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The House met at 1845. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

TAXPAYER DIVIDEND ACT, 2000 
LOI DE 2000 SUR LE VERSEMENT 

D’UN DIVIDENDE AUX CONTRIBUABLES 
Mr Young moved third reading of the following bill: 
Bill 72, An Act to pay a dividend to Ontario taxpayers, 

cut taxes, create jobs and implement the Budget / Projet 
de loi 72, Loi visant à verser un dividende aux con-
tribuables de l’Ontario, à réduire les impôts, à créer des 
emplois et à mettre en oeuvre le budget. 

Mr David Young (Willowdale): I appreciate the op-
portunity of speaking to this very important budget bill. I 
should say, by way of background, that over the last 
number of weeks I’ve had the opportunity to travel across 
the province to speak to many individuals in many parts 
of this great province about the contents of this very 
important piece of legislation. While there certainly are 
some out there who required further information, docu-
mentation, by and large, I say to you in all sincerity, there 
is a general acceptance and excitement about this bill. 

I want to say as well that I will be sharing my time this 
evening with the member for Northumberland and the 
member for Peterborough, with your permission. 

Economic growth is essential. It’s absolutely neces-
sary if we’re going to sustain, if we’re going to maintain 
and strengthen the social supports that exist in this 
province. In order to enhance the quality of life that the 
people of Ontario expect and deserve, it’s absolutely es-
sential that we have the economic wherewithal, strength 
and foundation to afford the health care and the education 
we all have come to expect. By any measurement, the 
2000 budget is a success and it takes us well down that 
road. 

I have said it before in this House and I will say it 
again this evening: The budget highlights our successes 
over the past five years as a province and talks about just 
how far we’ve come. It also sets out a framework for the 
future—a very important framework that will undoubt-
edly result in continued success and accomplishment in 
this province. 

But as we begin the last round of this budget debate, 
it’s important to spend a little bit of time, and I’ll only 
use a small part of my time this evening, talking about 

just how far we have come. As we talk about, as I will for 
the vast majority of the time I have in front of you, bal-
anced budgets and brighter futures, we must indeed 
remember just how far we have come over the past five 
years. 

It’s important from a contextual point of view to 
remember that when we took office in 1995, the people 
of this province, this government, faced a projected 
deficit of $11.3 billion. At that time, Ontario was still 
recovering from a deep recession, there’s no doubt about 
that, but it was a recession, I dare say to you, that was 
made worse by an NDP government that had wasted 
much of those five years on a tax-and-spend-and-borrow 
odyssey, an odyssey that resulted in choked economic 
growth, an odyssey that killed jobs. We were quite used 
to having statistics come forward month after month, 
year after year, that less and less of a percentage of this 
province was working. We saw the provincial debt 
doubled over that period of time. So, not only was it a 
disastrous road that we were following in those years, we 
found ourselves leaving a legacy of debt for our children: 
mortgaging our children’s future, mortgaging our grand-
children’s future. Simply stated, that couldn’t go on. 

At that point in time, as remarkable as it sounds, one 
in 10 Ontarians was receiving social assistance, and we 
had a badly neglected health care system and education 
system, and the community safety net that once existed 
involving quality policing and growth simply was 
nowhere to be found. 

On an aside, it’s interesting to talk to police officers 
on the street today about the fact that from their ranks is 
absent a whole generation of police officers because of a 
moratorium that was put on hiring because there simply 
wasn’t enough money. I know the police officers in 32 
division in Toronto have told me time and time again that 
they face enormous challenges now because they don’t 
have that middle section of experienced officers who 
otherwise would have been there; they don’t because the 
money wasn’t there to pay for them. The provincial 
government at the time, our predecessors, simply said— 

Ms Marilyn Churley (Broadview-Greenwood): On 
a point of order, Mr Speaker: I believe the member forgot 
to mention that we’re asking for unanimous consent 
tonight to split the time evenly between the three parties, 
so I would ask for that now. 

The Deputy Speaker (Mr Bert Johnson): Is it 
agreed that the time will be split evenly among the three 
caucuses? It is agreed. 

The Chair recognizes the member for Willowdale. 
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Mr Young: So that’s where we were five short years 
ago. 

I may say that it wasn’t just the policing in this 
province that was neglected. It was the health care 
system; not one new long-term-care bed had been cre-
ated. Where are we today? Let’s talk about what has 
happened. What has happened by way of economic 
growth within this province—and I’ll come back to the 
theme that I started with and I’ll repeat it on a number of 
occasions throughout this presentation: Economic growth 
is necessary. It is essential to maintain and increase the 
quality of life that we in this province expect and 
deserve. 

Over the last five years we’ve seen what is in many 
respects a miraculous or metamorphic turnaround in this 
province. Ontario’s economy is back on track and the 
indicia of that are numerous. There are many signs that 
confirm that. First and foremost, let’s talk about the fact 
that we now have come forward and announced that the 
budget has been balanced, not just for the upcoming year, 
but because of phenomenal growth that we experienced 
in this province over particularly the last quarter of last 
year, we are now in a position to state that for the first 
time in 50 years, for the first time in half a century, the 
budget in this province has been balanced for two con-
secutive years. Most of the people listening tonight in 
this chamber and beyond through the television network 
that broadcasts these debates have never experienced 
that. They’ve never experienced something that they 
should have expected and did expect. 

What else have we done? We have begun the 
enormous task of paying down the debt of this province. 
I’m very proud of that. I feel as though we have turned 
the corner. How we have done that is really the question 
that will be on the minds of many. I would invite you to 
look at what we have done by way of eliminating many 
of the taxes that plagued growth, that burdened the 
taxpayers of this province. We’ve cut personal income 
taxes significantly. There are other provinces and there 
are other governments, including the federal government 
of late, which have begun to move in that direction, and I 
applaud them for making movements in the right 
direction. But one needs to question why it has taken 
them so long to get to this point. 

Remember, five years ago when we began this en-
deavour, our critics inside and outside of this Legislature 
came forward to say: “It can’t be done. You can’t reduce 
taxes and increase revenue.” That’s what they said. They 
didn’t say it once, they didn’t say it twice; they said it 
over and over again. We proved them wrong, and I’ll 
explain that over the next short while. We have cut taxes. 
We’ve cut taxes on numerous occasions, over 100 times, 
yet we have increased government revenue significantly. 

This new budget cuts taxes further in numerous ways, 
and it also cuts corporate income taxes. It cuts corporate 
income taxes in a number of different ways, and the end 
result will be a further stimulation of this economy that 
will allow us—I come back to the theme I started with—
to maintain, to sustain and to strengthen the social safety 

net, the social infrastructure that we have come to expect 
within this province. Health care is perhaps the best 
example. But before I go on and talk about that example 
in some detail, let me share with you a quote made by a 
former Premier of this province: “My immediate priority 
is growth ... Growth—growth which provides new jobs 
and new revenues—is the only fiscally responsible way 
that Ontario can meet the social imperatives of the 
coming decade.” 

I agree. While I don’t agree with everything the author 
of that quote said, I do agree with that. That was from 
Premier Peterson, as he was then. He, in a moment of 
clarity, undoubtedly understood that it was necessary to 
grow the economy. It was necessary to ensure that we 
had the fiscal resources operating within this province, 
coming into this province in order to afford the “social 
imperatives,” to use his words, that are necessary to con-
tinue what we have started here. Growth means more 
than economic activity. It means more than jobs. What it 
really means is increased dignity for individuals, and it 
means increased revenue, revenue for the government 
because with more people working, more people paying 
taxes, more revenue is coming into our coffers as a 
province. 

Let’s look at the last year. In 1999 this province had a 
5.7% rate of economic growth. I want to repeat that 
because it’s worthy of repetition: 5.7% rate of economic 
growth. To put that in perspective, that is higher than any 
other province, higher than the United States. In fact, it’s 
higher than any other G7 nation. It’s expected that in the 
year 2000 we will continue to experience exceptional 
growth within this province’s economy. A growth rate of 
4.7% is expected. 

I should tell you that during the tenure I have had at 
the Ministry of Finance, the economists who engage in 
this sort of prognostication have always taken a very 
conservative approach and have told me in the past they 
have certainly had reason to believe that the economic 
growth rate would be greater than they have forecasted, 
but on each and every occasion they have taken 
conservative figures and presented conservative figures, 
and this is no exception. Let me reiterate: Increased econ-
omic growth means more jobs. More jobs mean com-
petition for workers, and that translates very clearly into 
higher-paying jobs for workers, for the people of this 
province. 

To illustrate further, let’s talk about the recent past. 
Let’s talk about 1999. The 5.7% economic growth rate is 
one that I’ve already referenced, but I haven’t talked 
about the fact that economic and employment growth in 
particular in this province have also grown at a relatively 
unprecedented rate. We have seen employment in On-
tario grow by 3.6% over this past year. Ontario’s unem-
ployment rate, I’m sure you’re aware, is currently at 
5.5%, the lowest unemployment we have seen in some 
time in this province. 

I want to pause to say that there are numerous factors 
that contribute to this success because I know the 
members opposite, when they have their opportunity to 
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rise and speak, will undoubtedly reference the boom that 
has occurred in the United States. There’s no question 
about that. That has been a very positive factor and we 
have benefited from that, much the same as my pre-
decessors across the way in the NDP caucus did when 
they were in government, much the same as they suffered 
as a result of what was clearly a recession that had a 
chilling effect on our economy, but when one considers 
factors that have led to their demise and the demise of the 
Ontario economy under their regime and one considers 
the success that we’ve been fortunate enough to ex-
perience in this province over the last five years, I would 
invite you to talk about and to consider the economic 
growth rate of this province, the employment growth rate 
of this province as compared to other provinces, as com-
pared to the border states. 

But it’s not just about statistics and figures. It’s about 
a feeling, it’s about a confidence, it’s about an optimism 
that now exists in this province. It’s important to remem-
ber that we are competing in an international market, that 
international capital in and of itself is very mobile 
nowadays. Companies can choose to invest in any corner 
of this planet, and it is within this competitive environ-
ment that we must operate. Not to be cognizant of the 
fact that we are operating within this international global 
economy, not to acknowledge and respond to the fact that 
there are pressures upon us that didn’t once exist, would 
be foolhardy.  
1900 

At the local level, let me share an experience I had last 
Friday when I was in a bank in downtown Toronto, a 
bank I had never been in before. I had occasion to speak 
with a woman who was assistant manager in charge of 
small business at this branch of the bank. We talked 
about how things were going—she didn’t know what I do 
for a living. She clearly and unequivocally volunteered to 
me that there is a renewed confidence, a renewed 
optimism within the small-business community of this 
province like never before. She is taking in, processing 
and, one hopes, accepting small-business applications to 
allow for expansion, for the creation of new businesses 
and for the creation of new jobs. 

It’s not just national statistics or international statistics 
that are important; it’s also what’s happening locally. 
One need only drive along the streets of Toronto—and 
Willowdale, I’m proud to say, is no exception. One need 
only drive along the streets in the riding I have the 
privilege of representing to know that the economy is 
stimulated, to know that we are moving forward and to 
know that jobs, which were once so scarce, are now 
becoming plentiful again. One need only look at the 
windows of businesses and the advertisements in 
newspapers to know that opportunity is there once again 
within this province, as it was for many decades. 

I had the privilege of being on the standing committee 
on finance with a number of the members opposite, and 
we talked—albeit not as long as some of them would 
have liked—philosophically about how we approach the 
budget we have tabled and the further cuts to taxes that 

we have put forward. We talked about the fact that 
corporate tax rates, in our respectful opinion, needed to 
be cut in order to encourage, enhance and continue the 
growth that has existed in this province. We talked about 
the success that had been achieved to date and what we 
anticipated for the future. I will be the first one to say that 
it’s difficult to forecast, flat down to the last tenth of a 
percent, what level of growth we’ve had. Fortunately, 
from our point of view, when we have prognosticated, 
when we have put forward figures, on almost each and 
every occasion since we took office, we have done better. 
We have overachieved as a province. 

Let’s look at what’s going on in some other juris-
dictions across the world, because Ontario is not the only 
jurisdiction that is cutting taxes. Almost every province 
across this country is engaged in a similar exercise. It’s 
not just the provinces we share this great country with; 
it’s also other countries in this world, countries like 
France, which is engaged in cutting corporate taxes in an 
unprecedented manner. 

Germany, a country well known for its universal 
health care system, is engaged in cutting corporate taxes. 
Why? Because they believe that by cutting those taxes, 
they will enhance the possibilities, the prospect of getting 
new business. By doing so, their economy will grow. 
More people will work, more people will pay taxes and 
more companies will pay taxes, albeit lower taxes. 

Japan has engaged in a similar endeavour. These are 
countries we are competing with, and to be oblivious to 
that is a recipe for disaster. 

I would be remiss if I didn’t also make reference to the 
experience of Ireland, because it is most impressive and 
most illustrative. Ireland, which was on the brink of 
economic disaster a short time ago, has now turned 
around its fortunes. One of the ways—and I underscore 
“one of the ways”—they have done so is because they 
have cut corporate taxes. Their corporate taxes are a good 
deal lower than those that exist within this province. But 
they have seen an economic turnaround that is clearly 
unprecedented. 

It’s interesting, when one talks about Ireland and 
compares it to the Canadian experience, that there is a 
good deal that is analogous. Firstly, it is a country that 
abuts a rather large neighbour and a powerful economy, 
being the United Kingdom. We, of course, live next door 
to the world leader, the United States. One need come 
forward and acknowledge that the existence of those 
powerful economies beside us is a factor. For many years 
Ireland suffered in a financial way, it suffered econ-
omically because of the size of its neighbour and the 
power of its neighbour. They’ve turned that around. One 
of the ways they’ve turned that around, one of the ways 
they got people working again, one of the ways they re-
newed confidence and optimism in their economy was by 
cutting tax rates, including corporate tax rates. 

A discussion of international tax rates and what is 
going on internationally would not be complete if we 
didn’t also reference what was going on in Sweden. 
Sweden, of course, is a country that we know has a very 
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impressive health care system, and is there to be respon-
sible for, and is responsible for, the health of the citizens 
of that country. At present, the corporate tax rate for 
Sweden is about 28%. At present, before the cuts we 
have tabled, the corporate tax rate, federal and provincial 
combined, for this country and this province is about 
44.62%—that’s before the cuts. 

The governments of the countries I’ve mentioned—be 
it Germany, France, Japan, Ireland, Sweden—realize, as 
does the province of Ontario, that economic growth 
makes possible the sound social programs that are the 
mark of a civil society that citizens have come to depend 
upon. 

This budget discusses numerous initiatives and an-
nounces numerous areas where there are going to be ad-
ditional dollars for the people of this province. This com-
ing year the province will be spending $22 billion on 
health care alone. That is a $4.4-billion increase since 
1995. Approximately 13 months ago, we campaigned—
and the people on this side of the floor are the “we” I’m 
referring to here, the Conservative Party—across this 
province and undertook to the people of this province 
that we would spend, by the conclusion of our mandate, 
about $22.7 billion annually on health care. We said that, 
knowing well that the federal Liberal government had cut 
transfer payments time and time again, and the prospect 
of having them restored was vague or remote at best. But 
we said we would make up that difference, as we have 
done in the past, and we said very clearly that we would 
spend at least $22.7 billion by the conclusion of this 
term. With this budget that Minister Eves came forward 
and tabled last month, we are already at $22 billion. Once 
again, if I may, we have overachieved in that regard. 
1910 

In addition to the annualized spending I have just dis-
cussed, let’s also talk about the fact that Minister Eves, 
and subsequently Minister Witmer, have announced nu-
merous initiatives, additional dollars for capital funding. 
A billion dollars in hospital capital funding was an-
nounced in this budget—a billion new dollars. Together 
with the SuperBuild partners, that brings to $1.5 billion 
the total invested to modernize Ontario’s hospitals and 
provide better health care equipment. 

On the primary care front, this budget announced that 
we would be spending $100 million over the next four 
years to expand primary care. We also talked about in-
vesting $150 million, starting next year, to provide a new 
information technology system that will allow for the 
elaborate primary care network we propose to operate. 
We will enhance patient care through a further $110 mil-
lion for improved medical supervision in home care 
settings and improved psychiatric services. 

When it comes to certain other priority areas, we 
intend to enhance patient care by the infusion of a further 
$110 million for improved medical supervision in various 
areas. Cancer care, end-stage renal disease and cardiac 
care have all been targeted for new dollars. I invite the 
members present and I invite those listening who aren’t 
in the assembly this evening to talk to doctors in these 

areas who have acknowledged to me in my discussions 
with them to date that these are very significant steps 
forward. 

I’m very pleased to be part of a government that feels 
so strongly about not only the need to spend increased 
health care dollars but also has the wherewithal, the 
economic resources to ensure that that money is in place 
for that purpose. 

My time is running out, but I do want to talk about 
some other initiatives in the health care area, if I may, 
before I sit down. One of them deals with the telehealth 
program, an initiative that has been present in some 
northern and remote areas of this province. It involves 
and allows for individuals who have health care 
questions to pick up the phone and speak to a nurse prac-
titioner, as an example, and get some immediate answers. 
That program is going to be expanded to the GTA, and of 
course I have the privilege of representing a riding within 
that region. I’m very pleased that there will be access by 
my constituents to that service, to the sort of experienced 
triage nurses and others who will be able to provide 
health care advice and information to them without re-
quiring them, for example, to trek down to the local 
hospital in the wee hours of the morning and sit in the 
emergency room. That’s an initiative that I am sure will 
not only make the system as a whole more efficient but 
will also undoubtedly relieve stress for individuals and 
make their lives that much easier. 

I also want to make reference to another local issue, if 
I may, before I take my seat, and that’s one that Minister 
Witmer announced on May 9 within my riding of Wil-
lowdale. At that time, Minister Witmer, on behalf of this 
government, came forward and announced that there will 
be $43 million more available to the new children’s 
hospital at the Bloorview MacMillan Centre. Mr Speaker, 
I say to you there could be no better place for that money 
to be spent, and I’m very pleased that an extra $43 mil-
lion have become available. They’re available, let there 
be no mistake, because we have an economy that can 
produce revenues that can be spent in that very worth-
while endeavour. 

With that, I will sit down. I know some of my friends 
on this side of the Legislature are looking forward to hav-
ing an opportunity of speaking, and I’ll look forward to 
hearing the further debate that occurs following the 
rotation we’re going to engage in at this juncture. 

Mr Gerry Phillips (Scarborough-Agincourt): I will 
be sharing my time with the members for St Catharines, 
Kingston and the Islands and St Paul’s. 

This bill does very clearly spell out the Harris vision 
for Ontario, and in many respects I think it deserves a lot 
more public debate than we have had a chance to have on 
it. To the member who just spoke, this will come as no 
surprise: I felt it unfortunate that the Minister of Finance 
would not come to a legislative committee to talk about 
the policy issues behind this bill. I happen to think it’s 
the most sweeping tax legislation I have seen here in the 
Legislature, and it will fundamentally change Ontario. 
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For the first time I can remember, the tax comparisons 
are not versus other provinces; they’re versus Illinois and 
Michigan and Pennsylvania and New York state. What 
this bill does is say we are now committed to reducing 
our corporate income taxes by 40%. The provincial gov-
ernment, at the same time, is urging the federal 
government to do exactly the same thing. Premier Harris 
is saying that we now are in a position where we must 
see our corporate taxes lower than our neighbouring 
states and we are urging the federal government to cut its 
corporate tax rate by 40%. 

The second big part of the bill is to cut personal 
income taxes by 20% and, again, I would say that Prem-
ier Harris’s one communication to the federal govern-
ment before the budget was to urge the federal gov-
ernment to cut their personal income taxes by 20%. We 
now have a policy direction in the province of Ontario 
that says corporate taxes have got to be lower than our 
neighbouring states. As a matter of fact, in the budget, 
the goal that the Harris government has set is to have 
corporate taxes in Ontario dramatically lower than in 
neighbouring states. In fact it says here, “If the federal 
government matches the initiative,” which Ontario is 
urging them to do, “Ontario’s combined federal-pro-
vincial tax rate would be among the lowest in the world 
and would be roughly 20 percentage points below our 
neighbouring US states.” 

So for Ontario, we now are embarked on a policy of 
corporate taxes substantially lower than our neighbouring 
states. 

Interjection. 
Mr Phillips: My colleague says, “What’s wrong with 

that?” I’ll get to that in a moment. 
The second thing that we are doing now is cutting 

personal income taxes. Remember this: 75% of the 
federal government’s tax revenue comes from those two 
things, personal income tax and corporate taxes, but 
Harris is saying, “Cut them.” In the province of Ontario, 
about 55% of our revenue comes from those two things. 

On the one hand, we saw Premier Harris saying on the 
weekend that public health costs could double over the 
next 10 years. This is the headline on the Provincial 
Report: “Health Costs May Double Over the Next Ten 
Years.” The provinces believe that the amount of money 
that has to be spent on public health care could double 
over the next 10 years. At the same time as Premier 
Harris is saying that, he’s saying, “We want to cut corpo-
rate taxes by 40% and personal income taxes by 20%.” 

Well, there’s no magic. The funds that we require for 
health care come collectively from us. We have chosen in 
this country to fund our health care system in a funda-
mentally different way than the United States, and as I 
say, there’s no magic. We have to fund our health care 
system, the way we want our health care system, out of 
public funds, yet at the same time we’re now on a course 
where corporate taxes are going to be substantially lower 
than in neighbouring states and personal income taxes are 
going to be reduced substantially. 

I carry around with me this document, which is the 
document that Ontario uses to persuade businesses to 
locate in Ontario. What does it say? It says that US 
manufacturers pay, on average, $3,100 per employee for 
the kind of health care coverage provided by Canada’s 
publicly-supported system, whereas Ontario employers 
pay about $540. In other words, if your business is in 
Ontario, the health costs that you are required to pay for 
your employees is roughly $2,500 per employee lower in 
Ontario than in neighbouring states. For the auto sector 
alone that’s about a $400-million cost advantage. But we 
now have embarked on a policy that Harris has said we 
now must have corporate taxes lower than neighbouring 
states and we must have personal income taxes, I gather, 
at the US rates. 
1920 

The question for us in Ontario is, how will we fund 
our health care system in the future? I happened to go 
through the campaign document that the Conservatives 
ran on in the last campaign. There was never a mention 
in there about cutting corporate taxes at all, let alone 
40%. There was talk about cutting personal income taxes, 
but never a mention about cutting corporate taxes by 
40%. 

I say to all of us in Ontario, yes, we now are in an era 
where we must compete globally. As a matter of fact, 
while the government wants to take credit for the econ-
omy, I think the government’s own budget points out 
what has been primarily responsible for Ontario’s 
growth, and it is exports. That’s what has driven the 
Ontario economy. Ten years ago exports represented 
roughly 28% or 29% of Ontario’s gross domestic prod-
uct. Today it’s 55%. We are now the most export-
oriented jurisdiction in the industrial world, according to 
the government. Of course, over 90% of that goes to the 
United States. 

We now are seeing for the first time how that will 
drive policy. Make no mistake about it: We now are in a 
race for corporate tax reductions. Believe me, Michigan, 
New York state and Pennsylvania aren’t going to stand 
still. As Ontario says, “Locate here because we’re going 
to have lower corporate taxes than them,” they’ll reduce 
theirs. We’re in a race to the bottom on corporate taxes. 

The issue for us that the government has refused to 
answer is: How do we fund health care, education and, 
dare I say, the environment, if in fact we’re going to have 
to have corporate taxes substantially lower than our 
neighbouring jurisdictions? The Liberal caucus said to 
the government, “You want us to approve a tax bill”—
portions of which, by the way, are for five years; some 
aspects in this tax bill go on for five years for tax cuts. If 
you want to change them, you require a referendum. 
They wanted us to commit to a five-year tax cut program 
but were not able to provide one piece of evidence that 
Ontario is going to have the resources to provide for our 
health care system, our education system and our en-
vironmental system. 

I want to stress the importance that we in the Liberal 
caucus place on those things. I found it instructive to read 
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this. I carry this book around with me because it is the 
document that Ontario uses to attract business. What does 
it say here? It says “Ontario is the heart of Canada.” Of 
course, I agree on that. “Ontario means beautiful, spark-
ling, shining water.” That’s what Ontario means. I might 
say how ironic that statement now is in light of the 
horrible problems we’ve had with water, but that’s what 
Ontario means. It goes on to say, “Ontario is one of 
North America’s most peaceful and secure communities, 
and our remarkable health care and education systems are 
publicly financed and open to everyone.” 

Again I go back to the point I made earlier and that is, 
tonight—this is it. Tonight at 9 o’clock, all debate about 
this is gone. This now becomes law. Yet we are saying 
we’ll cut corporate taxes by 40%. We are cutting capital 
gains by a third. It used to be in this province that 
roughly 75% of capital gains was put on your taxable 
income. It’s going to be cut by a third. Believe me, this is 
a $1.2-billion terrific tax cut, in many respects, for the 
wealthiest in this province. Make no mistake: Companies 
are going to structure their compensation programs so 
that their corporate executives will be paid in capital 
gains instead of income, because it will be taxed at half 
the rate. This is a bonanza of the first order for the best 
off in our province. It’s a $1.2-billion tax cut and it will 
benefit, without question, the best off in our province. 

The Harris government has said that there are more 
tax cuts coming at the upper-income level, and yet they 
have been unable to provide one piece of evidence to us 
on how we are going to fund our health care system. 
They are able to prepare 10-year plans on what it’s going 
to cost and they’re able to issue a report that says health 
care costs are going to be doubled. That can be done, but 
they are unable to provide one single piece of evidence to 
us on how we are going to fund our health care system 
and our education system. 

I go on in this document, because it illustrates why 
companies should locate in Ontario and therefore, in my 
opinion, it illustrates the things we should be investing in. 
It says here: “Ontario workers are well-educated and 
well-trained. Sixty per cent of the 1998 workforce have 
attained university or college; 20% graduated from 
university and 30% from our colleges.” That’s because 
we’ve invested in these things. That’s because we have 
chosen to fund our health care system, our education 
system and our environment adequately. 

I’ve already mentioned that our corporations get a cost 
advantage in the health care system of $2,500 per 
employee because we’ve said we’ll all collectively insure 
ourselves, we’ll all collectively pay taxes so that we have 
a basic health care system that provides for every single 
person in this province. 

I also often point out to people—this is the quality-of-
life page and it makes a big thing about the quality of life 
here in Ontario. It points out that in the United Nations 
Human Development Index, Ontario, Canada, ranks 
number 1. What’s taken into consideration in that? It is 
life expectancy at birth and it’s adult literacy and edu-
cational enrolment. But we are embarking now on a tax 

program that says we will have a 40% cut in corporate 
taxes, we will cut our capital gains taxes from 75% to 
50%, without any assurance that we can fund our health 
care system and our education system. 

That’s why we in our caucus have said that—if you 
believe, which we do—those are the things that set On-
tario apart. Those are the reasons our economy has 
grown. Those are the reasons we have been successful in 
competing with the US. Those are the reasons Ontario 
now manufactures more cars and trucks than Michigan. 
We have been enormously successful, and I gather there 
will be announcements soon about further expansion in 
Ontario, because our auto sector has at least a $400-mil-
lion cost advantage in health care. But we are choosing to 
go down a route without knowing whether we are going 
to be able to fund our health care system and our edu-
cation system. 

This budget announces about $9 billion worth of tax 
cuts. The corporate sector alone has a tax cut here of $4 
billion. Listen, if that’s what in a debate we all conclude, 
that no longer is any corporation prepared to be, on a 
long-term basis, in Ontario without corporate tax rates 
being lower than the US, let’s collectively agree on how 
we’re going to raise the money for our health care, our 
education, our environment and other things. But we’re 
making a huge mistake in committing to this route 
without understanding exactly where it’s going to lead 
us. 

That’s why we said to the government when this bill 
went to legislative committee, “Will you give us some 
idea of how over the next five years with these tax cuts 
we are going to have the revenue coming in to pay for 
our health care system?” I repeat: The government is able 
to do five-year and 10-year projections on spending, and 
I know the government does revenue projections but is 
unwilling to share that with us. We are now heading 
down that road. The debate on this tax bill will be over at 
9 o’clock tonight. There will be a vote, perhaps to-
morrow, and it will become law. 
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I also said that on the personal income tax side, again, 
if we’ve now concluded that the brain drain is such that 
we have to have corporate taxes at or lower than the US, 
recognizing that the federal government—and this is 
where Premier Harris has said, “Federal government, you 
give us the money for health care.” That’s out of one side 
of his mouth. Out of the other side of his mouth he’s 
saying, “Federal government, please cut corporate taxes 
by 40% and cut personal income taxes by 20%.” Well, 
there’s only one taxpayer. There isn’t a magical pot of 
money in Ottawa and a magical pot of money here in 
Ontario; it’s all the same taxpayer. If Premier Harris is 
saying his priority is to cut corporate taxes by 40% and 
personal income tax by 20%, we say we owe it to 
ourselves and to Ontario to have an idea of how we’re 
going to raise the money to fund our health care system. 

The area I think the public should be fundamentally 
concerned about in the bill we’re dealing with tonight is 
that we now appear to be heading into an era when 
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businesses will only locate in jurisdictions where they are 
offered the lowest tax rate. If that is the case, where will 
we find the money? Premier Harris has already said it 
won’t be in personal income tax. As a matter of fact, he 
is going to provide an enormous advantage on the 
personal income tax side by cutting capital gains. So 
where will it be? Well, if you look at the sources of 
revenue for the province, basically after those two it’s 
consumption taxes. It’s retail sales, it’s gas taxes, it’s 
consumption taxes. That’s the route; that’s the concern. 
As I say, it isn’t as if there was ever a discussion during 
the campaign about corporate taxes being 40% lower. 

Another part of the bill is the $1-billion tax rebate. I 
would say that I think the tragedy at Walkerton was for 
most people a tangible demonstration of a price we are 
paying for the revolution. I think the $1-billion tax 
refund, an idea that came out of Governor Jesse Ventura 
and Governor Ridge, will be seen for what it is, which is 
a rather cynical ploy to try to restore the Harris public 
support. But when people get their $200 and at the same 
time realize that for the last five years—in spite of the 
fact that the Provincial Auditor said in his 1996 annual 
report, and I remember it well, “Ontario, you’ve got a 
problem with groundwater,” and the government said, 
“We’re going to do something about it.” In the 1998 
report, he went back and said to the province: “Where is 
what you promised would be done? Where is it?” It still 
hadn’t been done, and in my opinion we saw the tragic 
consequences of that. So when the $200 cheque comes, I 
think people will look at it and say, “Is that what I get for 
the price we paid in one community in Ontario?” 

I happen to view this bill as hugely important, a 
significant step down the road to the Harris approach, 
which is the Americanization of our social system. That’s 
not what we in the Liberal caucus want, that’s not, by the 
way, what the government itself sells when it’s out trying 
to get business to Ontario, and I don’t think that’s what 
Ontario wants. 

The Deputy Speaker: I may have said earlier that this 
was second reading of this bill. In fact it’s third reading. I 
want to correct that. Further debate? 

Mr Doug Galt (Northumberland): I appreciate the 
chance to speak on third reading of this bill. 

I think this really goes back to 1994, when we came 
out with the Common Sense Revolution and talked about 
reducing taxes. We also talked about reducing spending 
and eliminating the debt. 

There’s a basic difference in philosophy between the 
members opposite and ourselves and the government in 
Ottawa on what cuts to taxes do. These people, the 
Liberals in Ottawa and the Liberals across the way here, 
look at cutting taxes like you’re doing someone a big 
favour and giving them a great big break. We see it as 
stimulating the economy. If there’s anything politically 
positive to be gained, it’s down the road when the econ-
omy is booming and people are feeling really good about 
it. Cutting taxes, cutting spending and stimulating the 
economy and getting things going makes it more 

sustainable. This is what we see going on in our economy 
in Ontario at this time. 

I think it’s interesting and really quite humorous to 
observe the Prime Minister and Paul Martin taking credit 
for having balanced their budget. They know right well 
that if they continued—and actually they did; they in-
creased taxes. But if we hadn’t cut taxes and stimulated 
the economy, they’d still be wallowing in debt and wal-
lowing in a deficit; I don’t think there’s any question. 

I have challenged provincial Liberals, federal Liberals 
and Liberals in my riding: Give me one, single fiscal 
policy that they brought in, other than cuts to the 
provinces, one fiscal policy they brought in that helped 
balance the budget. Just name me one. I’m sure the 
member from Kingston and the Islands might dream up 
something when he gets up to speak later on. 

I have yet, in all my challenges, to have a Liberal 
come forth with a single fiscal policy that the federal 
Liberals brought in that helped balance their budget, not 
one. The only one that came in was what the province of 
Ontario did to help bring that along. I’m still waiting. I’m 
sure they have some ideas, and I’m sure that some day 
something just might happen to come out. 

It was interesting to listen to my friend from 
Scarborough-Agincourt as he was arguing about the 
problems of the US cutting their taxes as well, and what 
that would mean to Ontario and what we would have to 
do here in Canada. They recognize what’s going on. You 
would think that taxing was a right given to a Liberal, 
and they tax and tax. Yes, maybe the American states 
will reduce some of their corporate taxes. They may see 
what’s going on. 

But I can tell you that it was quite a thrill to be in my 
riding last Tuesday afternoon when Great Dane, the trail-
er company, announced moving a plant into the part of 
Quinte West that’s the Trenton ward, that used to be the 
city of Trenton. It’s going to employ some 500 people. 
Why? They’re looking at everything from the quality of 
our work staff to our work ethic and the quality of life 
here in Ontario, and of course they’re looking at the 
dollar, which is better, and the tax structure and our 
health care system. This is all part of the package. We 
have to remember that, and that’s what we’re doing when 
we attract business to this province. 

The member from Scarborough-Agincourt was criti-
cizing—I couldn’t believe it—the things that we’re out 
there advertising for this great province. I would think he 
would want to get on the bandwagon and would be 
wanting to help with this. But it’s consistent with their 
party and some of the stands they take. They talk about 
Walkerton, and you’d think every water system in the 
country was at risk, when in fact 99 per cent plus of the 
waterworks we have in Ontario are doing a great job. Of 
course, fearmongering undermines the confidence of 
people in this province, and for what reason? Why would 
they do it? Just to gain some political brownie points. As 
a politician, I’m embarrassed on their behalf that they 
would do that kind of thing. 
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The other thing the member from Scarborough-
Agincourt was commenting on was health care funding, 
and criticizing our government for expecting a bit of 
recovery from the federal government—we’re only 
saying to the 1994-95 level. We’re not saying, “Go back 
to 1970, when they were committed to 50% funding,” 
which they never did meet in the first place. I think they 
got as far as 40% or 35%, somewhere in that neigh-
bourhood, and even their health critics are saying it 
should be at least 25%. What are they at now, 11%? It 
got down to a low of 8% at one time and it snuck back 
up. It might even get up to 13% if their promises—and 
we know what a Liberal promise amounts to. But that is 
only one-time funding up to that level; it’s not permanent 
funding. That’s certainly not realistic for the stable health 
care program that we have here. 
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Then the member was saying, “How can they pay for 
that if they’re going to cut corporate taxes and they’re 
going to cut income taxes?” which we’re recommending 
the federal Liberals do. I don’t think they really un-
derstand that when you cut those taxes, you stimulate the 
economy. I think it’s great in Ontario to have companies 
come and say: “We’re looking for people to hire. We 
need people to work.” This is absolutely tremendous. 
What a turnaround from what it was some six, seven 
years ago when people were standing on the street just 
pleading for an opportunity to work. 

In the next five minutes or so I’d just like to spend a 
few minutes talking about some of the good news. I 
know this is going to be upsetting to members like the 
member for Kingston and the Islands and some of the 
Liberals opposite, but there is a lot of good news to talk 
about in the province of Ontario and I’d just like to share 
a bit of that with you. 

Our job growth has continued— 
Mr John Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands): On 

a point of order, Speaker: I just want to correct the last 
member in what he stated about my presence in the 
House tonight. I am always in favour of hearing good 
news. However— 

The Deputy Speaker: That is not a point of order. 
The member for Northumberland. 

Mr Galt: I am pleased the member for Kingston and 
the Islands does enjoy good news. 

Anyway, getting back, for the 11th straight month jobs 
have increased, some 4,100 jobs this past month. That’s 
the 11th straight month, of course, and that follows a 
month of some 2,300 net jobs in April. The Canadian 
economy continued to expand in the first quarter of 2000, 
the real GDP expanding by 4.9% at an annualized pace. 
Growth was well-balanced, propelled by a strong domes-
tic economy, with continued growth into exports. In 
April, department store sales rose some 3%. This is 
higher compared to the same month in 1999. Over the 
first four months of 2000, sales advanced by 3.6% from 
last year. This is the good news, the things that are hap-
pening in the province of Ontario. Also, the help wanted 
index went up by 0.5% in the month of May. That 

followed a 1.1% decline in the previous month. However, 
over the first five months of 1999, the index is up some 
12.9% compared to the same period just a year ago. 

The other good news—everybody, whether you’re in 
opposition or not, should be celebrating the fact that 
we’ve got over half a million people off welfare; just in 
the month of May, 9,400 people off welfare. Imagine. 
When did it go up and skyrocket? It went up in the good 
times of the late 1980s when the Peterson government 
was here in the province of Ontario. That was when the 
welfare rates absolutely skyrocketed. Why? Because they 
thought it was important to pay people to stay at home. 

So many things are happening. Residential construc-
tion advanced 2.4%, lifted by a strong new and resale 
market. Business investment was up 2.7%, driven by in-
creased engineering construction and computer equip-
ment purchases. Real consumer spending grew by 0.8%, 
coinciding with a healthy rise in after-tax income. This 
good news just keeps going on. 

Consumer spending recorded another healthy advance 
of 4.1%, supported by a 4.5% rise in after-tax income, 
while consumer confidence reached an 11-year high. 
This is what is going on in the province of Ontario. 

There are many things here to share with you, but I do 
want to share some of my time with the member from 
that great riding of Peterborough. To save him a bit of 
time at the end, we’re going to sit down, but I just want 
to emphasize that we have a tremendous amount of good 
news in Ontario particularly because of the tax cuts we 
have made and taken advantage of, and it’s time that the 
members in the opposition learned what tax cuts really 
can do for people in the province. 

Mr Gerretsen: Let me first of all say that the 
members on this side of the House too like the fact that 
an economic recovery is going on in this province and 
that more people are working right now, no doubt about 
it. I think we have to give credit where credit is due, so 
let’s thank Bill Clinton, let’s thank Alan Greenspan, let’s 
thank Paul Martin, because they’re the people who really 
caused the economic upturn that we currently have. Just 
for the record, let us also be clear about the fact that the 
government’s own budget document clearly indicates the 
last balanced budget we had in this province was in 1989, 
which was put together by a Liberal government, under 
David Peterson at the time. 

We all like tax cuts. Who wouldn’t like a tax cut? The 
real question is, can we afford them if we want to keep 
the quality of life we have in this province, that the 
United Nations applauds this country and this province 
for, year after year, for being at the top of the list? What 
we really have to ask ourselves is, what gives us that 
quality of life? You and I know that good public services, 
a good publicly funded and publicly administered health 
care plan and an education plan, are what are required. 
They give us a good quality of life. They are the basic, 
essential ingredients for that quality of life. 

Let’s take a look at the facts, again, from the govern-
ment’s own budget document. Let’s take a look to see 
how much the debt of the province was in 1995. It was 
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$90 billion. What is it currently? It’s $114 billion, an 
increase of $25 billion. We have been saying for years 
that if the government had waited with their tax cuts until 
they actually had a balanced budget, we wouldn’t have 
had to borrow the $10 billion more that the people of 
Ontario had to borrow to be in the position where we are 
currently. The interest on that public debt is some $8.9 
billion annually, more by about $1.4 billion than we 
spend on all the social services in this province. 

The other issue I very quickly want to mention, and 
it’s something that is obviously on everybody’s mind 
these days, is what is happening to some of the other 
government departments. What is happening to the Min-
istry of the Environment? I know that water is on 
everybody’s mind, the quality of the drinking water that 
people have all across Ontario. Whether you live in a 
small hamlet, in rural Ontario or in urban Ontario, every-
body is asking themselves, “Is the water that is coming 
out of my tap tonight safe to drink?” I’m not just speak-
ing of Walkerton. We’ve all heard reports over the past 
three or four weeks about the water condition of many of 
the other smaller plants throughout Ontario. 

A public inquiry has now been set up. We know it will 
take maybe two or three years before the inquiry is 
totally finished and we have recommendations as to how 
to improve the situation or what caused the situation in 
Walkerton to happen. But we also have to live in the 
meantime, and the question I have is why, in this boom-
ing economy we’ve heard of from members opposite us, 
from the government members, was it necessary to de-
crease the budget of the Ministry of the Environment 
even more than it has already been decreased over the 
last four years? Even in the current budget, the Ministry 
of the Environment is being cut from $174 million to 
$158 million. They are the people who ultimately give 
us, the general public, the assurances that the public utili-
ties we have out there are sufficient for our needs, are of 
such high quality that we can have complete confidence 
in our water system. 
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There are many other issues as well. We know the 
government’s own budget had an excess, a surplus last 
year of some $5 billion. Five billion dollars more in taxes 
was collected in the past year than the government itself 
had anticipated. What could the government have done 
with that? It could have, and it should have, gone back 
into the social housing scene. I have said this on many 
public occasions, not only in this House but elsewhere as 
well, that it is simply unacceptable to the people who 
need good housing in this province not to have any social 
housing programs, not to have any new social housing 
starts since 1995. Both the federal government and the 
provincial government have completely gone out of the 
housing business, as it were. It is simply not adequate to 
say, “Oh, well, the private sector will go back into it.” 
They simply won’t. The cost of housing, particularly 
when you add the cost of the development process that 
goes along with it and the cost of the land itself, simply 

will not allow affordable housing to be built without 
some government support. 

We can all argue as to whether or not that support 
should go to the developers, to the builders, to the people 
who ultimately own the units, to the non-profit corpor-
ations etc, but the point is this: No social housing has 
been created in the last five years. The waiting lists of 
our housing corporations, the municipal non-profits and 
Ontario Housing’s own stock, the various housing 
authorities, have rapidly increased. So yes, times are 
good for an awful lot of people in Ontario, but I also 
think an awful lot of people have been totally forgotten in 
the equation. I believe those are the people, in the kind of 
economy we’ve been having, with the kind of surpluses 
the government has run, who should be thought about as 
well, because we all know that the difference between the 
haves and have-nots in this province has been increasing 
at a rapid rate. 

How about some operating dollars for our colleges and 
universities? I noted within the last two or three months 
there have been various announcements made by the 
Minister of Colleges and Universities for capital ad-
ditions to some of our colleges and universities, but we 
also know there has been absolutely no additional fund-
ing set aside on the operating side of things. We all know 
that within two years the number of applicants going into 
our universities and colleges will, for a short period of 
time as the double-cohort moves through the system, al-
most double the demand for our university and college 
space, yet there has been absolutely nothing done to 
make sure the teachers and the support staff will be in 
place in order to look after double the numbers that are 
anticipated in those years. Every college and university 
administrator has talked about that, has urged the gov-
ernment to come up with something and, so far, ab-
solutely nothing has happened in that regard. 

How about putting in some extra dollars for mental 
health? For community mental health services, we cur-
rently spend some $430 million out of about $20 billion 
that’s being spent in the health care budget of this prov-
ince. Some people, when they listen to these figures, may 
say, “Well, that’s an awful lot of money.” But we all 
know what’s going to happen when Brian’s Law gets im-
plemented. As you know, Speaker, Brian’s Law is about 
treating more people with mental health problems in the 
community through community treatment orders or 
agreements. The biggest concern that we have on this 
side of the House is that there will be enough community 
resources available to make sure that those people who 
will no longer be in the institutions will not be forgotten 
once they’ve hit the streets and once they are so-called 
reintegrated into our society. This has happened before in 
this province when, in the past, vast numbers of people 
have also been in effect kicked out of our psychiatric 
hospitals on to the streets, and there weren’t any com-
munity services to look after their needs and thereby 
posing more of a danger to themselves and to the rest of 
society. So the big concern we have about Brian’s Law, 
about which there is a fair degree of unanimity in this 
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House that it should be passed, is, once the community 
treatment orders and agreements are in place, that there 
are going to be enough dollars available, that there will 
actually be support resources available in our com-
munities to make sure these people are looked after 
properly, not only for their own safety but also for the 
safety of the rest of society. 

So are times good? Yes, for a vast number of people 
they are better. But it’s always been our contention on 
this side of the House that too many people have fallen 
through the cracks. It would seem to me that once a gov-
ernment gets elected, it shouldn’t govern only for those 
people it feels are supporting it, but it should govern for 
all the people of Ontario. That is something that this gov-
ernment has totally forgotten. 

So I say to the people of Ontario, yes, in this budget 
there are a tremendous number of benefits. If you play 
the stock market, and I believe something like $645 
million will in effect be given to speculators because they 
will no longer be taxed on that, this is a good budget for 
you. If you are involved in various endeavours that have 
large capital gains, this is a good budget for you. On the 
other hand, if you are an individual who may have been 
diagnosed with cancer and need treatment to be started as 
quickly as possible—and we know that right now only 
about one in three people who are diagnosed with cancer 
start treatment within the required period of time—then 
this is not such a good budget for you. If you are a stu-
dent going to university or college, this may not be such 
a good budget for you because it doesn’t do anything for 
you as far as lowering tuition costs and fees are con-
cerned. 

So this is a good budget for some people, but certainly 
for the vast majority of people who need support from 
government, who need help from government from time 
to time, this is not a good budget. 

Ms Churley: I have 55 minutes here. I have a lot to 
say as well. I spoke fairly recently— 

Interjections. 
Ms Churley: There’s the smugness coming out 

already. The Tories are saying bye-bye because Marilyn 
Churley is going to be speaking about the environment. 
That’s OK. There are other people listening; you should 
start now as well. 

We just had second reading debate on this a little 
while ago, and I talked then about the cuts and the impact 
on the environment. You know, what amazes me is 
listening to members of the government today. After this 
tragedy in Walkerton and all of the evidence that has 
come out over the last two weeks—in fact, not new evi-
dence but stuff that I and others have been saying for a 
number of years, warning the government that the cuts 
and the deregulation and the downloading within the 
Ministry of the Environment were going to have drastic, 
profound, negative effects—I find it really amazing; I 
don’t know what planet these members from the Tory 
caucus are on sometimes. In the midst of what we’ve 
been through over the past couple of weeks in this House 
and in Walkerton and throughout the province, indeed the 

country, this smugness that I see when the Tory members 
get up and take all of the credit for everything they 
perceive as good in this province over the past five years, 
but refuse to ever take any responsibility for some of the 
negative things that are happening. You can’t have it 
both ways. Well, I guess you can. That’s what you’re 
trying to do. 

But I would think, given what we’ve been talking 
about here over the last two weeks, that people from the 
government side would be just a tiny, just a smidgen 
more humble, just give out a little bit of comfort to 
people that they actually are taking what happened in 
Walkerton seriously and are willing to look at the impact 
of their budget cuts to the Ministry of the Environment, 
to even admit that maybe there’s a responsibility there, 
even with all the evidence. But no, we get government 
members standing up with their finely tuned messaging, 
saying the same thing over and over again, that without 
them, we’d all be going to hell in a handbasket and they 
saved the entire world because they— 

Interjection. 
2000 

Ms Churley: Listen to it already. Listen, there she 
goes, the Minister of Culture, who hasn’t brought in the 
Ontarians with Disabilities Act yet. We’re watching dis-
abled people, and we’ve brought it up time and time 
again in this House. We brought in employment equity, 
and this government took it away and promised to bring 
in an Ontarians with Disabilities Act, and you still have 
not done it, so I don’t want to hear any nonsense from 
that minister—people on ODSP, the program this gov-
ernment brought in that we supported with the proviso 
that they wouldn’t use it as an excuse to cut off sick 
people, people with disabilities, which is exactly what is 
happening. People with mental health problems are 
systematically being cut off the program. We see it time 
and time and time again. If I were the minister— 

Hon Janet Ecker (Minister of Education): Why 
didn’t you do it? 

Ms Churley: Now the Minister of Education is 
starting up. I wonder if we want to go there tonight. Let’s 
remember what happened when this government took 
over. The then Minister of Education, who didn’t last 
long—we mustn’t forget the history here—because he’s 
the one where it became public that he was going to 
create a crisis so they could find a way to cut Ministry of 
Education funding to our school boards right across the 
province. There has been just an attack on education and 
teachers and our kids in this province from day one. 
That’s why today we’re talking about balancing the 
budget. Let’s talk about on whose back we’re balancing 
this budget. 

I was struck by a letter I saw in the Toronto Star, 
among many. I can talk about letters I saw in the Toronto 
Sun about the Walkerton thing, and in the Globe and 
Mail and, God forbid, even in the Post, that are 
expressing concern about the cuts to the Ministry of the 
Environment. I responded to that letter; I was struck by 
this particular letter. It was from Mr Jim Miller, May 28, 
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who was expressing his surprise at the outrage that so 
many Ontarians are feeling about Mike Harris’s new 
$200 tax rebate. In his letter he states that the gov-
ernment—and I’ve heard the government say this; he 
repeats it—having spent all it planned to spend on health 
care, education, debt repayment etc simply had money 
left over. 

But I’ve got to tell you, in the very same edition of 
that Toronto Star, the former Ontario Environmental 
Commissioner, Eva Ligeti, reminded us once again that 
the Ontario Ministry of the Environment staff assigned to 
water and drinking water dropped by 42%. Staff assigned 
to groundwater and hydrogeology dropped by 53%. In 
the same edition of the Toronto Star there was that letter 
talking about how the government spent all the money it 
had planned to spend, “So we’re going to give it back.” 
In the meantime, there’s a story talking about how much 
money over the last five years has been cut out, and 
that’s just in the water area. 

I had just returned recently from Walkerton when I 
read that letter. What it reminded me of when I saw the 
letter was how successful to date the government has 
been in pulling the wool over people’s eyes while it has 
cut, downloaded, privatized, deregulated so many of our 
essential services. It has been brought out here, and I 
would advise the government to listen, to admit that 
perhaps there’s a lesson to be learned here, that this is 
just the tip of the iceberg. 

We have seen more homelessness, year after year, 
since this government came to power. We see more 
children using food banks, we see more people with 
mental illnesses and disabilities using food banks and 
more seniors using food banks. We see more people, 
more children living in poverty, and on and on. There’s a 
virtual war going on in this province against poor people, 
and it’s all swept under the carpet. The Premier goes 
down to the SkyDome and talks about the thousands of 
people who are off welfare because of his policies. There 
are people suffering, and I see them in my role—one of 
the hats I wear—as the critic for community and social 
services and for disabled people and for children and 
youth. I see the underbelly. I see the other side of it that 
they don’t talk about over there. We get ministers and 
backbenchers standing up and talking about, “I was in 
this bank today and they’re doing all these great things.” 
That’s fine. They should be out there doing things to help 
small business. We never hear them talk about the down-
side to their cuts. 

What that letter meant to me, and I believe what it 
means to most people in our society, and I would say 
some Tories as well, is that we have to start the debate 
again about what our tax dollars are for and what role 
government plays in our lives. This government really 
pushed the limit on this when they ran in 1995 on: 
“Government is bad. We have to get government out of 
your face. We’re not the government. We’re here to fix 
government.” They fixed government, all right. The 
debate isn’t over. It’s time now. There is nothing good 
about what happened in Walkerton, absolutely nothing 

good. All we can do is try to use it as an opportunity to 
start that debate again about the value of our tax dollars. 
We’re not talking about wasting tax dollars here; we’re 
talking about the essential services that only government 
can provide that sometimes can mean the difference 
between life and death. 

I asked a question to the Premier today, as more and 
more evidence comes to our knowledge, as we get more 
information—in brown envelopes in some cases, which 
is where I got this. Civil servants— 

Hon Mrs Ecker: Now that’s a good source: a plain 
brown envelope. 

Ms Churley: They’re real documents, Minister of 
Education. They are written by—you see, Mr Speaker, 
the smugness; absolute refusal to listen to what’s going 
on here. People died in Walkerton. We have all kinds of 
evidence that the government’s downloading and cuts 
and deregulation have had an effect— 

Hon Mrs Ecker: So I guess we don’t need an inquiry, 
eh, Marilyn? You’ve got all the answers. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr Michael A. Brown): The 
Minister of Education. 

Ms Churley: —a direct cause here, and all they do is 
yell and scream. They never listen. 

Let me tell you about this document for your in-
formation, Mr Speaker. It’s a document, see? It’s not a 
prop. This is what I’m reading from. It’s from the Min-
istry of Environment and Energy dated May 22, 1996. It 
says, “To all staff, operations division.” Do you know 
what the operations division is? The operations division 
is the people who conduct the front-line services. That’s 
what the operations division is. It’s from Sheila N. 
Willis, assistant deputy minister of the operations div-
ision, “re divisional changes.” What the document is all 
about, and this was in 1996, is the two phases of the 
savings plan. The ministry “will eliminate 752 positions, 
279 of them in our division.” That means front-line 
services. Yet, when the Premier was confronted with this 
today, he just went into the mantra about how “We came 
to government and there was this big deficit and we had 
to get our books in order,” blah, blah. He didn’t deal with 
the reality that there was a warning, time and time again, 
not just from outside the ministry from environmental 
groups, the Environmental Commissioner, the auditor, 
but from within the government itself. Adam Vaughan, a 
TV reporter, revealed a similar document a few days ago, 
that the government had been warned that there were 
going to be problems if they didn’t do something about 
the cuts. 

It says right here in this document, “These measures 
will have an obvious impact on our work plan,” and, 
“The next few months we’ll be working on adjusting our 
priorities and compliance strategies to harmonize with 
the ministry’s core business functions,” which means cut, 
cut, cut. That’s what this document is all about. 

Since the government came to power in 1995, the 
government ordered the Ministry of Environment and 
Energy and Ministry of Natural Resources to cut their 
budgets more than twice the rate of the 15% ordered for 
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the other ministries. And now—get this, Mr Speaker—
when the government was actually increasing its budget 
from $59.7 billion in 1999 to $61.1 billion in 2000 and 
found $8 billion or more in more tax giveaways, which 
once again mainly benefit the rich and corporations, it 
again reduced the Ministry of the Environment budget by 
about another $16 million. 
2010 

From 1995 to 1997, the budget for the Ministry of the 
Environment branch that focuses on programs and 
standards connected to water and air quality was cut by 
an unbelievable 65.5%. Make no mistake about it: These 
cuts and deregulation and downloading and amalgam-
ations led to the complete breakdown in the system and 
the conditions that led to Walkerton. The MOE operating 
budget was cut by 42.4%, and more than 900 Ministry of 
the Environment abatement and enforcement staff were 
cut. Fines and prosecutions dropped by about 67%, from 
an average of $2.6 million down to about $863,000 in 
1998. 

On top of all this, the government ended the drinking 
water surveillance program in 1996. This was a program 
that reported on drinking water in Ontario, a very 
important program that was cut. There were directives 
given to the ministry—we’re talking directly about water 
here. The DWSP—that’s the drinking water surveillance 
program—steering committee, consisting of repre-
sentatives from the Ministry of Health and the MOE’s 
laboratory services branch, standards development 
branch, water policy branch and operations division—
these are the recommendations. Because they had to cut, 
this is what they came up with, and this is just a small 
piece of it. They decided to cut down on their sampling 
for microbiological parameters. They were discontinued 
as of June 1996. I believe that’s looking for E coli. It 
showed that the commonly used agricultural pesticides 
are rarely detected—it says “rarely detected”—in the 
source waters in northern Ontario. As a result, they 
stopped testing the frequency of pesticide sampling of 
raw water sources in non-agricultural rivers and water-
sheds. That’s been reduced. Testing for mercury and cy-
anide: Because they haven’t detected it in drinking water, 
they decided that they were going to discontinue that, and 
that goes on and on. Those are the areas that have been 
cut, directly related to drinking water. 

When I asked the Premier today, and on many other 
occasions, about his direct link to what happened in 
Walkerton, at first, as everybody here knows, it was 
complete denial and blame. On a daily basis somebody 
new was found to blame—everybody except himself and 
his own government. Today again the Premier was un-
willing to even admit that perhaps the cuts had something 
to do with what happened in Walkerton. 

What is scaring me about all this is that we now have a 
public inquiry. It could take years for the results of that 
inquiry and the recommendations from that to come to 
the light of day. Even though my leader, Howard Hamp-
ton, has asked repeatedly for an interim report so that 
some of these immediate, urgent questions are dealt with 

quickly, there’s no commitment from the government to 
do that. We have an urgent situation here. We don’t need 
to wait, nor should we wait, with all the compelling evi-
dence now before us that the cuts and the downloading 
have had a direct impact on our drinking water in On-
tario. We shouldn’t be waiting. The government should 
commit immediately to putting resources back into the 
Ministry of the Environment. 

The Premier said today—I think he still said; I have to 
get Hansard for today—that nothing had changed, that 
the delivery of service was still the same. He continues to 
say that when all the evidence is that it isn’t. 

For a couple of weeks now, New Democrats have 
been asking the government repeatedly to release the 
most recent water quality test results for all municipal 
drinking water systems, to tell the public which water 
treatment plants have outstanding orders against them 
from the Ministry of the Environment and to release the 
most recent audit reports on the status of all Ontario 
water treatment plants, and that if those audits have not 
been done, they must be done immediately. We’ve asked 
the government to reopen the four closed labs and put 
Ontario back in the water-testing business, to increase the 
minimum number of tests required and make financial 
support available to the municipalities, and to revoke the 
decision to end the water protection fund. These are the 
dollars for water and sewer capital projects which are 
scheduled to end at the end of this fiscal year. It’s 
ludicrous. We now know from their own records from a 
few years ago—the government’s records are behind—
that they know there are a number of plants not meeting 
standards across Ontario. They know that now, and yet 
they still plan to phase out—to end, not phase out. They 
brag about how they accelerated it. It was going to be 
over three years, and they decided to do it in two years. 
That means the program is supposed to disappear a year 
from now, and they still haven’t committed to bringing 
that program back. 

There is more and more evidence coming forward 
that, particularly in small municipalities across the prov-
ince, there are problems with water and sewage. There’s 
a small town that perhaps a lot of people hadn’t heard of 
until today. It’s called Rocklyn. It’s southwest of Owen 
Sound. Residents have had high levels of E coli con-
tamination in 13 wells. The ministry has known about 
this since February. But the ministry spokesperson was 
quite clear: They didn’t have the staff to investigate. Now 
they say they don’t have the staff to investigate until the 
Walkerton crisis is dealt with. Believe me, I’m not saying 
for a moment that we should withdraw people from 
Walkerton, because they’re urgently needed there. We 
have repeatedly asked the government that if there are 
not enough people to do the job, it’s my understanding—
I was told by the Minister of the Environment in Ottawa 
that they were willing to send experts and are still willing 
to do that, and the Ontario government turned them 
down. For heaven’s sake, if we can bring in the army to 
shovel snow in Toronto, surely we can bring in enough 
experts to help deal with the crisis in Walkerton so 
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people can turn their taps on again. But we have to hire if 
we don’t have enough people to do the job. 

For heaven’s sake, how could this happen? How could 
the Ministry of the Environment know since February 
that E coli was showing up in 13 wells and do nothing 
about it? When we phoned today and asked the spokes-
person in the Ministry of the Environment, they said they 
basically haven’t had time to do it yet. The best they 
could do was promise to investigate in the spring. Spring 
has come, and it still hasn’t been done. The explanation 
from the Ministry of the Environment today was that it 
would be at the earliest convenience when staff had time 
to do that. I assume they meant that, having known this 
from February, the earliest they would be able to do it 
would be this spring, and yet today the government still 
denies that the cuts had anything to do with this. 

The Minister of the Environment, when scrummed 
outside here, was asked by the media, sometimes politely 
and other times not so politely—basically, the leader of 
the official opposition today asked the question that’s 
been asked again and again over the last two weeks, and 
that the media asked the minister repeatedly today. The 
environment critic from the Liberal Party, the former 
Minister of the Environment, was there with me watching 
this, and the minister absolutely refused to say when he 
would release the results of the water tests across the 
province. I believe he’s not releasing them because the 
tests are not up to date and they don’t know. Everything 
is in such disarray that they don’t have the data and it 
would be embarrassing to put out what they do have. I 
also believe—and their own numbers so far to date, the 
latest we have, show it—they also know there are 
problems with many of our municipal treatment plants 
across the province. 
2020 

So the minister continues to say: “We’re going to do 
all this stuff; we’re going to review certificates of ap-
proval every three years, and we’re out there and we’re 
going to test every plant. We’re not going to put out any 
information”—I believe that’s what he said today—“until 
they’ve tested right across the province.” 

That’s not acceptable. When we asked this question in 
the House—I think the week before last was when we 
first asked it—about whether the minister would release 
this data on the testing of our drinking water across the 
province, do you know what he told us? He told us and 
the people out there to go to a Web site; it’s all posted on 
the Web site. So we did. We went and had a look. The 
data on the Web site was three years old. I think only 
about a third, maybe less, of the sewer and water plants 
across the province were listed on that Web site. 

That’s not what we asked for. People are getting 
worried about the quality of their drinking water. As 
more and more stories are revealed, like the incident we 
brought up today in a small town outside of Owen Sound, 
more and more people are going to get worried about 
their water. The minister has got to come clean. He’s got 
to admit they don’t have the budget to do the work they 
should be doing, and hire the staff to do it. 

The other thing the government did which was really 
quite stunning, considering the legislation, the right-to-
farm act that was brought in which allowed more 
intensive livestock farming—factory farming, we call it. 
At the same time—I think before they brought that in—
they cancelled a small but effective program which the 
NDP had brought in. It was called CURB, Clean Up 
Rural Beaches, working with farmers directly to keep 
agricultural runoff from going into our drinking water. 
That program was cancelled and nothing was put in its 
place. That just doesn’t make any sense whatsoever. 

We know, because the government has said it re-
peatedly, that environmental laws and regulations were 
seen as red tape. That’s part of the problem, when you 
have a government that sees as red tape the laws of the 
land that were put in place over the years, starting with a 
Tory government, and every year, under progressive gov-
ernments—that was a Freudian slip there—things 
improved, although not as much as some would like to 
see. 

I know under our government we did a lot. We spent 
$200 million in setting up OCWA, the Ontario Clean 
Water Agency, which now we understand the govern-
ment’s got on the chopping block. We know it has been 
on the list for some time, but recently it came to our 
attention from some staff that in fact it was up for sale. 
They’ve taken it off now temporarily while this situation 
is going on, but certainly when the Premier and the min-
ister were asked, they didn’t deny it. The Premier went so 
far as to say, “Yeah, if some good ideas come forward for 
selling OCWA we’ll do that.” 

Our government set that up, and we took $200 million 
out of the line budget of the ministry and put it directly 
into that, completely dedicated to sewer and water. I 
watched with amazement in the blame days when the 
government was trying to find, every day, a new person 
or a new municipality or a new party to blame: every 
single day, somebody new to blame. I noticed that for a 
couple of days, members from the government caucus 
were popping up all over the place, on TV shows and 
here in the House and everywhere, and I couldn’t quite 
get what they were talking about at first. They kept 
talking about the $200 million that the NDP cut out of the 
Ministry of the Environment. I had sat around that 
cabinet table. I thought, this doesn’t ring a bell with me, 
and because I got into politics as an environmentalist, 
even though I wasn’t Minister of the Environment, I paid 
a lot of attention to the environment portfolio. Ask Ruth 
Grier; ask Bud Wildman. I was an ally and I was also a 
watchdog. I paid a lot of attention and did everything I 
could to assist around that cabinet table, making sure that 
even in the middle of a terrible recession, which I grant a 
member acknowledged tonight—I believe it’s the first 
time I heard a Tory member acknowledge that the terrible 
deficit and recession we were in were not all the NDP’s 
fault, that the American economy actually had something 
to do with it. I believe he went so far, just a smidgen, as 
to say that maybe the American economy is having a 
positive effect on good times right now. He’s probably 
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going to get beaten up later for that by some of his 
colleagues over there, but he did acknowledge that. 

You know, that is the reality. There were lots of things 
I wanted to do. There were lots of things Ruth Grier 
wanted to do, lots of things Bud Wildman wanted to do, 
lots of things that our caucus and government as a whole 
wanted to do. We picked our priorities within the 
Ministry of the Environment, as all governments do. This 
government, the Harris government, decided that the 
environment was not a priority, period, and cut and 
slashed it until there was almost nothing left. Our 
government decided that it was a priority and then within 
the existing funding that we had—and yes, we decided to 
borrow money to fund the environment—decided on safe 
water, and clean air to breathe. 

There was so much work to be done. We knew it then 
and I knew we weren’t doing nearly enough. I wanted to 
do more. But we did make a decision to continue to 
invest money in the environment even when—and let’s 
be frank here—both opposition parties were screaming at 
us day after day to do something about the deficit. I think 
that was a wise decision. 

Let me tell you something about safe drinking water. I 
certainly knew—I’m going to be honest here. When we 
stand up and talk about the need to have a safe drinking 
water act, the need to bring all the guidelines and rules 
and all of those policies into a legal framework, it needs 
to be done. I wish our government had done it. I wish the 
Liberal or Tory governments before us had done it. I was 
quite aware when we were in government that over the 
years our policies and guidelines came together piece-
meal on water policy and that there was a need to have it 
all brought into law, but I was also aware that it was 
working overall. A lot more needed to be done and it 
could have taken billions and billions and billions more 
dollars, but we had good, dedicated, well-trained staff 
who understood and knew how it all worked. 

Water testing is a good example of that, why it was so 
important to keep the government labs open and to 
continue with the well-trained government employees 
who understood completely how the system worked so it 
did not break down. 

One of the things that I feared—and I did. I’m not just 
making this up now; I read Hansard the last time we 
debated this bill. I warned the government when I started 
to see the many cuts, particularly to the area of water, 
that something really bad was going to happen, partly be-
cause I was aware, perhaps more so than most people in 
the Legislature, that the laws were not tight enough and 
that if you didn’t have the resources and the staff who 
understood how it all worked, then things were going to 
start falling apart, and that’s exactly what happened. 

I don’t understand, now that there’s so much evidence 
that that’s exactly what did happen in this case, why 
again the government doesn’t listen. It’s no good just 
putting in a new minister. We’ve had four or five 
ministers now since 1995. A new face hasn’t changed 
anything. Some have been better than others in the spin. 
The one we’ve got now is not doing such a great job, but 

the one before that, Tony Clement, pretty good at the 
spin. Nothing changed under any of these ministers. They 
continued to cut and slash and deregulate. We don’t just 
need a new minister; we need a complete new mandate 
for the Ministry of the Environment, with new dollars 
attached, before we have another catastrophe. What I fear 
here is that if the government continues on the track that 
it’s on now and refuses to put new resources back into 
the ministry until we get to the end of the inquiry, God 
knows when, some more really bad stuff is going to 
happen. For a long time we’ve been saying that you can’t 
dissociate health from the environment, and there’s 
nothing more drastic that anybody can think of or say to 
show very clearly and precisely what that connection is.  
2030 

We also know that air pollution is a growing problem. 
Again, I’m not going to say this problem started under 
the Tory government. No doubt about it, air pollution has 
been a problem for a while, but we have a government 
where we had one environment minister who said people 
were too reliant on public transportation. They needed to 
get into their cars more, I guess is what he meant. We 
have a government that is not committed to doing the 
things we need to do, absolutely have to do, to do 
something about the growing problem with smog in our 
city. We have a government that is refusing to actively 
participate in the Oak Ridges moraine situation, which 
will absolutely cause all kinds of water problems. There’s 
a direct connection here that people have been making all 
along, plus an urban sprawl problem, with more and 
more people in their cars, transportation all increased. 

The government has an opportunity to freeze 
development on the Oak Ridges moraine until a plan that 
everybody can live with is put in place. We did that. 
When we were in government, we spent two years 
consulting and came up with a plan. It might have to be 
tinkered with a bit now, but that could be applied. The 
problem is that the government said: “No, no, no. We’ve 
got the OMB. The municipalities have enough tools in 
their toolbox to be able to do this themselves.” Well, they 
don’t. Those tools were taken away from them. The 
government took all the green out of the Planning Act 
that the NDP had brought in, and the municipalities have 
almost no tools left to control this. We’ve got developers 
bypassing municipalities completely now and going 
straight to the OMB. They don’t even bother going any 
more to the municipalities, they’re just bypassing them. 

What does the government do in terms of the Oak 
Ridges moraine? It decides—and I’m really puzzled by 
this—not to freeze it until this plan is put in place; it 
decides to be one of the parties to the OMB, taking a 
position that they want to preserve about 1% of the Oak 
Ridges moraine, which is not nearly enough. But that’s 
the position they’ve taken. 

Look at it this way. Supposing we, our side, lose at the 
OMB, and the government is now technically in that 
sense sort of on our side by going to the OMB arguing a 
tepid position on why 1% should be preserved. Right 
now that land is zoned for farming. If we lose at the 
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OMB, then the land is rezoned for development. People 
here understand what that means. It means the value of 
that land is going to go to the sky, and then the only way 
the government, if it’s truly committed to saving the Oak 
Ridges moraine, could do that would then be a planner—
I believe it was a planner; it might have even been the 
mayor. I don’t have it in front of me. I believe it was the 
chief planner in Richmond Hill who said that just in 
Richmond Hill alone it would cost about $1 billion to 
expropriate that land, to save it. That’s just the Oak 
Ridges moraine. Give me a break. Is this government 
going to spend over $1 billion to save land that it could 
save now? It has the power; it can do it. If the 
government hadn’t taken all the green elements out of the 
Planning Act that we brought in, we wouldn’t be in this 
mess today. The wording was such in that act that most 
of the Oak Ridges moraine would automatically be pro-
tected and would be turned down because of the direct 
environmental impacts that it would have. 

Here we have a government that’s determined to let 
the developers get their way in this. If the OMB rules 
with the developers, they can say, “We wash our hands 
of it.” They’ll say, “Oh, well, the NDP took away the 
right to appeal to cabinet.” That’s what Mr Gilchrist says 
repeatedly. I know when I was in government, and if you 
go back to many governments before us, you can count 
on one hand—I’d be surprised if you can’t count on one 
hand how many times a cabinet of any political stripe 
actually overturns those decisions. With hours and years 
and millions of dollars and time put into arguing the 
merits of especially these complex cases, cabinets do not 
like to sit down and overturn those especially complex 
decisions, and it’s rarely done. But furthermore, if you 
have a proper Planning Act, then you shouldn’t need to 
have a cabinet make a political decision based on who 
they’re getting the most pressure from. 

I just find the argument really silly. It doesn’t make 
any sense, when they can act now to protect the Oak 
Ridges moraine and yet refuse to do it. Even if they were 
right about the NDP taking away—and they’re right that 
we did take away that ability to ask for an appeal to the 
cabinet. But knowing that, if they feel it was wrong, they 
could have put it back. They could have put it back, 
right? I don’t think they should, because the downside to 
all of that—I mean, let’s face it—is the politics of it. I’d 
be afraid that this government, supposing the OMB 
actually ruled for something that’s very green and really 
made the developers mad, in fact would do the opposite 
and take the appeal and actually grant the developers 
what they wanted. There’s a downside to having cabinet 
make those decisions when it becomes very political, 
which is another reason why cabinets of any political 
stripe really do not want to go there. 

It really is at the end of the day the responsibility of 
the government to make sure that the municipalities 
really do have good tools, develop good tools, so that 
they can control the development in their areas. Then it’s 
important for the government to make sure that those 
decisions aren’t made on a political basis, that they’re 

made on a good planning basis. The proponents have 
millions of dollars to spend before the OMB, and the 
citizens who are going to be there to try to fight on the 
other side have almost no money. They need to make 
sure that there’s intervener funding in place. 

There’s absolutely no doubt any more that government 
cuts to the Ministry of the Environment and the Ministry 
of Natural Resources are having a profound negative 
effect on our well-being. The worst example of that is the 
deaths and the illnesses in Walkerton. But there are all 
kinds of other areas throughout the Ministry of the 
Environment and the Ministry of Natural Resources. 

Remember the Plastimet fire in Hamilton? There’s 
another example where the response of the ministry was 
not adequate. There were all kinds of problems. We 
called for an inquiry then, and the government refused. I 
think it would have been wise to have had a public 
inquiry at that time because perhaps we would have 
learned something then and the mess that we’re in now, 
the terrible tragedy that happened in Walkerton—perhaps 
the government could have been convinced at that time to 
put more funds in and to make sure that the resources 
were there to have properly trained staff able to inspect 
and enforce and make sure that our land, water and air 
are kept as safe as possible. 

I want to come back to why we pay our taxes. You 
know, none of us like to pay taxes. The government of 
Ontario, I believe, plays on the greed in all of us. Let’s 
face it, if you’re told that you’re going to have a few 
extra dollars in your pocket, we’re all going to say, 
“That’s great,” and start thinking about what we’re going 
to be able to do with that money. But when you look at 
the other side of it, when you look at the public good—
and that’s why we pay taxes, and supposedly we should 
be taking more from the rich, who can afford it, and less 
from the poor. But it’s all there for the public collective 
good, so that we have clean water to drink. Nothing can 
better describe how important our tax dollars that we pay 
are than when we talk about clean drinking water, 
because everybody drinks it. 
2040 

I’ve said there’s a war on the poor in this province—
and great denials from the other side, even though we 
have all those statistics about the underbelly, the home-
less and the disabled and single parents and kids who 
can’t get child care and our schools falling apart and not 
enough cleaning staff and kids with asthma. It’s the truth. 
They don’t want to hear it. The reports show—the People 
for Education brought a report to the Minister of Edu-
cation a few days ago. It’s their third report on watching 
what’s happening in our schools since the new funding 
formula, which completely underfunds our schools. I’ve 
seen it myself. I had a letter from a young woman who 
fell down on dirty, dusty, greasy stairs in her school. This 
is all new. There’s not enough cleaning staff. 

Hon Mrs Ecker: Maybe they should go to the Dur-
ham board, that’s cleaning their schools on less money. 

Ms Churley: Maybe the Minister of Education should 
start listening to what’s really happening out there in our 
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communities. Maybe the Minister of Education should 
start paying attention instead of trying to yell over me 
and justify why their cuts and their funding formulas are 
working. It isn’t working. We’ve got kids with asthma. I 
worry about this. Not many people are speaking about 
this, but anybody who has a kid with asthma, as in my 
family—you go to school and see dust. You worry that 
that could have a negative impact on the child—little 
things like that. We know there are not enough coun-
sellors and principals throughout the system, and there is 
really low morale. Despite the so-called average, class 
sizes are actually getting larger in many cases. 

I have a school, Bruce school, which celebrated its 
75th anniversary last year or the year before, which I 
attended—a tremendous little school in the lower-income 
area where I live in South Riverdale, a wonderful little 
school that serves the community well. That school is on 
the chopping block. Because of the ministry space for-
mula about how many kids per square foot—and you 
know those old schools have great big halls and basement 
spaces and high ceilings and auditoriums—this school is 
slated to close. There are a lot of new immigrant kids, 
and they have wonderful language programs—this tre-
mendous little school is on the chopping block, and we’re 
doing everything we can to save it. 

Two Catholic schools in the general area, one really 
close to Bruce, closed down as well. They’re already 
gone. It’s too late to save those. That’s three schools—
two of the three, anyway—that served a lower-income 
population, very important to the vitality of our 
community. We don’t need these schools to close down. 
Once again, it’s one size fits all. The minister came to our 
communities— 

Interjection. 
Ms Churley: This is all about taxes, my dear Minister 

of Culture. This is about $200. Thank you for reminding 
me about how ridiculous your $200 tax rebate is. I can 
tell you that I want clean water to drink, I want clean air 
to breathe. That’s what I want, and if you ask almost 
anybody across Ontario whether they’d like that $200 
back in their pockets or whether they would like to see 
the government reinvest that in water, where do you 
think they’d tell you to put that money? 

I’ll ask the people who are watching: Would you rath-
er have clean water or that $200 in your pockets? Are 
you going to be able to go out with that $200 and buy a 
water treatment plant and hire the staff to make sure it’s 
kept clean? I would tell you that the majority of people— 

Interjections. 
Ms Churley: Now they’re saying, “Tell them to send 

it back.” It doesn’t work that way. You shouldn’t be 
sending people the $200. I started this— 

Hon Mrs Ecker: You don’t trust them with their own 
money. 

Ms Churley: They still don’t get it. The Minister of 
Education is saying I don’t trust them with their own 
money. Of course I trust people with all their money. 
That’s got nothing to do with this. It shows— 

Interjection. 

Ms Churley: I’m incredulous that these supposedly 
smart ministers—they’re not. They don’t get it. That they 
could make a comment—that the Minister of Education 
could make a comment, in response to what I’m saying, 
that I don’t trust people with their own money. That’s got 
nothing to do with it. 

Interjection. 
Ms Churley: She did say it. What we’re talking about 

here is tax dollars and the collective good, and how there 
are certain things governments have to fund. That $200 
in your pocket is not going to guarantee that your water is 
safe. It’s as simple as that. 

I started tonight talking about the letter I saw in the 
Toronto Star from the guy who would agree with the 
Tories here, saying he doesn’t understand the outrage 
about this $200 giveaway, that the government had said it 
spent all the money it was going to spend and that it 
wanted to spend on health, education etc and it had all 
this money left over so they were going to give it back. 
Did the government look to see the areas where they 
have so drastically cut that our systems are falling down 
around us? No, they continue with their so-called red-
tape reduction, which is eliminating very important en-
vironmental laws and regulations. That’s what it’s doing. 
Did the government decide they were going to take a 
look, now that they’ve spent all they wanted to in health 
and education, at the other areas where they should be 
investing? 

I don’t know how many times I have heard people 
from that side say, when asked about their cuts to the 
Ministry of the Environment: “Well, you know, we had 
to get our books in order first, because the NDP left us in 
such a terrible mess. We have to find a balance, and we 
can’t deal with the environment now because we’ve got 
to do something about the books.” Well, the books have 
been balanced and I’m getting sick of this nonsense. The 
books have been balanced, and what did the government 
do in the last budget when they’re giving away another 
$8 billion in tax cuts? What did they do? They cut an-
other $16 million from the Ministry of the Environment. 
I am getting so sick of these excuses and silliness about 
it. You can no longer use the excuse—silly as it was—
that you couldn’t do anything about environmental pro-
tection while you’re trying to balance the books. That 
can’t even be used as an excuse any more. The books 
have been balanced, and you continue to give away tax 
cuts, over $8 billion, and you cut another $16 million out 
of the Ministry of the Environment. So don’t give me that 
claptrap. 

I would like to see one Tory over there, just one Tory, 
stand up and say, “We believe that the time has come to 
reinvest in environmental protection in this province,” 
instead of sitting there and laughing and yelling and 
hooting and doing the usual stuff and not listening to the 
reality that there have been cuts, that they’ve cut far too 
deep, they’ve deregulated far too much, they’ve down-
loaded far too much, they’ve amalgamated far too much, 
they’ve privatized far too much, and it has hurt environ-
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mental protection in this province. When is one person 
over there going to stand up and admit it? 

I’m going to remind people again, when I get upset 
about environmental protection—and I’m sure others 
have stories too—that I come from a riding where kids 
were brain-damaged by lead pollution. I come from a 
riding where kids got learning disabilities from lead pol-
lution from a lead plant in south Riverdale, where 
citizens and parents tried for years to get federal and 
provincial governments to listen, that their kids were 
being damaged. Governments wouldn’t listen until final-
ly David Reville, I believe, who was in the NDP oppo-
sition then—I can’t remember if it was a Tory govern-
ment or a Liberal government. Finally we got some atten-
tion paid to it after years. It was too late for a lot of those 
kids. They came in and did all these blood tests. I re-
member it. It was horrible: all these mobile trailers com-
ing by and little kids lining up having their blood tested. 
Many of them were way over and they were brain-dam-
aged and learning disabled. We had a massive multi-
million dollar soil and housing cleanup. It was just an 
awful situation. 

When government members have an opportunity to 
look around and see what they’re doing, when there’s so 
much overwhelming evidence now, not just from me—I 
know you’re not going to take me, as an opposition mem-
ber, seriously. I know that. It doesn’t matter what I say, 
you just see it as me doing what opposition members do. 
But it’s not just me: the former Environmental Commis-
sioner, the OMA, the auditor, CELA, CIELAP, Pollution 
Probe, Greenpeace, TEA, the Toronto Environmental 
Alliance, all of those folks, over and over—and I’m 
leaving out some, and I’m sorry, because they have been 
extremely vigilant—OPSEU itself, the workers. But 
when we get internal documents telling the ministry that 
there are going to be big problems, not only if the cuts 
don’t stop but if reinvestment doesn’t happen, and the 
government continues to deny, continues to blame, con-
tinues to misrepresent the facts, continues on and on and 
on without— 
2050 

Interjections. 
Ms Churley: They’re worried that I said “mis-

represent the facts.” 
Hon Mrs Ecker: On a point of order, Mr Speaker: I 

do believe that the honourable member in her comments 
made a claim, which I believe should be withdrawn, 
about misrepresenting the facts. It is certainly not what 
this government has been doing in Walkerton. We are 
doing everything we can to get to the bottom— 

The Acting Speaker: Order. 
Ms Churley: I won’t withdraw. This government— 
The Acting Speaker: Order. I think perhaps the mem-

ber would want to rethink her position and withdraw. 
Ms Churley: I withdraw, Mr Speaker. 
I would say to the government members that it’s ex-

tremely disconcerting to stand here and try to point out 
some of the problems that this government has to deal 
with and be yelled at and laughed at and watch a gov-

ernment in denial day after day on this issue. It has got to 
stop. 

The Acting Speaker: Further debate? 
Mr R. Gary Stewart (Peterborough): I have to 

chuckle when I listen to the two opposition parties 
talking about how bad things have been for the last five 
years when the economy has increased tenfold. I was in 
municipal politics when these two parties were involved. 
That’s why my hair turned white. It was a total horror 
story. 

Anyway, it’s my pleasure to speak to Bill 72, and I 
actually am going to talk about the Tax Dividend Act. 
This act is about giving money back to taxpayers. What 
is unique about that process is that it is their own money 
that we are giving back, money that they can spend on 
their families or indeed on themselves. What a tremen-
dous impact and ripple effect it will have on the economy 
of this province. 

This act gives every eligible Ontario taxpayer a 
dividend of up to $200 based on their 1999 Ontario 
personal income tax. This is a dividend for those On-
tarians who paid income tax, those who have been and 
are working, a bonus thanks to all Ontarians who have 
contributed to creating a strong and viable economy, 
working men and women who have helped us eliminate 
the deficit one year earlier than we had promised. It has 
been indicated that the surging Ontario economy has al-
lowed this revenue to exceed the 1999 budget forecast. 
Should we not reward those who have contributed, those 
who have worked hard to help our government turn this 
province around? 

Our 2000 budget will go down in the annals of history: 
a budget that sets a course, our course, the province’s 
course, for the future; a budget that will make Ontario a 
leader on the world stage; a budget that cuts taxes; a 
budget that invests in infrastructure and reduces debt. 

Talk about starting the century off on the right foot. 
Our economy is booming. I suggest to you that the tax-
payers, who have been part of that economic solution, 
should join in the windfall; to be able to give this 
dividend after increasing health and education funding. 

It was interesting to hear the member earlier make a 
comment about how we are going to do it in the future. 
We’ll do it the same way that we have this past five 
years, by increasing revenues, by increasing jobs, to 
make sure that we have the dollars to put into those two 
areas. 

The Liberal opposition, Mr Phillips, seemed to be 
upset that we are asking his federal cousins for our 
money back. Isn’t that a parallel situation? We’re giving 
the taxpayers of Ontario their money back. I would sug-
gest hopefully that the Liberal opposition would maybe 
work with us to get our money, to get the Ontario tax-
payers’ money back from the feds so that we can reinvest 
and continue to invest in health care and education. 

I am extremely proud to be part of this very proactive 
government. Some will say from that comment that I’m a 
bit biased, and maybe I am, but let me offer you some 
quotes from those who know how the economy works. 
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This dividend will do many things. “Overall, this is a 
very investor-friendly budget”—Ontario budget analysis, 
Nesbitt Burns. “Ontario is on a real roll after a very diffi-
cult start in the 1990s”—Mary Webb, senior economist, 
Bank of Nova Scotia. “Going forward I think is a pretty 
responsible mix for debt reduction and tax relief, so I’d 
say the budget is, in general, quite positive.” Another 
one: “I applaud the government for finally bringing down 
a budget that puts Ontario’s fiscal house in order”—
Toronto Board of Trade. These are some of the quotes 
that came from people who are out in the everyday 
world, working towards helping us to increase the econ-
omy and to move it forward. 

I want to quote a comment about the dividend that will 
be given back: “It will be nice to knock a few bills down. 
We’ll turn around and spend the money on something 
family-related. It’s money we can spend and not save. It 
will go back into the economy.” Another: “At the end of 
the day, I bet this budget is going to keep probably $600 
in my pocket.” Finally, let me say this—and I can relate 
it to my own family—my son’s family, my daughter’s 
family, could have up to $400 back into their top pockets 
to spend on the economy of this province, to spend on 
family things that maybe they need. The ripple effect that 
this money will have on the economy is unbelievable. 

We have those naysayers who say they don’t want the 
money, and I have absolutely no problem with that. I can 
tell you where they can spend the money. In Peter-
borough we are in the process of, hopefully, being able to 
build a new hospital. The $200 that people have, if they 
don’t wish it, they can donate it to the foundation—an 
ideal way to put it back into the economy and help hun-
dreds and hundreds of people. 

It was interesting to note that when the first tax 
reduction came in back in 1995, we had all kinds of 
people saying—and you’ve heard it tonight—“I don’t 
want the money.” So we set up an account so they could 
send it back to the government, and I think they got 
something like $11,000 back. So don’t tell me that people 
don’t want it. I’ve got the solution. Put it into our 
hospital, put it into our foundation or put it towards 
charitable endeavours within the community that you’re 
involved with. 

Mr Young: You get a tax receipt. 
2100 

Mr Stewart: Absolutely. You will get a tax receipt. 
There are a lot of ways to overcome this. 

The other thing about it is, if it is put into charitable 
donations, it certainly will help those folks who are 
vulnerable, who are less fortunate, and it will indeed 
benefit the people of this province. When you get those 
kinds of dollars back, not only will it help the retail and 
wholesale business communities, as I said, but it will 
benefit those who are less fortunate. There could be do-
nations to schools, colleges and universities. There are all 
kinds of programs set up for those who feel they would 
like to put it back into the economy. 

We’re dealing with the two priorities that this province 
has: education and health. The folks from my area could 

put it into the possibility of a new hospital. They could 
also put it into things like the challenge fund with the 
universities. There are a million things they can do. They 
can form those partnerships with the public sector to 
make this province as good as it possibly can be. 

As I mentioned to you, if the money goes into schools, 
colleges and the various foundations—we did hear that 
we’ve taken money out of health care, we’ve taken 
money out of education, and what are we doing about 
mental health? We just put a great deal of money a 
couple of weeks ago into mental health, additional dollars 
into health, $263 million more the other day into edu-
cation. In my own community, R and D support for Trent 
University and Sir Sandford Fleming College has been 
unbelievable over the last few years. Social housing—
those things are happening now. As well, we’re able to 
give dollars back to those people we believe need it. 

I believe the economy of this province is absolutely 
unbelievable at the moment: 700,000 jobs, 500,000 off 
social assistance, more money into health care, more 
money into education, more money into children’s 
initiatives like Healthy Babies, Healthy Children; 
Healthy Futures. We’re doing all those things. For the 
life of me, Mr Chrétien yesterday said, “Well, we’ve got 
to find a plan before we’re going to give you any money 
for health,” and yet our opposition over here does not 
want to support us to go to Mr Chrétien— 

Interjections. 
Mr Stewart: My voice was a little lower; I didn’t 

mean to mimic him. 
Interjection: It wasn’t very good. 
Mr Stewart: It wasn’t very good, but I had to suggest 

something. I could do more John Wayne. We could 
maybe have somebody coming over on a white horse 
who could knock a little bit of sense into some of these 
people. 

Anyway, we are doing those things. I’m very proud of 
the fact that we have that ability and we will continue to 
go that way. The future is very bright in this province, 
and it’s because of the initiatives we have taken. I listen 
to the other side of the House and all the Chicken Littles 
over there who suggest that the sky is going to fall. It 
isn’t falling. It’s very blue, it’s very, very bright, and it 
will continue to be that way in the future if we keep mov-
ing the way we have in the last five years and we will in 
the next three years. The mandate that we got one year 
ago said, “Folks, keep doing what you’re doing, because 
this province is finally moving ahead.” 

The Acting Speaker: Further debate? 
Mr Michael Bryant (St Paul’s): I listened closely to 

the member opposite’s comments and I have to say what 
an incredible indictment of this government’s fiscal 
management to rise in this House and suggest that people 
take their dividends and reinvest them in health care and 
education through fundraising efforts. That’s what the 
government is supposed to do. That’s what the treasury is 
supposed to do. They take the taxpayers’ money and they 
allocate it in a way that they believe is just, and they have 
to do it in a way that they believe is efficient. 
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Let’s just deal with the efficiency argument. We 
collect taxpayers’ money at no small expense. We then 
give it back, says the government, at a cost of millions of 
dollars via a dividend and a gimmick, and I’ll speak to 
that in a moment. And now you’re asking them to give 
the money back again, in this case to a hospital foun-
dation to try and fund the health care system. 

How on earth could anybody have devised such an in-
efficient system, efficiency presumably being one of the 
proposed cornerstones, as I understand it, of the neo-con-
servative philosophy of this government? Of course, 
efficiency is the ultimate utilitarian argument and it can 
lead to absurdities. The ultimate satire in this is Swift’s 
satire on utilitarian arguments with respect to the treat-
ment of children. 

But leaving that and the problem with utilitarian argu-
ments aside for the moment, the idea that the govern-
ment—not the opposition but the government—would 
promote the idea that taxpayers take their dividend, this 
gimmick, and give it back to the public purse to pay for 
the services which they so desperately need is an extra-
ordinary indictment of this bill and an extraordinary 
indictment of this Conservative ideology. 

Interjection. 
Mr Bryant: I didn’t hear the member opposite. But 

even without going into the ridiculous inefficiencies of 
this position, we know that this debate is about the costs 
and the benefits of the Common Sense Revolution. 
That’s what we’re really here talking about over the next 
few weeks, the final weeks in which this House is sitting. 
This government is going to try and take full credit for 
economic prosperity, at least short-term, in Ontario, and 
of course the opposition is going to accuse them of being 
the rooster taking credit for the sun rising. We know the 
public is probably going to, rightly or wrongly, give 
some credit to Alan Greenspan, and they may give some 
credit to the government as well. That’s the benefit of the 
Common Sense Revolution, the argument goes: “Here’s 
your benefit; here’s your $200 cheque. Please give it 
back to us now because we need it.” 

Let’s talk about the allocation and priorities of those 
benefits for a moment. Any benefit with respect to af-
fordable housing? Is the dividend coming from this bill 
going towards affordable housing? The answer, of 
course, is in the negative. I can tell you that my office, 
the constituency office in St Paul’s, is deluged with calls 
about housing. Sixty-eight per cent of the people who 
live in my riding are renters, the second highest pro-
portion of tenants in the province. They bear the brunt of 
the Tenant Protection Act, so called, in a macabre way, in 
an Orwellian way. Every day many people call our office 
and say, “I can’t pay the rent any more because my rent 
has been increased,” and rents have increased in the city 
of Toronto on an average of 9% a year. People have to 
make a choice, quite literally—for those on fixed in-
comes in particular, those on a pension—between paying 
the rent and paying for food. So they have to leave, and 
where are they going to go? 

They say: “I need some assistance. Is there any af-
fordable housing being built?” The answer, of course, is 
no. Lots of luxury condos are popping up as a result of 
the legislation. Affordable housing such as on Tweeds-
muir and St Clair and Russell Hill is being demolished 
and replaced with these luxury condos and these people 
are being thrown out on to the streets, many of them 
seniors and elderly people. 

Is there anything in the Common Sense Revolution 
which assists them? Is there a benefit in that? There is 
none. There is nothing for them. There is no assistance 
offered by the government. There is no dividend for 
tenants, as it were. That $200 cheque, I can assure you, 
will not even cover their annual rent increase. But of 
course this government would have you give back that 
dividend to try and fund the basic primary services that 
most of us have taken for granted here in the province of 
Ontario. 

The Harris dividend: a $645-million gift to individuals 
and corporations that play the stock market, a point made 
ably by the official opposition finance critic earlier. At 
the same time, spending on the poor, the weak, the elder-
ly has been cut; we know that. Of course the government 
is going to say no, and we will say yes. There are the cuts 
to education, among other things, $1.6 billion. Every 
time it’s said, the government goes bananas. Don’t be-
lieve me; believe the Ombudsman. Talk about another 
indictment, the latest Ombudsman’s report summed it up. 
“The fact is”—these are the costs of the Common Sense 
Revolution, not the benefits—“a demonstrable lack of 
resources has led to an inability to provide acceptable 
levels of service and senior government officials have 
failed to take adequate steps to address the problems,” 
says the Ombudsman in her latest report. 
2110 

Why is there a lack of resources? We know. It’s 
because of these enormous tax cuts. It’s because $1 bil-
lion has been given back by way of a dividend—the $200 
cheque to everybody with the enormous inefficiencies 
therein—and as a result there are no resources to pay for 
these basic services. Incredibly, the member opposite, the 
member for Peterborough, decided that people should 
give that $1 billion back to the government because the 
money is needed. Why? As the Ombudsman said, we 
don’t have a resource base to deal with the services. 

Spending on transportation is down $480 million since 
1996-97. The TTC: We live in the only city not funded 
provincially, the only metropolis in the world in which 
100% of the tax base comes from the municipal level. 
The province is unwilling to make any investment 
whatsoever. Could some of those tax cuts have been 
better spent on that? You bet. If only for reasons of ef-
ficiencies, you could make a purely economic argument 
why that would be the better approach. And of course 
there is the $1-billion tax rebate, a gimmick taken from 
Governor Ventura, and what a gimmick it was. 

I’ll say with all honesty to this House that I have 
received a number of calls and e-mails on this, and unlike 
the member opposite who had a number of stories con-
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trary to what I’m about to suggest, not a single person 
said they thought this was anywhere near an appropriate 
measure to be undertaken by the government of Ontario. 
I’ve already discussed the lunacy of the thinking whereby 
the Treasurer gives up money at great expense only to 
ask for it back. 

Here’s what one constituent of St Paul’s said: 
“With all the tax cuts, we’ve now found out what we, 

the average citizens, are worth—$200. The Conserva-
tives believe they can throw $200 at all Ontario residents 
and because of this we will forget the fact that they are an 
incompetent government. Please, what an insult. They 
believe that the people will ignore that they did not ad-
dress the need for affordable housing, affordable tuition 
and education and homelessness.” He asks that I mention 
his name. Ryan Bissonette is his name. 

Also, there’s a synagogue in my riding—I’m not 
going to name it only because there may be many other 
synagogues and churches which are doing the same 
thing, exactly what the member for Peterborough is sug-
gesting—and they are actually sending a letter to the 
members of their congregation and they are expressing 
the will of the congregation. The two senior rabbis at this 
synagogue said: “A number of members of the con-
gregation have come to us and said: ‘We don’t want this 
$200 dividend. We want it spent in a more charitable 
way.’” So this synagogue has to play the role of the 
treasury. They have to figure out and spend money in a 
way to donate to services and provide those services that 
the government of Ontario is supposed to provide. 

It’s interesting. Just today in the newspaper we see 
that evolution of the government’s ideology is not hap-
pening. They are stuck back in some Charles Dickens era 
where the gap between wealth and poverty was so shock-
ing that we thought it was behind us. 

Here’s what one of George Bush’s senior domestic 
advisers, Myron Magnet, said in reference to tax cuts, 
“Weren’t dizzying contrasts of wealth and poverty 
supposed to have gone out with Dickensian London?” Mr 
Goldsmith, his domestic political adviser, said this: “If 
you go back to 1996, the Republicans’ message was that 
government had been harmful. Therefore, eliminate gov-
ernment, and people in tough circumstances will sud-
denly be better off. Both the public and many Republican 
mayors said that’s naive. Merely the absence of bad 
action is not going to be sufficient.” 

This is coming from neo-conservatives. This govern-
ment has missed the boat on this front. The legacy of 
benefits is not one that I think a government can be proud 
of, given these inefficiencies, and the cost—in a word: 
Walkerton. What is the legacy of this government in 
terms of the costs and benefits? We’re going to debate it 
over the next two weeks and I look forward to hearing 
from the environment critic on this point. 

Mr James J. Bradley (St Catharines): I think that if 
you put this bill in context of the general debate that’s 
going on in our society today, you would recognize that 
there is a fundamental position on one side and a funda-
mental position on the other side. Government members 

have enunciated the other side: First, there should be 
massive tax cuts, huge tax cuts, which would go to the 
corporations in this country, to the point where we would 
be substantially below that in adjacent jurisdictions; 
second, there would be further massive income tax cuts 
provincially; third, there would be tax cuts for people 
who are involved with capital gains. 

What this does is place us in a vulnerable position for 
the delivery of public services. I understand the other 
side of the issue. I don’t agree with it but I understand it. 
I think when people make their decisions they should 
know the consequences of those decisions. 

We have seen massive cuts in the budgets of the Min-
istry of the Environment, the Ministry of Natural Re-
sources and other ministries, but these are two ministries 
which are there to protect the public interest. The gov-
ernment made a decision to cut over 40% of the budget 
of the Ministry of the Environment and turf one third of 
the staff out the door. The Ministry of Natural Resources 
made similar cuts. The result is that the drinking water in 
our province is placed at far greater risk as a result of 
those cuts and we are vulnerable to the unfortunate and 
tragic events that happened in Walkerton, and we are 
vulnerable in other municipalities and jurisdictions as a 
result. 

It is my view, one which I have enunciated for my 
length of time in this Legislature, and before that, that 
government is there to provide essential services for 
people. Government does not make vehicles. Govern-
ment is not involved in the manufacturing process. But it 
does have a role to protect people in this province, parti-
cularly those who are at the lower end of the economic 
echelon. It is true that very wealthy people, people of 
privilege, are able to buy a lot of their own services. They 
might even be able to set up a system within their 
household to be able to purify their water in an extensive 
way. They may be able to have their own security force 
within a gated subdivision. They may be able to buy bet-
ter health care services than others. That is certainly the 
way it is in the United States. The United States is a great 
place to live if you have money. If you do not have a lot 
of money, you are vulnerable in many different ways. 

My friend the Liberal critic in the field of finance ex-
pressed a grave concern that with these massive tax cuts, 
these further tax cuts and those that are being pressed 
upon the federal government and which the federal 
government appears to be moving forward with, we are 
placing in jeopardy public services to which people in 
this country are entitled and which reduce the risks of 
unfortunate consequences. 

The $200 represents a very fundamental argument. If 
you were to ask the people of Walkerton today, “Would 
you rather that $200 had been applied to services that 
would reduce the risk of water which ended up killing 
some people and making about 2,000 people ill, or take it 
in a cheque from the government?”—which I would call 
a public relations trick learned from some American 
governors—I suspect the overwhelming number of 
people in Walkerton would have chosen to have that 
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money invested in protecting the health care system and 
of course the environment in Walkerton and other com-
munities. 
2120 

That is what has happened. I hope the public recog-
nizes today that this is what the so-called Common Sense 
Revolution was about. It was about dismantling the pub-
lic sector. It was about discrediting and creating a crisis 
in confidence for public institutions such as the Ministry 
of the Environment and education and health care, so that 
people would accept a solution which they might not 
otherwise accept. I hope when that debate is out there 
that people at least know the consequences. There were 
some who voted for tax cuts and getting the government 
out of their faces because that was a popular suggestion 
at the time from the government. 

I suspect many did not recognize down the line what 
those consequences were. We have seen them in the field 
of the environment, in so many different areas, we’ve 
seen them in health care and we’ve seen them in edu-
cation and other important fields of endeavour, things 
such as winter maintenance on the highway system of 
this province. All of these increase risk so we can put 
more money in the pockets of the wealthiest people in the 
province. Yes, others get a tax cut as well, but of course 
with the imposition of user fees, which weigh heavily 
upon people of modest income, we find that those in-
dividuals are not better off—they’re probably worse 
off—but the very wealthy can afford those user fees and 
do not have to share their wealth with others in the 
province. 

I look at the abandonment of the public transit system, 
for instance. The people who use public transit are often 
people of modest income. This province has made a de-
cision—a very bad environmental decision and I think a 
very bad transportation decision—to totally abandon, in a 
funding sense, public transportation. I would like to see, 
for instance, the GO train extended to St Catharines and 
Niagara Falls, if I can for at least one moment be a bit 
parochial, but into other areas of this province as well. I 
would like to see a well-funded public system of trans-
portation so that we can avoid having individuals take 
their vehicles everywhere they must go and contributing 
immensely to the smog problem in this province. 

I think of the Red Tape Commission. It was re-
established, ironically, the same week as events were 
breaking in Walkerton. What was the purpose of that? To 
get the government out of your face. You see, I think we 
should have a green tape commission in this province, 
one that looks at regulations which are necessary to pro-
tect the environment and the public health of people in 
this province. I know it’s very popular to say, when 
you’re talking to the business person—not the pro-
gressive business people who are prepared to be good 
corporate citizens when it comes to the environment, but 
those who want to cut corners—“We’re going to get the 
government out of your face; we’re going to get the 
Ministry of the Environment out of your face.” 

You see the consequences of that. You see the 
consequences of having four different Ministers of the 
Environment, one who was part-time and others who 
have been shuffled in and out of the ministry. You see 
the consequences of telling your ministry officials that 
they must be business-friendly—in other words, to look 
the other way unless there’s a really pressing matter be-
fore them. Look at our regional offices, our district of-
fices and our area offices and you’ll find the staff is virtu-
ally gone in those areas. They simply cannot respond. 
They’re turning over to municipalities a lot of the roles 
and responsibilities the Ministry of the Environment once 
had. 

The water division of the Ministry of the Environment 
has been virtually obliterated. They cannot possibly con-
duct the kind of inspections the minister is talking about 
today, because those staff are gone. If they’re going to 
get them, they’re going to have to hire back people they 
fired out the door, and they’re going to charge as much as 
they can, justifiably, of the government for those serv-
ices. We have fewer scientists, technicians, investigators, 
inspectors, clerical staff, legal staff—the list goes on—
within the Ministry of the Environment and the Ministry 
of Natural Resources. 

We can no longer conduct a drinking water surveil-
lance program in this province because we don’t have the 
staff to conduct it and to report to the people what the 
problems are so action can be taken at the local and prov-
incial levels. We have a planning approach, an environ-
mental assessment approach, which has been weakened 
considerably. In fact, the Premier brags of this in the 
booklets he puts out to businesses which might wish to 
invest in Ontario. It’s very short-sighted to do that. I 
know it was tedious, I know it was difficult sometimes, 
but it was essential to avoid mistakes. 

Air pollution: I was in the city of Buffalo today and in 
an embarrassing situation where Ontario was justifiably 
being criticized for the huge problem that exists with the 
Nanticoke coal-fired plant. The emissions of the plant go 
over the Niagara Peninsula. It has very poor emission 
controls on it and that toxic soup goes over Lake Erie, 
sometimes over Lake Ontario and over farmland in the 
Niagara region. There we were, as Canadians, dumping 
not only on ourselves but on people in New York State, 
who now, by the way, have much tougher rules for power 
plants which are coal-fired than we in Ontario have. 

We have huge corporate cuts, then, we have capital 
gains reductions, we have income tax reductions, but we 
have public services which are very vulnerable. I think 
people in this province are going to have to look at that 
carefully. Even people who initially thought tax cuts 
were a good idea, even people who see themselves as 
small-c conservatives are saying to me today that they 
believe this government made a dramatic and drastic 
error by cutting back the Ministry of the Environment, as 
happened. 

It is my request of the government that it put back into 
the Ministry of the Environment and back into the Min-
istry of Natural Resources the staff and the budget that is 



3696 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO 12 JUNE 2000 

necessary to carry out the responsibilities; that they take 
that $200 and spend it on the protection of public health 
and the environment in this province. 

The Acting Speaker: Pursuant to the order of the 
House dated May 15, 2000, I am required to interrupt the 
proceedings and put the question on the motion. 

Mr Young has moved third reading of Bill 72. Is it the 
pleasure of the House that the motion carry? 

All in favour will say “aye.” 

All opposed will say “nay.” 
In my opinion, the ayes have it. 
Mr Mario Sergio (York West): On division. 
The Acting Speaker: On division, carried. 
Be it resolved that the bill do now pass and be entitled 

as in the motion. 
It being 9:30 of the clock, this House stands adjourned 

until 1:30 of the clock tomorrow afternoon. 
The House adjourned at 2127. 



 

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO 
ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 

Lieutenant Governor / Lieutenante-gouverneure: Hon / L’hon Hilary M. Weston 
Speaker / Président: Hon / L’hon Gary Carr 

Clerk / Greffier: Claude L. DesRosiers 
Clerk Assistant / Greffière adjointe: Deborah Deller 

Clerks at the Table / Greffiers parlementaires: Todd Decker, Lisa Freedman 
Sergeant-at-Arms / Sergent d’armes: Dennis Clark 

 Constituency Member/Party Constituency Member/Party 
 Circonscription Député(e) / Parti Circonscription Député(e) / Parti 

Algoma-Manitoulin Brown, Michael A. (L) 
Barrie-Simcoe-Bradford Tascona, Joseph N. (PC) 
Beaches-East York Lankin, Frances (ND) 
Bramalea-Gore-Malton-
Springdale 

Gill, Raminder (PC) 

Brampton Centre / -Centre Spina, Joseph (PC) 
Brampton West-Mississauga / 
Brampton-Ouest–Mississauga 

Clement, Hon / L’hon Tony (PC) 
Minister of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing / ministre des Affaires 
municipales et du Logement 

Brant Levac, Dave (L) 
Broadview-Greenwood Churley, Marilyn (ND) 
Bruce-Grey Murdoch, Bill (PC) 
Burlington Jackson, Hon / L’hon Cameron (PC) 

Minister of Tourism /  
ministre du Tourisme 

Cambridge Martiniuk, Gerry (PC) 
Carleton-Gloucester Coburn, Brian (PC) 
Chatham-Kent Essex Hoy, Pat (L) 
Davenport Ruprecht, Tony (L) 
Don Valley East / -Est Caplan, David (L) 
Don Valley West / -Ouest Turnbull, Hon / L’hon David (PC) 

Minister of Transportation /  
ministre des Transports 

Dufferin-Peel- 
Wellington-Grey 

Tilson, David (PC) 

Durham O’Toole, John R. (PC) 
Eglinton-Lawrence Colle, Mike (L) 
Elgin-Middlesex-London Peters, Steve (L) 
Erie-Lincoln Hudak, Hon / L’hon Tim (PC)  

Minister of Northern Development and 
Mines / ministre du Développement 
du Nord et des Mines 

Essex Crozier, Bruce (L) 
Etobicoke Centre / -Centre Stockwell, Hon / L’hon Chris (PC) 

Minister of Labour /  
ministre du Travail 

Etobicoke North / -Nord Hastings, John (PC) 
Etobicoke-Lakeshore Kells, Morley (PC) 
Glengarry-Prescott-Russell Lalonde, Jean-Marc (L) 
Guelph-Wellington Elliott, Brenda (PC) 
Haldimand-Norfolk-Brant Barrett, Toby (PC) 
Haliburton-Victoria-Brock Hodgson, Hon / L’hon Chris (PC)  

Chair of the Management Board of 
Cabinet / président du Conseil  
de gestion 

Halton Chudleigh, Ted (PC) 

Hamilton East / -Est Agostino, Dominic (L) 
Hamilton Mountain Bountrogianni, Marie (L) 
Hamilton West / -Ouest Christopherson, David (ND) 
Hastings-Frontenac- 
Lennox and Addington 

Dombrowsky, Leona (L) 

Huron-Bruce Johns, Hon / L’hon Helen (PC) Minister 
of Citizenship, Culture and Recreation, 
minister responsible for seniors and 
women / ministre des Affaires civiques, 
de la Culture et des Loisirs, ministre 
déléguée aux Affaires des personnes 
âgées et à la Condition féminine 

Kenora-Rainy River Hampton, Howard (ND) Leader of the 
New Democratic Party / chef du Nouveau 
Parti démocratique 

Kingston and the Islands / 
Kingston et les îles 

Gerretsen, John (L) 

Kitchener Centre / -Centre Wettlaufer, Wayne (PC) 
Kitchener-Waterloo Witmer, Hon / L’hon Elizabeth (PC) 

Minister of Health and Long-Term Care / 
ministre de la Santé et des Soins de 
longue durée 

Lambton-Kent-Middlesex Beaubien, Marcel (PC) 
Lanark-Carleton Sterling, Hon / L’hon Norman W. (PC) 

Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
government House leader / ministre des 
Affaires intergouvernementales, leader 
parlementaire du gouvernement 

Leeds-Grenville Runciman, Hon / L’hon Robert W. 
(PC) Minister of Consumer and Com-
mercial Relations / ministre de la 
Consommation et du Commerce 

London North Centre / 
London-Centre-Nord 

Cunningham, Hon / L’hon Dianne (PC) 
Minister of Training, Colleges and 
Universities / ministre de la Formation  
et des Collèges et Universités 

London West / -Ouest Wood, Bob (PC) 
London-Fanshawe Mazzilli, Frank (PC) 
Markham Tsubouchi, Hon / L’hon David H. (PC) 

Solicitor General / solliciteur général 
Mississauga Centre / -Centre Sampson, Hon / L’hon Rob (PC) 

Minister of Correctional Services / 
ministre des Services correctionnels 

Mississauga East / -Est DeFaria, Carl (PC) 
Mississauga South / -Sud Marland, Hon / L’hon Margaret (PC) 

Minister without Portfolio (Children) / 
ministre sans portefeuille (Enfance) 



 

Mississauga West / -Ouest Snobelen, Hon / L’hon John (PC) 
Minister of Natural Resources /  
ministre des Richesses naturelles 

Nepean-Carleton Baird, Hon / L’hon John R. (PC) 
Minister of Community and Social 
Services, minister responsible for 
francophone affairs / ministre des 
Services sociaux et communautaires, 
ministre délégué aux Affaires 
francophones 

Niagara Centre / -Centre Kormos, Peter (ND) 
Niagara Falls Maves, Bart (PC) 
Nickel Belt Martel, Shelley (ND) 
Nipissing Harris, Hon / L’hon Michael D. (PC) 

Premier and President of the Executive 
Council / premier ministre et président 
du Conseil exécutif 

Northumberland Galt, Doug (PC) 
Oak Ridges Klees, Hon / L’hon Frank (PC) 

Minister without Portfolio /  
ministre sans portefeuille 

Oakville Carr, Hon / L’hon Gary (PC) 
Speaker / Président 

Oshawa Ouellette, Jerry J. (PC) 
Ottawa Centre / -Centre Patten, Richard (L) 
Ottawa South / -Sud McGuinty, Dalton (L) Leader of the 

Opposition / chef de l’opposition 
Ottawa West-Nepean /  
Ottawa-Ouest–Nepean 

Guzzo, Garry J. (PC) 

Ottawa-Vanier Boyer, Claudette (L) 
Oxford Hardeman, Hon / L’hon Ernie (PC) 

Minister of Agriculture, Food and Rural 
Affairs / ministre de l’Agriculture, de 
l’Alimentation et des Affaires rurales 

Parkdale-High Park Kennedy, Gerard (L) 
Parry Sound-Muskoka Eves, Hon / L’hon Ernie L. (PC) 

Deputy Premier, Minister of Finance / 
vice-premier ministre, ministre des 
Finances 

Perth-Middlesex Johnson, Bert (PC) 
Peterborough Stewart, R. Gary (PC) 
Pickering-Ajax-Uxbridge Ecker, Hon / L’hon Janet (PC) 

Minister of Education /  
ministre de l’Éducation 

Prince Edward-Hastings Parsons, Ernie (L) 
Renfrew-Nipissing- 
Pembroke 

Conway, Sean G. (L) 

Sarnia-Lambton Di Cocco, Caroline (L) 
Sault Ste Marie Martin, Tony (ND) 
Scarborough Centre / -Centre Mushinski, Marilyn (PC) 

Scarborough East / -Est Gilchrist, Steve (PC) 
Scarborough Southwest /  
-Sud-Ouest 

Newman, Hon / L’hon Dan (PC) 
Minister of the Environment /  
ministre de l’Environnement 

Scarborough-Agincourt Phillips, Gerry (L) 
Scarborough-Rouge River Curling, Alvin (L) 
Simcoe North / -Nord Dunlop, Garfield (PC) 
Simcoe-Grey Wilson, Hon / L’hon Jim (PC) Minister 

of Energy, Science and Technology / 
ministre de l’Énergie,  
des Sciences et de la Technologie 

St Catharines Bradley, James J. (L) 
St Paul’s Bryant, Michael (L) 
Stoney Creek Clark, Brad (PC) 
Stormont-Dundas- 
Charlottenburgh 

Cleary, John C. (L) 

Sudbury Bartolucci, Rick (L) 
Thornhill Molinari, Tina R. (PC) 
Thunder Bay-Atikokan McLeod, Lyn (L) 
Thunder Bay- 
Superior North / -Nord 

Gravelle, Michael (L) 

Timiskaming-Cochrane Ramsay, David (L) 
Timmins-James Bay /  
Timmins-Baie James 

Bisson, Gilles (ND) 

Toronto Centre-Rosedale / 
Toronto-Centre–Rosedale 

Smitherman, George (L) 

Trinity-Spadina Marchese, Rosario (ND) 
Vaughan-King-Aurora Palladini, Hon / L’hon Al (PC) Minister 

of Economic Development and Trade / 
ministre du Développement économique 
et du Commerce 

Waterloo-Wellington Arnott, Ted (PC) 
Wentworth-Burlington Vacant 
Whitby-Ajax Flaherty, Hon / L’hon Jim (PC) 

Attorney General, minister responsible 
for native affairs / procureur général, 
ministre délégué aux Affaires 
autochtones 

Willowdale Young, David (PC) 
Windsor West / -Ouest Pupatello, Sandra (L) 
Windsor-St Clair Duncan, Dwight (L) 
York Centre / -Centre Kwinter, Monte (L) 
York North / -Nord Munro, Julia (PC) 
York South-Weston /  
York-Sud–Weston 

Cordiano, Joseph (L) 

York West / -Ouest Sergio, Mario (L) 

 

 Constituency Member/Party Constituency Member/Party 
 Circonscription Député(e) / Parti Circonscription Député(e) / Parti 

 
A list arranged by members’ surnames and including all 
responsibilities of each member appears in the first and last issues 
of each session and on the first Monday of each month. 

Une liste alphabétique des noms des députés, comprenant toutes 
les responsabilités de chaque député, figure dans les premier et 
dernier numéros de chaque session et le premier lundi de chaque 
mois. 

 



 

STANDING AND SELECT COMMITTEES OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 
COMITÉS PERMANENTS ET SPÉCIAUX DE L’ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE 

Estimates / Budgets des dépenses 
Chair / Président: Gerard Kennedy 
Vice-Chair / Vice-Président: Alvin Curling 
Gilles Bisson, Sean G. Conway, Alvin Curling, 
Gerard Kennedy, Frank Mazzilli, John R. O’Toole, 
R. Gary Stewart, Wayne Wettlaufer 
Clerk / Greffière: Anne Stokes 

Finance and economic affairs /  
Finances et affaires économiques 
Chair / Président: Marcel Beaubien 
Vice-Chair / Vice-Président: Doug Galt 
Ted Arnott, Marcel Beaubien, David Christopherson, 
Doug Galt, Monte Kwinter, Tina R. Molinari, 
Gerry Phillips, David Young 
Clerk / Greffier: Tom Prins 

General government / Affaires gouvernementales 
Chair / Président: Steve Gilchrist 
Vice-Chair / Vice-Présidente: Julia Munro 
Toby Barrett, Marie Bountrogianni, Ted Chudleigh, 
Garfield Dunlop, Steve Gilchrist, Dave Levac, 
Rosario Marchese, Julia Munro  
Clerk / Greffier: Viktor Kaczkowski 

Government agencies / Organismes gouvernementaux 
Chair / Président: James J. Bradley 
Vice-Chair / Vice-Président: Bruce Crozier 
James J. Bradley, Bruce Crozier, Leona Dombrowsky,  
Bert Johnson, Morley Kells, Tony Martin,  
Joseph Spina, Bob Wood 
Clerk / Greffier: Douglas Arnott 

Justice and Social Policy / Justice et affaires sociales 
Chair / Présidente: Marilyn Mushinski 
Vice-Chair / Vice-Président: Carl DeFaria 
Marcel Beaubien, Michael Bryant, Carl DeFaria, 
Brenda Elliott, Garry J. Guzzo, Peter Kormos, 
Lyn McLeod, Marilyn Mushinski 
Clerk / Greffière: Susan Sourial 

Legislative Assembly / Assemblée législative 
Chair / Président: R. Gary Stewart 
Vice-Chair / Vice-Président: Brad Clark 
Marilyn Churley, Brad Clark, Caroline Di Cocco,  
Jean-Marc Lalonde, Jerry J. Ouellette, R. Gary Stewart, Joseph N. 
Tascona,Wayne Wettlaufer 
Clerk / Greffière: Donna Bryce 

Public accounts / Comptes publics 
Chair / Président: John Gerretsen 
Vice-Chair / Vice-Président: John C. Cleary 
John C. Cleary, John Gerretsen, John Hastings, 
Shelley Martel, Bart Maves, Julia Munro, 
Marilyn Mushinski, Richard Patten 
Clerk / Greffière: Donna Bryce 

Regulations and private bills /  
Règlements et projets de loi privés 
Chair / Présidente: Frances Lankin 
Vice-Chair / Vice-Président: Garfield Dunlop 
Gilles Bisson, Claudette Boyer, Brian Coburn, 
Garfield Dunlop, Raminder Gill, Pat Hoy, 
Frances Lankin, Bill Murdoch 
Clerk / Greffière: Anne Stokes 



 

CONTENTS 

Monday 12 June 2000 

THIRD READINGS 
Taxpayer Dividend Act, 2000, 
 Bill 72, Mr Eves 
 Mr Young.................................. 3675 
 Mr Phillips................................. 3678 
 Mr Galt ...................................... 3681 
 Mr Gerretsen ............................. 3682 
 Ms Churley................................ 3684 
 Mr Stewart................................. 3691 
 Mr Bryant .................................. 3692 
 Mr Bradley ................................ 3694 
 Agreed to................................... 3696 
 
 
 

TABLE DES MATIÈRES 

Lundi 12 juin 2000 

TROISIÈME LECTURE 
Loi de 2000 sur le versement 
 d’un dividende aux contribuables, 
 projet de loi 72, M. Eves 
 Adoptée ..................................... 3696 

 


	ORDERS OF THE DAY
	TAXPAYER DIVIDEND ACT, 2000
	LOI DE 2000 SUR LE VERSEMENT�D’UN DIVIDENDE AUX �


