after-
noon, everyone—whoops. Sorry about that. I was reading
the wrong sheet.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): It’s okay.

Mr. Mark Ryckman: You do not want to hear about
Sunday gun hunting. There we go—perfect.

Good morning, everyone—or afternoon, I guess. My
name is Mark Ryckman, and I am the manager of the
policy section with the Ontario Federation of Anglers and
Hunters in Peterborough. The OFAH is the largest non-
profit fish and wildlife conservation organization in
Ontario, with 100,000 members, supporters and subscrib-
ers, and 725 member clubs. I am pleased to be here today
to speak in support of schedule 14 of Bill 91, which
proposes amendments to the Fish and Wildlife Conserva-
tion Act related to dog training and trialling areas.

I am joined virtually by Joe Wilson, who is a retired
veterinarian and OFAH provincial director-at-large and
chair of the OFAH Sporting Dogs Advisory Committee.
The purpose of that committee is to discuss topics related
to the use, regulation, licensing and welfare of dogs in
regulated hunting activities and to bring to the OFAH
board of directors such positions as they see fit to adopt as
official positions of the OFAH. Accordingly, it is the
policy of the OFAH to ensure that the use of sporting dogs
is understood and protected in provincial wildlife manage-
ment regulations, policies and programs, and support the
use of licensed training and trialling areas for the purposes
of running hounds on fox, coyote and rabbits for training
and trialling purposes, including outside of hunting
seasons.

Human beings have a long history with dogs. Anthro-
pological evidence suggests that dogs were domesticated
anywhere between 12,000 and 20,000 years ago, prior to
the advent of agriculture. Dogs appear alongside hunters
in many ancient cave paintings as hunting partners and as
guard dogs. In the wild, dogs depend on their athletic
abilities for survival, including their sense of sight and
smell. Agility and speed are important to successfully
obtain their next meal in the form of a prey animal that is
likewise adapted to living in the wild, with keen senses and
knowledge of their habitat, including escape opportunities.
Do domestic dogs require those skills to survive in
contemporary society? Most do not, but that inherited
drive exists nonetheless.
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Early humans also hunted to survive, which is an
ancestral tendency that is shared between our two species.
Many dog breeds have inherited abilities that have been
specifically selected for over thousands of years. Certain
contemporary breeds have evolved to track game by sight
or smell, while others are highly adapted to flushing game,
fetching game or pointing them out to their hunting
partners. The common thread between all of them is the
keenly developed sense of teamwork between dog and
human. Hunting with certain breeds of dog is a popular
activity and associated with important traditions, for
which the cornerstone is a well-trained dog.

The benefits of training and trialling areas for training,
testing and exercising hunting dogs are evident on many
levels. These areas provide a safe and controlled environ-
ment for dogs and their handlers to become proficient in
their specific hunting practice and provide a convenient
location to expose youth to an important outdoor activity.
Novice dogs and handlers require training before they
begin hunting, and these areas are designed to provide
real-life training experience with minimized risk of dogs
running onto roads, getting into areas where they are not
permitted, and chasing non-target wildlife or livestock.

In addition to creating well-trained hunting dogs, train-
ing and trialling areas are an economic opportunity for the
owners and their local communities. Events in Ontario on
average have around 100 people participating in some
way, many of whom travel to attend. This provides local
businesses such as hotels, restaurants and gas stations with
an influx of customers. The loss of training and trialling
areas in Ontario means the loss of this important economic
benefit as competitors will no longer be coming into
Ontario for these events. If training and trialling areas
cease to exist in Ontario, provincial competitors will have
to travel out of province to participate in training and
trialling events. Furthermore, most training and trialling
areas operate as small businesses supported by the fees
paid by the dog owners who use a particular area.

Due to the current wording in the wildlife and captivity
regulation under the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act,
only training and trialling areas that were licensed prior to
June 9, 1997, can exist. There is currently no method to
transfer those licences to a new licence holder, and there
is no way to obtain a licence to establish a new training
and trialling area. As a result, when a licence holder passes
away or can no longer operate, Ontario loses a training and
trialling area with no possibility of replacing it. Without
changes, attrition will result in the elimination of these
areas in Ontario.

The act was purposely written so that this specific
aspect of our hunting heritage would die a slow death. This
is something that the OFAH, the sporting dog community
and the owners of these small businesses could not accept,
and that is why we have been lobbying for these changes
for well over 15 years.

Training and trialling areas are governed by a robust
regulatory framework that includes limits on game species
that can be used for training purposes, the size of the

enclosure, welfare considerations for the species in captiv-
ity, a prohibition on the use of firearms and restrictions on
which dog breeds can be used for these purposes. 1’d like
to remind the committee that Bill 91 does not propose to
change any of those requirements; it only proposes to
permit the minister to issue more licences while maintain-
ing the ultimate authority to decide which applications are
approved and how many.

In closing, I would like to thank Minister Gill and
Minister Smith for proposing these long-awaited
changes—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Mark Ryckman: and I respectfully urge this
community to adopt schedule 14 of Bill 91 as written.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Good timing.
Thank you.

Enbridge?

Mr. Wayne Passmore: Good afternoon. I'm Wayne
Passmore, a manager in the business development group
at Enbridge Gas responsible for delivering emissions
reductions opportunities for the 3.9 million customers in
Ontario that rely on Enbridge Gas every day. My remarks
today focus on schedule 23, proposed changes to the Oil,
Gas and Salt Resources Act to regulate projects relating to
carbon capture and storage, or CCS. First, I’ll provide a
background on Enbridge and what CSS is followed by
why CCS is important to Ontario. Finally, I’ll outline three
recommended actions on how best to enable CCS in
Ontario.

Enbridge Inc. is North America’s premier energy infra-
structure company. We transport 30% of the oil produced
in North America and move 20% of the natural gas con-
sumed in the United States. Our gas utilities serve 3.9
million customers in Ontario and Quebec. We own 2,100
megawatts of renewable power across North America and
Europe. We’ve committed to net-zero operations by 2050
with an interim target to reduce emissions by 35% by
2030.

Enbridge is also a leader in underground storage,
injecting and withdrawing over $1 billion of natural gas in
Ontario each year. And Enbridge is a North America
leader on CCS projects under development in Alberta, the
US Gulf Coast and Midwest.

Enbridge supports Ontario’s intent to enable and sup-
port the safe and permanent sequestration of carbon
dioxide.

Firstly, what is CCS? CCS involves capturing CO;
from large sources, purifying, then transporting and inject-
ing it into deep geological formations—typically saline
aquifers or depleted oil and gas reservoirs—for permanent
storage, using specially constructed wells. CCS is a safe,
proven technology that offers an important pathway for
greenhouse gas reductions, particularly hard-to-abate in-
dustries like steel, cement and fertilizer. Experts agree that
widespread CCS deployment is needed to achieve net-zero
by 2050. The government of Canada also sees this oppor-
tunity and has allotted significant funding and tax incen-
tives to support CCS opportunities.
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In Alberta, Enbridge is developing an open access
carbon storage hub near Edmonton that will help avoid
nearly four million tonnes per year of CO, emissions,
making it one of the largest such projects globally. The
projects involved with this hub target doubling the amount
of CO; captured and stored in Canada today. We’re doing
this in partnership with industry and Indigenous com-
munities.

Why is CCS important to Ontario now? Well, Ontario
needs and will continue to need two things: first, more
energy as the population increases and demand for energy
grows; and second, energy solutions that will help reduce
emissions to meet our climate change commitments.
Recently, Enbridge commissioned an independent report
that confirms that the path to net-zero in Ontario by 2050
is achievable, and the most cost-effective, reliable and
resilient approach is a diversified path where CCS plays a
key role.

So what is needed to best enable CCS in Ontario? Well,
we were pleased to see the government of Ontario take
action previously in Bill 46 by removing a legislative
barrier, and now in Bill 91, to enable special projects pend-
ing further regulation. These are important steps, but
further action is needed. I’1l outline three actions.

Firstly, Ontario must take a whole-of-government
approach, coordinated across other key ministries and
other levels of government. Recent amendments to the
emissions performance standards that recognized CCS as
an eligible activity are a positive step, but these can go
further. Industry needs a carbon offset system to allow
offset credits to be issued to voluntary CCS project par-
ticipants beyond the sectors already covered by EPS, and
other ministries like energy, finance and economic de-
velopment should all be involved in ensuring Ontario
maximizes our CCS opportunity. It’s also important for
Ontario to send a clear signal to the federal government,
like Alberta and British Columbia have done, to ensure
Ontario is made eligible under the federal investment tax
credit for CCS.

Secondly, the province must take a more strategic
stewardship role in managing Ontario’s pore space. In
order to manage Ontario’s saline aquifer resources most
efficiently for CCS opportunities, Enbridge suggests that
Ontario should amend the Mining Act and declare crown
ownership of all pore space within Ontario’s saline
aquifers for the purposes of CO; storage. While roughly
two thirds of the saline aquifer pore space is already under
crown lands, vesting it all for purposes of CO; storage in
Ontario is strongly recommended to ensure the maximum
benefit to Ontarians while safeguarding people and the
environment. This aligns with the best practices of other
jurisdictions like Alberta and, recently, British Columbia,
where those provinces have taken steps to vest their pore
space. This would set up a more safe and efficient CCS
system for Ontario’s benefit, whereas an alternative ad hoc
approach would likely result in delays, litigation between
neighbouring projects and an inefficient use of the finite
pore space resource, and means missed opportunities and
delays in investment and, ultimately, emission reductions.

Thirdly, Ontario must continue working with industry
to establish a streamlined regulatory framework with
stringent technical, financial and safety requirements for
proponents interested in proposing new CCS demonstra-
tion pilots or projects. This will be key to building and
leveraging support from local communities and giving
industry the certainty needed for planning capital-inten-
sive long-term projects. We encourage Ontario to leverage
best practices from other jurisdictions like Alberta and
British Columbia, including existing Canadian Standards
Association codes and standards and lessons from recent
changes to the compressed-air-energy-storage regulations.

Enbridge remains committed to delivering the energy
that Ontario relies on safely, reliably and affordably. We
see tremendous opportunity for Ontario to leverage its
unique advantages and unlock CCS opportunities to
reduce emissions, attract investment and create jobs.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute.

Mr. Wayne Passmore: We encourage Ontario to con-
tinue this important dialogue with industry to support next
steps. Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Thank you to
Enbridge. Meegwetch.

Now, I will call on IAA. You will have, again, seven
minutes for your presentation. Please state your name for
Hansard, and you may begin.

Mr. Mark Opashinov: Thank you. I'm Mark
Opashinov, a regulatory and business lawyer at McMillan
LLP. I'm here today on behalf of my client, [AA. I'm
joined by Mr. Serge Babineau, VP of [AA. IAA is a
publicly traded company with corporate offices in Miss-
issauga and vehicle auction facilities in Oshawa, Ottawa,
London, Hamilton and Sudbury. IAA employs approx-
imately 230 Ontarians.

As you know, in response to growing violence, corrup-
tion and criminal activity in Ontario’s towing industry, in
June of 2020, the province struck a task force to develop a
comprehensive oversight regime. That resulted in the
Towing and Storage Safety and Enforcement Act, which
received royal assent on June 3, 2021.

The TSSEA is being rolled out in three phases. Phase 1
was completed on January 1 of this year. In phase 2, tow
operators, tow truck drivers and vehicle storage operators
must apply for a certificate required to operate in the
sector, and the MTO will be authorized to refuse, cancel
or suspend a certificate for non-compliance. It’s about the
scope of the phase 2 requirements that we’re appearing
here today, and the phase 2 requirements will be effective
on July 1, so the matter is urgent.

Mr. Babineau will provide the committee with a back-
ground on IAA and why IAA is here today. I will then
come back to you and give you a precise request
concerning schedule 36 of Bill 91. As a preview, what
we’re asking the committee to do is to amend Bill 91 to
address what appear to be two inadvertent overbroad
definitions in the TSSEA which, if not amended, will have
the effect of subjecting IAA and others in the salvage
auction business to regulation intended for roadside towers
and vehicle storage providers, adding cost and paperwork
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burdens, and ultimately adding needless costs to auto
insurers and their policyholders.

Serge?

Mr. Serge Babineau: My name is Serge Babineau, VP
of TAA. 1 specialize in the total-loss-vehicle salvage
auction business. We sell total-loss vehicles almost exclu-
sively on behalf of insurers—typically, more than 100,000
vehicles are a year in Ontario. Total-loss vehicles are
vehicles that insurers have determined are not economical
to repair and have paid out their policyholders accor-
dingly. Insurers engage us to auction them to registered
motor vehicle dealers, recyclers and shredding yards, who
usually buy them for parts or scrap value.

IAA has been and remains supportive of the act and its
policy objective. So why are we here in front of you today?
As TAA noted before, the act’s definitions of “vehicle
storage services” and “towing services” are so broad that
they very likely capture players in the salvage auction
business and others, even those players never the focus of
the act. IAA raised these concerns at the time.

I want to explain the key reasons why this is problem-
atic for IAA. First, an overbroad act risks imposing a
significant financial and paperwork burden on us and
towers who engage to move vehicles from storage facil-
ities where they were towed from roadside to our auction
yards. Second, additional costs and costs imposed on the
total-loss salvage auction sector could impact the cost
structures of the auto insurance industry, since our costs
ultimately get passed on to insurers and from insurers to
policyholders in the form of insurance premiums.

To be clear, we are not asking not to be regulated. Our
business activities are already regulated under the Motor
Vehicle Dealers Act and subject to oversight from the
Ontario Motor Vehicle Industry Council, OMVIC. We
take those regulatory obligations seriously since, as part of
a multinational publicly traded company, regulatory com-
pliance is very important to our board, our management
and our shareholders. Rather, what we are asking is that a
regulatory regime intended to regulate roadside towing
and vehicle storage companies do just that: regulate road-
side towing and vehicle storage companies.

Our sector is not part of the problem. We operate
primarily as a business-to-business support to process and
sell well after the vehicle is towed from roadside after an
incident, and we know first-hand the challenges of getting
cars out of storage yards once they have been towed. We
are the ones trying to get them out on behalf of the insurers
and paying the fees.

Back to you, Mark. Thank you.

Mr. Mark Opashinov: Mark Opashinov for TAA,
again. We’re asking the committee to amend the bill, as |
said, to make just two changes to the TSSEA. The first is
the definition of “vehicle storage services” which, as
drafted in schedule 36 of Bill 91, reads, “the receiving and
holding of towed ... motor vehicles and any other pre-
scribed services.” As IAA receives and holds about a
hundred thousand vehicles a year before they are auc-
tioned, this definition would make IAA a provider of
vehicle storage services and thus potentially subject to the

act. Therefore, IAA would like to see section 2(3) of sche-
dule 36 restated to read as follows, to ensure that salvage
auction businesses are clearly not under the jurisdiction of
the TSSEA:

“(3) The definition of ‘vehicle storage services’ in
section 1 of the act is repealed and the following sub-
stituted:

““Vehicle storage services” means,

“‘(a) receiving a holding of towed motor vehicles; and
(b) any other prescribed services; but
(c) does not include the receiving and holding of
towed motor vehicles or any other prescribed services by
a registered motor vehicle dealer in connection with the
sale or in preparation for the proposed sale of the vehicle
if the primary business of the late registered motor vehicle
dealer is the sale of total-loss vehicles for the insurance
industry.””

The second definition that IAA would like the
committee to consider changing is “towing services.” IAA
relies on towers to get vehicles from the storage yards,
where they were towed from roadsides, to its own auction
yards. If those towers, when acting for IAA, are treated as
offering towing services under the TSSEA, they will have
to, among other things, get the consent of the vehicle
owner to tow the vehicle to IAA’s yards, even though the
owner will have already consented to the initial tow from
roadside into storage several weeks before. And in most
cases, because title of the vehicle will have already passed
to the insurer, the insurer will have to give that consent
literally thousands of times per year.

Therefore, IAA would like to see section 2(1) of
schedule 36 changed by the addition of the conjunction
“but” at the end of section 2(1)(b) and a new section
2(1)(c) that reads as follows:

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute.
1320

Mr. Mark Opashinov: “(c) does not include towing
recovery, transportation or any other prescribed activity in
respect of motor vehicles if

“(1) done at the request of a registered motor vehicle
dealer in connection with the sale or in preparation for the
proposed sale of a motor vehicle; and

“(ii) the primary business of the registered motor
vehicle dealer is the sale of total-loss vehicles for the
insurance industry.”

To conclude, IAA supports the TSSEA in its policy
objectives and wants a well-regulated towing sector and
vehicle storage sector because it relies on it for its own
business, but is asking for these two modest changes in
order to give IAA and others in the total-loss auction busi-
ness regulatory certainty and to avoid adding needless
costs and red tape that ultimately are borne by auto
insurers and their policy holders.

We both thank you for your time and look forward to
your questions.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Meegwetch.
Thank you to the Ontario Federation of Anglers and
Hunters and also Enbridge and IAA for the presentations.
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The round of questions will start with the government.
MPP Kusendova-Bashta.

Ms. Natalia Kusendova-Bashta: Thank you to all the
presenters this afternoon. My first question is directed to
Mark from the Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters.
I’'m a proud dog mom, so I do have a bias here. | was very
happy to see this particular schedule in this particular bill,
which would enable more licencing of dog training and
trial areas in Ontario. My husband and I were actually
looking for a trainer for our puppy, our German shepherd,
and there are not that many around, so I’m really glad to
see that the government is taking steps after 15 years of
advocacy from your organization and enabling more of
these facilities to come out.

I wanted to ask: You mentioned that the establishments
that came about before 2009 are able to able to hold a
licence, but not after 2009. That seems very arbitrary. Do
you know why that is the case?

Mr. Mark Ryckman: Great question and thank you for
that. Just for clarity, it was actually June 9, 1997, which is
when the Game and Fish Act became the current Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Act. Upon royal assent of the new
act, which is what exists today and governs all hunting and
fishing and various regulations, that is the date after which
no new licences for training and trialling areas could be
issued. It was written right into the act. The purpose at the
time was to ensure that—as I’ve said, there was a slow
death knell for training and trialling areas in Ontario, and
the purpose of putting it in the act was to ensure that it
would be much more difficult to change legislatively.

Ms. Natalia Kusendova-Bashta: Okay, thank you.
You also spoke about the need to have the real-life training
experience to enable sporting dogs to pursue animals like
rabbits, foxes and coyotes in a controlled and safe environ-
ment, which makes total sense for me when we think about
training our professionals. Whether it comes to policing,
firemen or nurses, we also do real-life scenarios and simu-
lations. Can you speak to that? Why is it important to have
these facilities to enable these real-life training experi-
ences?

Mr. Mark Ryckman: Another great question, thank
you. If we back up very slightly—sorry, how much time
do we have? I don’t want to filibuster. I don’t want to
waste all your time here.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): It’s five
minutes 15.

Mr. Mark Ryckman: Okay, I do want to say very
quickly that hunters themselves—before we even get into
the very specific and niche topic of training and trialling
areas and sporting dogs, hunters themselves are highly
trained. Specifically in Ontario, they’re probably the most
well-trained in terms of the training requirements, both the
hunter education program as well as the Canadian firearms
safety course. So the people that are involved in hunting
in general are highly trained.

As 1 said, the sporting dog community is a very small
portion of the overall hunting community. When it comes
to training dogs, running wildlife, one of the utmost con-
cerns is the safety of not just the hunter, the human hunter,

but also the dog, as well as the wildlife in captivity.
Ensuring that both the dog and the wildlife are contained
within a specific area and the wildlife have escape routes
and so on and so forth ensures that the training activity is
limited to being on the trail of wildlife rather than catching
up to wildlife and killing them, which might happen in
hunting itself.

The training occurs in an enclosed area where dogs,
once they are off leash, there’s no risk of them running
onto a neighbouring property, which might be private
property, nor risk of those dogs running across a busy
road, for instance, nor risk of a dog simply running off and
being on the trail of non-target wildlife, for instance. You
can imagine running a coyote through the bush and a dog
might get the scent of a white-tailed deer, for instance, and
all of a sudden is going in a completely different and
unexpected direction. So these enclosures really serve
multiple purposes that really enhance the safety of the
activity for everyone: the human hunter, the dog as well as
the wildlife that are in captivity.

Ms. Natalia Kusendova-Bashta: Excellent. Can you
speak a little bit of the economic impact that these train-
and-trial facilities have on the communities in which they
currently exist?

Mr. Mark Ryckman: Yes, but not really in specifics.
The Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters is here
today to support the Ontario Sporting Dog Association,
who will be appearing at 2 p.m. In hindsight, it may have
made more logical sense if they appeared before we did,
because they have decades of first-hand experience
operating these areas, and they know first-hand—John
will tell you stories, if you ask him—of the impact on not
just hunters and dogs but also families in those areas. So |
strongly recommend that you ask John that question.

Ms. Natalia Kusendova-Bashta: We certainly look
forward to that. Thank you.

That’s all for me. My colleagues—

Mr. Lorne Coe: How much time, Chair?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Two minutes,
38, MPP Coe.

Mr. Lorne Coe: I’'m going to be very quick.

Mr. Ryckman, I know that this legislation supports your
members in their role as conservationists. They’ve been
good stewards. I have a hunt club up in Brooklin. I know
they’re good stewards of natural resources in general.

I would like you to speak about that, because we
haven’t really heard a whole lot about that in committee.
Can you elaborate about their role in accomplishing what
I just described, please?

Mr. Mark Ryckman: Absolutely, yes. A lot of, as you
say, anglers and hunters alike consider themselves conser-
vationists and, in a different term, you can call them
stewards of the resource, for instance. It is not in the best
interest of any angler or hunter to comport themselves or
to be involved in activity that is detrimental to the resource
that they rely on for their recreational activity. In the most
simplistic terms, that is why anglers and hunters are
conservationists: because they abide by the rules. They
contribute significant funds to, for instance, the provincial
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Fish and Wildlife Special Purpose Account through the
sale of licences. That money is dedicated to supporting the
provincial Fish and Wildlife Program, whether it’s
research, management, so on and so forth.

Between being stewards of the resource and ensuring
that the resources are healthy, not just currently but in
perpetuity, for future generations, as well as the significant
economic contributions that both anglers and hunters—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute.

Mr. Mark Ryckman: —contribute to support wildlife
management and fish management in the province of
Ontario—those are probably the two main points that [
have that I can squeeze in there.

Mr. Lorne Coe: Thank you.

To MPP McCarthy, please.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol
McCarthy, go ahead.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Chair, through you to the IAA
council and Mr. Babineau, I just wanted to see if we can
get something clearer in terms of an explanation on the
negative impact the proposed requirements would have on
the business model of IAA outside of invoicing, when no
charges are applied specific to vehicle storage.

Mr. Serge Babineau: Mark, do you want to take that
one?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: Sure, [ can start. Mark
Opashinov, again, for IAA. As I noted in my prepared
remarks, one of the implications to the act is there will be
consent required by every tow operator when it tows
vehicles from the yards which the vehicles were first
brought from roadside after a collision—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): That concludes
the questions from the government.

I will now refer to questions from the official oppo-
sition. MPP Kernaghan.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Thank you to our presenters
who have arrived here at committee today, both in person
as well as virtually.

My first question will be to the Ontario Federation of
Anglers and Hunters. Thank you very much, Mark and
Joe, for coming here today. It’s concerning to hear that
without legislative action, it will be the slow death knell
for training and trialling areas.

The Ontario Sporting Dog Association have voiced
concern about urban sprawl as it relates to the impact on
areas. Here in Ontario, we’re losing 319 acres of prime
farmland per day in the province. Many Ontario residents
have reached out with concerns about the parceling off of
the greenbelt, the ecological impact, the impact on flora
and fauna and so many more. Is that something that the
Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters—a concern
that they share?

Mr. Mark Ryckman: I’ll preface my remarks by
saying I’m certainly not a land use policy expert by any
means or an expert on urban sprawl, but whenever we see,
whether they’re legislative, regulatory or policy, changes
made that threaten fish and wildlife or the habitats that
support them, that is something that generates attention
from the OFAH. So whether that is urban sprawl from the

Mamakwa): MPP

GTA outward or whatever the case may be, any of those
concerns, if they have that ultimate impact on the things
that we care about and the mandate of the Ontario Federa-
tion of Anglers and Hunters, which is the conservation of
our resources, that would garner our attention for sure.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Absolutely. You’ve also
mentioned the loss of training ground due to attrition of
owners. It’s a deep concern, because what would happen
if someone were to attempt to train in the wild, for
instance?

Mr. Mark Ryckman: That question would probably
be better addressed to John Bell. I will say, though, how-
ever, that in the wild, generally that is considered hunting,
and wildlife in captivity and training and trialling are
governed slightly differently in regulation and under the
FWCA than hunting with a dog is.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Absolutely. Thank you very
much.

My next questions will be for Wayne. It’s good to see
you again, Wayne. In thinking back to our discussions on
Bill 46, the Ontario government’s own discussion papers
didn’t recommend lifting the prohibition on enhanced oil
and gas extraction as it relates to carbon sequestration, and
it’s something that delegations were concerned about.
Also, at that time we heard from industry leaders who were
concerned about the state and the status of the 27,000 wells
in Ontario, hearing that only 19% of them had been
inspected since 2005. I was wondering, Wayne, if you
were aware of any increased inspections by the Ministry
of Natural Resources and Forestry?

Mr. Wayne Passmore: I am not personally aware of
any of those. Enbridge, of course, does own and operate
natural gas wells that are subject to that for our under-
ground natural-gas-storage business, so our operators are
definitely familiar with that.

I think it’s important to note that CCS is a brand new
thing for Ontario—it’s not brand new to North America;
it’s just brand new to Ontario—and it’s going to be using
state-of-the-art, purpose-built and engineered wells that
will be going much deeper and be built to a very signifi-
cant standard that is going to make sure it’s absolutely
safe. They’re not going it have those same kind of issues
that an unregulated industry had over a hundred years ago.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Understood. When taking a
look at section 11.6, it sets out that a special project
“continues to be a well” even after the special project has
concluded. Does Enbridge have any concerns about
certain special projects that might take place within a well?
What would be the remediation, or what would be the
responsibility of the person who has administered the
special project after that is done?

Mr. Wayne Passmore: Well, so far all we’ve seen is
enabling legislation, so the regulations are yet to come,
and that’s where the details would be, of course. We have
faith that we can work with the government to make the
regulations work for everybody.

In the end, when you put a well in, it’s a long-term
responsibility, and Enbridge takes that very seriously. We
would do everything that we need to do to make sure that
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that’s safe for the long term, even after maybe a special
project or a demonstration or something like that. But our
hope would be that we can bring one of those projects
forward and try to do that, and if it’s successful in terms of
an evaluation, then move it towards a commercial project
thereafter.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Understood. Also, in dis-
cussions, thinking about subsection 13.1(2): It has added a
“may” clause where the minister may consider granting or
transferring a licence to, possibly, an individual or corpor-
ation who has been convicted under the act. I wanted to
know if Enbridge had any concerns about that particular
change.

Mr. Wayne Passmore: Well, I think you’re referring
to the discretionary nature of that. That’s not something
that causes us concern, personally, because we work with
the ministry to make these things safe long-term. It’s also
something where we believe that a strong, very high bar
for the technical capability, the financial competency—the
ability to actually carry out a project and make sure that it
stays safe and it’s clean long-term for everybody is
important, and we support the ministry having tools to deal
with, potentially, a few bad actors out there that may try to
get in there. We really aren’t that concerned with that. We
confidently can work with the government on that.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Understood. I think, as well,
I’ve heard from many constituents who are concerned
about their current price of energy in Ontario. Many
people have seen increases on their Enbridge bill. In
particular, I want to ask about the open bill program. I
know that it’s a program that allows third-party companies
who sell energy-related products to be included on
Enbridge’s bill.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: I believe that the open bill
program—I heard a commitment that it’s going to be
phased out in October 2024. I wonder if you had any
comments about the open bill program and if you could
confirm that it will indeed be phased out.

Mr. Wayne Passmore: [ believe that proposal is
currently before the Ontario Energy Board and that it will
get dealt with in the due course of that regulatory pro-
ceeding.

Energy costs are a concern for everyone. Of course,
Enbridge takes that very seriously, trying to find a balance
between meeting the energy needs that our customers want
and need and trying to do it affordably. At the end of the
day, Enbridge doesn’t make any money on the commodity
of the natural gas that we sell our end-use customers. We
only make a return on the capital that we deploy to actually
deliver the natural gas.

Natural gas is a North American commodity and, more
lately, a global commodity, that—the prices have gone up,
and they’ve also come back down a little bit. Those prices
that we’re allowed to charge are regulated by the Ontario
Energy Board. So we sympathize and empathize. We’re—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Thank you.
That concludes that seven minutes from the opposition.

Now, I’'m going to go to the government side. MPP
McCarthy.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Chair, through you, back to
counsel, sorry; I just want to make sure—I think you were
cut off and I want to continue to give you ample time, to
counsel, for Mr. Babineau and the IAA. Just to repeat so
we’re clear: The potential impact to impose a significant
financial and administrative burden on your operations
and additional costs that may be borne by auto insurance
consumers—I would be concerned about that, if that’s
your position, and why.

Interjection.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: We don’t have sound, Chair.

Mr. Mark Opashinov: I think I’'m unmuted now.

Thank you, Mr. McCarthy. That’s absolutely the
concern of IAA, that this additional red tape—and that
really is what it is, because this is a business-to-business
relationship that A A has with insurers—

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: We don’t like red tape, so we
definitely don’t want more red tape. So explain that.

Mr. Mark Opashinov: We certainly don’t want more
red tape.

This is, critically, a legislation that’s designed to
address the relationship between roadside towers and
storage providers and consumers. IAA does not have any
consumer-facing function nor does anybody else in the
salvage automobile business. Instead, what’s happening
is, because of the over-broad scope of these definitions,
IAA is brought within the scope of the legislation. The
result is these costs have to be borne at first instance by
IAA, but those will ultimately get passed on to insurers.
We can only surmise insurers will want to, at least in part,
pass those on to policyholders. The costs are needless, and
they’re going to get passed on down the line, ultimately,
we think, on policyholders.

There really is no public interest here in regulating this
business, which is a business-to-business service. It stores
vehicles on consignment for sale by insurers, and its cus-
tomers are chiefly insurers. The storage that IAA pro-
vides—that storage service is entirely incidental to the rest
of the business, which is a vehicle auction business.

It’s not the type of storage that the act is intended to
capture, but the unfortunate wording, we’re sure inadver-
tently, nevertheless arguably captures IAA’s activities.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Thank you for that. Again,
through you, Mr. Chair, you’ve been very specific about
the language in certain provisions of the act as it’s
proposed to be amended, and that’s schedule 36 of Bill 91.
Can’t we just agree on this, to the extent—to be very
specific, then—that the proposals change “tow driver’s
certificate” to “tow driver certificate,” counsel would not
have any objection to that?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: We don’t think we would.
You’re right.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: All right. Changing the
terminology or proposing to change the terminology of a
certificate being revoked to a certificate being cancelled,
you would have no objection to that?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: None.
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Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Replacing references from
“certificate holders” to “tow truck drivers, tow operators
or vehicle storage operators, as the case may be,” you
would have on objection to that?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: That’s correct.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: To the extent that the sche-
dule 36 to Bill 91 proposes clarifying when consent and
estimates are required, you would have no objection to
that?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: If there were proper clarifica-
tion, no objections.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: 1 guess we always agree,
through you, Chair, that the devil’s in the details when it
comes to regulations promulgated under an act. The wit-
ness is smiling, so that’s almost a cliché, I suppose.
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Clarifying the authority to regulate amounts operators
may charge in the process regarding submission of these
amounts, including authority to reject excessive amounts:
That’s in schedule 36 of the bill. Any objection to that,
counsel?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: None.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Clarifying the scope of
persons to whom the director may request information
concerning complaints: Any objection to that?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: None.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Providing authority to allow
regulations to apply to vehicles that are not motor vehicles:
You would have no objection to that?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: Correct.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Also, and finally, you’re
familiar with the consequential amendments to the Muni-
cipal Act, 2001, and the City of Toronto Act, 2006, to
remove references to the municipal business licensing of
tow trucks? You would agree that those consequential
amendments, as proposed, are appropriate?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: No concerns with that, correct.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: You were very specific in
your opening about the sections you would like to see con-
sidered for change, and I don’t see any written submission
in that regard. Could you provide the committee with what
you are—I mean, [ went through eight items that you have
no objection to, but the specific sections that you say
would add the regulatory burden or costs that could be
passed onto consumers through auto insurance pre-
miums—we would be concerned about that. So can we see
those?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: Absolutely. We’ll provide you
with a written version of our remarks today. But just to
clarify for the benefit of the committee right now, it’s the
two definitions that we were focusing on: “vehicle storage
services” and how that’s defined, because as I said at the
outset, it’s—

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Through you, Chair: You
would have a proposal as to how it should be defined?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: We do indeed, yes, and we’ll
provide it in writing.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Secondly, the other big pro-
posal or big ask is what?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: It was to add a clarifying
section at the conclusion of the definition of “towing
services,” to make it clear that the secondary towing from
roadside storage facilities to IAA yards, where the vehicles
are auctioned, is not the type of towing service that should
be included within the scope of the act.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: All right. I thank the witness.

Chair, what is the timing and the form in which these
suggested changes would come from these witnesses?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): 1 know that
submissions will be available once they’re submitted. But
also, the deadline to provide a written submission is Thurs-
day, May 4, at 7 p.m.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: All right. So through you,
Chair: Does that deadline work for counsel and Mr.
Babineau in terms of getting that to the Chair and the
supporting staff?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: It does. Thank you very much.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. Mark Opashinov: We’re aware of that timeline
and we’re working towards it.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Through you, Mr. Chair:
Given the eight you had no concerns with in schedule 36,
there are two that we’re going to receive very specific
proposals on. Correct?

Mr. Mark Opashinov: That’s correct.

I’ll just underscore that my client has provided written
submissions on April 17, which largely echo what you
heard from me today and will be reflected in what you get
from us before the end of the day tomorrow.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: The more focused, the better,
I would submit, through you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. Mark Opashinov: Okay.

Mr. Todd J. McCarthy: Thank you.

Mr. Mark Opashinov: Thank you.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: How much time left?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): There’s 20
seconds.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: Oh, 20 seconds? Thank you
very much for your thoughts today. I appreciate you
coming out. I’ll save my questions for offline. I appreciate
it.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): At this time,
I’'m going to go back to the official opposition. MPP
Kernaghan.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Earlier in the committee, we
were discussing the economic benefits of trialling and
training. I also wanted to put forward the written sub-
mission by the Ontario Sporting Dog Association, just for
the committee’s consideration. They indicate that they
bring a huge economic boost to the areas in which they’re
located: that the average cost of hotel rooms is about $125
per night, $375 per room for three days, 62 rooms for
judges, and it will actually generate $23,250 directly to
local economies. There are also competitors who take their
campers. And if we take a look as well, the average person
spends about $45 on meals per day. With 100 people, that
$4,500 for three days, $13,500. It’s local restaurants, local
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grocery stores. And as well, people in Quebec, New York,
Ohio and even as far as South Carolina come to these
events. They say that the average foxhound three-day field
trial brings an average of $54,000. I guess my question,
though, is, I wondered: Do you have any amendments to
this legislation? Is there anything you see that is missing,
anything that the committee should consider in order to
strengthen it or to make it better?

Mr. Mark Ryckman: No, nothing that would need to
be necessarily repealed. As I said, the Ontario Federation
of Anglers and Hunters would be perfectly fine if schedule
14 of Bill 91 was adopted as written. There are some
questions about how the 90-day application period for new
licences was determined and whether or not that’s
necessary. But we understand that given the volume of
applications that are expected, 90 days would be more than
sufficient.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Understood.

Just to Mr. Passmore, I noticed, I think it was in the
Toronto Star, that they reported that Enbridge was going
to wind down the Open Bill Program in phases through
October 2024. There was a statement to the Toronto Star
“that the long-standing service is ‘no longer consistent
with the utility’s strategic direction.’” That’s good news,
just to answer that concern. But, to Mr. Passmore, are there
any amendments or any concerns? Do you have anything
that you would like to see strengthened within this
legislation?

Mr. Wayne Passmore: Well, not so much the
legislation, because it’s really enabling legislation that
then sets up further regulation.

As I mentioned several times in my remarks, we see
that the province should take a much more assertive, much
more aggressive role in helping to manage the pore space.
This is a relatively limited resource that Ontario has, and
we’ve got a lot of emissions. So we want to make sure it
this is done right, in a way that benefits most of the large
emitters and the province’s businesses so that carbon
capture and sequestration becomes available to all.

Our goal is to try to get this to utility scale, and we see
vesting of pore space as absolutely strategic to doing that.
It’s what Alberta has done, it’s what British Columbia has
done, and they are both moving strongly ahead. We see
that as one key step that would set up and enable Ontario
to actively compete with some of those jurisdictions and
most likely set Ontario up to be successful in being added
to the federal list of provinces eligible for the investment
tax credit that is available for carbon capture and seques-
tration projects.

These projects will be billions of dollars and thousands
and thousands of jobs. This is a huge opportunity if we get
it right, and it represents a significant cost if we get it
wrong. We need to recognize that a lot of industry is
looking for the solution to get this done, and if they can’t
get it done in Ontario, they’re likely to leave and go else-
where. That’s not in anybody’s best interests. We need to
work with the industry, work with the government to move
this forward and try to make sure that we’re setting up a

regime that benefits as many businesses and Ontarians as
possible.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): MPP Wong-
Tam.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: If I can just have a quick
time check?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Three minutes,
17.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Thank you very much.

Thank you for your deputations, everyone who has
presented thus far. My question is largely regarding CCS,
so that is for my friend at the end. I’'m sorry, I didn’t catch
your name.

Mr. Wayne Passmore: Wayne Passmore.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Thank you, Wayne Pass-
more. CCS has largely been touted as a significant move
to allow for, I guess, some form of green transitioning—if
I can describe it as that—largely championed by the oil
and gas industries. Yet we know that CCS, with respect to
large-scale success, with respect to reducing emissions,
with respect to the costs—it is fairly heavy in terms of
both. Therefore, its intensive use of new technology, new
facilities to produce those outcomes, as well as the cost to
build those facilities to remove emissions sometimes has
been questioned as perhaps not necessarily beneficial.

Will those new costs, the money that’s required to build
these new facilities to capture the carbon and put it into the
ground—is it sustainable in the long run when what we’re
looking for is truly sustainable outcomes? At the same
time, will those additional costs ever be passed along to
the consumer?

Mr. Wayne Passmore: That’s a great question. Carbon
capture and storage is really made up of three components
of it: the capture of it, and that, traditionally, is very
expensive; the transportation, which is most effectively
done by pipeline—of course, that’s Enbridge’s forte, and
that’s where we see a very active role there—as well as
storage or sequestration. Of course, we are the largest
storer of natural gas underground and we get it all back, so
we think we can put some CO, down there and make it
stay down there.
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In terms of the cost, what we’re seeing when we talk to
our large-emitter customers is they’re asking our help for
solutions to try to meet their greenhouse gas reduction
targets in a cost-effective way. When they look at the
carbon charges and the cost of those and start comparing
that with, potentially, the costs of carbon capture, if they
can do carbon capture and sequestration for a—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute.

Mr. Wayne Passmore: —lower price, then that’s
going to be a business case that helps them move forward
to get their costs down, to help keep the services that they
provide to industry and society more competitive. While
this represents a significant investment, it also represents
an opportunity to reduce these emissions in a cost-
effective manner and keep these businesses competitive.
So that’s absolutely critical.
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MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: [ recognize that it’s
important to remove the emissions largely as we transition
to a green, sustainable economy. That is the responsibility
of industry. My question is, will any of those capital costs
and also energy-intensive efforts be passed along to the
consumer? Will the consumer see higher gas prices, oil
prices, fuel prices, because your industry has to spend a lot
more in order to enable you to continue digging, drilling,
extracting?

Mr. Wayne Passmore: That’s a great question. The
costs of trying to reduce greenhouse gas emissions—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Time has ended
for the question-and-answer. Thank you. Meegwetch to the
Ontario Federation of Anglers and Hunters for your
presentation, same with Enbridge and also IAA. That con-
cludes our question-and-answer.

We’ll get the next group to get ready. I will wait for the
Ontario Sporting Dog Association, and also the Landscape
Ontario Horticultural Trades Association.

If you can get back to your seats, and then we will start
the sessions again.

THE ONTARIO SPORTING
DOG ASSOCIATION

LANDSCAPE ONTARIO HORTICULTURAL
TRADES ASSOCIATION

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): We’re just
about getting ready for the next presentation. I will now
call upon The Ontario Sporting Dog Association. You will
have seven minutes for your presentation. Please state
your name for Hansard, and you may begin.

Mr. John Bell: My name is John Bell. I am the
president of the Ontario Sporting Dog Association and
also the Ontario training and trialling association, which
are the people with the enclosures.

We have come here today to try and talk to everybody
and make sure there is no uncertainty about what we’re
doing here. We want to try and get this date removed and
a 90-day window open to get people into new pens.

Many of these facilities are open to the public, and
some of these areas have as many as 50 different trainers
working in the facility. Even the loss of one facility puts a
big burden on the other training enclosures, because there
wasn’t that many to begin with. What it has done is put a
lot of pressure on the other pen owners.

We’re losing pens all the time because of attrition and
urban sprawl, because once you have houses all the way
around your enclosure, you’re going to end up having to
move. We can’t do that because we can’t transfer our
licences.

The reason that we need these enclosures, the main
reason that we need these areas is for the safety of the dogs
and the safety of the people who are competing with the
dogs or training their dogs.

The biggest problem we have right now is there aren’t
enough enclosures. The elimination of one enclosure
causes people to have to run in the wild. Nowadays, with

the amount of traffic, the population has gone up 18% and
the traffic has doubled in the wild where we run our dogs
and where we hunt.

The second thing is that participants have complete
control over the hounds in a training area. It provides the
maximum control of the dogs at all times during the
training and trialling functions.

The training and trialling areas allow today’s youth to
actively get involved in the sport of training and handling
of hounds and gives them access to other handlers to help
them know how to train their dogs, who would not be
available to them otherwise.

The training and trialling areas completely eliminate
the chasing of non-target animals specifically. This is very
important to every hunter and to the government. We don’t
want them chasing deer out of season. We train our dogs
to hunt specific animals.

The training and trialling areas bring a real economic
boost to the area where each of the training and trialling
enclosures were built. The numbers that are in this file that
the gentleman brought up a little while ago—I did that
three years ago. That number is probably between $75,000
and $80,000 now. That doesn’t include the cost of ATVs
and side-by-sides that we use to catch dogs and the
thousands of dollars that we spend on tracking equipment
every year.

I’m kind of nervous doing this. I don’t do this every day
of the week like Ryck does.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: You’re doing great.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): You’re doing
great.

Mr. John Bell: I'm doing the best I can.

This doesn’t include the hours of training that people
take to train their dogs before they go to an enclosure for
an event.

The field trials are made so that we can get field trial
champions. The clubs run at zero profit. Our clubs make
no money on a field trial. In fact, usually, the clubs throw
money into the hat to make sure the bills all get paid. This
is specifically about winning a trophy or gaining points to
get a championship. That’s all that matters—to us,
anyway.
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The training and trialling areas have been in operation
in a legal, ethical fashion for over 25 years, with very few
problems or complaints. The first recorded field trial in
Ontario was in 1887. This is a huge part of the history and
indeed the heritage of hunting in Ontario. We need to
protect the heritage activity of training and trialling areas,
which are essential for our youth.

We would like to request at this time that the date of
June 9, 1997, be removed from O. Reg. 668/98, section 29,
and replaced with a 90-day window for Ontario residents
to put up new enclosures on their properties—that that be
granted.

We can live with the rules; we have done for 25 years.
The training and trialling areas are supported by the
Canadian Kennel Club, the UKC, the CKC, the Ontario
Federation of Anglers and Hunters, south central Ontario
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big game association, every beagle club, every fox-
hunting club and every member of our association—we
have 33,000 members; we have 164 clubs. We have also
sent several hundred letters in support to the minister’s
office and handed-delivered hundreds more when we met
with the minister and his staff last year.

Ladies and gentlemen, I came here—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute
left.

Mr. John Bell: I came here as a pen owner and as the
president of a pen-owners’ association. I’ve owned and
operated a training enclosure for 25 years; that’s 225 acres
of my own land. I have never had a complaint, and I'm
here today to try and quell any thoughts that there’s a
problem with what we’re doing.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Thank you. I’ll
go to the Landscape Ontario Horticultural Trades Associ-
ation. You have seven minutes. Please state your name for
Hansard, and you may begin.

Mr. Dave Wright: Thank you. My name is Dave
Wright. I’'m the president of Wright Landscape Services
and the current past president of Landscape Ontario.
Thank you for allowing me to speak on behalf of Land-
scape Ontario today.

Landscape Ontario is the province’s premier horticul-
tural trades association and has 11 sector groups to address
the specific needs of the profession. The snow and ice
management sector group represents over 8,000 small
businesses who employ a massive workforce in every
riding in Ontario and provide an essential public service
that allows people to live their lives, get to work, attend
school and access emergency services when needed. Our
goals are to create safe conditions for all Ontarians, reform
the liability system for improved fairness and establish a
regulatory framework for the improvement of snow and
ice management across the province.

Landscape Ontario supports the proposed change to the
Highway Traffic Act under schedule 15 of Bill 91.
Specifically, the snow and ice management sector group
strongly supports the creation of a fine for drivers over-
taking snowplows in echelon formation on multi-lane
highways unless a full lane is available to complete the
manoeuvre safely and requests that this measure be
extended to all public roadways. This speaks to our core
mission to create safe conditions for all Ontarian road-
users through our clearing of highways, roads and private
parking lots, as well as for our own members operating
snowplows and other equipment.

We believe that this legislative amendment to make it
illegal to pass snowplows on multi-lane highways unless a
full lane is available should be law on all Ontario road-
ways. All too often, our members are faced with dangerous
situations from impatient drivers who view our snow
equipment as an annoying obstruction, despite the essen-
tial work our members are performing for the public. Not
only do these careless drivers put our lives and those of
others in jeopardy, they also contribute to the increase in
insurance rates for snow removal companies that threatens
to put many of our members’ businesses out of operation.

Snow and ice contractors strive to create safe conditions
in an environment that can often be dangerous for oper-
ators. In fact, we’re seeing an alarming increase in aggres-
sive behaviour from the public that is putting our members
in danger. For example, plow operators in Toronto, Miss-
issauga, Brampton and Caledon reported numerous inci-
dents of physical and verbal abuse from residents after
heavy snowfalls this past winter. Our members are facing
risky situations on both the roads and private property
along with skyrocketing insurance costs. The creation of a
Highway Traffic Act offence to protect snowplow oper-
ators on multi-lane highways is helpful, but our industry
urgently needs more.

In conclusion, Landscape Ontario supports the pro-
posed change to the Highway Traffic Act under schedule
15 of Bill 91—specifically, the snow and ice sector group
strongly supports the creation of a fine for drivers ove-
rtaking snowplows in echelon formation on multi-lane
highways unless a full lane is available to complete this
manoeuvre safely—and further requests that this measure
be extended to all public roadways.

Thank you again for allowing me time to speak on
behalf of Landscape Ontario.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Thank you for
the presentations.

For this round of questions, I’'m going to start with the
government. MPP Saunderson.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: Thank you to both presenters
this afternoon.

Mr. Bell, I just want you to know that Mr. Ryckman
spoke very highly of you and said we should direct all dog
questions to you, so we’re very happy to have you here. |
have a dog at home that could use some training. He loves
fishing. He’s a sled dog, actually, but now he loves to go
fishing when the salmon and the trout are running. In my
area of Collingwood, the trout are running right now.

I was very interested to hear your comments about your
organization, about your efforts and your personal experi-
ence as an owner of a trial and training centre. I’'m won-
dering if you would have any advice for the government,
then, in terms of not just regulations that we’re proposing
in Bill 91 but any other aspect of your business or dog
training that you think could use some shoring up.

Mr. John Bell: There are some things in the regulations
that need to be addressed slightly, and I’ve talked before a
little bit about it. It’s just minor things. We can live with
the rules; we’ve done it for 25 years. We stay out of
trouble, we keep our noses clean and hopefully we can
keep it that way. It would be nice to see this date gone
completely, but I don’t think that’s possible. The 90-day
window, we’ll grab it in a heartbeat because we have
probably got—I’ve been inundated with phone calls
because people know I was coming here today, asking me,
“What’s happening? When is it happening? When can we
apply for a licence?” This has been 25 years people have
been waiting for this.

I’ve got a friend of mine whose daughter won a trophy
when she was three. She’s 22 years old. She goes to York
University. She plays hockey for York University. She
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also owns 15 foxhounds and runs in my pen every week-
end, and she loves every minute of it. That’s what this is
about. Our sport is all family-orientated, both the fox-
hound pens and the beagle pens, and the kids come with
us. Most people, when they come here to trial, they rent a
cottage, because the dogs only run for five hours and then
we catch them. Sorry, we don’t get them in five hours;
usually; we usually get them in an hour after the call-off.
But then the kids will go back to the cottage, and they
either go swimming or they go fishing and it’s a heck of a
lot better than them sitting in the room with an Xbox; let’s
put it that way.

The kids that were involved in this back in the 1970s,
when I first got involved, are now the kids I’'m competing
against. They know what they’re doing because they had
an opportunity to get into these enclosures so the old
guys—me—can show them what they’re doing wrong.

This is about control of our dogs, not just in the
enclosure, not just at the field trial, but when we go
hunting on the outside. If I have a piece of property I'm
not allowed on, I’ve got a collar on that dog; I hit the tone
button and that dog will stop and come back to me. All 1
have to do is—if he can hear me or my car horn, because
I’ve got a different horn on it, I hit that button, he’ll stop,
and if T hit it again, he comes right back.

When I run in my own enclosure, I might have 15 dogs
out there. I’ll come home for lunch when I’'m done running
after five and a half hours. When I drive out to the pen, I'll
hit the button on every collar, and by the time I get to my
kennels, my dogs are standing at the kennels.
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Mr. Brian Saunderson: You don’t have to answer this
question, but I’'m interested to know from all the work that
you’ve done: Who is easier to train, the dogs or the humans?

Mr. John Bell: With the equipment we have nowadays,
the dogs, definitely the dogs. Some humans are never
trainable.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: I’ve had three dogs and three
sons. I totally agree with you: It’s easier to train the dogs.

My next question is to you, Mr. Wright. You spoke at
length about your support of the snowplow regulations. I
just wanted to get a sense from you—you gave some
anecdotal evidence, but how frequently do these types of
incidents happen in your experience, which you’re hearing
from your members?

Mr. Dave Wright: In my experience, they’re happen-
ing just about every snowfall. There are a lot of angry
people out there. They don’t want us making noise, they
don’t want us in the way, and we’re just trying to make
things safe for people.

Mr. Brian Saunderson: [ appreciate your answer.
Maybe you need some of Mr. Bell’s little buttons so that
you can zap the offending drivers. That might be helpful
too.

Those are my questions, Mr. Chair. I’'m prepared to
share my time.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): MPP Hogarth.

Ms. Christine Hogarth: Thank you for being here.
This is a question I asked before you sat down, which is

really important to me and to many people who call my
office about animal welfare and animal health. We know
we brought in the PAWS Act, which is one of the strongest
legislations for animals and animal welfare, really, in
Canada. It’s something we’re very proud of.

I would love for you to share with us: What do you do
in your train-and-trial facilities and what do you do to
ensure the safety of all the animals in your facilities?

Mr. John Bell: The regulations call for us to have
brush piles, dens or manmade escape units—we call them
pods. What it is is a 10- or 12-inch concrete culvert going
into a 45-gallon drum buried under the ground and there’s
a vent cut and put above the ground so they can’t get
overheated in there. What we do is we feed in those
culverts during the wintertime because it stops the crows
from stealing the coyote food anyway—or ravens. We put
it inside the edge of the culverts so the animals know
where every one of these culverts are. If they are in danger,
they’re in the ground, and I can assure you, there’s not
very many dogs that are going to go in a 10-inch culvert
when there’s an alligator at the other end. That’s, again, a
good way to put it, but that’s the truth. We’re there and
we’re concerned about their safety.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute.

Mr. John Bell: At a field trial, we have three guys with
side-by-sides—two guys in each one—with poles and
cages on the back. A judge phones the master and says,
“We’ve got an animal; the dogs are getting too close to
him,” and they immediately take off in that direction. If
the dogs come up trees, they’re there in a matter of
seconds; they get the animal and get it out of there before
it gets injured.

Ms. Christine Hogarth: Okay, thank you. I have no
further questions.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Okay. Go
ahead; there are 30 seconds left. MPP Oosterhoff.

Mr. Sam Oosterhoff: My question is for the Land-
scape Ontario Horticultural Trades Association. I was just
wondering about when you started to see this acceleration
of aggression. I actually did snow clearing and land-
scaping for some years and I have family members who
do as well up in Owen Sound and across the province. I'm
just wondering when you started to see this increase.

Mr. Dave Wright: I can’t say that I can say a specific
time, but there’s always been people. You’re seeing more
and more of it in the news, but certainly—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): That concludes
the question-and-answer from the government side.

This time around I'm going to go to the official
opposition: MPP Kernaghan.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Thank you very much to our
presenters today. Mr. Bell, I just wanted to thank you. You
mentioned that the Ontario Sporting Dog Association has
been very active, as well as its members, making sure that
they wrote letters to the government and contacted the
government, so I just want to thank you for that advocacy.
I’'m glad to hear that the government is not simply
listening to but is also acting upon your concerns.
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It’s interesting to note as well that your economic
benefits that you’ve laid out very well in your presentation
are also three years old—

Mr. John Bell: That’s right.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: So that’s quite interesting,
because that means yet more economic benefit. It’s
concerning to hear that, without legislative action, this
would be the death knell for trialling and training areas.

I wanted to know: We’ve also heard from many dele-
gations during the pre-budget consultations about the con-
tinued urban sprawl and about the fact that Ontario is
losing 319 acres of prime farmland per day and that people
are very concerned about the impact not only ecologically,
but also on wildlife. I wanted to know if you had any
concerns about urban sprawl.

Mr. John Bell: We do, because obviously the dogs are
noisy when they’re running and when they’re being
trained. If you’ve got a subdivision built right up to the
back of your enclosure, you're going to have to move
because you’ll have nothing but complaints for the noise.

As far as us taking up farmland, we don’t want open
fields. We don’t want any of that. Between the foxhound
people and the beagle guys, we want the roughest piece of
ground that you can find. We don’t want the dogs to be
able to see that animals. That’s not what it’s about. It’s not
about seeing the animal and chasing it; it’s about following
their nose.

My property, I walk my fence with hip waders on in the
middle of the summer. In fact, I have a young guy who
walks it for me most of the time now because I’ve had both
of my knees replaced, but I did. For 20 years, I walked it
with hip waders, and right now he probably needs chest
waders it’s been raining so bad. But the coyotes go in there
and they’ll run all day.

The good thing is you can go in there, you can run the
dogs until you feel that they’ve had enough, and you can
stop them right away. You’re in an enclosed area. You can
cut them off, you can catch them up. With the technology
we have today, it’s a lot better than it was four years ago.
I remember standing at the side of the road at midnight,
trying to catch dogs. It wasn’t fun—

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: I guess not.

Mr. John Bell: —and going back the next day, trying
to find them.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Absolutely. I also wanted to
ask, John—you had mentioned there are certain things that
we’ve seen with population growth, that traffic has
doubled. I wanted to know what would be some of the
unintended consequences if people were to train in the
wild without enclosures.

Mr. John Bell: There are people who train in the wild.
I did, until I had a litter of pups went out in the road and
got killed, and I said, “That’s it.” T bought my farm; I
bought 300 acres for my dogs.

Right now, it’s pretty dangerous. In front of my house
in the wintertime, there might be one car every half an
hour; in the summertime when the cottages are on, it’s like
the 401. That’s the difference between running in an
enclosure and running in the wild.

You also have to look at it in another way. When you’re
hunting in the wild, most of us are hunting in minus 10 or
minus 15, and there is not the traffic there is during the
summer, okay? Very few people run their dogs in the wild
in the summertime, and if they do, it’s at night and it’s
usually in the middle of nowhere.

But believe it or not, in the middle of nowhere, there
will be one car coming down that road in the middle of the
night and if you’re not there with that collar on them to
stop them going in the road—I could be driving up the
road and yell at a guy next to me, “Tone those dogs,” and
he can tone them, and I’ll yell out the window, and they’ll
sit down right at the side of the Glenarm Road, which is a
very busy road. And that’s why we need the training
enclosures: to get the dog to that point.

[ hunt six days a week, from November till Good Friday
usually; I hunt coyotes all the time. I have written per-
mission for 284 farms, and the reason I have so many is
because if the farmer has a problem with coyotes, I go trap
them for them.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Understood. Thank you
very much, John, and thank you for your presentation
today.

My next questions will be for Dave from the Landscape
Ontario Horticultural Trades Association. I want to thank
you, Dave, for your presentation. You’ve mentioned the
changes to the Highway Traffic Act and you’d like to see
these be law on all Ontario roadways. I wonder if you
could explain a little bit further for the committee.

Mr. Dave Wright: Well, I think it should be the
passing of snowplows on all roads, not just on multi-lane
roads.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: Absolutely. You know,
we’ve seen a great deal of increase in careless driving.

I just want to thank you for your presentations today.
At this time, I’ll cede the rest of my time to MPP Wong-
Tam.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): MPP Wong-
Tam.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Thank you. A kind request
to you, Chair: time check?

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Two minutes.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: Okay. Thank you.

Mr. Bell, thank you very much for your presentation. [
listened to it very intently. I marvel at this remarkable
place called Queen’s Park, because I'm an urban
politician; I don’t get out very often and, certainly, I don’t
get out to hunt. But I have gone both spin- as well as fly-
fishing and enjoy those sports immensely, and I, too, own
a pair of chest waders.

I’'m just really curious. With respect to your presenta-
tion, you really outlined the things that you’d like to see.
But specifically the language that you’re looking for in
terms of any type of amendments to the bill: Is that
something that you can provide to this committee as well?
1420

Mr. John Bell: Well, like I say, we can live with the
regulations the way they are. Kyle and I have been talking
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for the last two years on little things here and there. It’s
nothing substantial, really.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute.

Mr. John Bell: The thing we need is that we need to be
able to build more enclosures for our youth and for the
future of our dogs. The only thing that would be better is
if the 90 days was forever, but it’s not going to be.

MPP Kristyn Wong-Tam: And without the enclo-
sures, do you see it as an imminent threat to the sport?

Mr. John Bell: Without enclosures, I personally would
run in the wild. I would run at night and I would be very
careful, what I was doing. But we can go to these pens on
the weekend. We have only one training corridor right
now that we can run a field trial in. It’s in Kingston. You’re
allowed over 200 dogs in that enclosure. It’s almost 700
acres. There will be 100 dogs there on a Saturday, just on
a day when people want to go train their dogs. The guy is
getting inundated with people to the point where—I'm
getting phone calls all the time because I have a 225-acre
pen behind my house. I don’t like running my pen every
day. I never run it every day. I run it for—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): That concludes
the questions from the official opposition.

This time, I’'m going to go the government side. MPP
Oosterhoff.

Mr. Sam Oosterhoff: I’'m going to go back to Dave
from Landscape Ontario. And again, I also just want to
pass along gratitude for the work that your members do. I
know they are out there, sometimes watching the sun come
up while everyone’s off to work, and they’re snow
clearing. And then they see everyone come home from
work and they’re still snow clearing.

I have had that experience myself. I just ran a cleanup
shovel crew behind the commercial guys. But even so, I
remember those days and I know that it’s work that a lot
of people don’t really see, because a lot of it happens at
night, but it is very important. I’ve also had that experience
on the other side of being behind a snowplow and under-
standing the frustration, but also knowing that the work is
very, very important. ’'m sure a lot of people haven’t had
that lived experience and appreciation for the difficulty
that they’re in and the hazards that are presenting.

I’'m wondering if you could you build a little bit on your
conversation that you had with regard to the multi-lane
highways and how that would actually work in practice on
a municipal road, on the smaller roads. I’'m just curious
what you think that would mean in areas—saying all
municipal roads is really, really broad. So I’m just won-
dering, in practice, what that would look like. Are you
saying, essentially, no passing, period? I know you said
unless there’s a clear lane. But I’'m just wondering how
would that change from what the law currently is, where |
don’t believe you’re allowed to pass anyone unless there’s
a clean lane beside and a dotted line. I’'m just wondering if
you could clarify some of that for the sake of the com-
mittee this afternoon.

Mr. Dave Wright: And you’re probably right that the
current laws cover that. But we want to make sure that the
drivers of the snow equipment and drivers at large are safe.

Passing snow equipment when it’s not safe to do so, there
need to be laws against it. I think it should cover all
municipal roads, not just multi-lane.

Mr. Sam Oosterhoff: I understand that. I’'m just trying
to understand, if it’s already illegal to unsafely pass
someone, would you want to see it, I guess, made doubly
illegal to pass someone or just a strengthened fine or
awareness around it—

Mr. Dave Wright: I think if it’s illegal, it’s illegal—

Mr. Sam Oosterhoff: No, I’'m just trying to understand
how it would actually be implemented, I guess. And again,
I totally respect the desire to see that, but—

Mr. Dave Wright: Yes, | don’t know how that would
be—

Mr. Sam Oosterhoff: Pardon?

Mr. Dave Wright: 1 don’t how that would be
implemented.

Mr. Sam Qosterhoff: Okay. All right, [ appreciate that.

I’'m also wondering if you could speak a little bit about
the insurance premium issue that you’ve raised. It’s some-
thing I’'m hearing from a number of different stake-
holders—your sector as well, but also from the trucking
sector. Getting new people into trucking is hugely
important, but we’re seeing the premiums rise at a rate that
is, I would say, unsustainable in that space.

I’'m wondering if you could share a little bit about the
rationale that your sector is hearing from the insurance
companies about why they feel they have to charge such
prices. If you could maybe walk through some of that,
because I know it is a cost pressure for you, and that’s
ultimately also going to be carried by people who want to
get their properties snow cleared.

Mr. Dave Wright: The problem is that these high
insurance premiums are pushing companies out of busi-
ness. The small companies and the medium-sized com-
panies are under pressure, and the large companies are
doing okay, but they’re paying huge premiums. What’s
going to happen is that property owners and municipalities
are going to find that there are no more snow contractors.
There’s not enough capacity in the contractors that are left
to do the work. The system is broken.

We’re looking at some legislative reform to change
how liability is placed on snow management companies.
Property owners want to put all of the liability on the
contractor when there are so many things that are out of
the contractor’s control. Contracts are unfairly written, and
contractors are signing them, unfortunately, which puts
them at a disadvantage with the insurance companies.

Mr. Sam Qosterhoff: I think it’s fair to say that we’ve
seen, over the last 30 years, governments of all stripes and
sizes attempt to make different changes and tweaks within
the insurance system, but we still see these premiums
continue to rise. That’s something that’s very discon-
certing for myself, having been here for six and a half
years and always trying to raise this issue, and hearing
from my colleagues who are also working on that. I know
it’s something the Minister of Finance wants to address. |
get different answers from different people about what’s
leading to this increase. The insurance companies claim
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that a lot of it has to do with fraud. That’s their justification
for a lot of the increases that we’re seeing in some of the
more urbanized areas—fraud and theft and things like that.

I can’t imagine that there’s a lot of fraud in your sector.
You’re a sector that’s very public. Everyone knows what
the snowplow is—you all have names on the side of your
trucks; people can know what’s going on.

I’m just trying to better understand the rationale that
they’re giving to you as to why they’re increasing the rates
so much.

Mr. Dave Wright: It’s not fraud by the contractors. It’s
false slip-and-fall claims. In any given snowfall, there’s
the probability of having slip-and-falls with snow con-
ditions. Whether they were with dry pavement or wet
pavement, there are slip-and-falls that are occurring, or
there are alleged slip-and-falls that are occurring. They’re
coming, in the past, two years after the fact. Companies
are having to defend themselves with information that—
they’re digging back through files and notes on how that
storm went. We’re dealing with weather records that aren’t
necessarily all that accurate; they’re for a space that may
not be close to where the site was that the accident
occurred. In response to that, the property owners are
writing contracts to put all of the liability on the snow
contractor. And then the snow contractor is putting down
more salt than is necessary, but they’re doing that in order
to mitigate the liability. So there’s an environmental issue.
It’s not just insurance, but it’s environmental as well.
We’re jammed up with it.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): One minute.

Mr. Sam Oosterhoff: Dave, how long have you been
landscaping?

Mr. Dave Wright: I’ve been in the business my entire
life. My business is 55 years old, and I’ve been running it
for the last 22 years.

Mr. Sam Oeosterhoff: Have you seen those claims
increase over time? [ know a lot of the things that, even 20
years ago, we were able to do without people being

worried about suing each other or getting sued over every-
thing. It seems like a lot of that stuff has kind of—I'm
talking sliding on different hills and different things.
Nowadays, it’s all—

Interjection: Tobogganing.

Mr. Sam Oosterhoff: Yes, tobogganing. It’s all kind
of cut off.

I’m wondering if you’re seeing a massive increase in
the number of these slip-and-fall cases and if that’s some-
thing you’ve seen in your entire career or if it is really
growing in the last number of years.

Mr. Dave Wright: It has been in the last number of
years. Like I said, the business has been around for 55
years. It wasn’t until 2019 that I had my first insurance
slip-and-fall claim, and I had three in one month. Our
services haven’t changed from what they were. We’ve—

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): That concludes
the question-and-answer period for the government. I'm
going to go to the official opposition.

Mr. Terence Kernaghan: No further questions, Chair.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): That concludes
our public hearings on Bill 91.

As a reminder, the deadline to send in a written sub-
mission will be 7 p.m. on Thursday, May 4, 2023. May the
4th be with you.

Is there any additional committee business before we
adjourn? MPP Hogarth.

Ms. Christine Hogarth: Thank you, Chair. Sorry, I
jumped the gun on that. I move that committee enter
closed session for the purpose of organizing committee
business.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Sol Mamakwa): Is there any
debate? Are the members ready to vote? Shall the motion
carry? All those in favour, please raise your hand. All
those opposed, please raise your hand. The motion is
carried.

We will go into closed session now.

The committee continued in closed session at 1433.
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