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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 
OF ONTARIO 

ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE 
DE L’ONTARIO 

 Monday 18 November 2013 Lundi 18 novembre 2013 

The House met at 1030. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Good morning. 

Please join me in prayer. 
Prayers. 

INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS 

Mr. Monte McNaughton: I’d like to welcome to 
Queen’s Park today members of CUPE Ontario: Pres-
ident Fred Hahn, who I met with this morning, and also 
Janice Folk-Dawson and all their other members. 

Mr. Taras Natyshak: Good morning, Speaker. It’s 
good to see you after a week in our constituencies. 

I would also like to welcome members of the Can-
adian Union of Public Employees, led by their president, 
Fred Hahn. A delegation of over 30 people are here to 
meet with all members of the Legislative Assembly. I 
welcome you here on behalf of the Ontario New Demo-
cratic caucus. 

Hon. John Gerretsen: Would you please help me 
welcome two guests from Kingston who have joined me 
today: Marion Evans and Honey-Lee Pratt, who are in 
the gallery. 

Hon. Yasir Naqvi: Good morning. I want to also 
welcome the Canadian Union of Public Employees of 
Ontario visiting Queen’s Park today for CUPE day, and 
their president, Fred Hahn. Welcome to Queen’s Park, 
Fred. I remind all the members that there is a reception 
tonight at the legislative dining room at 5 p.m. 

Mr. Todd Smith: It’s a pleasure to welcome the dep-
uty reeve of the municipality of Centre Hastings to the 
west members’ gallery this morning. Along with Mr. 
Tom Simpson, we have a number of students as well: 
Abby Bonter, Jacob Palmateer, Ian MacPherson and 
Brett Prevost. Welcome to the Legislature. 

Ms. Mitzie Hunter: I’d like to introduce representa-
tives from the Registered Practical Nurses Association of 
Ontario—Brenda Mundy, RPNAO president; Dianne 
Martin, RPNAO executive director; Desiree-Ann Prillo, 
direct practice RPN; Donna West, direct practice RPN; 
Wesley Green, direct practice RPN—and other members 
of the RPNAO board of directors. I’m pleased to sponsor 
their lobby day reception today after question period in 
rooms 228 and 230. I invite all members to attend. 

Mr. John Yakabuski: I would like to do an intro-
duction for someone who’s not actually here today, but 
on Saturday, November 16, at 4:41 p.m., our latest grand-
daughter, Adelaide Helena Colucci, was born. We’re 
very happy with that and pleased to announce it in the 
Legislature. 

Mr. Paul Miller: Speaker, I seek unanimous consent, 
for maybe 10 minutes, to wear my Tiger-Cats hat. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member from 
Hamilton East–Stoney Creek is seeking unanimous con-
sent to wear his Hamilton Tiger-Cats hat for a short per-
iod of time. Do we agree? Agreed. 

Hon. Charles Sousa: It gives me great pleasure to 
introduce a delegation from Miranda do Douro, a city in 
northern Portugal, most of whom are visiting Ontario for 
the first time. The delegation is led by the mayor of Mir-
anda do Douro, Dr. Artur Manuel Rodrigues Nunes. 

Remarks in Portuguese. 
Mr. Jim Wilson: It gives me great pleasure to wel-

come to the Legislature page Payton Smith, the daughter 
of Todd Smith, the member from Prince Edward–Hast-
ings. 

Mr. Bas Balkissoon: I would like to welcome today 
two grade 10 classes from Francis Libermann Catholic 
secondary school in my riding. They’re here with their 
teachers, Ms. Szala and Ms. D’Souza. I want to welcome 
them to Queen’s Park, and I think they’re just trickling in 
right now in the east gallery. 

Hon. Charles Sousa: It also gives me great pleasure 
to introduce two of my constituents from Mississauga 
South: Reverend Jennifer Reid, from St. Peter’s Anglican 
Church, and her son Matthew Patterson, a senior at Caw-
thra Park Secondary School. 

Ms. Catherine Fife: Good morning, Mr. Speaker. It’s 
my pleasure to welcome Herb Wendling and his wife, 
Betty, from my riding of Kitchener–Waterloo. They are 
here to watch their granddaughter, Mattaya, start her ten-
ure as page. 

HAMILTON TIGER-CATS 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: Point of order, Speaker. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The leader of the 

third party on a point of order. 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: Thanks, Speaker. I just think 

it’s appropriate to congratulate the Hamilton Tiger-Cats 
on their victory in the eastern conference. I hope that they 
do very well next Sunday when they fight the Saskatch-
ewan Roughriders for the Grey Cup. 

CORRECTION OF RECORD 
Mr. Todd Smith: Point of order. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Point of order from 

the member from Prince Edward–Hastings. 
Mr. Todd Smith: Thank you, Speaker. This has 

nothing to do with the Hamilton Tiger-Cats. 
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Earlier, I introduced Ian MacPherson as a student at 
Centre Hastings Secondary School, but Ian is actually a 
teacher at Centre Hastings Secondary School, although 
he feels very young at heart. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): On that point of 
order, it is a point of order. Members can always correct 
their record, but I don’t think he wants to. 

MEMBER’S BIRTHDAY 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Having said that, I 

also want to wish a member in this House a happy birth-
day, and we won’t disclose. Mr. Peter Shurman is cele-
brating a birthday today. Happy birthday. 

DEATH OF MEMBER’S SON 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member for 

Etobicoke North on a point of order. 
Mr. Shafiq Qaadri: Thank you, Speaker. I’d respect-

fully ask this House, this chamber to observe a moment 
of silence for the passing of the son of Reza and Pari 
Moridi. Mahyar Moridi passed into the next world peace-
fully in his sleep on Sunday, November 10, and will be 
missed by all who knew and loved him. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member from 
Etobicoke North is seeking unanimous consent to 
observe a moment of silence in honour. Do we agree? 
Agreed. 

Please all rise. 
The House observed a moment’s silence. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): I thank all mem-

bers and guests for their kind gesture. Thank you. 
It is now time for question period. 

ORAL QUESTIONS 

MANUFACTURING JOBS 
Mr. Tim Hudak: My question is to the Premier. 

We’ve lost 300,000 well-paying manufacturing jobs 
under the McGuinty-Wynne governments. This past 
week, not only Leamington in southwestern Ontario but 
the entire province was devastated by the news that 
almost 800 direct jobs will be leaving as Heinz shuts 
down that plant. In short, Heinz ketchup will no longer 
be made in the province of Ontario, tossing 800 families 
out of a livelihood. 

Premier, I need to ask you, in light of the job losses in 
manufacturing and the latest in Leamington with Heinz, 
do you still believe that the erosion of the manufacturing 
sector in Ontario is a myth? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Thank you very much, 
Mr. Speaker. My thoughts, first of all, are with the work-
ers and the families of the people at the Heinz plant. It’s 
obviously of great concern, and it’s very disappointing 
that this decision has been made. 

But I want the Leader of the Opposition and the 
people of Ontario to know that we—and connected with 
Heinz—did everything we could to make sure we under-
stood what the basis of the decision was and to try to 
intervene. 
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On September 12, I called Mr. Brian Arbique, who is 
the managing director for Heinz Canada, to discuss the 
potential implications of possible job cuts. We weren’t 
sure exactly what was happening. That discussion focused 
particularly on the federal initiative to remove Canadian 
food packaging standards, and I wanted to know from 
Mr. Arbique whether that was a factor in the decision. 

We followed up on October 31, November 5, Novem-
ber 8 and November 11. So we worked very hard to 
make sure we understood why and— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. Sup-
plementary? 

Mr. Tim Hudak: It’s a disturbing answer from the 
Premier who just doesn’t seem to grasp the enormity of 
the impact of lost manufacturing jobs in Leamington, 
Niagara, Hamilton and eastern Ontario. You don’t seem 
to understand that it’s been a decade of policies that have 
increased hydro rates now to among the most expensive 
in North America, that have layered on more and more 
red tape and bureaucracy that’s slowing business deci-
sions down. It’s been an increase in taxes. 

Premier, since you have assumed the office of Premier 
of the province of Ontario, we’ve lost 38,000 well-paying 
manufacturing jobs in the province alone. Isn’t this a 
wake-up call for you? Doesn’t this tell you that you’ve 
done something wrong when it comes to managing our 
economy? Isn’t it time to go down a very different path? 
How many more manufacturing jobs like Heinz are we 
going to lose before you get a wake-up call and try part 
of our plan? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: What we know is that 
since the economic downturn, we have drawn in and 
there have been over 400,000 jobs created. We have 
more than replaced the jobs that were lost as a result of 
the economic downturn. 

I have never said that there aren’t changes in the 
manufacturing sector. There absolutely are changes in the 
manufacturing sector. We are moving to an era of 
advanced manufacturing. Some of the issues that we’re 
addressing with our youth jobs strategy have to do with 
making sure that young people have the skills that they 
need in order to be able to take part in the new manu-
facturing sector. 

But the purpose of my answer was to make sure that 
people understand that in this particular instance, and in 
all of these specific instances, we are doing what we can 
to make sure that we keep those jobs. I had a long con-
versation with the mayor of Leamington on Saturday 
morning. We are on the ground working with the work-
ers, and my hope is that we’ll able to find some— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. 
Interjections. 
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The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Order. Final sup-
plementary. 

Mr. Tim Hudak: I think the Premier’s answers are 
insightful in the way she thinks about these issues and 
how we would take a very different path. She seems to 
think that these things just happen, that they’re the result 
of some circumstances beyond her control. You used the 
term “the decision was made.” 

Premier, we have brought forward in this House 
hundreds and hundreds of times the evidence that out-of-
control hydro rates are closing down the manufacturing 
sector—outdated labour laws, high taxes, more and more 
red tape from the provincial government. I worry that 
your ideology blinds you to the need to take a different 
path when it comes to our economy, to opening up our 
province for investment. 

My team and I, we have a turnaround plan for the 
province of Ontario, one that will say jobs will come first 
in our province again, one that says that Ontario can lead. 
I have a vision of an Ontario that makes things for sale 
across the world, that actually rebuilds and strengthens 
our middle class with more advanced manufacturing 
jobs. Don’t you seem to understand that it’s the result of 
a decade of Liberal decisions that have caused us to 
become competitive at the bottom of the list? Our plan is 
to put us at the top of the list. Why don’t you take some 
of our ideas and bring good jobs back to the province 
of— 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Be seated, please. 

Thank you. 
Premier. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: [Inaudible] because the 

ideology that blinds is the ideology that would take us to 
the bottom of the pack, would fire people across the 
province and would drive us down, would not invest in 
the skills and in the people that we know are going to 
take this province forward. 

I spent time in Waterloo on the weekend, and what we 
know is that investment in our skills and investment in 
our innovation is what is going to make us strong. I am 
absolutely not happy that there are manufacturing jobs 
that have been lost. But what I know is that there are 
more jobs coming to the province. There is an outflow of 
jobs and there is an inflow of jobs. But firing people and 
racing to the bottom is not going to get us where we want 
to go. 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Stop the clock, 

please. Be seated, please. 
Mr. Todd Smith: We’re getting pretty close to the 

bottom now. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member from 

Prince Edward–Hastings will come to order. 
New question. 

MANUFACTURING JOBS 
Mr. Tim Hudak: Back to the Premier: The problem 

you don’t understand, Premier, is that for the 800 men 
and women who lost their jobs at Heinz, they have hit 
bottom; they’ve hit rock bottom. We’ve seen the same 
thing with Bick’s Pickles in Dunnville and Redpath 
Sugar in Niagara Falls. We’ve seen the same thing with 
Can Grow. The food processing sector is emptying out 
because of high hydro rates, runaway red tape and out-
dated laws in our province. It was devastating news, and 
it should have been a clarion call to you when US Steel-
Stelco said they’ll no longer make steel in the city of 
Hamilton. 

You say your solution is actually to do more of the 
same: effectively, to spend our way out of a deficit and 
tax our way to prosperity. Those are ideas that the NDP 
drove us into the ditch with, and you’re going to drive us 
into a deeper ditch. 

What are you prepared to change? Are you going to 
get hydro rates down? Are you going to clear out the 
College of Trades so we can actually attract more people 
into the trades and put them into jobs? What options are 
you going to take from our plan that will actually bring 
jobs back to our province and restore hope for those who 
are losing hope? Your plan is taking us to rock bottom as 
it is. 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Be seated, please. 

Thank you. 
Premier? 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Mr. Speaker, I would 

suggest that the Leader of the Opposition speak with the 
Ontario food processors and go to Conestoga College and 
look at the technology that is being used to train young 
people. I am absolutely convinced that we have a bright 
future in food processing in Ontario. It’s true that the 
technology in some of the plants has to be changed. It’s 
true that there have to be investments in order for 
advanced manufacturing to take off, and it’s true that we 
need to make sure that young people in the province 
understand what the possibilities are and understand how 
the businesses in this province can include food process-
ing. So I am absolutely committed to working with the 
food processing industry. 

I am very disappointed about the Heinz situation, Mr. 
Speaker, but that does not mean that we’re going to 
throw up our hands and say that the people who worked 
in that factory will never have a job again, because I 
don’t believe that. I believe that there are many pos-
sibilities, and we’re going to work with the community to 
make sure that we realize those possibilities. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Tim Hudak: As I’ve said many times, Speaker, I 

don’t doubt the Premier’s sincerity. I do believe you are 
committed. The problem is that you have no clue on how 
to turn our economy around. You don’t seem to grasp 
that high energy rates are devastating the manufacturing 
sector in our province. You don’t seem to understand 
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how the more and more laws that you move through the 
assembly are putting a bigger red tape burden on our 
province. 

I’ve got a plan to get energy rates under control by 
stopping your runaway spending with the feed-in tariff 
program that’s driving up our rates and is dividing 
communities. I have a plan to shut down the College of 
Trades because that’s a new barrier to new job creation in 
our province. I have a plan to lower taxes, and one to get 
spending under control. In short, we have a plan to turn 
Ontario around—a turnaround plan for the province. 

Speaker, with all due respect to the Premier, we don’t 
need 10 months of a group hug. We need a turnaround 
plan that will put people back into jobs and entrepreneurs 
back into our province. Where’s the plan? 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Be seated, please. 

Thank you. 
Premier? 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Minister of Economic 

Development, Trade and Employment. 
Hon. Eric Hoskins: Mr. Speaker, I can’t believe what 

I’m hearing from the leader of the official opposition, 
talking about supporting manufacturing when one of the 
most important funds that we set up to help manufactur-
ers in southwestern Ontario—the Southwestern Ontario 
Development Fund, which, together with the Eastern On-
tario Development Fund, have created or retained more 
than 22,000 jobs— 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The members on 

this side are not helping either. 
Carry on. 
Hon. Eric Hoskins: One of the most important funds 

for our manufacturers and to expand it—it was passed by 
this government a year ago, and you, the Leader of the 
Opposition, and your party voted against that fund. 

Mr. Speaker, we’re not going to take lessons from that 
party when it comes to supporting our manufacturers. 
There are nearly 800,000 people working in that sector in 
the province, and we support all of them. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Final supplement-
ary. 

Mr. Tim Hudak: The Minister of Economic Develop-
ment and Trade says he can’t believe what he’s hearing 
from the opposition benches. I know the truth hurts, but 
more importantly, it hurts an awful lot to the 800 families 
who are now out of work— 

Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Minister of Trans-

portation, come to order. 
Mr. Tim Hudak: Redpath, a short while ago, closed 

down their doors. It should be an alarm bell to all of us 
that US Steel-Stelco will no longer make steel in the 
province of Ontario. What has to grab you folks by the 
lapels and shake you to the reality that your plan isn’t 
working? 

I’m disturbed to hear the Premier—actually, I’ve 
asked her a few times, “What’s going to be different?” 
She is not answering, and refers the question. 
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Let me ask you this: In your economic statement you 
put out last week, your only plan was to spend our way to 
prosperity. You think that borrowing more money from 
overseas lenders and racking up debt is somehow going 
to turn things around. 

So I’ll ask the Premier back: From her economics 
philosophy here, can she please give us a jurisdiction 
where they actually spent their way out of deficit and 
taxed their way to prosperity? 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Minister? 
Hon. Eric Hoskins: It’s understandable that the leader 

of the official opposition would try to turn the question 
away from their lack of support for manufacturers and 
their lack of support for the Southwestern Ontario 
Development Fund. 

We’re very disappointed—I’m very disappointed—
with the decision by Heinz last week to close that factory. 
I talked with the local mayor, as the Premier did, and I 
also talked with the local MPP. Officials from the 
Ministry of Training, Colleges and Universities have also 
reached out and spoken with the union that represents the 
workers at that important factory. 

I’ve instructed my officials to go to Leamington this 
week to meet with local leadership to look at all possible 
options—the Southwestern Ontario Development Fund 
and the possibility of repurposing the plant and keeping 
those employees working. I’ve also said that we have an 
important communities in transition fund that we’re 
making available to the community to help them through 
this difficult time. 

GOVERNMENT’S AGENDA 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: My question is for the Pre-

mier. Ontario is still above the national average when it 
comes to unemployment, and more than half a million 
Ontarians are wondering how they’ll make ends meet. In 
the fall economic statement, the government announced 
plans to study some targeted tax measures to reward 
companies when they put people to work or invest in 
Ontario. Can the Premier tell Ontarians when, if ever, 
these plans will see the light of day? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: We’ve been clear that 
that’s work that the Ministry of Finance is doing right 
now. We said we were going to do that when we an-
nounced our budget just this past year, and we reaffirmed 
that in the fall economic statement, which, as you know, 
is an update. That work is ongoing, and we will be mov-
ing to make those changes within the next few months. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: People have watched as their 

bills go up and their paycheques go down. It’s time to get 
the cost of living under control in this province, but the 
only thing the Premier announced to make life more 
affordable is that the cost for Drive Clean would come 
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down. Will the Premier tell Ontarians how much Drive 
Clean fees will be coming down and when, if ever, they 
can see a bit of relief? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Again, these are issues 
that we are working on, and we will be making those an-
nouncements in due course. In the meantime, I would 
hope that both the leader of the third party and the Leader 
of the Opposition would work with us to get the small 
businesses act passed by the end of December, because 
that is a piece of legislation that will actually help small 
business and allow small businesses to create more jobs. 
We need to get that through the Legislature, through the 
committee and back into the House. I hope that the leader 
of the third party will work with us on that bill. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Final supplement-
ary. 

Ms. Andrea Horwath: The fall economic statement 
says that people will have to wait for relief on Drive 
Clean costs, but it sounds like education property taxes 
will be going up. The Premier won’t tell Ontarians when 
they can see some relief on Drive Clean costs. Can she 
tell them if the cost of their education property taxes will 
be going up and when that might happen? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Again, I hope that the 
leader of the third party will support a targeted tax 
measure, which is in the small businesses act, that will 
help small businesses reduce their payroll taxes and give 
them some relief. I hope that the leader of the third party 
will do that. 

What we said in our fall economic statement was that 
we were going to be looking at other measures, because 
the reality is that we are going to stay on target to 
eliminate the deficit by 2017-18, and we have to look at 
ways of making sure that all the supports we have in 
place are rational and make sense, and where we need to 
change them, we need to change them. The leader of the 
third party has identified one issue that was raised by Mr. 
Drummond. It’s something we need to look at in the 
context of a number of other measures. 

GOVERNMENT’S RECORD 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: Perhaps the Premier should 

tell her members to stop filibustering the general govern-
ment committee and we’ll actually get somewhere on 
that legislation. 

My next question is to the Premier. A lot of families 
are wondering how they’re going to be able to afford to 
retire. While the government is committed to forging 
ahead with PRPPs that will create a healthy windfall for 
big Bay Street firms, people are hoping for an affordable 
public retirement plan and they’re getting nothing more 
than promises and endless conversations. The Premier 
has made a commitment to help Bay Street firms. When 
will she make a commitment to help everyday families? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: I think that the leader of 
the third party may be referring to the discussion about 
the Canadian pension plan enhancement that is being 
discussed across the country. 

The leader of the third party will know that it was our 
government that has been talking about this for a number 
of years, Mr. Speaker. The former finance minister raised 
this issue, talked about it across the country and raised it 
with the federal finance minister. The federal finance 
minister seems to have backed off, but we are pushing 
this issue. I raised it with my colleagues at the meeting of 
Canada’s Premiers just last week, and my hope is that we 
will be able to come to some consensus. 

The Minister of Finance has been able to come to 
some consensus with his colleagues about some prin-
ciples upon which we think that the CPP should be en-
hanced. My hope is we’ll be able to take it to the next 
step with the agreement of the federal finance minister. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: Speaker, I think Ontario fam-

ilies are getting pretty concerned. They want to see action 
that will create new jobs; the government promises study. 
They want to see action that will make life more afford-
able; the government muses about a property tax increase 
and can’t even commit to cutting fees at Drive Clean. 
They want to see change, and instead, they’re getting 
panels, promises and a lot more of the same. Why should 
people believe the Premier when all she offers is endless 
conversation? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Let’s just talk about 
what’s happening: the youth jobs strategy—already over 
3,000 young people have been placed in jobs as a result 
of the youth jobs strategy, and that’s the youth jobs 
strategy that we put in place and that we are implement-
ing; full-day kindergarten; the 30% off tuition grant; the 
investment of $35 billion over the next three years—so 
the leader of the third party can fabricate a narrative 
about— 

Interjections. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: I’m going to withdraw 

that before you even stand up. I’m just going to change— 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Let’s do it 

officially. Withdraw, please. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Withdraw. 
The leader of the third party can create a narrative 

about what is or is not happening. What I can tell you, 
Mr. Speaker, is we’ve got programs in place that are 
helping people to get the skills training that they need. 
We’ve got programs in place that are building and in-
vesting in infrastructure across this province, and we 
know that that’s what communities need in order to be 
able to thrive. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Final supplement-
ary. 

Ms. Andrea Horwath: The families who make On-
tario work are worried about jobs for them and their kids. 
They’re worried about the future and whether they’re 
going to be able to retire. They’re worried about the fact 
that life keeps getting more and more and more ex-
pensive. They keep getting empty promises, study after 
study and lots of conversation. 

The only people getting results, Speaker, are the well-
connected interests promoting private-public partnerships 
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and pooled registered pension plans. Why does the Pre-
mier think that well-connected friends should come 
ahead of everyday families in the province of Ontario? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Mr. Speaker, what I think 
is that the 90% of small businesses that would benefit 
from having their payroll taxes reduced, if we could get 
the small businesses act passed—I think that they would 
benefit and those families would benefit. I think the 
families of those young people—those more than 3,000 
young people who have now got placements, who are 
going to get experience and training—I think they are 
benefiting from the initiative that we’ve put in place, Mr. 
Speaker. 

So I am sympathetic to what the leader of the third 
party is talking about in terms of people wondering about 
the future of the province. But what I know is that if we 
invest in the people and their skills, and we make sure 
that they get the support that they need, if we invest in 
infrastructure and if we create an environment where 
business can thrive, then we will have that future that 
Ontario needs. We have to do that in a coherent way, not 
jumping on every populist bandwagon that comes along. 
We need a plan; we’re the party that has got that plan, 
Mr. Speaker. 

ONTARIO ECONOMY 
Mr. Victor Fedeli: Good morning, Speaker. My 

question is for the Premier. 
Good morning, Premier. The economic assumptions 

which you’ve based the province’s finances on have got-
ten significantly worse. Despite a weaker economy and 
the Bank of Canada stating you won’t hit your growth 
targets, you insist that revenue will be nearly identical to 
your budget projections. 

This leaves us to conclude the government is hiding 
from the truth, because these figures clearly demonstrate 
the province is not on track to balance the budget by 
2017. It’s obvious this government does not understand 
the size and scope of the problem they’ve created. 

Premier, will you tell us the truth? What is the real 
effect of the slowing economy on the government’s rev-
enue, spending and debt projections for the next three 
years? 
1100 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Minister of Finance. 
Hon. Charles Sousa: Mr. Speaker, we’ve been very 

clear in our fall economic update about the concerns that 
we all share around the world. In fact, our measures and 
our calculations are even more cautious than those of 
independent economists who made their projections; ours 
were even more cautious than that. So we’re taking a 
cautious measure and we’re taking measures and dis-
cipline to control our spending. In fact, we cut our 
spending even last quarter as a result of declining rev-
enues felt around the world. We are the only government 
in over a decade anywhere in Canada that actually cut 
spending year over year. We’re the only government that 

introduced financial transparency to ensure the integrity 
of those numbers, and they were audited, Mr. Speaker. 

So the member opposite can stand and say what he 
wishes. We are going to continue to invest in the people 
of Ontario. We’re going to continue to invest in the busi-
nesses, and we look to you to support small businesses by 
passing the act so that we can get on with the business of 
helping them as well. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Victor Fedeli: Premier, you announced that 

you’ll embark on a massive second round of stimulus 
spending, which apparently will have no effect on the 
government’s deficit targets, and very telling, you refuse 
to provide a three-year spending and revenue outlook 
traditionally included in the fall economic statement. 
This hides the impact of a weaker economy, which the 
Bank of Canada said to expect, and increased spending, 
which you just announced. So it’s obvious to us that you 
don’t understand the size and scope of the problem you 
created. 

Premier, why did you deviate from the normal practice 
of including this information in the fall economic 
statement? What is it you don’t want us to know? 

Hon. Charles Sousa: We have displayed and identi-
fied all of the particulars in our fall economic statement. 
The member talks about a precedent that has also been 
established, because in all cases, even when they were in 
power, they never took the steps to go beyond their 
navel-gazing. The member opposite, my critic, can’t get 
past his yellow tie. He’s got to recognize that we’ve got 
to think long term. We’ve got to ensure that we look be-
yond the immediate, and that means investing in those 
particulars that stimulate growth. 

The member must know that across-the-board cuts, a 
slash-and-burn policy, will hurt our sensitive economic 
recovery. As well, we cannot be reckless in our spending. 
We’re doing both, Mr. Speaker, and the members oppos-
ite have to understand that we have to invest in our future 
to ensure that we afford the debt that we have by meas-
uring our net-debt-to-GDP ratio, which is under control 
as well. We’ll continue to stay on track to balance by— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. New 
question. 

MANUFACTURING JOBS 
Mr. Taras Natyshak: Thank you, Speaker. Through 

you to the Premier: Premier, your Liberal government 
keeps talking about local food, but yet stands idly by as 
processing facilities shut their doors and devastate com-
munities. In Leamington, the Heinz plant’s announce-
ment that it was shutting its doors after 103 years will 
leave 740 people unemployed. It will have severe con-
sequences for the entire region. It will also leave 46 
tomato growers without contracts to sell their products. 
Has the Premier at any point met with the Heinz plant to 
discuss ways that the plant could remain operational and 
save these jobs in Leamington? 
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Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: As I said in answer to 
another question, we did the opposite of standing idly by. 
We were very involved. We talked to executives in the 
States and executives here in Canada. I talked with the 
Minister of Agriculture federally on the issue around 
packaging. We did everything we could. We will work 
with people in the community, Mr. Speaker, to the best of 
our ability to make sure that those people find their way 
back into the economy and find their way back into jobs, 
and to work to make sure that if there is a possibility that 
that plant can be transformed, or whatever the options 
are, that we explore those because it is absolutely critical. 

On the other hand, we have to make sure that we con-
tinue to draw business to the province. That is the future. 
That is what we need to make sure happens in the coming 
days. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Taras Natyshak: Back to the Premier: For the 

record, the NDP warned the government and urged them 
to stop the Heinz shutdown in March and again in the 
summer. We urged the Premier to come up with a plan to 
save jobs in food processing in Leamington. This govern-
ment’s solution to job creation is to write a letter to the 
federal government and let them figure it out. 

Seven hundred jobs and almost 350 seasonal workers 
will be left out in the cold in southwestern Ontario. The 
food packaging regulation change issue was raised long 
ago. Has this Premier done anything else besides mention 
this issue to the federal government? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: As I said, I had conver-
sations with executives at Heinz a number of times over 
the past months. Starting in September, I spoke with the 
managing director for Heinz Canada. Mr. Speaker, we 
absolutely did that work. 

The fact is that the third party thinks that they can 
control the private sector. That’s not how it works. In 
fact, we are facilitators of those initiatives. Let me talk 
about some of the major international investments in 
food processing in Ontario: 

—Natra, a confectionary food processor based in 
Spain, is establishing a manufacturing facility in London; 

—the Ferrero confectionary plant in Brantford: $385 
million over the last five years; 

—a pet food plant in Puslinch, Royal Canin: $73 mil-
lion; and 

—a baking ingredients plant in Mississauga, Puratos 
from Belgium: $40 million. 

It pains me that Heinz is closing. We did everything 
we could to intercept that. We will work with the people 
in the community, and there are jobs coming to this 
province. 

SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. Grant Crack: My question is to the Minister of 

Finance. 
Our government has an economic plan for investing in 

people, building modern infrastructure, and supporting a 
dynamic and innovative business climate that drives 

economic growth and creates jobs for Ontarians. As the 
hard-working people in my riding of Glengarry–Pres-
cott–Russell and across Ontario know well, small busi-
nesses must be central to this plan if we’re to ensure a 
strong and prosperous economy. That’s why our govern-
ment has put forward the Supporting Small Businesses 
Act, to cut taxes and remove burdensome red tape from 
Ontario’s small business. 

Could the minister please update this House on the 
progress of the legislation and our plan to cut payroll 
taxes for Ontario’s small businesses? 

Hon. Charles Sousa: Thank you to the member from 
Glengarry–Prescott–Russell for the question, recognizing 
that small businesses are central to our government’s 
economic plan. It’s why we introduced Bill 105, which 
will cut taxes for 60,000 small businesses and eliminate 
tax altogether for 90% of small businesses in this prov-
ince. This legislation is exactly what we need to help 
drive the economy forward, help small business and 
create new jobs. 

Since it was introduced, my colleagues across the aisle 
have stood in their place and demanded that this govern-
ment bring forward job legislation and an economic plan. 
We did, and it includes this bill. But members of the 
opposition continue to stall these tax cuts for small busi-
ness. They voted down a motion to advance this legis-
lation in committee, and they continue to hold it up 
despite calls from the Canadian Federation of Independ-
ent Business for it to be returned for third reading. 

Mr. Speaker, it’s time for the opposition to quit talking 
and start acting. We need to vote on this bill before the 
House rises. We need this legislation passed now. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Grant Crack: Thank you, Minister, for the up-

date. It’s disappointing to hear that we’re unable to find 
some common ground on doing the right thing for the 
economy and also the right thing for our small businesses 
here in Ontario. 

Could the minister please inform the House as to the 
consequences of continued stall tactics on the part of the 
opposition? 

Hon. Charles Sousa: There are roughly 400,000 
small and mid-sized businesses in Ontario. By elimin-
ating a payroll tax on 90% of these small businesses, we 
can continue to ensure that our business climate is com-
petitive and strong, and maintain Ontario’s competitive-
ness as one of the best places in the province, in the 
country and in North America to do business. 

If we don’t see this legislation passed before the 
holiday break, we won’t be able to put these tax cuts in 
place for Ontario’s small businesses. If we don’t act now, 
Ontario’s small businesses will pay higher taxes on 
February 15, 2014, and then again on March 15, 2014, 
and then again the next month, and so on. 

It begs the question: Why, then, would the opposition 
continue to stall this essential legislation? Because 
they’re more interested in scoring cheap political points 
than they are in supporting our small businesses. 
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Mr. Speaker, I hope they can see past their short-term 
thinking and send Bill 105 back to the House for third 
reading so that we can all support small businesses in 
Ontario. 

PAN AM GAMES 
Mr. Rod Jackson: My question is to the Minister of 

Finance. 
The only thing open and transparent about this 

government is their obvious cheap political gaming. So 
far, this government has done nothing but put Bill 105 to 
the general government committee, whose legislative 
agenda they know is full, as opposed to one that is free. 
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There can only be one explanation for this: This gov-
ernment is scared and trying to skirt responsibility for the 
Pan Am Games. Can the minister stand and tell us why 
they’re playing games and using bills to block Pan Am 
accountability investigations? 

Hon. Charles Sousa: To the House leader. 
Hon. John Milloy: Mr. Speaker, let’s correct the rec-

ord. On November 4 of this year, several weeks ago, a 
motion was put forward by the government to look at Bill 
105. It was defeated by the combined forces of the 
opposition parties, who then came forward with a Pan 
Am bill. 

We are in the process of talking about how we can do 
both. We can deal with Bill 105, which is an important 
matter, and at the same time deal with the Pan Am 
Games. Yet despite all they’re saying here, they have 
shown no interest in dealing with Bill 105. 

Our government’s position is very clear. If they want 
to look at the Pan Am Games situation, we are very 
happy to co-operate. But at the same time, we are asking 
that time be allotted to Bill 105. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Rod Jackson: Speaker, there are clearly other 

committees that are open and can handle this bill. This 
government is acting like it’s afraid of the truth for a 
change. We need to know what’s so bad about Pan Am 
planning that they’re willing to sacrifice the very worthy 
Bill 105 instead of allowing an investigation into the Pan 
Am Games to go forward. 

It has to be bad, Speaker. We’ve already discovered 
four extra budgets at a total of $1.1 billion, and there’s no 
word yet on the cost of security or transportation. 

Sacrificing Bill 105 won’t save you, Minister. Your 
government may not be able to handle the truth, but the 
people of Ontario deserve to know. Will the minister 
come clean, stop worrying about other members’ ward-
robes and actually tell us what the cost of the Pan Am 
Games is going to be? 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Be seated, please. 
Minister? 
Hon. John Milloy: Mr. Speaker, the member is, quite 

frankly, wrong. On November 4, when we moved a mo-
tion to have the committee look into Bill 105—there was 

no other business before the committee—the opposition 
voted against it and then came forward with the Pan Am 
suggestion. 

The government members are pleased to go ahead 
with an examination of the Pan Am Games and also auto 
insurance. All we are asking is that an allotted period of 
time be given to Bill 105. This afternoon at the commit-
tee, the government members will bring forward a mo-
tion that will allow all three to go forward. Mr. Speaker, I 
am looking forward to members of the opposition putting 
their money where their mouth is and supporting that 
motion so that we can look at auto insurance and the Pan 
Am Games, and make sure Bill 105 is looked at by the 
committee and hopefully reported back to this Legis-
lature. 

CANCER TREATMENT 
Mr. Percy Hatfield: My question this morning is to 

the Minister of Health and Long-Term Care. Good 
morning, Minister. After weeks of outrage and outcry 
from Windsor-Essex residents and persistent pressure 
from NDP MPPs, especially my colleague from Essex, 
this government has finally reversed its wrong-headed 
decision to cut thoracic surgeries in our community. 

Some of us remember well a former Conservative edu-
cation minister who was caught on video saying, “Let’s 
manufacture a crisis, create a crisis, and then we’ll look 
good when we resolve it.” Does the minister think it’s 
right that her MPP from Windsor West is taking credit 
for evading a crisis that was manufactured by her own 
party? 

Hon. Deborah Matthews: Good morning, Speaker, 
and good morning to the member opposite. 

This is good news for Windsor. I think really what the 
member was saying is, “This is good news for Windsor. 
Thank you, Minister, for making this decision.” 

I know how important this issue has been for the 
people of Windsor. I can tell you that the member from 
Windsor West has been very, very thoughtful in her 
approach to this issue. She and I both have enormous 
respect for Cancer Care Ontario. Cancer Care Ontario is 
a globe-leading organization when it comes to providing 
the highest quality of care for cancer patients. They are 
doing an exceptional job. 

The unique circumstances in Windsor, brought to my 
attention by the member from Windsor West, made me 
realize that this issue was one we had to deal with a little 
bit differently. I’m pleased that the member opposite is 
happy with this decision, and I accept his support for this 
decision. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Percy Hatfield: The residents of Windsor-Essex 

are happy that their health care is going to be preserved. 
It was the right thing to do; it was the only thing to do. 
But the question remains about the government’s lack of 
consultation with the local hospitals and the needless 
anxiety that patients have been put through. 
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This morning, the member from Windsor West was 
happily taking credit for the decision. Can the minister 
explain why this government took my residents down 
this path in the first place? 

Hon. Deborah Matthews: Well, Speaker, the mem-
ber opposite has a conspiracy theory going here that is a 
bit absurd, to say the least. 

What I can tell you is that Cancer Care Ontario is 
making real change to the way we deliver. In fact, as a 
result of the excellent work Cancer Care Ontario has 
done, deaths after thoracic surgery have been cut in half. 
That is a significant improvement in quality that benefits 
all Ontarians. 

The circumstances in Windsor were unique. The mem-
ber from Windsor West worked very hard. She did her 
homework. She made a reasoned, articulate argument 
that this was a decision that did not serve the people of 
Windsor, and that’s why we’ve made the decision we 
have. 

CANCER TREATMENT 
Mr. Phil McNeely: My question is to the Minister of 

Health and Long-Term Care, and it deals with the same 
subject. In Ottawa, we expect the best health care, as 
does each and every person living in Ontario, and we 
need to ensure that access to all kinds of health services 
is available in all regions of the province. 

We have had residents in Windsor express concern 
that thoracic cancer treatment will no longer be available 
at the Windsor Regional Hospital and they might have to 
commute long distances for this specific treatment, such 
as to London and other centres. 

My question to the minister is to further elaborate on 
what she has done to ensure that cancer patients in 
Windsor can continue to receive the services they need. 

Hon. Deborah Matthews: I’d like to thank the 
member from Ottawa–Orléans, who is a relentless advo-
cate for improving health care in his community and 
across the province. 

Speaker, he has raised an issue of great importance to 
the people of Windsor. Last week, the member from 
Windsor West wrote to me. She outlined a clearly articu-
lated, thoughtful argument as to why services should 
remain in Windsor. We have had many meetings on this 
issue, many conversations on this issue. I’ve also heard 
from Cancer Care Ontario the rationale behind their orig-
inal decision. 

It became clear to me that thoracic cancer surgery in 
Windsor has a very strong record; it has very high qual-
ity. I have been convinced that Windsor should be desig-
nated level 2 thoracic cancer surgery, and that is, in fact, 
the decision that has been conveyed to Cancer Care 
Ontario. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. Phil McNeely: This is great news for the people 

of Windsor. I can recall when we got the good news that 
the Montfort hospital was going to remain open, when it 
was closed by the Harris government in the 1990s. Cer-

tainly, we had the same issue at CHEO when the heart 
section was to be moved from Ottawa and we were able 
to keep it there. CHEO is a wonderful organization and 
doing well in our capital. 

It’s good to see that our government is making the 
tough decisions needed to ensure that our health care 
system thrives, and that all Ontarians have access to ser-
vices closer to where they live. Cancer patients in Wind-
sor, Ottawa and all across this province deserve nothing 
but the very best of care. 

Speaker, can the minister further tell us why she is 
keeping the cancer treatment program going in the 
Windsor area? 

Hon. Deborah Matthews: I think this is a very good 
example of an MPP doing their work. The member from 
Windsor West met with people in Windsor, understood 
the issue thoroughly and presented some arguments as to 
why this was a decision that had to be changed. 

I commend the member from Windsor West and other 
members from all sides of this House who take the time 
to do their homework, who really do think sincerely and 
thoughtfully about issues that reflect the concerns of their 
residents. This is a victory for an MPP doing her work 
and changing a government decision. 
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CANCER TREATMENT 
Mrs. Christine Elliott: My question is for the Minis-

ter of Health. It’s been almost three weeks since you first 
met with Kimm Fletcher, and she still doesn’t have an 
answer. 

In September 2009, the Ombudsman released his re-
port, A Vast Injustice, which looked at the cap for Av-
astin treatments for those with colorectal cancer. In his 
report, he stated that the government must fund Avastin 
for increased patient survival. 

As you know, Minister, the effects of using Avastin 
for colorectal cancer and for glioblastoma multiforme 
brain cancer are the same in both scenarios. In both 
cases, Avastin simply prolongs the patient’s life. 

Minister, why is Avastin funded for colorectal cancer 
and not for brain cancer? 

Hon. Deborah Matthews: This Legislature made a 
determination several years ago to take the politics out of 
making decisions about what drugs would be covered for 
what conditions. I respect the will of the Legislature on 
that issue and I am committed to maintaining the integ-
rity of our evidence-based decision-making process when 
it comes to funding cancer drugs. Quite simply, the evi-
dence does not support Avastin for brain cancer. 

The Committee to Evaluate Drugs will always review 
new evidence. If there is evidence that supports that this 
improves outcomes, then the Committee to Evaluate 
Drugs will do their work. 

I think it’s unfortunate that the member opposite does 
not respect the evidence clearly articulated by the Com-
mittee to Evaluate Drugs and by Health Canada. I think 
it’s very important to note— 
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The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. 
Hon. Deborah Matthews: —this is not Ontario; it is 

Health Canada— 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. Be 

seated, please. 
Supplementary? 
Mrs. Christine Elliott: I think it might be helpful to 

go back to 2009 and refresh the minister’s memory, be-
cause on November 29, 2009, you announced that your 
ministry would fund Avastin for colorectal cancer, but 
this announcement came after the former member from 
Burlington brought awareness to this issue, resulting in 
an Ombudsman’s report. 

Minister, you stood in this House three weeks ago and 
said you would be breaking the law to fund Avastin for 
brain cancer because the Committee to Evaluate Drugs 
hadn’t approved it. Yet, the committee did not approve 
Avastin for colorectal cancer in 2009, but, somehow, you 
found a way to approve it. 

Minister, clearly, you have the ability to approve 
Avastin for brain cancer in the same way you did for 
colorectal cancer. Will you stand here today and promise 
Kimm Fletcher and the other patients with cancer across 
Ontario that you will fund this drug for brain cancer? 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Be seated, please. 

Thank you. 
Minister of Health. 
Hon. Deborah Matthews: I guess my question back 

is: Are you suggesting we ignore the evidence? The 
member opposite knows, as well as every member in this 
House, that there are demands in our health care system 
that need funding, so we must rely on evidence. The 
evidence to date is clear that outcomes do not improve 
with Avastin for this particular condition. 

I would like to know from the member opposite: Does 
she want to bring politics back in decisions around drug 
coverage, Speaker? Is she asking for one person to re-
ceive exceptional coverage? What is she asking for? I 
think it’s up to the member opposite to be clear about 
what their policy is on this particular issue. 

THUNDER BAY GENERATING STATION 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: My question is to the Premier. 

Liberal promises come and go in Thunder Bay just like 
the fall leaves. Election season must be getting close if 
the government’s promising for the third time to convert 
the Thunder Bay generating station after cancelling the 
project twice at a cost of $20 million. Not only does this 
latest promise smack of opportunism but it is a short-term 
fix that won’t meet the future energy demands of mining 
projects in the region. When will this government stop 
playing politics with the energy needs of the northwest? 

Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: Minister of Energy. 
Hon. Bob Chiarelli: We have deliberated on this 

issue, notwithstanding the harassment from the leader of 
the third party, and we have consulted with the people of 
Thunder Bay. We took our time; we were thoughtful. We 

looked at technical solutions and we provided the best 
solution that was available for Thunder Bay. 

The plant is going to continue operating with ad-
vanced biomass. She may be concerned that it’s limited 
for five years, but we will assess the demand in the area 
as we proceed. If we have to add another unit and extend 
the time period, we will. 

We have had a very positive response from the stake-
holders in the community. The mayor of Thunder Bay 
has said that he’s 75% happy with this decision, and 
that’s very good for him. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Andrea Horwath: The Common Voice North-

west Energy Task Force has called the government’s 
latest plan to convert the Thunder Bay generating station 
to advanced biomass “half a loaf.” That’s because run-
ning the station at a fraction of its capacity is what’s in 
play here, and actually running it only for a few days per 
year doesn’t give the region a sustainable energy plan for 
the long term. 

Instead of focusing on a short-term bid to save some 
Liberal seats, when will this government finally listen to 
local voices and get serious about the future energy needs 
of the northwest? 

Hon. Bob Chiarelli: I’ve been informed by two ex-
cellent MPPs from Thunder Bay. They have been in 
touch with their community. They have been in touch 
with our ministry. They have been working with their 
community. We have been working with their commun-
ity. We came up with a responsible decision for Thunder 
Bay. They will have energy when they need it. They’ll 
have electricity when they need it, for now and for the 
future. That commitment is there. We’ve proven it by our 
actions, and we will continue to respect the needs and the 
electricity demands in Thunder Bay. 

ACCESSIBILITY FOR THE DISABLED 
Mr. John Fraser: My question is for the Minister of 

Economic Development, Trade and Employment. The 
accessibility directorate is now under the purview of the 
minister’s ministry because our government is committed 
to ensuring that individuals with disabilities have equal 
access to job opportunities and economic security. 

As part of the Accessibility for Ontarians with Dis-
abilities Act, businesses must comply with the customer 
service standard. As well, businesses and not-for-profits 
with more than 20 staff must file a compliance report. 

Can the minister please update the House about how 
the customer service standard is being enforced? 

Hon. Eric Hoskins: Thank you to the member from 
Ottawa South for this important question. All Ontario 
businesses and not-for-profits must be compliant with the 
customer service standard under the Accessibility for 
Ontarians with Disabilities Act. This is the law. As the 
minister responsible for the AODA across government, I 
take this issue very, very seriously. Not enough busi-
nesses have complied with the customer service standard, 
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and this is unacceptable. It is their legal responsibility to 
comply. 

My goal as the minister responsible is to enforce this 
law until we reach full compliance. Over the next two 
weeks, we will be sending warning notices to businesses 
that have failed thus far to file compliance reports. Fail-
ure to comply, failure to file, will result in penalties. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Mr. John Fraser: Thank you, Minister, for the up-

date. It’s important that all Ontario businesses are com-
pliant with the customer service standard. Adhering to 
the standards of the Accessibility for Ontarians with Dis-
abilities Act is also important to our economy. One in 
seven people in our province has a disability, and that 
number is expected to increase substantially as our popu-
lation ages. This represents a significant portion of our 
workforce. 

Speaker, through you to the minister, can you please 
update this House about your ministry’s plan to improve 
the percentage of organizations that have filed their ser-
vice standard compliance reports? 

Hon. Eric Hoskins: Of course, our government is 
committed to building a dynamic and innovative business 
climate, one where every Ontarian can work in a safe and 
accessible environment. Ontario can proudly boast that 
it’s one of the first places in the world to make accessi-
bility a law. To increase the number of organizations that 
have filed their customer service standard compliance 
report, we will work with the Accessibility Directorate of 
Ontario to promote the customer service standard and 
fine those organizations that, after multiple warnings—I 
repeat, multiple warnings—have not yet complied. 

Ontario is poised to be a global leader in this sector. 
It’s a human right that our province can’t afford to ig-
nore, and it makes great business sense as well. As the 
jobs minister, I will use my portfolio to engage the busi-
ness community right across the province to promote— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Answer. 
Hon. Eric Hoskins: —awareness of the customer 

service standard in the act. I’d like to call on all members 
of this Legislature to support me in doing that. 

MANUFACTURING JOBS 
Mr. Rick Nicholls: My question is to the Premier. 

Since your government came into power in 2003, my rid-
ing has lost over 10,000 manufacturing jobs. Your words 
tell us that you are creating jobs, but I question where. 
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Last week, the H.J. Heinz plant in Leamington an-
nounced that it would be closing after 104 years, result-
ing in the loss of over 1,000 jobs, affecting their entire 
supply chain, and lost contracts for 46 tomato farmers 
who have up to $2 million tied up in equipment. The 
economic impact to Leamington is devastating. 

Premier, you clearly stated this morning that you knew 
about this in September, but you failed to let anyone 
know. You didn’t make a statement the day of the closure 

announcement because you were too busy dealing with 
the city of Toronto’s issues. 

The people in my riding of Chatham–Kent–Essex 
need answers now— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. 
Mr. Rick Nicholls: So my— 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. Be 

seated, please. You’re finished. You must talk faster. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: I know that the Minister 

of Economic Development, Trade and Employment is 
going to want to speak to the supplementary, but to the 
question of where jobs are being created, let me name the 
places: London, Brantford, Puslinch, Mississauga, Brant-
ford again, London, Wheatley. There are food processing 
plants, there are manufacturing plants that are expanding, 
that are being developed across the province. 

I am very sorry and disappointed that the Heinz plant 
is being closed, but it is not about just this plant. The 
Heinz Company in general is making decisions across all 
of their operations. I spoke with the executives in the 
States, the executives in Canada, and of course I didn’t 
talk about what those conversations were about because 
those were confidential interactions. 

My minister was out the day the announcement was 
made— 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Thank you. Sup-
plementary? 

Mr. Ernie Hardeman: My question is to the Minister 
of Agriculture, too. Minister, during our survey last year, 
food manufacturers told us that their biggest challenges 
are the result of your government. Heinz was one of the 
75% that said red tape is increasing, and we heard about 
the high cost of doing business in Ontario, especially the 
spiralling cost of hydro. We told you all that last year, 
Minister. 

You knew the Heinz plant closure was coming and the 
only thing you did was issue a press release about 
container size deregulation, trying to blame the federal 
government for the closure. The federal minister told you 
clearly they are not proceeding with the changes because 
it would cost jobs. 

Interjection. 
Mr. Ernie Hardeman: No, Minister, he told you in 

those conversations. Since you knew the container size 
regulations weren’t changing, why did you issue that 
release the day before the closing? 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Be seated, please. 

Thank you. 
Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Order. The mem-

ber from Durham can play musical chairs all he wants, 
but I can still recognize his voice. The member from 
Lambton–Kent–Middlesex will come to order as well. 

Minister of Agriculture and Food. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: It is not true that we knew 

that the federal government had made that decision on 
packaging before the announcement at Heinz was made. 
It is just not true. In my conversations with the federal 
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minister, there was no commitment that they would 
change their rule on the packaging. There was no com-
mitment that they would not make that change. There 
was very much a dissembling on that issue, so it is abso-
lutely not true that that decision had been made. 

We reached out, Mr. Speaker. We reached out to the 
company. We have an Open for Business table where we 
are changing regulation, and I really think that my critic 
knows, the member opposite knows that we are working 
with the food processing— 

Interjections. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): No, I’m going to 

tell you— 
Interjection. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): And that’s enough. 
Finish, please. 
Hon. Kathleen O. Wynne: We’re working with the 

food processing sector, and as a result of the Open for 
Business table, regulations are being changed so that 
their businesses can flourish. He knows that, and I know 
that he would like to continue to work with us on those 
issues. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION 
Ms. Cindy Forster: My question is to the Minister of 

Education. The District School Board of Niagara has 
called upon the education minister and the Premier to 
visit the school board in hopes for some action on a 
decade-long, chronic underfunding problem of special 
education from the province. 

The school board estimates that they are being under-
funded to the tune of $9 million a year—$90 million over 
the last decade. Why did this government waste over a 
billion dollars on saving Liberal seats during the last 
election while ignoring the needs of special education 
students in the Niagara region? 

Hon. Liz Sandals: I think we need to understand that 
there’s just one particular component of the special 
education funding model that the Niagara district school 
board is concerned about. In fact, the Niagara district 
school board gets exactly the same per pupil funding as 
other school boards on virtually every component. 

The high-needs component is based on documentation 
around the incidence of high-needs kids. That’s some-
thing that was introduced by the Tories, something that 
school boards complained wasn’t necessarily a satis-
factory way of getting at it. We got rid of that, and we 
actually do have a model in place that is gradually cor-
recting that issue. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Cindy Forster: Back to the minister: Well, 

you’ve had 10 years to actually fix it. 
The District School Board of Niagara receives only 

$355 per student in high-needs funding. The average 
provincial school board receives $636 per student. Why 
do special education needs students in Niagara receive 
just over half of the funding that special education 

students receive in other regions of this province? When 
and will this be fixed? 

Hon. Liz Sandals: As I just explained, that amount is 
actually based on documentation which the Niagara 
district school board has historically submitted to the 
Ministry of Education. We do have a program to look at 
phasing that to a different level. 

However, I think what is perhaps more relevant here 
today is we’ve just begun, today, a review of the com-
plete funding model. We are working with school board 
stakeholders all over the province to review the school 
board funding model and to look at ways where it needs 
to be updated, areas where it can be made more effective, 
to ensure that, in fact, we are providing the best possible 
support to school boards and to children all over the 
province. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Ms. Mitzie Hunter: My question is for the Minister 

of the Environment. Protecting the quality of the air we 
breathe is a fundamental concern for both the people in 
my riding of Scarborough–Guildwood and for Ontarians 
more generally. It affects their health and our health care 
costs. 

Both the federal government and the United Nations 
have recently issued reports that suggest Canada is not on 
track in meeting its commitments to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions by 17% from 2005 levels by 2020. 

Air pollution has proven to have negative effects on 
health and can cause premature death. It is important that 
this nationwide trend is not the case in our province of 
Ontario, especially for our youngest residents. 

Speaker, through you: Would the Minister of the En-
vironment please share with this House what progress 
our government has made towards reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions in Ontario? 

Hon. James J. Bradley: An excellent question from 
the member. We strongly believe in improving air quality 
for the well-being of our residents. Our Green Energy 
Act continues to bring Ontario emission-free electricity 
and new, clean jobs. Ontario’s dedicated commitment to 
phase out coal-fired electricity by the end of 2014 has 
successfully reduced emissions in the electricity sector by 
57% now. 

Finally, on November 1, 2013, the Ministry of the 
Environment posted a proposal on the environmental and 
regulatory registries to consult with stakeholders on a 
provincial mandate for greener diesel fuels. That would 
include, of course, green diesel, which is a safe, non-
toxic, clean-burning, biodegradable and renewable fuel. 

To ensure that tangible environmental benefits are 
achieved, the proposed approach includes an average 
greenhouse gas reduction requirement for fuel volumes 
sold and used in the province. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Supplementary? 
Ms. Mitzie Hunter: Thank you, Minister. It is re-

assuring to hear that our government has taken steps to-
ward reducing greenhouse gas emissions in Ontario. The 
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community of Scarborough–Guildwood is lucky to have 
a local biofuels company, Pond Biofuels, working toward 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions with investments 
from our government. 

The 2013 budget announced that Ontario will take 
steps to update its green transportation fuels policy by 
consulting with stakeholders on a provincial mandate for 
greener diesel fuels, including discussions related to the 
amount of renewable fuel content, as well as greenhouse 
gas requirements. 

I am pleased that the Minister of the Environment is 
delivering on this government’s commitment to consult 
with stakeholders on greener diesel fuels through the 
November 1 proposal which you mentioned. 

Speaker, through you, could the Minister of the En-
vironment please share with this House further details on 
the proposed greener diesel fuel regulations and how this 
will affect the air we breathe? 

Hon. James J. Bradley: What is key about this, first 
of all, is that part of that commitment to reduce green-
house gas emissions and improve air quality—the minis-
try proposed that regulation. It’s going to require that 
Ontario’s diesel pool contain a minimum percentage of 
diesel made from renewable sources. The proposal is ex-
pected to provide air quality benefits, including reduced 
particulate matter and greenhouse gas reductions. It is 
estimated that the greener diesel requirement will reduce 
Ontario’s GHG emissions by approximately 200,000 
tonnes per year in the first compliance period, one mil-
lion tonnes annually from 2017 onwards, and about five 
million tonnes on a cumulative basis by 2020. 

There are a series of initiatives being taken to improve 
air quality, and I think the people of this province will 
support those. 

NOTICE OF DISSATISFACTION 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Pursuant to stand-

ing order 38(a), the member from Chatham–Kent–Essex 
has given notice of his dissatisfaction with the answer to 
his question given by the Premier concerning the closure 
of the Heinz plant in Leamington. The matter will be de-
bated tomorrow at 6 p.m. 

VISITORS 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): In the members’ 

west gallery, we do have a visitor who represented Bur-
lington South in the 33rd, 34th, 35th, 36th, and Burling-
ton in the 37th and 38th, Parliaments, Mr. Cam Jackson. 
Welcome, Cam. 

Also in the Speaker’s gallery, we have a visitor, a for-
mer MP of Haldimand–Norfolk, Mr. Bob Speller. Wel-
come, Bob. 

There are no deferred votes. This House stands re-
cessed until 1 p.m. 

The House recessed from 1143 to 1300. 

INTRODUCTION OF VISITORS 

Mr. Ernie Hardeman: I’m happy to welcome mem-
bers of the Registered Practical Nurses Association of 
Ontario to Queen’s Park today. I had the pleasure of 
meeting with Linda Keirl, a long-time RPN; Searle 
Schonewille, the director of policy for the RPNAO; and 
Scott Morrison, a student delegate from the organization 
and a proud resident of Oxford. 

Thank you for meeting with me. Enjoy your time at 
Queen’s Park. 

MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 

DISASTER RELIEF 
Mr. Peter Shurman: I rise today to speak to the dev-

astation caused by the catastrophic superstorm Typhoon 
Haiyan in the Philippines. This ferocious storm has left a 
staggering death toll that is currently estimated to be 
approaching 4,000, and over 1,000 people are still un-
accounted for. Sadly, this number is predicted to exceed 
10,000 people. 

With previously unseen levels of natural destruction, 
Typhoon Haiyan brought gusts of wind to the Philippines 
that were well over 300 kilometres per hour. This has 
caused unimaginable turmoil and mass devastation that is 
still rippling across the country right now. 

On behalf of the substantial Filipino population in 
Thornhill and their families and fellow countrymen 
across Ontario, I stand today to seek a nonpartisan 
response for assistance. Our friends and neighbours are 
gravely worried about the land of their birth and about 
family members who are or may be victims of this 
devastating typhoon. 

The Filipino community is often among the first to 
step up when assistance of any kind is required, regard-
less of where help is needed. They also have an abiding 
sense of family. I have personally witnessed this in 
Thornhill countless times. We cannot stand idly by while 
such a catastrophe unfolds. Canada and Ontario are 
driving forces in assisting with disaster relief wherever 
and whenever required. I call upon the Premier of On-
tario to join with Canada and individual Canadians to 
assist during this time of need in the Philippines without 
delay. 

JIMMY VELGAKIS 
Ms. Cheri DiNovo: I’m standing here because of a 

constituent, Jimmy Velgakis. Jimmy injured his back 
driving a Zamboni back in the 1990s, was fired from his 
job and didn’t get recompense from the WSIB because he 
wasn’t allowed to bring forward necessary witnesses. 
Jimmy, after years of legal wrangling, went on a hunger 
strike in 2011 outside of the WSIB. Steve Mahoney, the 
then chair, made him a promise that they’d reopen his 
case. That never happened. 
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So he has started again on a hunger strike. He’s sitting 
in front of the WSIB at 200 Front Street. It has been 
seven days that Jimmy, who’s 72 years old and has 
diabetes, has gone without food of any sort. I also started 
on a hunger strike the same day he did, so it has been 
seven days since I’ve eaten as well, and both of us are 
determined to finally get justice for Jimmy. If we don’t 
get justice for Jimmy, I’m frightened that Jimmy will 
actually die on Front Street in front of the WSIB. 

I’m challenging the government members and the 
labour minister to do something, and the folk at WSIB—I 
have talked to them all—to do something. This is beyond 
absurd now. His lawyer has done everything she can. It’s 
time to get justice for Jimmy Velgakis—72 years old, 
with diabetes, on his second hunger strike. 

SRI GURU NANAK DEV JI 
Mrs. Amrit Mangat: This past Sunday I had the op-

portunity to visit the Dixie gurdwara in my great riding 
of Mississauga–Brampton South with our Premier, the 
Honourable Kathleen Wynne, to celebrate the birthday of 
Sri Guru Nanak Dev Ji. 

Guru Nanak is the founder of the Sikh faith. He was a 
messenger of peace and unity. Guru Nanak was a vision-
ary who espoused a society without discrimination or 
distinction based upon caste, colour, creed or faith. He 
taught a way of life: hard work, simple and honest living, 
selfless service and sharing of one’s fortune with the less 
fortunate. 

Hundreds of years ago, he advocated gender equality 
and empowerment of women. He said: 

Remarks in Punjabi. 
“How can we condemn women who give birth to 

kings and queens?” 
As we celebrated the birthday of Sri Guru Nanak Dev 

Ji, we also celebrated the cultural diversity of this great 
province, Ontario. 

OLIVIA WISE 
Mr. Michael Harris: Today I rise to honour a special 

young lady named Olivia Wise, who has impacted the 
lives of millions of people, including myself. 

Olivia was a healthy Ontario teenager who enjoyed 
singing and playing basketball. Tragically, two years ago, 
doctors found an inoperable tumour in her brain. But 
even in the face of adversity, Olivia summoned the 
strength to do what she loved: sing one of her favourite 
songs. She and her family visited a downtown studio and 
recorded her own version of Katy Perry’s hit song Roar. 

When I saw the video, I was taken aback to see this 
young lady, in weakness and illness, still working to 
make the most of her life and to make a difference in the 
lives of those around her. If you have not had the oppor-
tunity yet, I would encourage all members of this House 
and all of you watching at home to log on to YouTube 
and watch this very inspirational video. 

In honour of her courage, Olivia’s family started a 
fund called the Liv Wise Fund, which collects donations 
for tumour research and treatment for pediatric cancer 
patients. To help raise awareness about the fund, students 
across the province are sending wishes to Olivia. I would 
encourage members to join me by also sending her 
wishes. 

My wish for Olivia is that your legacy inspires others 
to keep fighting. 

NUTRITION FOR LEARNING 
Ms. Catherine Fife: On Friday, November 1, I met 

with representatives from Nutrition for Learning, a char-
itable organization that supports community-based nutri-
tion programs for students. 

Their mission is to enhance the ability to learn by en-
suring that each student attends school well nourished. 
Feeding children in our schools is an act of compassion 
and care, but we also know through research that students 
underperform and are disengaged in school when they 
are hungry. 

Nutrition for Learning is one program that directly 
impacts the physical, cognitive, behavioural and academ-
ic needs of children and youth in Waterloo region and, 
indeed, across the province. 

The work this organization does is critical for students 
in my community, but the nutritional needs of children 
are increasing. Today, over 13,000 students receive a 
meal every day through one of the 141 different pro-
grams affiliated with Nutrition for Learning in K-W. This 
is accomplished with the generous support of over 1,800 
volunteers and many donors. 

These programs are only available in 60% of the 
schools in Waterloo region. It is obvious that more needs 
to be done to support this essential program. 

Lois Peterson, a principal in the Waterloo Catholic 
District School Board, is one of the co-presidents of 
Nutrition for Learning, and has been an advocate for 
bridging the gap that prevents all students from realizing 
their full potential. When I met with Lois, she was clear 
about the need for a pan-Canadian student nutrition pro-
gram for all children. 

Educators experience first-hand the needs of kids 
whose families have been hit hard by this economic 
downturn. We should listen to their advice. Nutrition for 
Learning needs the appropriate resources to ensure that 
every child in the province of Ontario is fed. 

DON BURKE 
Mr. John Fraser: I am pleased to stand today to 

acknowledge the outstanding work of Mr. Don Burke. 
Last week, Don was recognized as the festival volunteer 
of the year by Special Olympics Canada. 

Don is a lead organizer for the Special Olympics festi-
val breakfast in Ottawa and has been involved with the 
Special Olympics for well over a decade. Under his 
leadership, the breakfast event is now in its ninth year 
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and has raised over $150,000. He has not only worked to 
raise a significant amount of money for the Special 
Olympics cause but has been a consistent contributor to 
the Ottawa community. 

Don has also served as chair of the board of St. 
Patrick’s Home and its foundation. St. Patrick’s is a long-
term-care home in Ottawa South, with a 110-year history 
in Ottawa. During his tenure as board chair, he oversaw 
the plans for the redevelopment and expansion of St. 
Patrick’s Home. I worked with Don during this time, and 
his patience and professionalism contributed greatly to 
the collective success of this project. Next month, a new 
and expanded St. Patrick’s Home will open for residents. 

To his family—Nancy, Colin, Adam and Justin—I 
know that you’re very proud. Don, thank you for your 
hard work and selfless contribution to our community. 
1310 

YOUTH OF OXFORD COUNTY 
Mr. Ernie Hardeman: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

recognize the youth of Oxford county and their interest in 
the political process. 

Last Tuesday, I attended an event in Woodstock for 
politically interested youth in Oxford county. The event 
was run by Ian Heikoop and gave our youth a chance to 
share their priorities with federal MP Dave MacKenzie; 
the mayor of Woodstock, Pat Sobeski; the mayor of 
Tillsonburg, John Lessif; and myself. 

The number one priority, as voted by the group, was 
how to manage the increasing government debt. In fact, 
debt received more than double the amount of votes than 
the next leading issue. 

Many expressed concerns about the dangerous cycle 
debt creates: higher taxes, lower consumer spending and 
the loss of jobs. Instead of perpetuating that cycle, the 
youth offered a logical solution: lower taxes to increase 
consumer spending and, as a result, create jobs. 

Another major priority was how to balance improving 
health care while keeping costs under control. 

One of the other issues they raised was the lack of jobs 
in today’s economy for new graduates. Some even told 
stories about colleagues who had finished post-secondary 
education only to end up back at the same job they had in 
high school. 

I was impressed to hear from the young members of 
our community at this event and happy to have the 
chance to hear their priorities from them. I hope that we 
will have more events like this, as the knowledge and 
insights of our youth have led me to conclude that the 
future of our community is in good hands. 

ÉLIZABETH ALLARD 
M. Phil McNeely: C’est avec une grande fierté que je 

félicite l’élection d’une résidante de ma circonscription 
d’Ottawa–Orléans à la présidence de la Fédération des 
aînés et des retraités francophones de l’Ontario, la FAFO, 
Mme Élizabeth Allard. 

Franco-ontarienne de naissance, Élizabeth Allard est 
bien connue pour son lobbying auprès des gouvernements 
et pour son implication dans les grands dossiers de la 
Francophonie. C’est plus de sept ans d’implication 
auprès des aînés pour Mme Allard qui l’amène 
aujourd’hui à la présidence de la FAFO, qui compte 
8 000 membres. 

Elle est aussi représentante de l’Ontario à la Fédération 
des aînées et aînés francophones du Canada. Elle y a 
d’ailleurs piloté de nombreux dossiers reliés aux aînés 
francophones, tels que le régime de pensions du Canada 
et le règlement sur les maisons de retraite en Ontario. 

Les membres votants ont aussi donné un mandat de 
deux ans à Mme Allard lors de leur assemblée annuelle 
qui se tenait la semaine dernière au Centre des congrès 
d’Ottawa. 

Je remercie aussi le président sortant, M. Oliva Roy, 
pour son dévouement à la cause des aînés ontariens. 

Je tiens également à féliciter M. Georges Orfali, ancien 
président du Conseil des écoles publiques de l’Est de 
l’Ontario, pour son élection par acclamation à la vice-
présidence de la FAFO. 

BANCROFT HOSPITAL AUXILIARY 

Mr. Todd Smith: I rise today to recognize a great 
community effort by the Bancroft detachment of the 
Ontario Provincial Police and the federal crown office. 

The whole thing started about four years ago, when a 
drug action team member in the detachment commenced 
a local drug investigation. The conviction in this case led 
to the federal crown attorney’s office getting a forfeiture 
order for the proceeds of crime. 

In July of this year, the crown’s office contacted the 
Bancroft detachment of the OPP, looking for input on a 
suitable local charity that had the ability to handle the 
$50,000 donation. Bancroft OPP detachment commander 
Mark Wolfe wanted a charity that would benefit every 
resident of North Hastings. The detachment decided that 
one charitable cause in North Hastings stood out as fitting 
those requirements: the Bancroft hospital auxiliary. 

With all the hardships that have faced North Hastings 
this year—communities having to deal with the York 
River flooding, among other things—it was a true inspir-
ation to the community that the federal crown office and 
the OPP detachment could come together to support the 
Bancroft hospital and its auxiliary. This is just an 
example of the extraordinary community spirit that we’ve 
seen on display in North Hastings this year. 

My thanks go out to the federal crown attorney’s of-
fice for the work they did to gain the forfeiture of funds, 
and I’d like to thank the Bancroft detachment of the 
Ontario Provincial Police for their recommendation and 
their hard work to conclude a successful investigation. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): I thank all mem-
bers for their statements. 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

SMOKE-FREE ONTARIO 
AMENDMENT ACT 

(PROHIBITING FLAVOURED TOBACCO, 
NEW TOBACCO PRODUCTS 

AND SMOKELESS TOBACCO), 2013 

LOI DE 2013 MODIFIANT LA LOI 
FAVORISANT UN ONTARIO SANS FUMÉE 
(INTERDICTION DU TABAC AROMATISÉ, 
DES NOUVEAUX PRODUITS DU TABAC 

ET DU TABAC SANS FUMÉE) 

Mme Gélinas moved first reading of the following bill: 
Bill 130, An Act to amend the Smoke-Free Ontario 

Act to prohibit certain tobacco products / Projet de loi 
130, Loi modifiant la Loi favorisant un Ontario sans 
fumée pour interdire certains produits du tabac. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Is it the pleasure of 
the House that the motion carry? Carried. 

First reading agreed to. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member for a 

short statement. 
Mme France Gélinas: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The 

act is quite simple. The act presently says that no person 
shall sell or distribute a flavoured cigarillo unless it is 
prescribed in the law. This bill would ban all flavour 
except for menthol. It would also prohibit the sale and 
distribution of new tobacco products and smokeless 
tobacco products, and it will impose severe fines. The 
fines range from $50,000 for an individual who is caught 
selling flavoured tobacco, to $300,000 for a corporation 
that sells either a new tobacco product, a smokeless 
tobacco product or flavoured tobacco products. It’s as 
simple as this. 

YOUTH SMOKING 
PREVENTION ACT, 2013 

LOI DE 2013 SUR LA PRÉVENTION 
DU TABAGISME CHEZ LES JEUNES 

Ms. Matthews moved first reading of the following 
bill: 

Bill 131, An Act to amend the Smoke-Free Ontario 
Act / Projet de loi 131, Loi modifiant la Loi favorisant un 
Ontario sans fumée. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Is it the pleasure of 
the House that the motion carry? Carried. 

First reading agreed to. 
The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): The member for a 

short statement. 
Hon. Deborah Matthews: I’ll make my statement 

during ministerial statements. 

STATEMENTS BY THE MINISTRY 
AND RESPONSES 

ANTI-SMOKING LEGISLATION 
Hon. Deborah Matthews: I rise in the House today to 

introduce the Youth Smoking Prevention Act, which 
would make amendments to the Smoke-Free Ontario Act 
and make certain amendments to Ontario regulation 48/06. 

Together, these initiatives will take strong action to 
reduce kids’ access to tobacco and to protect the people 
of Ontario from exposure to tobacco smoke. Quite starkly 
put, these initiatives will save lives. 

You will recall that the first pillar of our action plan 
for health care is keeping Ontario healthy. Within that 
pillar, I set the target of having the lowest smoking rate 
in Canada. These legislative and regulatory changes 
would move us in that direction. 

There are very compelling reasons for tackling tobac-
co use. Smoking is the number one cause of preventable 
death, preventable disease and premature death in On-
tario. Tobacco use accounts for about 13,000 deaths in 
Ontario each year. That means that every single day, 36 
people in Ontario die from smoking. Every day—yester-
day, today, tomorrow—36 people will die, each and 
every year, and 36 families will grieve. 

We are taking this action so that some of those lives 
may be saved. People who oppose these measures should 
ask themselves one question: If 36 people died each and 
every day from any other preventable cause—traffic col-
lisions, food poisoning—wouldn’t they demand that gov-
ernment take action? 
1320 

The human toll is almost unimaginable. Smoking 
places a huge burden on our health system, too. One in 
10 acute care beds is occupied by someone who’s in 
hospital because of tobacco. Smoking causes 80% of 
lung cancers and 80% of chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease cases. 

Every year, tobacco-related disease costs the province 
an estimated $1.9 billion in direct health care expenses 
and an additional $5.8 billion in indirect costs such as 
lost productivity. 

In 2005, our government rose to the challenge of 
reducing tobacco use with the creation of the Smoke-Free 
Ontario Strategy. That launched Ontario as a national 
leader and an international leader in tobacco control. The 
strategy takes action on three fronts. The first is helping 
people to quit. The second is preventing people from 
taking up tobacco use, especially young people. Third: 
protecting children and adults from exposure to tobacco 
use and tobacco smoke. We took this comprehensive 
approach because we knew it would be effective in re-
ducing tobacco use. 

Research has shown that when government is highly 
involved in tobacco control with strong legislation and 
programs that ensure that people have information and 
supports, fewer people smoke. I’m very proud to say that 
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since 2000, Ontario’s smoking rate has dropped from 
24.5% to 19%. That means 255,000 fewer smokers. 

But despite its successes, the Smoke-Free Ontario 
Strategy’s interventions to reduce smoking rates are 
being undermined on a number of fronts. For example, 
youth smokers are particularly susceptible to the avail-
ability of flavoured tobacco products. Kids are exposed 
to tobacco use and tobacco smoke on playgrounds and 
sports fields, and seeing adults smoking on restaurant and 
patio bars leads young people to believe that it’s a social 
norm, which may increase the likelihood of them starting 
to smoke. 

While we have come a long way and have achieved 
some great results, we must take stronger action to reach 
our ambitious goal of having the lowest smoking rate in 
Canada. We must do all we can to make smoking less 
visible and reduce its social acceptability. 

Our proposed legislative and regulatory amendments, 
if passed, would implement our government’s commit-
ment to increase fines, focus on protecting kids and 
youth, and move us closer to our goal of reducing tobac-
co use in Ontario to the lowest in the country. To prevent 
children and youth from accessing tobacco products and 
protect them from the harmful effects of smoking, the 
proposed legislative and regulatory amendments would, 
if passed: 

—increase fines for those who sell tobacco to kids, 
making them the highest in Canada; 

—clarify that it’s prohibited to offer promotional 
items with the sale of tobacco; 

—prohibit the sale of tobacco products containing 
flavouring, like bubble gum or grape, with certain 
exemptions; 

—strengthen enforcement tools and give health in-
spectors the authority to take samples from water pipes 
and test for tobacco in places where smoking is prohibited; 
and 

—prohibit the sale of tobacco on post-secondary edu-
cation campuses and specific government of Ontario 
properties. 

While we want to reduce youth access to tobacco 
products, we also know that it’s important to limit young 
people’s exposure to tobacco use. We want to protect 
youth from second-hand smoke and we also want to 
denormalize smoking in settings where youth see adults 
smoking. 

If passed, proposed legislative and regulatory amend-
ments would prohibit smoking on the outdoor grounds of 
hospitals and specific provincial government-owned 
properties while allowing for certain designated outdoor 
smoking areas, and it would prohibit smoking on play-
grounds, sports fields, and restaurant and bar patios. 

We know that public engagement is crucial. To facili-
tate this engagement, we’ll be posting a summary of the 
draft regulatory measures on the government of Ontario’s 
regulatory registry for public review and comment for 45 
days. I want to assure the people of Ontario that there is 
strong support for these initiatives among our partners, 
such as the Heart and Stroke Foundation of Canada, the 

Canadian Cancer Society, the Ontario Lung Association 
and the Ontario Medical Association. Furthermore, re-
search shows that 66% of Ontarians agree with prohibit-
ing smoking on patios, and 70% of people in Ontario 
agree with prohibiting the sale of tobacco products con-
taining flavouring. 

Many municipalities have already acted: 58 munici-
palities representing 61% of the population have already 
banned smoking on playgrounds; and 45 municipalities, 
representing 37% of the population, have already banned 
smoking on sports and recreational fields and facilities. 
Similarly, nine Ontario municipalities currently have a 
full smoking ban in place on patios. A province-wide ban 
would make it easier for businesses and patrons to com-
ply with the law and would provide complete protection 
for workers, patrons and kids everywhere in Ontario. 

These amendments, if passed, would strengthen our 
ability to reduce kids’ exposure to tobacco smoke in their 
daily lives and help prevent our young people from using 
any tobacco products. Selling flavoured tobacco products 
is one of the few remaining ways that tobacco companies 
have of marketing to our kids, and we have a responsibil-
ity to act. 

Again, I’d like to thank our valued health system 
partners as well as everyday Ontarians for their support 
of this proposed legislation and for their dedication and 
commitment to the health of the people of Ontario. We 
are taking this strong action as part of our government’s 
plan to invest in the health and well-being of our people 
so they can live healthier lives and contribute to the 
growth of our economy. 

I urge all members to support these legislative and 
regulatory amendments. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): It’s now time for 
responses. 

Mrs. Christine Elliott: I’m very pleased to rise today 
to speak on behalf of the PC caucus with respect to the 
Youth Smoking Prevention Act, which will make amend-
ments to the Smoke-Free Ontario Act and associated 
regulations. 

I haven’t yet had the opportunity to see the bill that 
was tabled by the minister a few moments ago, but I 
understand through various reports that have come out in 
recent weeks that the bill has the following themes that 
have been outlined by the minister: 

(1) prohibiting the sales of tobacco products con-
taining flavouring like fruit flavours and bubble gum; 

(2) prohibiting sales on post-secondary campuses and 
specified provincial government properties; 

(3) banning smoking on restaurant and bar patios; and 
(4) increased fines for those who sell tobacco products 

to youth. 
The Ontario PCs support restricting the sale of candy- 

and fruit-flavoured tobacco products. Marketing tobacco 
to taste similar to candy is encourages youth to start this 
unhealthy habit, and it certainly something that we 
should try to stop here in Ontario. 

The Ontario Lung Association, the Heart and Stroke 
association and the Canadian Cancer Society have been 
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very instrumental in educating me and my colleagues 
about this important issue and the dangers that candy-
flavoured tobacco has caused. 

I would also like to say thank you to the member from 
Nickel Belt. In 2010, she brought forward a private mem-
ber’s bill prohibiting stores from selling flavoured ciga-
rillos. The industry, of course, responded with other 
variations of candy- and fruit-flavoured tobacco that is 
aimed at Ontario’s youth. To her great credit, the member 
from Nickel Belt, even again today, also filed a private 
member’s bill on this very issue. She is to be congratu-
lated for her dogged advocacy on this issue. 

We would also like to consider what the government 
understands with respect to the prohibition of sale of 
tobacco at post-secondary institutions and government 
properties. The proposal certainly seems reasonable; 
however, we would like to see further details and we look 
forward to a briefing from the ministry in the next short 
while. 

The Ontario Restaurant Hotel and Motel Association 
has expressed some concerns about banning smoking on 
restaurant and bar patios. The president and CEO of 
ORHMA—as it’s known—Tony Elenis, has said that this 
proposal will result in the following: “Smokers will still 
go outside near the patio and they will puff cigarettes at 
passersby who are not expecting a puff of smoke.” Mr. 
Elenis has also stated that, “Under the existing regula-
tions, which we are happy with, customers and busi-
nesses” are able to “make a choice.” 

ORHMA has suggested that prohibiting smoking on 
patios will result in revenue loss for businesses and have 
a negative impact on small business owners. Therefore, 
the association has asked that a decision on banning 
smoking from patios be delayed until the Ministry of 
Economic Development, Trade and Employment is able 
to review the financial impact of banning smoking on 
restaurant patios across all municipalities in Ontario. 

ORHMA has advised us that the ministry did not 
consult with their group prior to proposing this bill and 
therefore they were not able to express their concerns 
there. This is something that I think bears further con-
sideration. We need to achieve a balance. Certainly we 
want to protect youth, but we also want to make sure we 
don’t drive even more businesses out of Ontario. 
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Finally, increased fines for those who sell products to 
youth would be a proposal we would support. This would 
help encourage those who sell tobacco products to stop 
selling to Ontario’s youth. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, although we haven’t seen the 
specifics of this bill, I look forward to discussing this 
matter further with the ministry, with stakeholders and 
with my colleagues. Anything that is going to protect the 
health and well-being of young people in our province is 
something we would certainly support in general. 

Mme France Gélinas: It is my pleasure to add a few 
words to the introduction by the Minister of Health of a 
bill that would ban flavouring in tobacco products. Mr. 
Speaker, you and I first introduced such a bill in 2008. It 

became law; it was enacted. But by the time the ink was 
dry on that bill, the industry had found a loophole. 

Since that time, I have tried to close those loopholes. 
On April 4, 2011, I introduced Bill 176. Unfortunately, 
this bill was allowed to die on the order paper when we 
had an election. Not to worry. I reintroduced a bill ban-
ning flavouring in tobacco products on April 17, 2012. I 
reintroduced it on October 2, 2012, and I did it again 
today. 

You may be wondering why. Well, although I like 
what the Minister of Health had to say today, I’m a little 
bit jagged that it will actually happen. What I want is 
action. I don’t really want feel-good words. So just to sort 
of make sure it happens, I decided to put the bill forward. 

You have to see, Mr. Smoker—Mr. Speaker; sorry 
about that. I’ll give you the example of Bill 78, An Act to 
amend certain Acts with respect to electronic health 
records. This bill was first introduced on May 29 of this 
year. We are now at November 18 of this year, and I 
have yet to do my lead on that bill. You know what that 
means? That means they introduced a bill, legislation that 
we all know we need in order to move ahead with 
electronic health records. They made the announcement, 
they spoke the words, but they didn’t follow up with 
action. 

It is the government that decides what bills we are 
going to talk about. Every Thursday afternoon, we get 
our little list: “Here’s what will be on the docket for next 
week.” But they make the announcement, they bring first 
reading and then it dies. 

I don’t want this to die, Mr. Speaker. You and I have 
worked on that file long enough. I have worked on that 
file long enough to know that if Ontario was to be serious 
and ban flavouring in tobacco products, we would save 
lives. We would save lives by the tens of thousands every 
year. Why? Because flavouring is how they get their next 
generation of smokers. 

I was in my riding last week with Taylor Lew, my 
intern from OLIP. He had never seen a smoke shack be-
fore, and I have many, many of them in my riding, so I 
brought him to a smoke shack. He could see for himself 
34 different flavours of tobacco products. The smokeless, 
the chewing tobacco—we kind of lost count because they 
were piled up, one on top of the other, but the same there: 
close to 40 different flavours of chews. 

The flavoring is what hooks young smokers. It has to 
stop, Mr. Smoker—Mr. Speaker. 

Laughter. 
Mme France Gélinas: I keep saying that; I know 

you’re not a smoker. I know you’re not, and I apologize 
greatly. I know you understand, and I know we’re all 
going in the same direction. 

As an MPP in opposition, I get one chance every two 
years to bring a bill forward. The Ministry of Health, 
with all its resources, gets to bring bills forward all the 
time. They get to move them through legislation for sec-
ond and third readings. They set the agenda. So I’m 
hedging my bets. I want this to go through. I want to save 
lives. If the minister puts the bill on the docket, we will 
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talk about it. We will move it to second reading. I want it 
to become law. But if they don’t, February 20 will be my 
chance to bring this bill to second reading. Too many 
Ontarians’ lives are on the line. I don’t want to take a 
chance. I want to make sure that this becomes law. If the 
ministry moves this forward with all of their resources, 
good for them; we will help them do this. If they don’t, 
then this lonely little NDP MPP will use her private 
member’s ballot on February 20 to achieve the same thing. 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): I can’t resist: I 
want to make it public to my wife that I do not smoke. 

I thank all members for their comments. 

PETITIONS 

MINIMUM WAGE 
Mr. Jerry J. Ouellette: I have a petition to the Legis-

lative Assembly of Ontario, presented to me by Jim 
Freeman. 

“Whereas Ontario’s minimum wage has been frozen at 
$10.25 an hour since 2010, and some workers earn even 
less due to current exemptions in the Employment Stan-
dards Act; and 

“Whereas full-time minimum wage workers are living 
at nearly 20% below the poverty line as measured by the 
Ontario government’s low-income measure (LIM); and 

“Whereas minimum wage should, as a matter of 
principle, bring people working 35 hours per week above 
the poverty line; and 

“Whereas an immediate increase in the minimum 
wage to $14 per hour would bring workers’ wages 10% 
above the LIM poverty line; and 

“Whereas raising the minimum wage will benefit 
workers, local businesses and the economy by putting 
money in workers’ pockets to spend in their local 
community; 

“Therefore we, the undersigned, petition the Legisla-
tive Assembly of Ontario to immediately increase the 
minimum wage to $14 per hour for all workers and there-
after increase it annually by no less than the cost of 
living.” 

HOME CARE 
Mme France Gélinas: I have this petition that comes 

from the area of Peterborough. It reads as follows. 
“Whereas many Ontarians need health care services at 

home and 6,100 people are currently on wait-lists for 
care; 

“Whereas waiting for over 200 days for home care is 
unacceptable; 

“Whereas eliminating the wait-lists won’t require any 
new funding if the government caps hospital CEO 
salaries, finds administrative efficiencies in the local 
health integration networks (LHINs) and community care 
access centres (CCACs), standardizes procurement 
policies and streamlines administration costs;” 

They petition the Legislative Assembly of Ontario as 
follows: 

“That a five-day home care guarantee is established 
and existing wait-lists eliminated so that Ontarians re-
ceive the care they need within a reasonable time frame.” 

I fully support this petition, will affix my name to it 
and ask page Arvind to bring it to the Clerk. 

WASTE REDUCTION 
Ms. Soo Wong: I have a petition addressed to the 

Legislative Assembly of Ontario. 
“Whereas protecting the environment should be 

everyone’s responsibility, including manufacturing and 
material producing companies; and 

“Whereas it is important to require producers to be 
financially and environmentally responsible for recycling 
the goods and packaging they sell in Ontario, and to 
divert these wastes from landfill to recycling to drive 
innovation, generate new jobs, and new Ontario-made 
products; and 

“Whereas new approaches are needed that reflect 
ideas and recommendations from the recycling sector that 
are designed to improve current recycling systems, to 
increase recycling and diversion rates, and better protect 
our environment; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 

“That members of the Legislative Assembly pass Bill 
91, the Waste Reduction Act, 2013, introduced on June 6, 
2013, by the Ontario Minister of Environment.” 

I fully support this petition, and I will sign my signa-
ture and give it to page William. 

DARLINGTON NUCLEAR 
GENERATING STATION 

Mr. John O’Toole: I’m pleased to present a petition 
on behalf of my riding of Durham. It reads as follows: 

“Whereas approximately 20% of Ontario’s electricity 
is produced at the Darlington generating station; 

“Whereas in addition to refurbishing the four existing 
reactors at Darlington the building of new capacity is 
important for the future of Ontario’s manufacturing 
sector and for jobs and investment in our Ontario; 

“Whereas a study by the Canadian Manufacturers and 
Exporters in 2012 concluded the building” of two new 
reactors “at Darlington would directly employ more than 
10,000 people and would support employment for an 
additional 10,000 others in Canada for approximately a 
five-year period; 
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“Whereas Ontario’s Ministry of Energy says Ontario 
Power Generation has already spent an estimated $180 
million in preparation proceeding with the two new 
Darlington reactors; 

“Therefore we, the undersigned, petition the Legis-
lative Assembly of Ontario as follows: 
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“That Ontario’s elected MPPs and the provincial 
government reaffirm their commitment to the complete 
refurbishment of all four units at the Darlington gener-
ating station and that the Ontario government reinstate 
the original plan for the completion of the two new 
reactors at the Darlington generating station.” 

I’m pleased to sign and support it and present it to 
Zachary, one of the new pages. 

OFFICE OF THE OMBUDSMAN 
Miss Monique Taylor: I have a petition to the Legis-

lative Assembly of Ontario. 
“Whereas the Ontario Ombudsman, who is an officer 

of the Legislature, is not allowed to provide trusted, 
independent investigations of complaints against chil-
dren’s aid societies; and 

“Whereas Ontario is the only province in Canada not 
allowing their Ombudsman to investigate complaints 
against children’s aid societies; and 

“Whereas people who feel they have been wronged by 
the actions of children’s aid societies are left feeling 
helpless with nowhere else to turn for help to correct 
systemic issues; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario to grant the Ombudsman the power to 
investigate children’s aid societies.” 

As I have done before and will do many times again, I 
agree with this petition, will sign my name to it and give 
it to page Arvind to bring to the Clerk. 

LEGAL AID 
Mr. Kevin Daniel Flynn: I’ve got a petition to the 

Ontario Legislative Assembly on population-based legal 
services funding. It reads as follows: 

“Whereas Mississauga Community Legal Services 
provides free legal services to legal aid clients within a 
community of nearly 800,000 population; and 

“Whereas legal services in communities like Toronto 
and Hamilton serve, per capita, fewer people living in 
poverty, are better staffed and better funded; and 

“Whereas Mississauga and Brampton have made 
progress in having Ontario provide funding for human 
services on a fair and equitable, population-based model; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 

“That the Ministry of the Attorney General revise the 
current distribution of allocated funds in the 2012-13 
budget, and adopt a population-based model, factoring in 
population growth rates to ensure Ontario funds are 
allocated in an efficient, fair and effective manner.” 

I agree with this, will sign it and send it down with 
Michaela. 

MARKDALE HOSPITAL 
Mr. Bill Walker: “To the Legislative Assembly of 

Ontario: 

“Whereas Grey Bruce Health Services’ Markdale hos-
pital is the only health care facility between Owen Sound 
and Orangeville on the Highway 10 corridor; 

“Whereas the community of Markdale rallied to raise 
$13 million on the promise they would get a new state-
of-the-art hospital in Markdale; 

“Therefore we, the undersigned, petition the Legis-
lative Assembly of Ontario as follows: 

“That the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 
announce as soon as possible its intended construction 
date for the new Markdale hospital and ensure that the 
care needs of the patients and families of our community 
are met in a timely manner.” 

I support this petition, will sign it and send it with 
page Morgan. 

AIR-RAIL LINK 
Ms. Cheri DiNovo: “To the Legislative Assembly of 

Ontario: 
“Whereas diesel trains are a health hazard for people 

who live near them; 
“Whereas more toxic fumes will be created by the 400 

daily trains than the car trips they are meant to replace; 
“Whereas the planned air-rail link does not serve the 

communities through which it passes and will be priced 
beyond the reach of most commuters; 

“Whereas all major cities in the world with train 
service between their downtown core and the airport use 
electric trains; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 

“That the province of Ontario stop building the air-rail 
link for diesel and move to electrify the route immedi-
ately; 

“That the air-rail link be designed, operated and priced 
as an affordable transportation option between all points 
along its route.” 

I’m going to sign this and I’m going to give it to 
Arvind to be delivered to the table. 

SMALL BUSINESS 
Ms. Soo Wong: I have a petition addressed to the 

Ontario Legislative Assembly. 
“Whereas small businesses not only employ thousands 

of Ontarians with well-paying jobs, they also play a vital 
role strengthening Ontario’s economy; and 

“Whereas providing tax relief to small and local busi-
nesses strengthens the economy and creates a business 
climate that attracts investment and helps create jobs; and 

“Whereas the government has taken several other 
initiatives to making Ontario the most attractive place to 
do business in North America; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 

“That the members of the Legislative Assembly pass 
Bill 105, Supporting Small Businesses Act, 2013, intro-
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duced on September 24, 2013, by the Ontario Minister of 
Finance.” 

I fully support the petition and I’ll give it to page Julia. 

LYME DISEASE 
Mr. Steve Clark: I have a petition to the Legislative 

Assembly of Ontario. 
“Whereas the tick-borne illness known as chronic 

Lyme disease, which mimics many catastrophic illnesses 
such as multiple sclerosis, Crohn’s, Alzheimer’s, arthritic 
diabetes, depression, chronic fatigue and fibromyalgia, is 
increasingly endemic in Canada, but scientifically valid-
ated diagnostic tests and treatment choices are currently 
not available in Ontario, forcing patients to seek these in 
the USA and Europe; and 

“Whereas the Canadian Medical Association informed 
the public, governments and the medical profession in the 
May 30, 2000, edition of their professional journal that 
Lyme disease is endemic throughout Canada, particularly 
in southern Ontario; and 

“Whereas the Ontario public health system and the 
Ontario Health Insurance Plan currently do not fund 
those specific tests that accurately serve the process of 
establishing a clinical diagnosis, but only recognize 
testing procedures known in the medical literature to 
provide false negatives 45% to 95% of the time; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario to request the Minister of Health and 
Long-Term Care to direct that the Ontario public health 
system and OHIP include all currently available and 
scientifically verified tests for acute and chronic Lyme 
disease in Ontario and to have everything necessary to 
create public awareness of Lyme disease in Ontario, and 
to have internationally developed diagnostic and suc-
cessful treatment protocols available to patients and 
physicians.” 

I’m pleased to affix my signature in support and to 
send the petition to the table with page Marina. 

MINIMUM WAGE 
Ms. Cheri DiNovo: “To the Legislative Assembly of 

Ontario: 
“Whereas Ontario’s minimum wage has been frozen at 

$10.25 an hour since 2010, and some workers earn even 
less due to current exemptions in the Employment Stan-
dards Act; and 

“Whereas full-time minimum wage workers are living 
at nearly 20% below the poverty line as measured by the 
Ontario government’s low-income measure (LIM); and 

“Whereas minimum wage should, as a matter of 
principle, bring people working 35 hours per week above 
the poverty line; and 

“Whereas an immediate increase in the minimum 
wage to $14 per hour would bring workers’ wages 10% 
above the LIM poverty line; and 

“Whereas raising the minimum wage will benefit 
workers, local businesses and the economy by putting 

money in workers’ pockets to spend in their local com-
munity; 

“Therefore we, the undersigned, petition the Legisla-
tive Assembly of Ontario to immediately increase the 
minimum wage to $14 per hour for all workers and there-
after increase it annually by no less than the cost of 
living.” 

I’m going to sign this and give it to William to be 
delivered to the table 

TIRE DISPOSAL 
Mr. John O’Toole: Another petition here that reflects 

on Bill 91 from my riding of Durham, and it reads as 
follows: 

“Whereas the Ontario government has approved 
massive increases to Ontario Tire Stewardship’s eco fees 
for agricultural tires, increasing some fees from $15.29 to 
$352.80, $546.84 or $1,311.24; 

“Whereas Ontario imposes tire eco fees” and other 
fees “that are dramatically higher than those in other 
provinces; 

“Whereas other provincial governments either exempt 
agricultural tires from recycling programs or charge fees 
only up to $75; 

“Whereas these new fees will result in increased costs 
for our farmers and lost sales for our farm equipment 
dealerships” and pass on costs to consumers; 

“Whereas the PC caucus has proposed a new plan” 
from Michael Harris “that holds manufacturers and 
importers of tires responsible for recycling, but gives 
them the freedom to work with other businesses to find 
the best way possible to carry out that responsibility; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 

“To suspend the decision to significantly increase 
Ontario Tire Stewardship’s fees on agricultural and off-
the-road tires pending a thorough impact study and 
implementation of proposals to lower costs” while 
recycling tires. 

I’m pleased to sign and support this and present it to 
Spencer, one of the new pages. 

DOG OWNERSHIP 
Ms. Cheri DiNovo: “To the Legislative Assembly of 

Ontario: 
“Whereas aggressive dogs are found among all breeds 

and mixed breeds; and 
“Whereas breed-specific legislation has been shown to 

be an expensive and ineffective approach to dog bite pre-
vention; and 
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“Whereas problem dog owners are best dealt with 
through education, training and legislation encouraging 
responsible behaviour; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario as follows: 
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“To repeal the breed-specific sections of the Dog 
Owners’ Liability Act (2005) and any related acts, and to 
instead implement legislation that encourages responsible 
ownership of all dog breeds and types.” 

On behalf of the over 1,000 dogs that have been eutha-
nized because of the way they look, I’m going to sign 
this and give it to Morgan to be delivered to the table. 

TIRE DISPOSAL 
Mr. Bill Walker: “To the Legislative Assembly of 

Ontario: 
“Whereas the Ontario government has approved mas-

sive increases to Ontario Tire Stewardship’s eco fees for 
agricultural tires, increasing some fees from $15.29 to 
$352.80, $546.84 or $1,311.24; and 

“Whereas Ontario imposes tire eco fees that are dra-
matically higher than those in other provinces; and 

“Whereas other provincial governments either exempt 
agricultural tires from recycling programs or charge fees 
only up to $75; and 

“Whereas these new fees will result in increased costs 
for our farmers and lost sales for our farm equipment 
dealerships; and 

“Whereas the PC caucus has proposed a new plan that 
holds manufacturers and importers of tires responsible 
for recycling, but gives them the freedom to work with 
other businesses to find the best way possible to carry out 
that responsibility; 

“We, the undersigned, petition the Legislative Assem-
bly of Ontario to please suspend the decision to signifi-
cantly increase Ontario Tire Stewardship’s fees on 
agricultural and off-the-road tires pending a thorough 
impact study and implementation of proposals to lower 
costs.” 

I support this, will affix my signature and send it with 
page Cynthia. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

SCHOOL BOARDS COLLECTIVE 
BARGAINING ACT, 2013 

LOI DE 2013 SUR LA NÉGOCIATION 
COLLECTIVE DANS LES CONSEILS 

SCOLAIRES 
Resuming the debate adjourned on November 7, 2013, 

on the motion for second reading of the following bill: 
Bill 122, An Act respecting collective bargaining in 

Ontario’s school system / Projet de loi 122, Loi con-
cernant la négociation collective dans le système scolaire 
de l’Ontario. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further 
debate? 

Mr. Peter Tabuns: Thank you, Speaker. 
Applause. 

Mr. Peter Tabuns: And thanks to all those who 
applauded; I appreciate it. I am honoured to speak today 
to this bill, the School Boards Collective Bargaining Act. 

As you are well aware, Speaker, this morning all 
across Ontario, millions of children went off to school. 
When parents drop their daughter or their son at the front 
door of the school, when they get them out to the school 
bus, when they simply do everything they can to get the 
children out of the house in time in the morning for those 
children to go to school, they have taken a big step. They 
have entrusted the safety, the training and the future of 
those children to this province’s education system. 
Teachers and education workers, principals and trustees, 
thousands of people do critical work, year in, year out, 
transferring the skills and knowledge that will be needed 
for the coming generation. 

I just need to note, Mr. Speaker, this is my leadoff 
speech, and I believe I should be allocated an hour’s time 
on the clock. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): We recog-
nize that this is, in fact, the leadoff speech by the New 
Democrats, and I’ll ask the table to fix the clock. I return 
to the member for Toronto Danforth. 

Mr. Peter Tabuns: Thank you, Speaker. I’m appre-
ciative to all who made this possible. 

Hon. John Milloy: Give him four hours. 
Mr. Peter Tabuns: The government House leader has 

a twisted sense of humour. 
As a society, we build our future freedoms and pros-

perity through the knowledge, values and skills we pass 
to the next generation. If we want to have a free society, 
if we want to have a democratic society, we need to in-
still in our children an understanding of the world and 
how it works around them. We have to give them the 
skills to sort out truth from static, the values that allow us 
to work together and to take the lead. If we want a 
prosperous society, we need to give all our children an 
equal start. A fairer society is a more prosperous society. 
If we as Ontario want to stand on our own two feet, then 
the next generation needs to have the skills—the ability 
to think, to read, to create, to use mathematics—to be 
players in a 21st-century economy. If we want a healthy 
society, then our children need to have physical educa-
tion and the knowledge of health issues to make sense of 
the world. 

This is delicate work at times, demanding work and, 
since we’re dealing with people, not with widgets, work 
that is often emotionally fraught. Parents put everything 
they have into their children, and at the same time, they 
put a big chunk of their hard-earned cash into the hands 
of governments to ensure that their children are given the 
best possible chance in life. Such complex and important 
systems as the education system here in Ontario don’t do 
well when key players are sidelined, as trustees were in 
the last round of bargaining, don’t do well when the 
front-line workers in the classes and in the hallways are 
demoralized through actions that take away rights guar-
anteed by our Constitution, as our teachers and education 
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workers were under Bill 115, the bill with the Orwellian 
title, Putting Students First Act, 2012. 

Speaker, as we came to the end of the disastrous Bill 
115 reign, which I must note was a project coming out of 
a partnership between both the Liberal and Conservative 
parties, it was clear that no one wanted to go through that 
again. No one wants to go through the chaos and de-
moralization that were damaging to the families of this 
province and to those who worked in our schools. 

When the current minister, Mrs. Sandals, introduced 
the bill, she had this to say: 

“When I was first appointed Minister of Education, 
my first priority was to rebuild relationships with our 
partners so we could move forward with a common pur-
pose to improve student achievement. This means putting 
previous challenges behind us and working toward a 
bright future. This innovative legislation I am introducing 
here today will help the education sector move forward 
with a clear process and common understanding of col-
lective bargaining in the education sector.” 

Speaker, the minister didn’t say why relations had to 
be rebuilt. The bill whose name will not be spoken, Bill 
115, was only alluded to. The bill that poisoned relations 
with the education community is the “previous chal-
lenge” to be put behind us. 

This bill is apparently meant to prevent this kind of 
conflict in future. It may do many things, but it does not 
have the power to do that. If a government is willing to 
ignore the Constitution of the land and strip away the 
rights of Ontarians to negotiate contracts with their 
employers, then what does the existence of a mere bill 
mean? If the Constitution is irrelevant, no bill can stand 
against a government that’s determined to do away with 
democratic rights. 

This is what I had to say last year about Bill 115: 
“The bill goes well beyond any prior attempt by the 

provincial government to constrain collective bargaining. 
The authority given to the minister and cabinet effective-
ly enables them to control both the process of bargaining 
and the results of bargaining, including the right to strike 
or lock out, and imposing collective agreements or their 
forms without any accountability to the Legislature. So 
all of you in here who are going to get a chance to vote 
know that you are delegating huge power to the cabinet. 
We are being asked to sign a very big blank cheque. So 
ask yourselves: Do you trust this cabinet with that blank 
cheque? I ask the Conservatives: Do you trust this gov-
ernment, this cabinet, with that blank cheque? Aside 
from sitting ministers who would like to be seen well by 
their Premier, is there anyone else in this room who 
thinks that giving the Premier a blank cheque is a good 
idea? I don’t. 

“The act interferes with the collective bargaining pro-
cess set out under the Labour Relations Act on significant 
matters, such as wages and sick leave. It violates rights to 
freedom of association under section 3 of the Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms, as recognized by the Supreme Court 
of Canada. 
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any review by the courts, the labour board or boards of 
arbitration, in contravention of a legal concept as basic as 
the rule of law.” 

It’s interesting that the Labour Relations Board and 
any other arbitrators are prohibited from either inquiring 
into or making decisions about the constitutionality of the 
act or whether the act is in conflict with the Human 
Rights Code. 

I have to say, this is pretty thorough. It makes sure that 
all kinds of legal structures and protections are stripped 
away. It didn’t leave anything to chance. If there’s a vio-
lation of the Human Rights Code, that’s set aside. If there 
are problems with the law governing relations between 
employers and employees, those protections are stripped 
away. 

There’s an arbitrator who may look at this, do an as-
sessment and conclude there are fundamental problems. 
That arbitrator can have no impact on the agreement. 

The province can use the Labour Relations Board to 
enforce their agreement, but employees can’t use that 
same mechanism to protect themselves. 

Speaker, you know as well as I that if you’re in a situ-
ation where the law can only be used to beat someone 
down, and no one can use the law to protect themselves, 
you’ve diminished the law, you’ve diminished the au-
thority of law, and you’ve diminished the respect for the 
law, because it has become one-sided. That’s what is 
happening here. 

I quote extensively because our experience with Bill 
115 was a searing experience in this province. For every 
member in this chamber, for families across Ontario, for 
teachers and education workers trying to make sense of a 
world that, to them, had been turned upside down, it was 
an experience that we do not want to go through again. 

I have to say, this bill before us will not prevent that 
from recurring. If a government is willing to restrict the 
use of the Human Rights Code or the labour board for 
anyone to protect themselves but ensures those mechan-
isms can be used on the part of the government—in other 
words, if the scales of justice can be dashed from the 
hands of justice itself—then let’s face it: A bill that for-
malizes a bargaining framework is not going to stop a 
repeat of the offence in future. 

The problem with Bill 115 was not just a lack of pro-
cess; it was disrespect for democracy and disrespect for 
those who work in our schools. It remains to be seen if 
this bill will help improve the situation in our schools. 
There’s still time to debate. There’s still time to hear 
useful public input at the committee stage. 

Having talked about Bill 115, what’s the impetus, 
what’s the origin, of the bill that is before us today? The 
bill attempts to formalize a set of education bargaining 
practices and solve representational issues that essentially 
flow from the removal of the ability of local boards to set 
their own tax rate, an education levy that was on the 
property tax. 
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The removal of the ability for local boards to levy 
their own property tax gave the province complete con-
trol over the educational purse strings. However, the 
formal legislative bargaining framework didn’t evolve 
with this change in education financing. 

It’s very interesting to me to find that, twice, the 
minister notes in her leadoff speech that this new system 
is required because of fiscal constraint. For instance, and 
I quote the minister, “The current method of collective 
bargaining may have worked better when school boards 
had taxation powers, and during periods when invest-
ments in education were increasing. But in these times of 
fiscal constraints, we need a model that encourages cre-
ative, collaborative discussions where everybody works 
together to find solutions to challenging issues.” 

She refers again in her speech—and I will note that, 
when I come to it in mine—to fiscal restraint being part 
of the driver for this bill. 

Her parliamentary assistant, the member for Scarbor-
ough–Rouge River, comes back to restraint in his speech 
as well: “Since the government funds education in On-
tario, it puts us at the central table, where issues tied to 
funding are discussed. This will be essential as we move 
forward in our time of financial constraints. We need to 
protect our world-class education and find a better way to 
negotiate while working within our fiscal parameters.” 

It would be helpful if the government were to clarify 
in subsequent debate why their focus is so much on 
needing this bargaining framework to carry forward the 
agenda of fiscal restraint. 

I read the speeches by the minister and by her parlia-
mentary assistant. There were substantial issues like this 
that were not enlarged upon and need to be enlarged 
upon. We have several hours of debate ahead of us. The 
government has the opportunity to clarify these issues 
and set out to the people of Ontario exactly what this 
focus on fiscal restraint means in terms of this legislation. 

Others have talked about the main components of the 
bill, and I’ll just touch on them briefly. 

The act changes the collective bargaining framework 
in two main ways. First of all, it formalizes the process of 
central and local collective bargaining. Secondly, it 
provides for central grievance arbitration. 

The act mandates a system of central bargaining on 
fiscal matters and key matters of provincial educational 
policy. For support staff, access to central bargaining is 
not mandatory and, on the surface, appears to be subject 
to the approval of the minister, although I think there’s an 
assumption that, if one of the parties requests it, it will be 
granted. 

At the central table, the crown is a formal participant 
but does not appear to be a party in the sense of being 
subject to the bargaining and good-faith rules under the 
Ontario Labour Relations Act. Therefore, the central table 
is a three-party structure, but the crown has slightly dif-
ferent status than the other two parties. 

At local tables, the standard employee/employer struc-
ture prevails. The crown can designate additional matters 
to the central table, and the Ontario Labour Relations 

Board will be the body to determine if these additional 
items are central or local in cases where the parties do not 
agree. There’s also a two-track arbitration process in 
which the crown can participate in the arbitration hearing. 
The employer—the boards—is not permitted to settle a 
local case without consent of the crown. 

It also appears that a central award decision on lan-
guage prevails over any local settlements or local arbitra-
tion decisions, and there’s some clarity that needs to be 
brought there. A union can be a designated bargaining 
agent if it represents at least 15 bargaining units. 

Speaker, that’s the bare bones of the bill that’s before 
us. I think there will be consequences that flow from this 
centralization of bargaining—not necessarily negative 
consequences, but consequences nonetheless. 

The trustees’ associations that function on a province-
wide basis will have to invest much more in the activity 
of the central bargaining body. There’s no doubt that the 
person who runs to be head of the Ontario Public School 
Boards’ Association or the Ontario Catholic School 
Trustees’ Association—those people will be in a far more 
powerful and influential position. Within the unions in 
the education sector, obviously central bodies will be of 
greater consequence. They will have more formal direct 
power in terms of bargaining. 

The impact of all that is yet to be determined. My 
guess is that, in the course of the debate and consultations 
that will happen over the next few months, much of this 
will become clearer. I’ve had a chance, since last fall, to 
talk to stakeholders about bargaining in the post-Bill 115 
world, and certainly, as this bill has come forward, those 
discussions have intensified. 

There are a number of issues that have been raised that 
I want to address this afternoon, and I ask that the gov-
ernment address these issues in the course of the debate. I 
won’t be raising everything that has been raised with 
me—after all, I only get an hour to speak, although the 
government House leader was very gracious in sug-
gesting that I be given four hours—but there are some 
substantial issues that have to be addressed here. 

First of all, from the perspective of education workers 
and teachers, there are issues they believe still need to be 
sorted out for this bill to go forward, and I would be very 
appreciative if the government would put forward its 
response to these concerns. 
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The first has to do with whether the government is 
going to be governed by the labour laws that require fair 
action on the part of employers and employees. As 
teachers and education workers put it, currently in the bill 
the government status is as a non-party. It’s part of the 
process, but, in some important ways, stands outside it. 
The government is part of the negotiations. It will have a 
major voice in steering them, but it appears that the gov-
ernment is not governed by the Ontario Labour Relations 
Act rules regarding good-faith bargaining as it is not a 
formal party according to the Ontario Labour Relations 
Act—more on this when we talk about how the trustees 
have responded. 
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Teachers’ groups argue that it should be a formal party; 
in other words, there should be clear provisions ensuring 
the government’s obligation to bargain in good faith and 
adhere to fair labour practices. 

Here’s what Minister Sandals had to say in her leadoff 
speech at second reading: 

“Now we are in a time of fiscal restraint and facing a 
challenging mandate. In order to produce an improved 
process more ready to deal with the coming challenges, 
we want to move to greater consistency. The process 
should be made into a legal framework that more clearly 
recognizes boards as employers and provides a clearer 
role in bargaining for the government as the funder.” I 
note that again: “a clearer role in bargaining for the gov-
ernment as the funder.” 

“If passed, it will move beyond the voluntary discus-
sion tables and establish a clear legal framework, with 
clear roles and responsibilities for all parties involved in 
negotiations. And it will allow the government, as the 
funder of the public education system in Ontario, to have 
a prescribed role at the negotiating table where it can 
bargain directly.” 

Further on in the speech: “Management representation 
at central tables would be made up of both the govern-
ment and the provincial trustee associations.” 

And again: “With the newly prescribed role for gov-
ernment at the central table, we, as the funder of educa-
tion in Ontario, will be able to bargain directly about 
issues that are connected to funding.” 

Two things: It would be very useful for the minister to 
speak, as I mentioned earlier, about how she sees this 
bargaining framework being important in a time of fiscal 
restraint. I think we, in this chamber, and those who are 
following this out in the broader population, need to 
understand that. The second is that it appears that the 
government is bargaining directly, referenced directly by 
the minister herself. That reinforces the point that teachers 
have made that the government has to comply with parts 
of the law that force both sides in bargaining to act fairly. 
We need the government’s explanation of their position. 
Maybe there are other factors in this bill that don’t 
immediately come to light or are not immediately visible. 
It looks like the government should be bound to act in 
fair ways that the school boards and their employees are 
bound to act in. 

Since the absence of fairness was one of the defining 
elements in the Bill 115 era, one has to ask why this 
approach was taken in this bill. Does the government 
plan to act in ways outside the Labour Relations Act, to 
take advantage of being outside that framework? Minis-
ter, we need your argument here. 

I appreciate the fact that you’re in the chamber. I know 
that ministerial duties are not light. Your time is not—
what can I say?—unconstrained, and so I appreciate the 
fact that you take this debate seriously. I think that we, in 
this chamber, need to hear back from you. What is your 
analysis on the Labour Relations Act? What is your 
position on this approach, this concern that has been 
brought forward by those in the education community? 

The second matter has to do with arbitration criteria. 
My guess is that most of you who are watching this or 
are in this chamber today don’t spend your time studying 
labour law. I need to note that Ontario provides for third 
party arbitrators to settle disputes over pay, working 
conditions and other workplace matters. The arbitrators 
function like judges to give a decision on a fair settle-
ment between two opposing groups. 

The section in this act is very explicit in telling the 
arbitrators that the ability of the employer to pay has to 
be considered, but there’s no mention, on the other side, 
of fair remuneration, decent working conditions etc. as 
criteria. 

I know the government argues that they are carrying 
forward existing conditions, existing language from the 
Education Act. That may well be so, but that doesn’t 
mean it makes sense. In fact, in a world where there’s 
constant pressure to roll back the gains that working and 
middle-class people have made to secure a decent life, 
the loading of the instructions against the employees 
could have a very damaging effect. If the government is 
not going to take out the ability-to-pay language, then it 
makes sense that they update the language to reflect 
fairness on the other side by recognizing qualifications 
required, responsibility assumed and nature of the work 
done. 

Again on this, I look forward to the government’s re-
sponse. If we are going to have fairness, then we need as 
fair a playing field as possible. This is a reasonable con-
cern on the part of those who work for us, looking after 
our children, educating them day after day. 

Also on the manner of the arbitration, I have had it 
pointed out to me that arbitrators will be asked to put 
forward findings that apply to the whole system, but 
whose findings are not binding on the school boards—the 
employers. So, a contentious issue is brought forward. 
It’s sent to an arbitrator. It’s meant to apply to all em-
ployers in the province. The arbitrator may well find a 
particular position, and yet the individual school boards 
won’t be bound by that. Where there’s a conflict, the 
teachers or education workers will have to take the indi-
vidual board to an arbitrator through a legal procedure to 
get the matter settled. 

That seems a waste of time and money. I don’t under-
stand why it’s been structured that way, and without a 
very good reason, I would say that needs to be changed. 

Teachers and education workers have said that the 
scope of ministerial ability to reserve items for the central 
table is extremely large. I can understand where the 
government, as the central funder, would like to preserve 
the ability to define what is happening at the central 
negotiating table, but it seems to be in conflict with the 
idea that the division of items that get debated centrally 
and locally is the subject of the first round of discussion. 
The government needs to explain why it gives itself the 
power to make such definitions right off the bat. 

Another matter that comes up is that the term of the 
collective agreements can be set by the government, be 
they two years or three years or four years long. Teachers 
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have argued that the term of a contract needs to be 
negotiated, not set by the government. 

It’s pretty standard to negotiate the length of an agree-
ment. Both sides see value in setting the term to address 
issues in a given time period. If you are a teachers’ 
federation or you’re a custodial worker in CUPE and 
you’re in a period of high inflation, then you may want to 
have a very short term contract so that you can renegoti-
ate in a much shorter time frame to protect your pur-
chasing power. On the other hand, governments may 
want stability. They may see an election coming up in the 
next six or 12 months and want everything put off for 
two, three or four years. There is great value in being 
able to determine the term of a contract, the length of a 
contract. Here again, the government needs to come 
forward and explain its logic. If it is solely for their 
political convenience, they should think again. It’s not a 
good reason to move this part of negotiations out of the 
hands of the people they’re negotiating with. 

Now, those are a number of the major concerns that 
have come from teachers and education workers, and as I 
said earlier, I’m not covering everything, but a number of 
main points. 

I want to note as well that the Ontario Public School 
Boards’ Association sent forward a number of their con-
cerns, and I want to touch on those as well. I imagine that 
I will hear from all of the school boards in the next while, 
before this bill is settled. 

One of the concerns of the Ontario Public School 
Boards’ Association is that the minister may, by regula-
tion, require a school board to pay fees to the central 
organization to support the collective bargaining process, 
the manner of determining fee amounts and other matters 
respecting the fees. The Ontario Public School Boards’ 
Association recommends that the government directly 
support or fund the employer bargaining agents as they 
have in the past. 
1420 

Now, it’s one thing to say, “You have to come togeth-
er and bargain collectively”; it’s another to say, “I’m 
going to tell you how much you have to allocate. I’m 
going to tell you the manner in which the funds are allo-
cated.” As we all know, school boards are financially 
stretched and stressed. Having negotiations at two levels 
is a useful thing, maybe a beneficial thing, but it can be a 
costly thing. We don’t want to be in a situation where 
school boards are forced to take money away from their 
operations, away from their classrooms, in order to pay 
for these negotiations. It’s a cost of running the education 
system. There’s logic in the school boards’ association 
asking for financial support to do that. 

The provision that allows the employer bargaining 
agency to be substituted if, in the minister’s opinion, the 
employer bargaining agency is unable or unwilling to 
perform its duties—in other words, if the government 
says, “You public school boards aren’t coming to the 
table. You aren’t bargaining. You’re staying away. We’re 
going to appoint someone else, and they’ll negotiate on 
your behalf”—is a pretty substantial move. I’m curious 

as to the government’s thinking. I assume that there may, 
from time to time, be extraordinary circumstances, but 
such powers have to be constrained. Such very substan-
tial powers in dealing with another level of government 
have to pass a variety of rigorous tests and be used only 
in very narrow circumstances. 

Here again, we need to hear from the government. If a 
province-wide federation of school boards decides—and 
I say this even though I believe it’s unlikely—to play 
some kind of game with bargaining and holds back as a 
way of exerting pressure on the province or on their 
employees, then I understand why the government may 
want to step in. But frankly, the restrictions on such 
activity have to be very tight. Arbitrary action on the part 
of the minister, any minister, in this matter has to be 
constrained. 

The public school boards go on to say that the provi-
sion that an employer bargaining agency, in this case the 
Ontario Public School Boards’ Association, “shall co-
operate in good faith with the crown in preparing for and 
conducting central bargaining” when there is no recipro-
cal requirement for the crown to co-operate in good 
faith—that strikes me as pretty fair. If the government of 
the day doesn’t deal with the school boards in a way that 
shows good faith, doesn’t show a reasonable approach, if 
the government of the day isn’t held to the same standard 
as the legitimate school board governments are held, that 
doesn’t strike me as fair, reasonable or, ultimately, 
workable. 

There’s one other matter I want to address briefly—
and it’s one that is going to have to be worked out, I 
think, by the players involved and by the government—
and that’s the nature of bargaining in the francophone 
school system. I’ve had interest expressed on the part of 
the association of francophone teachers, AEFO, that they 
would like to bargain with both boards in the franco-
phone system at once at a central table. Now, things that 
may appear simple at first glance sometimes become 
wildly more complex than one would want. I am not 
suggesting that we thrust anything upon the employers or 
the employees in the francophone system, but I would 
ask that the minister, who has said to me that she believes 
there’s a way to work through this, talk with the employ-
ee associations, talk with the employers and see if, in 
fact, there can be a meeting of minds on this so that the 
quality of the negotiations in the francophone system is 
as high as the quality of negotiations in the English-
speaking system. When you have relatively small school 
boards, they don’t always have the same level of resour-
ces to carry forward the analysis and negotiation that one 
needs. I hope that the minister will take the time to sit 
down with the players and find a way forward on this. 

We in the NDP have not yet decided on the amend-
ments that we will be putting forward, the amendments 
that we will be supporting, but we have decided that this 
bill should go forward to committee for public input, for 
debate and for amendment. 

I want to talk about the larger stresses that the educa-
tion system faces. I want to talk about those factors that 
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will make it possible to come to negotiated agreements 
and not come to negotiated agreements, because I believe 
that far bigger than the question of the framework is the 
question of the funding that’s on the table. A system that 
is constantly stressed, that is not able to provide the 
resources necessary for the task at hand, is going to have 
a great deal of difficulty coming to an agreement with the 
women and the men who actually provide education in 
this province. 

I also want to talk about what I see as a growing 
problem in the education system, and that’s inequality. 
Speaker, as you and many others may well be aware, I 
don’t have a long history with the education system in 
this province. I’m relatively new to this as a critic. But 
one thing that has struck me in the few years that I’ve 
had the opportunity—actually, the privilege—to work on 
this portfolio is the stress on the system. I see parts of the 
education system left untended, underfunded, so that 
other matters can be taken up, so that announceables or 
photo ops can be properly funded. I’m worried about this 
moving around of funds to increase the chance for photo 
ops while substantial education funding matters are set 
aside. 

As of 2013, the Toronto District School Board alone—
I’m not talking the Toronto Catholic District School 
Board; I’m not talking Ottawa, Hamilton, London, 
Thunder Bay, Timmins—just one school board, reports a 
deferred maintenance bill of $3 billion. That’s a lot of 
undone maintenance. That’s a lot of leaky taps, leaky 
roofs and masonry that’s not attended to. I know that 
looking after the students, the children in the classes, is 
our first priority, but ultimately, if the building is not in 
good shape, it has an impact on the health and the safety 
of all those who work in it. 

I’d just note, for curiosity’s sake, that at the same 
time, the Ontario colleges report a deferred maintenance 
bill of almost $600 million. 

Effectively, this government is borrowing from main-
tenance budgets to pay for other education investments. 
This is a very, very expensive way to borrow money. It’s 
invisible at first, but when the bill comes due, it can be 
extraordinarily large. 

People for Education, in their 2013 report, note that 
the number of students per special education teacher 
continues to increase. We need to deal with special 
education. Children with autism, children with any 
exceptionality that requires extra support, deserve good 
support. 

The number of children waiting for special education 
may have declined, but the size of the workload for spe-
cial education teachers has gone up, effectively diluting 
their ability to serve those children. 

The number of schools with music teachers and librar-
ians continues to decrease. Again, key investments that 
allow the government to claim they’re meeting their 
goals are where the money goes, and the rest of the sys-
tem is forced to carry the stress. And that approach has to 
change. 
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underneath, dealing with the most visible, the most polit-
ically salient issues while others and other parts of the 
education system are picking up the bill. 

Part of the function of our education system is to 
reduce inequality. To the extent that every child gets an 
equal start in life, we increase the chances that all will 
have a chance to live well. To do that, we need to ensure 
that our system can correct for inequality in the larger so-
ciety. It will never do it perfectly, but it does have to, 
even in part, be addressed. 

In the city of Toronto, the model school system has 
been an attempt to address that inequality by putting 
more resources into schools that support a larger popula-
tion of students facing disadvantage at home. The prov-
ince allocates Learning Opportunities Grants to school 
boards to boost funding for schools with a higher per-
centage of students that need extra support, but, as Social 
Planning Toronto reports, these funds are not “sweatered”; 
they’re not locked in, so they can be reallocated to other 
purposes. 

Because the overall funding doesn’t match the needs 
of the Toronto board, two thirds of the Learning Oppor-
tunities Grant is reallocated to other needs. Here is what 
Social Planning Toronto had to say in their recent report, 
A Triple Threat to Equity: 

“Given the terms of the LOG and ESL/ELD funds it 
looks as if the needs of the province’s most marginalized 
students are protected. The reality in Toronto schools, 
however, is much different. As the Toronto District 
School Board endeavours to provide an education that 
will prepare students for the 21st century on increasingly 
tight budgets, the board has taken to balancing its 
budgets using the ‘unsweatered’ (unprotected) LOG and 
ESL/ELD grants—money intended to support Toronto’s 
most marginalized students. This leaves teachers and 
schools without the needed resources to provide equitable 
learning opportunities for their students with the greatest 
need. 

“The TDSB, and many other boards in the GTA, find 
themselves in this situation due to declining budgets and 
flaws inherent in the province’s education funding for-
mula, which, despite promises, has not been renewed 
since its creation 16 years ago. In 1997 the province 
undertook a massive restructuring of the educational 
system, which introduced the funding formula, saw the 
amalgamation of a number of boards and at the same 
time, removed the ability of local boards to issue taxation 
levies to compensate for the provincial funding gaps. 
Ever since amalgamation, the TDSB has experienced 
massive budgetary shortfalls and faces a growing struc-
tural deficit. 

“‘The funding formula does not provide sufficient 
funding for the basics of the system—the payment of 
teachers and administrators as well as the operation and 
maintenance of school facilities.’” Here, they cited Hugh 
Mackenzie of the Canadian Centre for Policy Alterna-
tives. “The TDSB reports that over 85% of its budget is 
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used to pay for operating line items such as salaries and 
benefits. The board faces an additional challenge as a 
result of fluctuations in enrolment. Enrolment declines 
have had a negative impact on the amount of funding it 
receives annually, as funds are tied to each student. Addi-
tional funding challenges have arisen with the rollout of 
the province’s full-day kindergarten program. The most 
conservative estimates find that the province is annually 
underfunding the board by approximately $338 per child 
for this program, contributing in large part to the TDSB’s 
structural deficit. 

“Additionally, the TDSB experiences shortfalls 
amounting to tens of millions of dollars in funding for 
special education, learning opportunities and English as a 
second language.” 

These sorts of problems are not just felt in Toronto; 
they are felt across this province, but they are especially 
present in urban boards, where poverty, unemployment 
and immigration rates are higher. In this I cite, again, 
Hugh Mackenzie from the Canadian Centre for Policy 
Alternatives. In practical terms, that has meant that 
inequality of opportunity for students is perpetuated. 

This past weekend, reporters Caroline Alphonso and 
Tavia Grant reported in the Globe and Mail that school 
performance reflected the income levels of the commun-
ity the school was situated in. The headline, “Where 
Earning Meets Learning,” was really great, because it 
summarized the whole article. 

“In Toronto, income inequality is the highest in Can-
ada—and wealth and test scores are going hand in hand. 
Rich areas are home to high-scoring schools, while 
schools in poorer areas lag.” 

It’s pretty straightforward: If you’re in a school that 
has a high-income catchment, then there are a lot more 
services and supports provided, and the reverse is just as 
true. 

People for Education, in their 2013 report, Mind the 
Gap: Inequality in Ontario’s Schools, make it clear that 
the problem is not just in Toronto. Children are being left 
behind, and that means trouble for them and our society. 
Here’s what People for Education had to say in their 
2013 report: 

“Learning Opportunities Grant: 
“There is some provincial funding provided to boards 

that is partly based on student characteristics such as 
family income, lone-parent status, and parental educa-
tion. But the funding—known as the Learning Opportun-
ities Grant (LOG)—was cut substantially in 2006, and its 
focus diluted so that it is now intended to fund a number 
of programs for all students, including a variety of 
literacy and numeracy programs, and the province’s Stu-
dent Success Strategy. 

“There is no requirement in Ontario’s education policy 
that school boards spend the LOG funding on measures 
that have been shown to ameliorate some of the impacts 
of socioeconomics. 

“In addition, the province has not acted upon long-
standing recommendations to strengthen the grant and 
measure the effectiveness of the programs it funds.” 

They note: 
“A recent study by the Toronto District School Board 

used detailed administrative records and school and indi-
vidual level demographic data to show other worrying 
trends in special education: 

“Students in schools with higher family incomes were 
much more likely to be identified as gifted, learning 
disabled or autistic”—it was much more likely that some-
one had the time to do the identification and make sure 
they got support. 

“Students in schools with lower family incomes were 
more likely to be identified with language impairment, 
developmental disability, mild intellectual disability, or 
behavioural issues. 

“Students in schools with lower family incomes were 
also somewhat less likely to be formally identified 
(which entitles them to services under the Education 
Act).” 

Inequality can close off options to people—to 
children—for their whole lives. It can damage their lives. 
But inequality also damages whole societies. The Inter-
national Monetary Fund reported recently that greater 
income equality increases the strength of economic growth 
and reduces the frequency of boom-and-bust cycles, as 
well as making sure that more investment is available. In 
other words, equality is good for the economy; inequality 
weakens it. 

Poorer health outcomes, more crime and more social 
unrest are all part of the impact of inequality. Inequality 
of opportunity that comes from a failure to invest in our 
students means that our society will be poorer. It in-
creases the pressures that lead to inequality in our 
schools. This is a downward spiral. 

I raise this because this bill is not being debated in a 
vacuum. Schools don’t exist in a vacuum. They’ll be 
affected by bigger factors that will determine if talks 
about wages and working conditions in any framework 
will work or not. 

One of the big factors that will determine the failure or 
success of any future talks is the state of provincial fi-
nances. We’ve had a decade of corporate tax cuts, which 
has left what Mark Carney, former head of the Bank of 
Canada, called piles of “dead money” in corporate vaults, 
money that’s not creating jobs. That policy failed, and at 
the same time that policy squeezed the lifeline of ad-
equate funding to the education system as well as the rest 
of the public sector. 

In 2012, in the lead-up to the budget, the Toronto Star 
recognized this negative impact of corporate tax cuts in 
an editorial. “Corporate Taxes: Now Is Not the Time for 
Ontario to Cut Them,” was their headline. 

“Ontario can not afford to cut corporate taxes again. 
Besides, they are already more than competitive.” 
1440 

Yes, Speaker, we have been cutting corporate taxes, 
leading to underfunding of our education system, a lack 
of support for our children, leading to conflict with edu-
cators, and we’ve done this more than was necessary to 
carry through an agenda that the Liberal Party has been 
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promoting. Even the Star recognized that Ontario’s cor-
porate tax rate is already competitive with other prov-
inces and well below those in Great Lakes states. At 
11.5%, Ontario’s rate is the lowest in the country but for 
three provinces at 10%—British Columbia, Alberta and 
New Brunswick—and BC’s latest budget calls for its rate 
to go back up to 11% in two years. 

They write: “There’s good reason why Bay Street has 
barely raised an eyebrow at the increasing suggestions 
that the provincial budget will halt plans to drop corpor-
ate tax to 11 per cent this July and 10 per cent next year. 
The substantial corporate tax reductions that have already 
taken place, elimination of the capital tax on business 
investment, and the introduction of the harmonized sales 
tax are already saving businesses $7 billion a year.” 

Speaker, $7 billion is a lot of money; $7 billion would 
make a real difference in terms of the operation of our 
schools, in terms of dealing with our deficit, in terms of 
addressing a myriad of problems that we need to have 
addressed if we’re to build a society that’s functional, 
sustainable, fair and prosperous in the long run. 

There is ample evidence that most businesses have 
hoarded their tax breaks and banked their profits rather 
than put them into job creation and productivity growth, 
the key to future prosperity. We spent a decade cutting 
corporate taxes to create jobs, which weren’t created. We 
spent a decade cutting corporate taxes and smothering in-
vestments that are needed in the infrastructure of this 
province, in the people of this province, in the children of 
this province. A continuation of that policy, a continua-
tion of further tax cuts, of privatizing in this province, 
means less money for schools. 

This bill may or may not pass. This bill may or may 
not be the right answer to what is before us. But I know 
very well that in the long run, if we don’t deal with the 
financial matters, this bill will be irrelevant, because it 
will be the availability or lack of availability of money 
that will determine the success of bargaining in years to 
come. We need fairness in our agreements with teachers 
and education workers so that their morale is high, so that 
we can build an atmosphere of co-operation and respect. 
This bill alone can’t address the issues that need to be 
addressed to make our schools function well. It can only 
address part of those issues. 

Speaker, I’ve asked the government to speak, to 
address a number of the concerns that have been raised 
by school boards and that have been raised by teachers 
and education workers. My hope is that they will, in the 
course of these debates, answer those questions so that 
when we go to committee, when we get another round of 
public input, we’ll be in a better position to decide what 
needs to be changed, what needs to be left as is. 

Parents may not have deep training in education 
theory, but they are powerfully invested in their children 
and in the well-being of their children. This is a part of 
life that touches on the most profound hopes and 
concerns that we have as people. When we address issues 
in this sector, we engage the public in a way that we 

don’t in any other area, bar none. I expect I will be 
hearing from more parents as this process goes on. 

The bill is relatively technical. It appeals more to 
stakeholders who spend a lot of time studying labour law 
and negotiation. But I have to say, Speaker, all of us will 
hear from parents if this act doesn’t add to the stability of 
the system. 

There’s a real and substantial challenge here for all of 
us. We should not hesitate to take up that challenge. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Ms. Soo Wong: I’m pleased to rise this afternoon to 
speak in support of Bill 122. 

I listened attentively to the member from Toronto–
Danforth and his remarks. I want to be on record to say 
that the proposed Bill 122 is good for Ontario. It is a 
made-in-Ontario bill that will support the work of public 
education, support the work we have done over the last 
10 years. 

But more importantly, the proposed legislation, if 
passed, is to create a central table for collective bargain-
ing that will formalize the roles of both the province and 
the local school boards as well as the various unions. 

I also want to respond to the comments made by my 
colleague from Toronto–Danforth, having been a former 
trustee for the Toronto District School Board. the 
sweatering of the different envelopes that the province 
gives to local school boards provides an opportunity for 
the schools to have local autonomy and provides the 
school boards with an opportunity to make local deci-
sions. 

We had an opportunity, when I was there at the school 
board, whereby the ESL funding was used for other 
things. Through my motion, that motion was protecting 
the ESL funding so that that funding would not be used 
to pay for hydro, water or what have you. That sweatering 
provided that opportunity for local decision-making. 

The other thing the member opposite said about the 
relationship between income and student success: I’m 
going to challenge that statement, because I know several 
schools in my riding—Kennedy Public School, David 
Lewis Public School, Dr. Norman Bethune—have out-
standing students because they have great teachers, great 
support staff and very engaged parents. Those are the 
ingredients for student success, and those are the ingredi-
ents that ensure students will be successful in the future. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. Jim McDonell: I’m pleased to rise and comment 
on the member from Toronto–Danforth. I’m glad to see 
that he has hope in this legislation—we don’t see a lot in 
it. A lot of it is relying on the regulations. 

Education in Ontario has slipped. We’ve heard people 
in my own riding talk about the consequences of trying to 
hire local students who have now learned, or it has been 
ingrained, that you don’t have to do things on time; you 
don’t have deadlines to meet. Part of that is the direction 
coming from the ministry, coming from this government, 
not to—sometimes we’re more concerned about not 
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offending people than we are with actually getting the job 
done. 

We have a lot of hope that this will make some 
changes too. I have two daughters and a wife who are 
teachers, and I hear some of the issues they have. A lot of 
those issues come from this government and changes 
they’ve made over the last number of years. I think it’s 
important that special education—that things that were 
put in place for the right reasons are actually there when 
the teachers need them, and the funding is there. I guess 
he highlighted an issue where the funding is now being 
siphoned off to pay for basic hydro bills, expenses that it 
shouldn’t need to go to, because these costs have 
outpaced inflation. When we look at some of these 
regular inflationary increases, hydro was going up 6% 
just last week or the week before, and that’s not the only 
increase this year. 

We look at trying to get money down to the students, 
where it makes a difference. We have the basis here in 
this province for students that should be able to lead the 
world in education. We want to see that, and we want to 
see at the end that there are actually jobs for them. 

I look forward to further discussion on this bill. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 

and comments? 
Mr. Taras Natyshak: I’m pleased to rise to comment 

on the leadoff done by my colleague the member from 
Toronto–Danforth on Bill 122, the School Boards Col-
lective Bargaining Act. He spoke about the technical 
nature of the act and the fact that it does attempt to 
remedy some issues in relation to centralized funding. 
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I really appreciated his synopsis, of course, but I ap-
preciated how he framed the overall situation of our 
education system in the province as a stressed system, 
and historically stressed, really dating back to the Mike 
Harris era. Chronic underfunding—a funding formula 
that is yet to be rectified by the Liberal government, yet 
through various elections, they championed the fact that 
they were eventually going to rectify the funding for-
mula—has certainly had an impact on schools in my 
community: schools that have closed due to under-
funding, schools that have high ratios of specialized 
students and those who have special needs, to EAs who 
support them. 

He mentioned something that was news to me, and I 
think it was probably news to the majority of people who 
are watching today: There’s roughly a $300-billion price 
tag out there in deferred maintenance costs for one 
particular board— 

Mr. Peter Tabuns: It’s $3 billion. 
Mr. Taras Natyshak: It’s $3 billion. What did I say, 

$300 million? It’s $3 billion, and $600 million in col-
leges, a price tag, a bill of sale that is yet to be paid that 
will be a challenge for any government to undertake. We 
certainly don’t see any efforts being put forward on the 
part of this government to address that issue, which my 
friend raised today. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mrs. Liz Sandals: I’m pleased to respond to the speech 
on Bill 122 by the member from Toronto–Danforth. I 
couldn’t help but notice the suggestion that somehow this 
is a system that’s under a lot of financial stress, and 
because of that, there wasn’t any job creation—we hadn’t 
created any public sector jobs. Somehow or other, 
corporate tax cuts and no jobs all got connected. 

I think we need to keep some perspective here. There 
have been tens of thousands of jobs created in the educa-
tion sector. For primary class size, for full-day kinder-
garten, for specialist teachers in the elementary panel, 
and for student success teachers and specialist high-skills 
major teachers in the secondary panel, there has been a 
substantial number of new teachers brought into the 
system so they can support our students in providing 
better education for them. I think that parents really 
appreciate that. 

Another thing that parents need to understand: Back in 
the Harris years, or if we go further back, when school 
boards had taxes, we would bargain multi-year agree-
ments because that gave stability to the system. It meant 
that from the point of view of parents, when we had 
multi-year agreements, we worked with our teachers as 
front-line professionals for multiple years. 

Then we went to the Tory model of bargaining, where 
we only had one-year agreements, and there was no taxa-
tion, no stability. It’s important to get the government 
back to the table with its funding so we can have that 
multi-year stability in collective bargaining and provide 
our employees, our students and our parents with a stable 
education system that’s focused on student success and 
teacher professionalism, not the annual bargaining fight. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): That con-
cludes our time for questions and comments. I return now 
to the member for Toronto–Danforth for his reply. 

Mr. Peter Tabuns: My thanks to the members from 
Scarborough–Agincourt, Stormont–Dundas–South Glen-
garry—I always have to look at that to make sure I’ve got 
all of them—Essex and the minister herself for their 
commentary. 

I want to speak first to the question of sweatering and 
local decision-making. I don’t disagree that local school 
boards have to be able to make decisions, and not every 
item needs to be sweatered. But if we’re in a situation 
where the school boards are consistently receiving less 
money than they need to carry out their full functions, 
then we’re going to get reallocations from areas that I 
would say most of us don’t think should be reallocated. 
That’s a concern, and I think that we in this Legislature 
are going to have to consider not just sweatering but the 
whole question of how our schools—how our school 
boards—are funded. 

The member from Scarborough–Agincourt was cor-
rect in saying there are schools that do very well, even in 
areas that have fairly low income. Low income is not a 
determinant of intelligence, but certainly, if you look 
across Ontario, schools in wealthy areas tend to have 
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more resources and the families in those areas have more 
resources. There is a correlation between income and 
school outcome. We need in this province to make sure 
that every child, no matter what their background, gets to 
fully develop their skills and their talents so they can live 
their lives as fully as possible and so this province can be 
built as much as possible. 

To the Minister of Education, I appreciate her com-
ments. I want to say that in terms of the relationship 
between taxation and job creation, my argument is this: 
that time after time I’ve sat here and listened to budgets 
brought forward that took part of the taxes out of the 
corporate sector, with the explanation that it would lead 
to a lot more jobs being created. I haven’t seen it, nor, 
frankly, has the current Minister of Finance. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further 
debate? 

Mr. Steve Clark: It’s a pleasure for me to rise. I guess 
I was a bit surprised that the government didn’t take a 
rotation to speak to Bill 122, School Boards Collective 
Bargaining Act. I’m a little surprised at that. 

I’m proud of my relationship with schools in my 
riding of Leeds–Grenville. In fact, I had the opportunity 
during constituency week, on Friday, to return to my 
former high school, Thousand Islands Secondary School 
in Brockville. I was pleased to speak to students in Con-
rad Walpot’s civics class. I can tell you that we had a 
great discussion with the students in that class. I know 
we’re just a little too far—a three-and-a-half-hour drive 
for students to come to take part in question period. They 
were very enthused until I told them they’d have to get 
up at 4:30 in the morning. The ones in front of me were 
enthused; I don’t know about some of the other members. 
I did say that if they came, we’d welcome them and greet 
them well. 

During the Thanksgiving constituency week, I attended 
another high school in my riding, Brockville Collegiate 
Institute. I hope the members will indulge me for a mo-
ment. I want to take a few moments while we’re debating 
an education bill to talk to you about something incred-
ible that the students and staff at Brockville Collegiate 
have accomplished. In fact, as I’m standing in the Legis-
lature, there is a big celebration taking place at that 
school. It’s going to be quite an emotional day for all the 
students at BCI. 

Last month the students launched a safe driving cam-
paign with Amy Neuman from State Farm Insurance in 
Brockville. Their inspiration for the Celebrate My Drive 
campaign was Aaron Stevenson, a classmate they lost 
this summer when he was struck and killed by a vehicle 
just days before the start of the school year. It was a 
horrible tragedy that claimed the life of a very popular 
16-year-old, a really great young man with a great, bright 
future. 

In grieving the loss of their friend, BCI students de-
cided that they wanted to do something that would 
honour Aaron’s memory. This afternoon, a month after 
launching the Celebrate My Drive campaign, the school 
is being presented with a $25,000 cheque from Amy 

Neuman and State Farm. I’m very proud of that. Part of 
the money is going to be used to create the Aaron Steven-
son Music Award and ensure that his name will live on 
and inspire future generations of students to pursue their 
passion for creating music. It’s a wonderful story. It’s a 
great lesson for these students to show that something 
good can come out from even one of the worst tragedies 
that they’d experience in their life. I think they’ve done a 
great job in transforming their grief into something very 
positive that’s going to live on for many years to come. 

I appreciate the indulgence of my colleagues. I want to 
thank the BCI school community and Principal Bill 
Loshaw on doing a great job with the Celebrate My Drive 
campaign, and I want to congratulate them. I wish I was 
there helping them celebrate this afternoon, but I’m here 
debating Bill 122. 
1500 

Our education critic, the member for Cambridge, Mr. 
Leone, I thought did an excellent job for our caucus in 
his one-hour leadoff on this bill. I have to say, as he did, 
that it is a bill that I think we’re prepared to support. We 
do believe it does implement some things that need to 
happen when it comes to the collective bargaining 
process. But at the same time, I think the critic articulated 
very well that we have some suggestions on how to im-
prove that bill, because, let’s face it, we all know what 
the bill is about. What we have here is the Liberal gov-
ernment’s latest attempt to kiss and make up with their 
former friends in the education system before the next 
election. The bill is designed to help repair a relationship 
that their complete and utter bungling of the last round of 
negotiation left in tatters. 

How bad is it, you ask? Do you know what? I think 
maybe we should ask Ken Coran, one of the union 
friends of the Liberal government that they hand-picked 
to be the colour-bearer for the party in the London West 
by-election that summer. That story, for the government, 
didn’t end the way they wanted it to. In fact, they had 
held the riding for a decade, and they finished with a 
distant third-place showing at that by-election. If you 
asked Ken what he thought, I’d be interested to hear what 
he’d have to say. I think the result was, in large part, due 
to the anger the government had sparked among its 
former friends in education and the disaster they had in 
the last round of negotiations. 

That’s a big part of why, despite all the substantive 
issues we have in education today, we’re debating Bill 
122 this afternoon. Repairing the relationship with the 
teachers’ unions before the next election is this govern-
ment’s priority, which I have to say is not only dis-
appointing but I happen to think is doomed to fail. I’m 
sad to say to the Minister of Education that I highly doubt 
this one bill will suddenly make your partners forgive 
and forget. I know you had to try something, and this is 
it. So, hats off to you for at least putting something in the 
legislative hopper and debating. Again, I’m interested 
that no one decided that they were going to actually take 
a 20-minute rotation and speak to it, but at least they’ve 
tabled it and called it for debate. So there you go. 
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The minister, as I think we all know, has spent a 
number of months reaching out to her partners: the trust-
ee associations, the school board staff, the teachers and, 
of course, the unions. I note the one key stakeholder that 
that misses—and, again, normally misses when these 
folks across talk about education policy; they don’t seem 
to consult them—and that’s the parents of Ontario’s more 
than two million students. If parents were ever asked to 
put on a list what they think the most substantive issues 
in education are, I doubt very much that they would 
include anything that is included in Bill 122. I was at lots 
of events during constituency week. I saw lots of parents. 
As I mentioned, I was in a school and saw lots of people, 
and nobody brought the issues that are incorporated into 
Bill 122 forward. 

If parents did get to voice their concerns about how 
Ontario students are faring in math and science tests or 
whether our system is truly preparing them for life in this 
increasingly technological and competitive world, I think 
that’s what parents that I talk to—that’s what they want. 
They want to know that their children are receiving the 
best-quality education when they’re headed off to school 
every morning, the kind of education that is going to give 
them the best chance to be successful in whatever future 
career path those students may want to choose. I think, 
again, that those are the things that people in Leeds–
Grenville tell me they want debated, rather than this. 

I have to again talk about the impetus for Bill 122 and 
the reason that we’re not dealing with issues that parents 
want us to focus on, and that’s because we have, in the 
bill, one repentant partner in a relationship making an-
other desperate attempt to patch things back between the 
unions and the government. They spent the past several 
months, as I said earlier, meeting with their partners, and 
do you know what they’re trying to do? They’re trying to 
remind them about all the good times they had together 
over the years—the good old days, Speaker, when the 
Liberal government rolled along. But do you know what? 
Finally, they woke up and, for the first time in a decade, 
they actually looked around at the financial mess that 
they’ve created in the province, and look what happened. 

Now, don’t get me wrong. The recognition didn’t 
bring about any real change in this government’s spend-
thrift ways, but we know that because the province’s 
economic and fiscal woes are worse than ever, that did 
lead them to introduce Bill 115 last year. It was a bill that 
our caucus supported, because it was the first time we’d 
ever seen the slightest hint from that side of the House 
that there was a problem. It was the first time. 

However, our caucus would have preferred to deal 
with everybody in the same way. I think it was pretty 
obvious what our position was; we articulated it many 
times in the House. Our caucus and our leader, Tim 
Hudak, preferred that we treat all employees of the 
broader public sector the same, with a two-year wage 
freeze. We didn’t see the need to try to deal with one 
group over another. We felt that everybody needed to 
share in the recovery. It was a pretty easy thing for us to 
talk about, because the government kept talking as if they 

were going to provide some measures. So we supported 
them. 

But you know what? This government again, despite 
all the wooing that they’ve done—I just don’t see how 
this bill is going to provide them with a happy marriage 
again between the government and the unions. 

From what I’ve seen, and from what the partners have 
said, no one has come out enthusiastically embracing this 
bill and has given the government the assurances that all 
is forgiven. I think it’s obvious: There’s a lack of trust 
that people in education have with this government after 
what transpired last year with Bill 115, and they’re going 
to withhold judgment until they see how Bill 122 plays 
out. 

Again, as our critic, Mr. Leone, indicated, he’s pre-
pared to support and we are prepared to support this 
legislation. There are some amendments that we want to 
put forward, and I’ll get to those in a moment. 

This is a very technical bill. I think the member for 
Toronto–Danforth also mentioned that it’s a bit complex. 
We’re talking about a process bill. We’re not talking 
about anything that improves education. It establishes 
just a framework, essentially ground rules, under which 
the collective bargaining process in the education sector 
will happen. It’s a two-tier negotiating process. 

I think it’s a good thing, because we know that collect-
ive agreements don’t just have an impact on individual 
school boards but, obviously, on the province as a whole. 
Because the province funds education, I think it’s appro-
priate that there is some formalized collective bargaining 
process, particularly on the matter of compensation. 
Going forward, we’ll see those issues like compensation, 
that have broader impacts across the province, being ne-
gotiated at that central table. 

Anybody who has read the bill knows that it deals 
with the four boards—AEFO, ETFO, OECTA and 
OSSTF. There’s a notable omission, of course: The sup-
port staff have no formal role at the central table. 
However, it does give the minister authorization to give 
them access by designating a union bargaining council 
representing support staff. 

It was interesting: I had a meeting with Susan Hanson 
and Tracey Pinder from CUPE, and I brought that up to 
them. We had a nice discussion about that, because the 
way I read the bill, at a minimum, to have access to the 
central table, a council would have to represent 15 bar-
gaining units. That’s the central bargaining component. 

The second of the two tiers is that it establishes a pro-
cess for matters of local concern that will be bargained at 
the local level between individual school boards and their 
employee groups. 

It should also be noted that the two sets of talks can 
take place concurrently. One doesn’t have to conclude 
before the other one begins. 

Again, I think you need to ensure that the government 
is at the table to protect the $21-billion investment that 
taxpayers make in the education system every year, but I 
think it’s clear that at the same time, there needs to be 
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flexibility to allow individual boards to directly negotiate 
with their employees. 

I’d like to stand here and say that Bill 122 has got the 
balance right. I think our critic was pretty clear in his as-
sessment of the bill—that we’re going to have to go 
through at least one round of negotiations under Bill 122 
to really find out. That’s why the member for Cambridge, 
Mr. Leone, suggested that a very excellent measure, I 
think, should be included in the bill. He recommended 
that a sunset clause, to give us an opportunity to review 
how the legislation worked following the first round of 
negotiations, should be put into the bill. 
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It’s not unprecedented, as many of the pieces of legis-
lation that we do pass here contain a provision for the 
minister to review. But in this case, I don’t think it should 
be five or 10 years down the road; it should be right after 
the first round of negotiations. So I agree with Mr. Leone 
that we need to have that amendment put through. I think 
it makes a lot of sense. Everyone knows that the current 
contracts in education will expire next summer, and the 
framework that is laid out in Bill 122 will be the process 
under which these new contracts will be negotiated. 

I had a chance to read Mr. Leone’s speech, the mem-
ber for Cambridge’s one-hour lead. I have to say that I 
sensed a bit of frustration in his voice. This is a structure 
bill; it’s a process bill. He’s new to the education port-
folio. He just had a change in critic portfolios in Septem-
ber, and I know he’s quite eager; he’s very keen. I think 
he would much rather be debating more substantive edu-
cation issues than a process bill. But really, I’m not sur-
prised by the government. We’ve seen this government’s 
legislative agenda, if that’s even what you want to call it. 
It’s a bit of a mishmash of bills that they’ve introduced. 
Even after we helped them clear the decks and had a pro-
gramming motion to allow some of the legislation to 
come through so that the government could get on to a 
more rigorous agenda to create jobs and to get our deficit 
under control, again what we see is a bunch of bills with 
quite catchy titles, but in the end, they don’t help bring in 
more private sector investment. They won’t create any 
jobs, they won’t get a handle on our province’s out-of-
control deficit, and in the case of Bill 122, it’s not going 
to implement any changes to improve the quality of 
education that our sons and daughters are receiving. 

I mentioned at the start of my address that I like to go 
into schools. I love talking to students, teachers and 
people in the education field. I’m not afraid to talk to 
people in education, even though there are some things 
that I support that maybe they don’t. I spoke earlier about 
the across-the-board wage freeze. Again, I let them know 
my position—that we’ve got to get our economic funda-
mentals right; we’ve got to make some changes in how 
we do business. But at the same time, I have the utmost 
respect and admiration for people, like teachers, who 
spend their time in the classroom. I have the same respect 
for the non-teaching support staff and the administrators, 
the trustees. I’ve seen it with my own kids, and I’ve seen 
it every time I visit a school anywhere in my riding. 

That’s why I’ll stand up here today and advocate for 
changes to the system that are going to help teachers do 
their jobs better and improve the resources that they 
have. If I see it, I’m going to talk about it. 

I think that would be a far more important discussion 
for us to have here in the Legislature. I can assure you 
that’s what parents, teachers and school trustees want to 
talk about. I look at our white paper for education, and 
the 18 bold proposals that we put forward are examples 
of things I think we should be debating in this place. The 
first of those ideas we talk about is to focus on literacy 
and numeracy. We want to set a target for students to 
achieve 90% competency in reading, writing and math. 

In fact, the first three proposals in our white paper 
were all on improving student achievement. I just want to 
quote from a newspaper report that was in my riding last 
week from the Upper Canada District School Board. The 
headline says, “Board ‘all in’ on math scores.” The Upper 
Canada District School Board has recognized it has a 
problem with decreasing scores on province-wide math 
tests and needs to do something about it. A very inter-
esting statistic contained in the article really surprised 
me: The report presented to the board indicated that only 
“2% of teachers in the public school board have studied 
mathematics during their post-secondary education.…” 

Recognizing this, the board—and I want to applaud 
them for this—has launched a plan to help its grade 6 
math teachers deliver a better program to students. They 
have five math specialist tutors visiting schools through-
out the board in an attempt to sharpen the teachers’ skills. 
I think it’s a great idea and certainly something that fits 
with our proposal to hit a 90% achievement target, which 
we put in our white paper. I wanted to bring that up 
today. I think that’s the type of debate we should have in 
this Legislature. Again, I think that with Bill 122, there’s 
a small measure. It’s one we can support with amend-
ment. 

I look forward to hearing the questions and comments 
of my colleagues on this bill this afternoon. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? The member for Windsor–Tecumseh. 

Mr. Percy Hatfield: Thank you, Speaker. I take 
pleasure in commenting on my friend from Leeds–
Grenville and his very informative comments on this bill. 
I noted that he went to the Thousand Islands Secondary 
School in Brockville, and spoke to the civics class, and 
then to Brockville Collegiate Institute, BCI, where they 
lost 16-year-old Aaron Stevenson. Coming out of that 
loss, as the member suggested, I think a very positive 
experience will come from the scholarship to help people 
enjoy music. I wish we could see more of that across our 
education system. 

Then, I had to chuckle when he talked about the recent 
by-election in London West, where a gentleman from the 
OSSTF was running for the Liberals after being on the 
opposite side of the bargaining table when a whole bunch 
of stuff went down that is still reverberating. It reminded 
me that the Conservatives were supposed to win that 
riding. The polls indicated they were well ahead. In fact, 
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in my understanding—I could be wrong—the leader of 
the official opposition was in a car being driven to 
London on the night of the election when he got a phone 
call that said, “Sorry, Tim, you’d better turn around and 
go back.” 

Miss Monique Taylor: Oops. 
Mr. Percy Hatfield: Oops, something happened on 

the way to the polls. Of course, that was Peggy Sattler, a 
long-time school board trustee in London, a long-time 
advocate for quality education and special education. Oh 
man, did she win that riding. She whupped them, I tell 
you. 

So, yes, thank you for that reminder, member. That 
was great. I just have to say what a great member the new 
member, the New Democrat from London West, is to 
join us in this House in this debate. Thank you very much 
for that reminder. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? The Minister for Community Safety and 
Correctional Services and responsible for francophone 
affairs. 

Hon. Madeleine Meilleur: Thank you very much, 
Mr. Speaker. It gives me great pleasure to speak in sup-
port of Bill 122, the School Boards Collective Bargaining 
Act, 2013. 

It always amuses me when the members of the Con-
servative Party stand up to speak about education. I 
understand that the member from Cornwall speaks about 
energy and job creation and not about education, espe-
cially if his wife and his daughter are educators. I 
wouldn’t speak about education also, and against Bill 
122, because before we came to power, when the Con-
servative Party was in power, they had to pick a villain, 
and the teachers were the villain. Everything they did 
was to put down the teachers. The kids were more often 
out of school than in school, with the result that we have 
all seen: 60% of the kids were graduating from high 
school. Where the 35% were, I don’t know. 
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They talk about student achievement. Student achieve-
ment is now—we have been recognized in The Econo-
mist of October 2012 as one of the three best education 
systems in the world: not in Canada, not in America, but 
in the world. Because of what? First of all, we re-estab-
lished a good relationship with the teachers and valued 
the teachers, because they do a good job. Every morning, 
they go to work and do a good job, and it shows in the 
results of the students. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. Bill Walker: It’s always a pleasure to comment 
on my colleague Steve Clark from Leeds–Grenville. 
What I’ve found since coming to the Legislature is that 
he’s a guy who does his homework. He always looks at 
both sides of an issue. When he brings his thought pro-
cess to the table, it’s done in a balanced fashion. He 
certainly is a guy whom I watch. He’s out in his riding, 
as he referenced, out to many of his schools, getting 
grassroots feedback. He’s hearing at the grassroots and 

then he brings those thoughts which we’re all supposed 
to do. 

Like him, I share a great mutual admiration and 
respect for the teachers and, in fact, all the teaching and 
non-teaching professionals in our system. But what I 
think he really pointed out in a couple of very insightful 
ways is that this bill is really nothing about kids and edu-
cation. This is a technical bill about labour relations. I’m 
going to just paraphrase myself. This is almost a back-
tracking on labour relations because they made a mess of 
their greatest colleagues—the unions—going through the 
last election, and this is their attempt to backtrack and try 
to make friends before we get to the next election. 

He noted that none of the partners have really come 
out excitedly about this plan. No one has really got that 
trust level back yet, to say, “Yeah, we really trust what 
they’re doing,” because of how poorly they’ve managed 
this, amongst many other files. 

Our colleague Dr. Leone from Cambridge—we’re pre-
pared to support this, but there are significant amend-
ments. If I recall the number of times I’ve spoken in this 
House in the last two years, I seem to see that as a 
recurring theme. They come out and throw some legisla-
tion; then they backtrack and they want to look like 
heroes, that they’ve made this wonderful legislation. 

Why can’t we just do things right the first time and 
quit wasting so much time, energy, resources, not to 
mention money? I’m going to throw in the $1.1 billion 
squandered on gas plants, Mr. Speaker. What could that 
do to actually improve education across this great prov-
ince of Ontario if they had not mismanaged our funds on 
just that one file? 

We have said from day one that there should have 
been a wage freeze across the board. Everyone would 
have been treated fairly. We wouldn’t be in the mess 
we’re in, and we wouldn’t have had to bring in legisla-
tion like this to try to backtrack. My hope, going on, is 
that we actually find bills that are going to help students 
in our great province of Ontario. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): We have 
time for one last question or comment. 

Mr. Peter Tabuns: It’s a pleasure to follow on the 
comments by the member from Leeds–Grenville. Mem-
ber, you addressed a variety of matters before us. I found 
it interesting that, like your critic, it seems that you are 
accepting that this bill will go forward at least to 
committee for debate and amendment. It isn’t often that, 
so early on in debate, it’s clear that all three parties want 
to see this go to committee—interesting for me. 

The sunset clause that you mentioned, the item that 
was raised by Mr. Leone: I see more problems coming 
out of that than solutions, but obviously it’s an amend-
ment that I want to hear Mr. Leone expand on. I under-
stand why there’s an interest in that. This is an untried 
system, but at the same time, frankly, we’ve had untried 
systems for the last decade. We do that a lot around here. 
I’m not sure I want to go through a second round of 
debate on the negotiation process. 
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I think that you, member, were correct. I think there’s 
an extraordinary effort being taken on the part of the gov-
ernment to try and make up with the people in the edu-
cation community after they dragged them through the 
dirt with Bill 115. That was a pretty ugly time. I need to 
re-emphasize that this bill, whatever its virtues and what-
ever its workability, does not prevent a future gov-
ernment from acting in a way that’s anti-democratic, 
biased, discriminatory and, frankly, an abrogation of the 
rights that people in this province have come to expect 
from their government. 

This bill may give a framework that facilitates negoti-
ation. Unfortunately, this bill does not provide a demo-
cratic firewall against bad decisions in the future. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): That con-
cludes our time for questions and comments, and I return 
to the member for Leeds–Grenville for his reply. 

Mr. Steve Clark: Thanks very much, Speaker. I want 
to thank the member from Windsor–Tecumseh, the Min-
ister of Community Safety and Correctional Services and 
francophone affairs, the member for Bruce–Grey–Owen 
Sound and the member for Toronto–Danforth for their 
questions and comments. 

There was one thing, Speaker, that I didn’t have a 
chance to address in my 20-minute rotation that I’d like 
to touch on. It’s something that a number of people write 
to me about and express that this should be changed in 
the education sector: the need to modify regulation 274 to 
ensure that the best-quality teacher, regardless of their 
seniority, is hired to do the job. I’ve heard from young 
teachers and their parents who praised my MPP neigh-
bour Ms. MacLeod, the member for Nepean–Carleton, 
for her private member’s bill to rescind regulation 274. 

In my opinion, we can’t be tying principals’ hands 
when it comes to hiring teachers. I think if the minister is 
serious about improving the quality of education in On-
tario, she will get serious about changing this regulation. 
It’s something that I think will come up in the next round 
of negotiations, and I don’t think she can wait any longer 
to put those students first and to make that regulation 
change. 

I also find it funny that in Bill 122, which I call the 
“kiss and make up” bill, the government didn’t mention 
their tattered relationship with the unions. I think when 
you look back at this government’s record, since they 
took office in 2003, spending has been up by $8.5 billion 
in the education sector, and that at the same time when 
there are a quarter million fewer students in the system. 
I’ll just leave my final address with that last statistic. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further 
debate? 

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I am pleased to rise to 
speak to Bill 122. I want to acknowledge so far all the 
comments and conversations and debates that we’ve had 
and insights that have been brought forward by the mem-
bers here today, because it helps us to understand the 
perspective of other members, as well as the public that is 
listening today, the perspective on other parties’ views on 
this bill being presented. We need to have that; we need 

to have a fulsome debate on every bill so that people are 
educated, aware of what’s being presented in the House, 
and they can understand a little bit about it, because it is a 
very confusing process sometimes when we bring bills 
forward and they’re debated, and on some occasions, 
there aren’t debaters put up, so the public doesn’t get a 
full view of all the members’ perspectives on it. 

This bill, as I understand it, attempts to formalize a set 
of education bargaining practices and solve representa-
tional issues that essentially flow from the removal of the 
ability of local school boards to set their own rate on an 
educational levy or property tax. In other words, the 
province is trying to gain full control of the educational 
purse strings. 

I must admit I’m feeling a sense of déjà vu on this bill, 
on this issue as well. Didn’t the Liberals recently attempt 
to force agreements and legislation on teachers last year 
under the previous minister? Didn’t we see our schools in 
a state of chaos because this government refused to nego-
tiate with teachers’ groups and boards in good faith? 
Weren’t our children locked out of extracurricular activ-
ities while the province sat on the sidelines watching the 
mess they created? 

Certainly, it feels that we have gone back in time and 
we are watching the Liberals, this time with the new face 
on the ministry, try to find ways to prevent them from 
sitting across from our partners in education. But they 
refuse to sit at the table without an ace up their sleeve. 
They refuse to play on an equal footing and continue to 
drum up ways to usurp the bargaining process. 
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It started with Bill 115, when the government sought 
to introduce legislation that they knew would not hold up 
in a court of law, but they did their best to ram it through 
anyway. 

By third reading of Bill 115, we saw truncated com-
mittee hearings. There was no public posting of hearings, 
and in total only five hours of hearings held, not to men-
tion that deputants were notified only hours before they 
were expected to speak. 

Teachers, principals, trustees, boards and education 
experts who presented at committee hearings echoed 
much of what the NDP had been saying about the bill all 
along: that the government manufactured a crisis in our 
education system. Schools were open and there was no 
threat of a strike. The bill was not about improving edu-
cation. In fact, there was not a word in the bill about 
helping students, despite its deceptive title, Putting 
Students First. I guess “putting government first” was 
already taken, Speaker. That bill was entirely about 
shifting powers into the hands of the government, gaining 
an edge so they could demand and take what they wanted 
at the bargaining table rather than understanding that the 
teachers are our allies, our partners in education, not our 
enemies who need to be controlled or bullied. 

But again the worst part of that bill was in the gov-
ernment’s intention of ramming through legislation that 
they knew would not stand up in a court of law. The very 
same course of action was tried in British Columbia and 



4394 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO 18 NOVEMBER 2013 

cost the province millions in legal fees and settlements. 
So I must ask, why is this government taking such a 
stance? Why would this government copy a behaviour 
that was so egregious that it was overturned and resulted 
in settlement amounts that left the BC provincial coffers 
depleted? 

It seems as though this Liberal government has be-
come the “say anything” party. They have and continue 
to actively undermine the collective bargaining process 
and deny the importance of the roles and responsibilities 
of locally elected school board trustees and boards. 

Speaker, can I ask for two glasses of water, please? 
Sorry about that. 

Interjection. 
Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: You get dry in this place. 

It’s very warm. 
All of this action took place while rushing the time 

necessary for adequate consultation. Even through third 
reading, the Liberals refused to retract their stance and 
introduced only one amendment that indicated that the 
measures in the bill shall not override the Pay Equity Act 
or the Human Rights Code. 

While many in this Legislature will disagree with that 
assessment, I urge you to recall the statements made by 
sector partners, including Annie Kidder from People for 
Education, who said, “The bill shifts significant control 
out of the hands of school boards and up to the prov-
ince.... All of this is happening with no public consulta-
tion, and under the cloud of a manufactured crisis.” 

Ken Arnott from the Ontario Principals’ Council said, 
“This legislation is premature and is unlikely to with-
stand a charter challenge. There is no crisis requiring 
legislative intervention.” 

Recently, we have seen the Liberals pulling the same 
hijinks with EllisDon, and it leaves many of us won-
dering where exactly this government stands on good-
faith collective bargaining. In the case of EllisDon, the 
Liberals fast-tracked legislation for a long-time party 
donor, allowing for the organization to shy away from 
their own obligations in regard to collective bargaining. 
Are we beginning to see the start of a trend? From this 
vantage point, it sure looks that way. It appears as though 
collective bargaining is something that Liberals now feel 
the need to demonize and shut down. Quite frankly, if the 
Liberals have changed their position on collective bar-
gaining, the benefits reaped by that process, I urge them 
to be honest and come forward and declare their inten-
tions publicly rather than continuing down this road of 
double-talk where they say one thing but mean another. 

After last year’s manufactured crisis with EllisDon, 
the Liberal government has shown their true colours. 
What’s interesting is that while the opposition have tried 
to call out and blame the NDP for siding with the govern-
ment, they are clearly blind to who is lying in bed beside 
them. The Liberals have clearly adopted the Conservative 
bedside manner of union bashing, cleverly disguising 
attacks on public sector workers as good for all of us. But 
we know these tactics for what they are: thinly veiled 
attempts to drive down wages and divide workers while 

putting more money and control in the hands of the gov-
ernment. 

Now, besides this government’s new-found position 
on collective bargaining, there is a major issue at hand 
that can no longer be ignored. The Liberals seem to have 
reconnected with their old habits of reckless spending of 
public tax dollars. We have good reason to be concerned. 
We only need to look as far as Ornge, eHealth and the 
gas plant scandals to see who the Liberals continue to 
prioritize. Well-connected party insiders are clearly win-
ning the day around here, and I and my NDP colleagues 
refuse to let that behaviour go unchecked. 

There is a reason why, in the most recent budget talks, 
the NDP negotiated for the creation of the Financial Ac-
countability Office. The public made it clear that they 
didn’t want another costly election, and we listened. In-
stead, they asked us to make this minority government 
work once again, so we did just that. We took the steps 
that no other party in this Legislature was willing to take, 
and we created a measured and a balanced response to 
protect our public dollars. 

But now, under Bill 122, the government is once again 
seeking to have greater access to and control over region-
al school boards and their budgets while removing their 
own responsibility as an education partner at the bargain-
ing table. 

This new act proposes to change the collective bar-
gaining framework in two distinct ways. It formalizes the 
proactive process of central and local collective bargain-
ing and also provides for a central grievance arbitration. 

At the central bargaining table, the crown is a formal 
participant but does not appear to be a party, meaning 
they are not required to bargain in good faith as set out 
by the Ontario Labour Relations Board. Therefore, the 
central table is a tri-party structure. However, the crown 
has a slightly different status than the other two parties. 
The crown can designate additional matters to the central 
table, and the Ontario Labour Relations Board will be the 
body that determines if these additional items are central 
or local in cases where the parties do not agree. 

It also suggests that any local settlements or local arbi-
tration decisions can be overruled by the central bargain-
ing table. All decisions made by the central table will, in 
fact, override those made at the local table. 

Further to that, the government has created a two-track 
arbitration process in which the crown has the ability to 
participate in the hearings, and the employer or the school 
board is unable to settle the local disputes and hearings 
without consent of the crown. 

The crown in this matter is also seeking to amend the 
designation of who is entitled to be a bargaining agent. 
The government is now requiring that a bargaining agent 
must represent at least 15 bargaining units. 

In our discussions with our education partners at 
ETFO, they detailed more than 10 serious concerns with 
the bill in its current form. That is a lot of concerns for a 
single bill, which is very telling. Moreover, when 
OSSTF, EFTO, CUPE, OECTA and AEFO recently met 
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with the Minister of Education, on November 6, they 
collectively identified five distinct shared concerns. 

The first item they noted was the designation of the 
crown as a full and equal participant in negotiations. 
They believe that the crown must be bound by the duty to 
bargain in good faith as well as be bound by other unfair 
labour practices provisions under the act, namely sections 
70, 72, 73 and 76 of the Ontario Labour Relations Act. 
Those sections are specifically—I had to look them up; 
I’m just going to pull those out here. 

In section 70, the first one, it says: “Employers, etc., 
not to interfere with unions.” That’s section 70. 

Section 71: “Unions not to interfere with employers’ 
organizations.” I have to retract that; no section 71. 

Section 72: “Employers not to interfere with employ-
ees’ rights.” 

Then section 73: “No interference with bargaining 
rights.” 

Section 76: “Intimidation and coercion.” 
When we talk about that, we want to make sure that 

those things are in here, because those are concerns of 
education experts when we have the crown at the table. 

They also have identified the need for the creation of a 
central table for support staff, and the newly proposed 
definition of a bargaining agent to be reduced from 15 to 
representation of 11 bargaining units only. 
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But most importantly, they believe firmly that the five 
criteria in the act surrounding the government’s interest 
in arbitration should be removed from the bill and that 
arbitrations must be entitled to continue without govern-
ment interference. They state: “If they are not deleted, the 
act should be amended to add a factor favourable to 
unions such as: ‘The need to establish compensation and 
other terms and conditions of employment that are fair 
and reasonable in relation to the qualifications required, 
the work performed, the responsibility assumed and the 
nature of the service rendered.’” 

The crown must also allow for organizations to be 
insulated from their intrusions. While we know the gov-
ernment is seeking to increase their control through this 
bill, they must recognize that there are important changes 
that all parties would welcome. For example, the sector 
partners indicated that the proposed legislation needs 
clarity once a collective agreement is finalized. That goes 
beyond a mere declaration. They go on to highlight that 
this approach gives rise to the ability to issue a direction 
so that the local boards have to implement whatever 
decision is made by the arbitrator as a means to avoid the 
unnecessary duplication and re-arbitration of issues in 
order to obtain appropriate remedies. 

Lastly, they identify that the terms “and other powers 
of the crown” need to be amended. The groups feel that 
the crown should not have the ability to dictate the terms 
of the agreement, whether they be two-, three- or four-
year agreements. They also disagree with the idea of the 
crown or minister being entitled to unilaterally decide, 
based solely upon their opinion, what matter will be dis-
cussed at the central bargaining table. 

The groups of sector partners believe that all issues, 
including terms of agreement, should be bargained freely. 
My colleagues and I agree that greater government con-
trol, coupled with unequal footing, does not help our 
education system evolve in the best possible manner. 

This bill is very concerning. It’s a very concerning 
step, but I wish I could say it is a step in the right direc-
tion. In its current form, this bill proposes more problems 
than it solves, and I urge that this government heed the 
calls for change by our education sector partners. 

But I caution the public and our sector partners that 
this bill does not take any steps toward addressing the 
manufactured crisis created by the Liberals last year, nor 
does it prevent this or any other government from 
heading back down the path to Bill 115 again. Establish-
ing a fair and balanced framework for negotiations is a 
credible concept that should be pursued, but I believe that 
fair play must be shown on all sides if we truly want to 
achieve the best for our students, teachers, support 
workers and everyone concerned with education in this 
province. 

I know that our education critic earlier has said that we 
want to see this bill pass forward, and of course we do, 
because it’s important that we hear from teachers and 
support workers on this bill so that we can make amend-
ments. We can make it better. We can insert new infor-
mation if we need to make those changes to this bill. So 
it’s really important that we do have a fulsome debate 
today on this. It’s the future of education and relation-
ships between this government and the education system 
and trustees and the boards, and this is a really important 
step. 

If we get this wrong, we can end up in a situation like 
Bill 115 again, and nobody wants to see that happen. I 
know that teachers are very dedicated to making sure 
their students are the best-educated pupils that they can 
have at the end of the year, and I know that students love 
their teachers when they go to school. We don’t want this 
to become any kind of contentious issue. I hope that we 
are mindful of what this bill will do to collective agree-
ments and that we do the right thing and make sure that 
all parties have an equal footing when it comes to talking 
about collective agreements. 

I’d just like to summarize by saying that I’m looking 
forward to hearing more debate on this issue from all 
sides of the House. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. Kevin Daniel Flynn: It’s a pleasure to rise on 
Bill 122 and add some comments to those that were just 
given in a very eloquent fashion by the member from 
London–Fanshawe. 

Very little of what she said I would disagree with. 
Obviously, there are some differences of opinion around 
the House as to how things got to here, but this, to me, 
seems to be a good step forward. The School Boards Col-
lective Bargaining Act, Bill 122, provides a framework 
where we’re able to move forward with the trustees’ as-
sociations, where the government plays a role, obviously, 
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and where the unions that represent our teachers and our 
support workers in the schools can come to the central 
tables and bring forward any sort of monetary considera-
tions they may have. Any policy issues they’d like to 
bring forward can be discussed in an environment where 
free collective bargaining is the method that is used to 
achieve a settlement. 

We have always been able to achieve settlements in 
the past. Often, relationships get frayed, as they will, in 
collective bargaining. That’s the nature of the beast, 
unfortunately. But at the end of the day, what happens is, 
the parties come to a resolution and they move forward. 

I think all parties in this House value the public educa-
tion system that we’ve been able to build in the province 
of Ontario. I think it has come a long way since 2003. I’d 
hate to see that go to waste. I think our students in our 
public education system are doing incredibly well, espe-
cially when we compare them to other jurisdictions 
around the world. 

What Bill 122 does is provide a framework that allows 
us—when most of the collective agreements expire on 
August 31, 2014, if all parties bring the right attitude to 
this framework that’s being proposed, we can move for-
ward in a very smooth manner that’s not going to impact 
on the teachers, the students, the parents or all those 
others who rely on the public education system, either as 
their place of employment or as where their children 
attend. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Mr. Jim McDonell: I’m happy to rise to talk to the 
member from London–Fanshawe and her discussion on 
this bill. 

It’s interesting. She brought up a few issues, one on 
EllisDon, the private member’s bill that we saw changes 
back and forth on and the Premier flip-flopping, to sup-
port and no support and abstaining. I hope we don’t see it 
in this bill. 

This bill, as we said, is a process bill. It has nothing to 
do with education. It doesn’t include the parents of the 
children. But it does look at the process of trying to fix an 
issue that was created on their last attempt, when they 
went through Bill 115. They see it now as a threat to this 
party, as it led to a number of defeats at the polls as 
people were starting to hold this government to record, 
whether it be in education or some of the fiscal issues. 
We talked about an issue brought up as well, some of the 
issues they’ve had in the past with eHealth and Ornge, 
and Liberal insiders who actually did quite well, but at 
the expense of this province. 

I do note that we also talked about some of the issues 
that this government has supported. I look back at some 
of the things that they have allowed to happen, like the 
horse racing industry. Their support allowed this govern-
ment to literally kill that industry. We look back now, as 
we’ve seen racetracks closed, jobs lost—again, just failed 
policies. 

We’re hoping we can make the amendments necessary 
to make this a successful plan. The sunset clause was 

something we think is important because we need to 
evaluate just what has gone on after we have a full round 
of negotiations, and correct the errors that show up with 
any legislation. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Mr. Michael Prue: I listened intently, as I always do, 
to the member from London–Fanshawe. She has been 
here but a short time, but she has a real grasp of the 
legislation that comes forward. I really appreciate her 
balanced and measured approach to looking clause by 
clause and being able to actually say what the clauses 
were. Too often in this place, people have notes. Too 
often in this place, people don’t take time to actually read 
the legislation, particularly tough and complicated legis-
lation, clause by clause. But obviously, the member from 
London–Fanshawe took that time. 

I want to thank her too for pointing out some of the 
pitfalls that I think were inherent in the legislation from 
the beginning—pitfalls such as the government super-
seding the rights of the actual bargaining agents, putting 
themselves over top of both the unions and the school 
boards, being able to dictate. This is highly unusual in 
any kind of democratic procedure, especially when it 
relates to collective bargaining. 
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I also want to thank her for talking about the fairness 
principles, how we have to treat carefully and fairly those 
remarkable people—teachers, support staff—who work 
in our schools, who teach our children, who make sure 
that our children, the next generation, have the tools and 
abilities that will be required from them or of them after 
they leave school and go into the workforce. It is import-
ant that we treat those people with the utmost of respect. 
As she so correctly and rightly pointed out, this has not 
always been the case, either with this government or 
preceding governments treating school teachers, educa-
tors, people who work with our children, with that kind 
of degree of candour, honesty and fairness. 

I would like to thank the member from London–
Fanshawe for what she had to say. I would like to thank 
her again for her balanced and measured approach. I 
would hope that the members of the government, espe-
cially, take her words to heed as we proceed with this 
bill. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): We have 
time for one last question and comment. 

Mr. Phil McNeely: I’m pleased to stand in my place 
here today to respond to the member from London–
Fanshawe on Bill 122, An Act respecting collective bar-
gaining in Ontario’s school system. 

I think we all know of the chaos that has occurred in 
the bargaining processes in the last 20 years, and this bill 
formalizes the collective bargaining process and brings 
more order to the system. It does involve the kids; we 
know it involves the kids. There have been periods in our 
history that the youth in our schools have been the bar-
gaining chips, used by all sides at times. So we don’t 
want that. 
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If we bring more order to it, we’ll get a system that’s 
going to come out with a fairer result, and we’ll treat all 
sides more fairly. It will give it that structure. It’s a com-
plex structure, with the four main boards and all the local 
interests and the unions and the government. It’s not 
easy, and bringing more formalization to the collective 
bargaining process is obviously very good. 

In Ontario, we have to be proud of what the teachers 
have done, what the trustees have done and what the 
educators have done overall in the province. Since 2003, 
I think the graduation rate of our high school kids has gone 
from something like 68% to 81%. Tens of thousands of 
kids now are proud of the fact that they graduated from 
high school. 

We’ve got a good system. It’s getting better every 
year, and that has been shown by independent organiza-
tions. It shows that the Ontario system is an excellent 
system. 

This will make it better. This will bring more order to 
the system. I know that we can make changes during the 
clause-by-clause that will make it even better. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): That con-
cludes the time for questions and comments. I return to 
the member for London–Fanshawe for her reply. 

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I would like to thank the 
members from Oakville, Stormont–Dundas–South Glen-
garry, Beaches–East York and Ottawa–Orléans for their 
contributions to this bill. 

One of the things that the minister had said—and I’m 
going to paraphrase. She talked about relationships 
having to be rebuilt with this bill, and that’s some of the 
purpose of why they introduced this. They also talked 
about fiscal restraints. This bill—to me, it’s very 
important that we get it right, because when we’re talking 
about rebuilding relationships and fiscal restraints, we’re 
talking about very sensitive things. If you can’t make 
sure that everybody’s on board to make this bill a work-
able bill so that we have fairness and balanced ap-
proaches to collective agreements, when we have these 
local tables now and these central tables, I can see quite 
the mess happening if it doesn’t get done right. 

I look forward to this bill passing and that the real 
work on this bill and the contributions made by the 
experts—we’re going to listen and make sure that it’s 
going to be thoughtful, it’s going to be progressive and 
we’re not going to get in a situation in the future where 
they’re going to divide relationships. We’re going to 
bring people together and make sure our education 
system is what it has always been: productive, thought-
ful—and, again, I agree it produces our best students here 
in the province. We have good-quality education, and we 
want to make sure we continue that. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further 
debate. 

Mr. Toby Barrett: I really appreciate the opportunity 
to talk a little bit about Bill 122, the School Boards 
Collective Bargaining Act. To start off, I’d like to put out 
a question to everybody here in the Legislative Assem-
bly. In my view, we need to ask ourselves, is education 

essential? I think I know the answer from everybody 
here. Really, nobody here would hesitate in responding, 
“Yes, it is.” I suppose my second question is, if education 
is essential, why is it not an essential service? 

There is some confusion out there in our constituen-
cies about some of this, I think partly driven by the fact 
that, over the years, the profession of teaching has be-
come unionized. I know we’ve had collective agreements 
for many, many years—not when I attended school; 
certainly not at the one-room school that I attended. 
There was no collective agreement. That would be im-
possible, because there was only one teacher for eight 
grades. It was hard to be a collective in that particular 
school. 

But the reality is, we’ve seen a profession—and I’m a 
former member of OSSTF—become more of a union 
shop. Granted, we operate under collective agreements. 
That’s fine. That’s legal. That, by and large, can work out 
well. 

Here we are debating what some people have referred 
to as an education bill, but you look at the title: the 
School Boards Collective Bargaining Act. That’s what 
it’s all about. It’s not about students; it’s not about pupils. 
I don’t hear people talking about students or pupils that 
much. Some talk about parents. It’s about the teachers. 

In fact, I noted that our education minister, when she 
kicked off her lead speech, used the word “students.” She 
did use the word “student,” all of four times. Four times 
out of, I don’t know, 3,000 words—probably well over 
3,000 words. 

In debating this legislation, I guess we can’t go home 
and say that this is all about the kids, or this is about the 
students, because it isn’t. It’s about money, and it’s 
about, as the title indicates, collective bargaining. 

For far too long, union leaders within this system on 
occasion have held parents hostage. They’ve held a gun 
to the heads of students. I’ve read this in my local media 
on a number of occasions, with either the threat of strike 
or withdrawal of services. 

This didn’t happen when I was teaching. Again, I was 
a member of OSSTF. I never even thought of it as being 
a union. 

Teachers themselves will tell you how essential they 
are until you put these two words together: “essential” 
and “service.” You’re not going to see that. In my view, 
that just may affect the right to strike, obviously. It may 
affect collective bargaining. So union leaders aren’t 
going to go for seeing education identified as an essential 
tool. 

Teachers strike. We all know they delay a school year. 
They result in, so many times, students not finishing their 
year. It disrupts their plans, disrupts their dreams, dis-
rupts the lives of their families. It disrupts the finances of 
their families. College, university educations or entry into 
the world of work are put on hold. 

On top of everything else, a strike, even a short one—
here’s a local example that we hear so often—causes 
nightmares with respect to daycare, for parents, addition-
al money out of pocket for child care costs. Within that 
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family, within that town, that can result in spending cuts 
in other areas. It can impact—it does impact—the local 
economy. 
1600 

We had an example: Not long ago, in a downtown 
children’s clothing store, the owner had to pay for child 
care for their student who was out of school. It was an 
extra month or so, because of a labour disruption in the 
school. At the same time, the sales that month were down 
because other parents were doing the same thing. They 
weren’t coming into the store to pick up clothing. So here 
we are, Bill 122: It’s not about education. It’s not about 
students or pupils. It’s about unions and collective bar-
gaining. 

As I mentioned in the lead, our education minister—I 
do give credit—did use the word “student” four times, 
but this isn’t an education bill. 

So many of the strikes, in my view—I’ve never been 
on strike, but they’re not about working conditions. I 
found working conditions were excellent when I taught 
high school. As member Bailey would say, it’s inside 
work and there’s no heavy lifting. Teachers don’t go on 
strike over safety issues; the guidelines are there. I was in 
a laboratory. The guidelines are there for my environ-
mental science class and my agriculture class. 

I guess, very simply, it boils down to money, and I 
partly question that. I taught high school a number of 
years ago. I took a cut in pay because I went from a 
union job to a profession at the time. But by and large, 
people have the impression that—and, again, thanks to 
their union leaders, teachers are among the top paid in 
North America. We know the ratios. We hear this from 
the unions themselves: “Join the union; you get more 
money.” We know, by and large, if you compare public 
sector jobs to private sector jobs, if you look at total 
compensation, the public sector is about 30% higher than 
the private sector. 

I don’t blame teachers; I’m talking about union leaders 
here. They’ve created a climate within the school system, 
essentially luring their union members into more and 
more of a focus on compensation, and it concerns me, 
rather than a focus on the students. I use compensation in 
the broadest sense of the word—wages, salaries, pen-
sions, early retirement, sick-time benefits—a whole host 
of things beyond just the salary. 

Prep time, for example, has increased over the years, 
certainly since the time that I taught high school in 
Simcoe. It’s paid prep time. Most professions don’t have 
that luxury, coupled with two months off in the summer, 
paid, Christmas and Easter— 

Ms. Catherine Fife: It’s not paid. 
Mr. Toby Barrett: —an excellent benefit plan. I 

think we all agree it’s an excellent benefit plan. 
Ms. Catherine Fife: It’s not summer paid. 
Mr. Toby Barrett: Well, when I taught, I had July 

and August off and I got compensated for that— 
Interjection. 
Mr. Toby Barrett: I wasn’t on unemployment. 

Compare this, again, to the private sector. Compare 
this to the budget that we have. I know one of my staff is 
here this afternoon. Compare that to the budget that we 
can allocate to our staff in our offices. I’m saying this 
because I’m a big advocate of pay equity and I’m always 
disappointed when people argue against pay equity. I 
guess in some cases some people are more equal than 
others. 

Often in this House—and oftentimes when we are 
debating yet another educational bill—I know many of us 
make reference to our first teacher or our first couple of 
teachers. We have fond memories. I think of two young 
women who taught me how to read. I was probably in 
grade 1 or grade 2; there was no kindergarten at that time 
when I went to school. These two young women who 
taught me how to read were definitely not in a union. In 
fact, they weren’t paid. They volunteered their time. This 
was in a school run by the students. It was not run by the 
teacher. It was a one-room school: one teacher, eight 
grades. I don’t think a union would put up with that now. 
The two young women who taught me how to read—
non-union, non-paid—were in grade 6. People here can 
be a judge of whether they were successful or not, but I 
do enjoy reading. I’m not saying I’m good at it, but I do 
enjoy reading. They were in grade 6, and it was my 
pleasure a number of years later—probably in grade 7, as 
I recall, or in grade 8—it was my job, as a student, to 
teach young kids how to read. That’s how we did educa-
tion in that particular school, Shands public school, a 
one-room school just down the road from our farm. 

A number of years ago, I worked for American Can. I 
was a card-carrying union member. As a union member, I 
punched the clock; I was paid by the hour. I had a union 
steward. I belonged to Can Workers 35, now Steel-
workers. It was an excellent job, a well-paying job. You 
could work on into the night after midnight, all the over-
time that you wanted. I walked away from that job, 
literally walked across the street to Simcoe Composite 
School, to teach with the Norfolk county board of educa-
tion. I took a pay cut. I was a member of OSSTF, but I 
recall being kind of pleased at the time to go from 
punching a clock to joining a profession. 

My father taught high school. My grandmother taught. 
I do think of teachers as professionals. Maybe this is 
personal. It just bothers me when I think of the history of 
my family—we’re either teachers or farmers—to see the 
influence of trade unionism within our education system. 
It just kind of kind of rubs me the wrong way. It does rub 
taxpayers the wrong way. We know union jobs pay well. 
It has a dramatic impact on the taxpayers’ ability to pay. 
We all know the taxpayer, the parent of the student, does 
not have endless pockets. Given Ontario’s economic 
decline and this government’s wasteful spending, the tax-
payer can no longer afford to compensate government 
workers at a level considerably higher than those taxpay-
ers themselves. When I say compensation I mean wages, 
salaries, benefits, pensions, early retirement, sick time 
and everything else that goes along with that. 
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In fact, when I taught high school, I didn’t take sick 
time. I wouldn’t let a supply teacher in my class. If you 
knew the students I had, you wouldn’t either. But I recall 
speaking with my physics teacher—a 27-year career as a 
science teacher. He was the department head. He was my 
department head for a while. I ran into him at the Norfolk 
County Fair. To me, this is a teacher. He taught for 27 
years and did not take one day off. No supply teachers 
for John Manson. In fact, we called him Tex Manson. If 
you were misbehaving in the class, he’d point at you like 
this. It was a little scary; he was a big guy from the 
prairies. Tex Manson didn’t take a day off. I don’t know 
what his thoughts would be as he would have seen, over 
27 years, the rise in power of the unions in the school 
system. I should ask him what he thinks about that. 

Now, we know this piece of legislation covers more 
than the teaching profession. It covers secretaries, educa-
tional assistants, a myriad of support staff. My staff 
recently had a call from a school board employee, a 
person making $30,000 a year. She was a single mother, 
and she was finding it very tough—no pay increases in 
her job category. There’s very little room to manoeuvre 
when you’re making $30,000 a year. So I hope there’s a 
benefit here. I see that within this legislation—support 
staff unions, we know they do not have a central table, 
but they will have access to them under this Bill 122. The 
minister would have the authority to designate what’s 
called a union bargaining council that represents support 
staff in the schools, like office staff, early childhood edu-
cators, maintenance personnel, as long as this council 
represents a minimum of 15 bargaining units. I hope that 
helps that woman who approached our office. 
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As I see it, in this bill, the School Boards Collective 
Bargaining Act, we see an attempt to provide some 
clarity with respect to the roles of all sides in collective 
bargaining in the education sector. There were rounds of 
collective bargaining in 2005 and 2008. There was a 
voluntary framework established by this Ontario govern-
ment in discussion with the school boards and the teacher 
unions. 

Back during the Bill 115 process, the government, 
from my perspective, ignored the previous methods for 
collective bargaining and instead attempted to negotiate a 
memorandum of understanding with the unions. We 
know that the Ontario English Catholic Teachers’ Asso-
ciation, OECTA, was the first to sign on with this MOU 
and put pressure on other unions to sign. 

We also know, when we think back, that the unions 
were not only upset about the contents of Bill 115. That 
bill—I know one of the members in the third party re-
minded us—was called the Putting Students First Act. 

Ms. Catherine Fife: Ha. 
Mr. Toby Barrett: There was a little bit of a chuckle 

on that one—somewhat disingenuous. But we know that 
the unions were disappointed with the government—
maybe I’m downplaying that—that the government 
would insert itself in negotiations directly. School boards 
were also upset, as we know, because as the education 

employers, they were really left out in the dark with this 
agreement of the government and the unions. The school 
boards had to implement the outcome that was negotiat-
ed, but they had very little leeway. The collective bar-
gaining process coming out of Bill 115 was felt to be 
dysfunctional, and now here we are today and the gov-
ernment is seeking to make amends with those unions 
with this latest round of legislation. 

Thinking back, what happened with Bill 115? The 
summer before last, this government was probably told 
by somebody to get their spending under control. I don’t 
think they were listening to us at the time. Otherwise, it 
would compromise public education. It compromises 
kids in the classroom, health care and just about every-
thing else worth funding with taxpayers’ dollars. That’s 
when they came forward with this MOU with the English 
Catholic teachers’ association. 

As opposition—I know we returned early to this 
Legislature the summer before last—we supported the 
need for austerity reflected in that bill, Bill 115. We had 
concerns with Bill 115. A full, true, broader public sector 
wage freeze is what we were calling for. Very simply, it 
means that you freeze wages; you don’t allow for grid 
movement. That’s what Bill 115 allowed. 

As a result, there was something like $450 million 
tacked on to the spending by the province as a result of 
that grid movement. There were some offsets, and—
credit where credit is due—the offsets were agreed to by 
OECTA. It came in at something like $150 million. The 
problem was that there still was that $300-million gap, 
$300 million that would be spent over and above the so-
called wage freeze. It really wasn’t a wage freeze. This is 
so important when you’re talking about the fact that 
we’re staring down the barrel of a $30.2-billion deficit 
four years from now. So $300 million is significant; that 
helps out. It helps out, but the gap remained. 

Even more of concern, from what we’ve seen in the 
recent fall economic statement—we know from that 
statement that today Ontario is in trouble. Not only is the 
provincial economy weaker than expected, but the On-
tario government now seems to have given up completely 
on preventing wasteful spending and any thought of 
reducing the deficit and the debt. 

In contrast, two summers ago with Bill 115, we saw a 
glimmer of hope that this government, after 10 years of 
doubling the debt—and I’m tempted to use the expres-
sion “Dalton the debt-doubler”; I put most of the blame 
on him. 

Mr. Bill Walker: Kathleen’s followed right along. 
Mr. Toby Barrett: I guess it goes on. We know that 

the legacy continues with the present government. 
Just to wrap up, Speaker, Bill 115 has spawned Bill 

122. I’m sure we’ll be up here again a year or two down 
the road talking about another one. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: I’m happy to make some 
comments on the member for Haldimand–Norfolk— 

Interjection: Be nice. 
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Ms. Teresa J. Armstrong: —and I’ll be nice. 
He had talked at length about Bill 115. A lot of us are 

going to mention that bill because I think relationships 
were frayed, as someone mentioned earlier, in the educa-
tion system because of the introduction of Bill 115. I 
know the member from Kitchener–Waterloo is going to 
speak very shortly. I know she’s going to speak very pas-
sionately about Bill 115 because that was a very conten-
tious issue in Kitchener–Waterloo. 

The good people of Kitchener–Waterloo elected a 
New Democrat. They sent a very clear message that they 
wanted to make sure that we fought hard and made sure 
that we had a voice at the table in this Legislature with 
regard to Bill 115, that it was a wrong-minded bill. Yet 
this government still pushed forward with it with the help 
of the Conservatives. 

Now we’re here today with Bill 122. It looks like the 
government wants to repair some of these wrongdoings, 
and in some ways, yes, stakeholders are supporting this 
bill. I think they do want to see it go to second reading 
and I think they want to have their voice at the table and 
be heard. 

The other thing he mentioned, which was kind of 
interesting, was about how two young girls in grade 6 
helped him learn to read. I wonder if those young girls 
went on to be teachers, because at that time—and I know 
now today that teachers just don’t go for the money, that 
they get lured for compensation, like you had mentioned. 
I think teachers have a calling when they enter that 
profession. They want to work with children, they want 
to help children excel in their lives and they want to pass 
on knowledge. I think that’s why teachers enter the 
workforce of education. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Hon. Yasir Naqvi: Thank you very much, Speaker, 
for recognizing me to speak and comment on the member 
from Haldimand–Norfolk. I had the chance to speak 
about this important bill I believe a week before com-
munity week, and I highlighted the work that the Min-
istry of Labour has been able to do, along with the 
Ministry of Education, in the completion or drafting of 
this bill. 

I think we should collectively be very proud of all the 
achievements we have made in our education system 
over the last 10 years. Our education system in Ontario 
today is recognized around the world in terms of student 
achievement, in terms of the gaps that we have been able 
to narrow among students. In fact, now our education 
system is top five in the English-speaking world, and it is 
in large part because of the investments this government 
has made in our education system, but also because of the 
hard work of our teachers and education workers. It’s 
been a great partnership in making sure that children, 
their education, their well-being and upbringing are front 
and centre. The full-day kindergarten program alone is a 
tremendous success, providing great new opportunities 
for our four- and five-year-olds as they prepare for grade 
1 and beyond. 

But part and parcel of making sure that we have a 
good education system is making sure that our system 
works well in terms of the people who work within the 
system. That’s what defines our education system. That’s 
why having a model around collective bargaining, as 
proposed in this legislation, is important. I think we have 
come to that evolution in this province, especially with 
the work that has been done over the last 10 years. The 
work we have done with our education partners through 
federations and unions has really developed a good 
agreement and understanding around what the collective 
bargaining process should be, and I really encourage all 
members to support what’s outlined in this bill. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Mr. Bill Walker: It’s a pleasure to follow my col-
league from Haldimand–Norfolk, who has served his 
people for many years in this House and does a great job. 

Speaker, what I think I heard him say here that re-
sounded very strongly is that there’s really nothing in this 
bill about students or pupils. There’s really no reference 
to who we should be serving here. I’ve been out speak-
ing. I was in Ms. Cunningham’s grade 10 class a couple 
of weeks ago at Peninsula Shores District School, my old 
school. I’ve been at the Georgian College police founda-
tions. This Friday I’m going to Holland-Chatsworth com-
munity school. 

At the end of the day, none of those students, none of 
those discussions ever centre around this type of legisla-
tion. What they want to know is the programs they’re 
going to get, the type of education, the types of things 
they’re going to look forward to as they go through the 
school system. I think it really strikes to this that we’re 
talking about collective agreements. Although my col-
league didn’t say this, another colleague of mine, from 
Leeds–Grenville, I think, called this the “kiss and make 
up bill.” That’s exactly what it is. It’s trying to mend 
fences with those union leadership bosses that they, 
whether inadvertently or purposely, tried to go to battle 
with over Bill 115. 

Our party did support Bill 115, because what we were 
suggesting then and we continue to suggest now is that 
we need an across-the-board wage freeze. We’re in dire 
economic straits here. The consequences, if we don’t turn 
this around, are going to mostly impact our youth and the 
opportunities that they have for educational opportunities 
down the road, so we continue to push. 

I want to reference Tex Manson, a teacher for 27 years 
who taught our colleague. He didn’t take one sick day 
off. It’s obvious that our colleague from Haldimand–
Norfolk, affectionately known as “the duke,” must have 
learned some lessons there, because I can sincerely say 
that he never misses a day at work. He’s always working 
for the constituents that put him in this seat. That’s why 
he continues, year after year after year, because they 
know they’ve got someone who listens, who brings their 
message to Queen’s Park and who will stand up for their 
needs and their austerity needs, and wants to turn this 
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province around so that education, at the end of the day, 
is all about kids and the future that they have and the 
hope that they’ll bring to their schools. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Mr. Michael Prue: I listened intently, as I always do, 
to the member from Haldimand–Norfolk. We have 
known each other for a long time. Certainly he predates 
me in this wonderful institution, but I’ve known him for 
the last 12 years. Generally I find him to be quite a bal-
anced individual. When he speaks he doesn’t get on with 
all the right-wing rhetoric that I often hear from some of 
his colleagues, including austerity needs, which I just 
heard from one of his colleagues. I have no idea what an 
austerity need is, but I’m hoping I might be edified later 
on. 

But there were a couple of things that did concern me 
in the member from Haldimand–Norfolk’s speech. The 
first one: He commented on union leaders that are out 
there trying to seek compensation for their members. 
Now, I do admit that that’s part of their job. I do admit 
that when you’re collective bargaining, you try to get 
better wages and conditions and health standards and any 
number of things for your members. It’s part of what 
being in a union is all about. But I do take some umbrage 
and some concern when he said that the union leaders are 
not concerned about teaching and about teaching chil-
dren. That has never been my experience when I talk to 
them. That job is all about the kids. If you take that job, if 
you go to teachers’ college, you learn to be sympathetic 
and simpatico with the kids. The union leaders are no 
different. Those union leaders were all trained teachers 
before they may have started to do other things within the 
job profession, but I think they are absolutely committed 
to the teaching profession. 

He said, too, that teachers get two months off with pay 
in July and August. The only reason they get that, in my 
understanding—and he may want to comment on that—is 
that they agree to take less money during the other 10 
months so that they get 12 months’ pay. But they can 
take all their money 10 months and then be on unemploy-
ment for two months, but most of them choose not to do 
that. 

I’m hoping the member from Haldimand–Norfolk 
might comment on those things because they are some-
what disturbing to me. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): That con-
cludes the time that we have for questions and comments. 
I now go back to the member for Haldimand–Norfolk for 
his reply. 

Mr. Toby Barrett: The member for London–
Fanshawe: I agree. Teachers and teaching is a calling. 
The two grade 6 girls that taught me how to read—
Elizabeth Dorner; she lives on the farm next door. I ran 
into Betty Pursley at our school reunion. The school had 
been closed for maybe 40 years or 35 years, but I don’t 
think she’s a teacher. 

I do acknowledge that this bill, in contrast to Bill 115, 
does seem to stress government’s responsibility to con-

sult and negotiate with the teacher union leaders around 
collective bargaining and compensation. I’m pleased that 
the Minister of Labour made a few remarks about collect-
ive bargaining, as did the member from Bruce–Grey–
Owen Sound. It suggests to me that this is a labour bill; I 
don’t see this as an education bill. The education minister 
used the word “students” four times in her opening lead. 

The member from Beaches–East York, always diplo-
matic—has that skill—raised the issue of austerity. Our 
economy—we are in an austere time right now; we are in 
a time of austerity. When you’re in a time of austerity—
so many people are not working in my riding—it is in-
cumbent on government to consider bringing in a budget 
that recognizes that austerity. 

I’ll wrap up there. I appreciate the feedback, and I’m 
looking forward to some more discussion on this. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further de-
bate? 

Ms. Catherine Fife: It’s a pleasure for me to stand up 
and speak to Bill 122, which is called the School Boards 
Collective Bargaining Act. It’s interesting for me, be-
cause we are here for a number of reasons, and the 
history and context are actually quite important. 

Just on the title of the bill, this could conceivably be 
called, from the Liberal side of the House to their educa-
tion partners, “We know our education partners don’t 
trust us anymore, and we know that we can’t be trusted, 
so we’re going to bring in this piece of legislation to 
make sure that all the rules are clear and all the players 
know their places,” so that maybe—maybe—we’ll forget 
about Bill 115. Maybe, but I don’t think that’s going to 
happen. 

I’m going to talk about why this piece of legislation is 
important, just in case you don’t know, because I know 
that this side of the House does not know. 

So the context: In the mid-1990s, under former Pre-
mier Harris, school boards lost their ability to raise 
taxes—to levy taxes. At the same time, $2 billion was 
removed from school boards across the province, devas-
tating school boards, compromising democracy, under-
mining local school boards and their responsibilities, 
forcing the amalgamation of school boards—a very 
painful process. 

Some of you have been here long enough to remember 
the people outside on the front lawn and lying on the 
stairs in the main hallway, fighting for local democracy 
and sustainable funding for public education. I know this 
time quite well, because that was actually when I sort of 
woke up to the politics of education in the province of 
Ontario, and in particular, the cuts to adult education at 
the time. Certainly, I don’t know how you think we’re 
ever going to address child poverty in the province of 
Ontario in a very responsible way when you sort of dis-
enfranchise and marginalize adults who are seeking to 
benefit their lives through public education. 

But Mr. Harris saw it differently—the PCs at the time 
saw it differently—and $2 billion was pulled out of 
public education. It was well documented through the 
Rozanski report at the time. I think, and it would be safe 
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to say, that those teachers and those front-line workers 
who have been disparaged in previous comments will 
continue to this day to see that systemic operational 
deficit that was begun under that regime and continued 
on. 

Then 2003 happened, and the Liberals were elected. 
The promises of a new day were in all the media. Actual-
ly, I would say there was a sense of hope and optimism a 
little bit. I know it well, because I was elected to the 
Waterloo Region District School Board as a trustee in 
2003, and it was a great day. But there were certainly a 
lot of promises that had been made to rectify and to do 
damage control from the previous Harris regime, and 
clearly some of those promises could not be fulfilled, 
which in turn became the theme of this government’s 
legacy. 
1630 

Following that, though, we did see increased central-
ized policy development and the withdrawal of power 
from local school boards to here at Queen’s Park. Quite 
honestly, school boards, over the years, have seen this 
diminishment of power and the ability to actually meet 
their responsibilities. I think a lot of people in this House 
might not know that school boards have a mandated re-
sponsibility not only for academics and the financial 
component that is associated with that, making sure that 
students are successful—that’s mandated by this govern-
ment; they also have a mandated responsibility for well-
being, which, of course, some people can’t measure. It’s 
a hard thing to measure, but there it is. Not only are 
school boards responsible for test scores and the stan-
dardized testing mantra, but they certainly have the 
responsibility for well-being. 

I know that many of you, regardless of where you 
come from, will understand that what is happening in our 
schools day in and day out on the mental health piece is 
shocking. School boards are actually reeling with the 
effect of having to deal with the social, emotional, nutri-
tional and physical needs of students. 

We saw this centralized system of power that the 
Liberals brought in, a very neo-Liberal agenda that was 
somewhat patronizing to school boards: “You do a good 
job. We’ll tell you what to do. We’re not going to give 
you the resources to do it, but we’re going to give you the 
mandate to do it, and then we’re going to punish you if 
you don’t do it properly, as we see fit.” This is not a 
healthy relationship. 

At the same time, the whole negotiations process was 
playing itself out. In the first round of negotiations, 
things went pretty well because there was money on the 
table. The second round, they were a little bit more testy. 
At the time, the now Premier was the Minister of Educa-
tion, and everybody sort of calmed down because there 
was still some money. That actually makes a difference 
in negotiations. Money does make a difference in negoti-
ations, in collective bargaining, and that made a differ-
ence to school boards. 

This leaves us with Bill 115 in the summer of 2012, 
when negotiations were not going so well because there 

was no money. Zero and zero were on the table. The 
unions were amenable to the zero and zero, but you 
would be surprised that they were also fighting about 
some of that systemic underfunding that was happening 
at the school boards, like special education, like some of 
the course restrictions that have been placed on school 
boards, because, as was promised by the Liberals, the 
funding formula was supposed to be reviewed in its 
entirety: not little bits and pieces of it, but in its entirety 
because, as school boards lose their enrolment because 
people are having fewer children in particular, the rural 
boards and the northern boards were even further disen-
franchised, because enrolment drives funding. 

This became part of those negotiations and that discus-
sion during the Bill 115 round tables. Of course it wasn’t 
going well because the government was not interested in 
that. “No, no, we don’t want to hear about that,” they 
said. “We don’t want to hear about those special educa-
tion issues that are emerging. We don’t want to hear 
about the ongoing transportation issues.” Some school 
boards had, in previous years, found efficiencies. They 
had done their due diligence. They had found efficiencies 
and had good working relationships with some of the 
small bus operators. Then this new transportation model 
came in and they were flatlined, so they were actually 
punished for being efficient. It’s really quite something. 
You really can’t even make this stuff up; you really can’t. 

Bill 115 came in for a lot of reasons. I think some of 
my colleagues have already been very clear about the 
politics of Bill 115, but I just want to say for the record, 
as someone who was directly affected during the debates 
and during the canvassing, knocking on the doors and 
meeting with concerned constituents over the direction of 
public education during the by-election, which is why 
I’m standing here, those concerns rippled out into the 
entire community because education is a core value of 
our communities. Whether or not people have children in 
the system, whether or not they have family or friends 
who work in the system, it dismantled the trust that 
existed in previous years. People were, quite honestly, for 
a lack of a better word, discombobulated by it, because 
they didn’t see how picking a fight with education work-
ers was going to strengthen public education. They didn’t 
understand, because the collective bargaining process had 
not been allowed to play itself out. 

Not even Mike Harris would have gone that far. He 
would never have imposed a contract, knowing full well 
that it was in contravention with the Ministry of Labour 
and with the Ontario Labour Relations Act. He would not 
have gone that far because, you know what? He would 
have known that it would cost taxpayers more money at 
the back end. He would have known that trying to 
circumvent collective bargaining in that way, in that 
manner, would not only hurt public education, but it 
would cost people more money down the line. 

Those legal negotiations are still ongoing. Those cases 
are still before the Labour Relations Board, as they 
should be, because they were precedent-setting. No other 
government had ever done that, not even the PCs. 
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So you can see where there’s a need—there’s a genu-
ine need—for this legislation to be in front of us today. 
The Liberals recognize that they have undermined trust 
within the education sector, and they’re very eager to 
restart that relationship, to change the channel—we hear 
that sometimes. They want to change the channel on this 
issue. 

But for us over here, we’re more concerned that all the 
players at the table know their roles and responsibilities. 
Quite honestly, school boards have been fighting to get to 
that table. They’ve been fighting for legitimacy at that 
table, even though they are the employer. 

So I think, if I was to be very honest about it, that I’m 
pleased that the government has finally realized that it’s 
so important for all three parties to be at the table: the 
board, as the employer, having a valid spot at that table; 
employees and their bargaining agents, because they 
need to be part of that negotiation; and the funder, which 
is the Ministry of Education. 

If everybody understands their roles, it should all go 
fine, right? It should be fine. But I guarantee you that Bill 
122 is not going to be the be-all and end-all, because 
there are some long-standing systemic issues around the 
funding formula that have not been dealt with, not in 10 
years. 

While it will be important for everyone to know their 
roles and responsibilities, there are clearly some out-
standing issues, as the legislation is presented to us, and 
I’m going to give you an example: the provision that 
allows the employer bargaining agency to be substituted 
in “if, in the minister’s opinion,” the employer bargaining 
agency “is unable or unwilling to ... perform those 
duties,” so if the minister doesn’t really like how things 
are going. In my mind, I call this the Laurel Broten 
clause, because things didn’t go so well last time, and 
then the hammer came out. 

I’m concerned about this, as we all are. I guess this is 
the part where the three wise men come in and take over 
the entire bargaining process. This is section 22, just for 
the record. I think we should all have some concerns 
about this, because if the objective is to build an open 
and transparent model of collective bargaining, then you 
can’t have a clause that says, “Well, if it’s not going our 
way, we get to bring in new players.” That undermines 
the entire process. 

Also, the process or the provision that the bargaining 
agents “shall co-operate in good faith with the crown in 
preparing for and conducting central bargaining”—I 
guess this all comes down to, what is good faith? If we 
had faith that the government understood what good-faith 
bargaining was, then we would all be on the same page. 
But there isn’t. 

So these are two major issues that I think need to be 
addressed. 

This whole business about co-operating in good faith 
with the crown sort of reminds me of Game of Thrones. I 
guess this is the Game of Thrones clause: If things aren’t 
going so well, then we get to change the rules. That 

pretty much undermines the entire goal of Bill 122. I 
hope we can all agree with that. 
1640 

This piece of legislation, if passed—and I think that 
we will cautiously be supporting it; as I’ve said, we have 
some serious concerns about it—will change the collect-
ive bargaining framework in two main ways. 

It will formalize a proactive process of central and 
local bargaining. I think that there’s definitely going to 
be some tension between the central bargaining and the 
local bargaining because, quite honestly, school boards 
know their students best. They have this mandate for aca-
demic achievement, and they have this mandate for 
student well-being. They know their students best. I think 
that if they were quite honestly redefining Bill 115, Put-
ting Students First, then that piece of legislation would 
have looked really different, because school boards put 
their students first, and they end up fighting with the 
Ministry of Education, which is trying to redefine the 
reality of education for students in the province of 
Ontario. 

We even heard this morning of the Niagara board. 
This is a long-standing, systemic operational deficit. It’s 
a structural deficit for special education. Bill 122 is not 
going to fix that unless, somehow, the Ministry of Educa-
tion actually does what it said it was always going to do, 
which is to have another look at the funding model and 
review the funding model to address some of those dis-
parities and inequities that are systemic across the 
province. Northern boards do not have the enrolment to 
generate the same sort of programming that you would 
have in high-growth areas. The rural boards, for sure, 
with all the forced amalgamations that they’ve had to 
adopt, are also struggling for resources on the ground. 

The formalization of this proactive process—I’ll give 
you full credit for bringing it in. It’s a little late, but at 
least it’s here now. 

Providing a central grievance arbitration system: I 
think that this actually is probably long overdue, and I 
think that you will see a number of grievances come 
through, because at the end of the day, it will be about 
funding. As I’ve said, without fixing the funding formula, 
except for bits and pieces, you’re going to see some long-
standing issues come to the bargaining table. That may 
take our collective efforts to try to deal with some of that. 

The PCs so far have demonstrated, on several levels, 
that union bashing is the way to go and that it’s—I just 
think it’s old. It doesn’t help. It doesn’t build confidence 
in the public education system. You’ve said that peace 
and stability essentially don’t matter. It does matter. It 
matters because we’ve seen how Bill 115 disrupted the 
public education system last year. In fact, there’s still a 
shakiness in there. 

You know, having barely survived the $2-billion re-
moval during the Mike Harris years and having adapted, 
in many regards, to the neo-liberal agenda of “father 
knows best” for public education, I think it is time for us 
to recognize that school boards should be equal partners 
in the collective bargaining process, and they should ac-
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tually be respected partners in public education. One of 
the ways to do that is actually to listen to them and pay 
attention to some of the issues that they bring to the fore, 
because they’re not just specific issues; these are central 
issues around transportation, around special ed, around 
mental health. 

Quite honestly, to hear the PCs talk about a lack of 
economic progress in this province—I mean, there’s no 
doubt that is an issue, but that’s because these issues 
distract us away from the conversation around 21st-
century learning skills, and what employers need, and the 
skills gap and productivity. Education connects all of it. 

Every day, parents across this province send their chil-
dren off into the local school and—you know, you have 
to be honest about this—a little part of their heart goes 
with them. It’s a huge trust to send your child off to the 
public education system, and it’s a trust that should be 
honoured not only in this place—so disparaging those 
education workers is not a good use of your time or of 
your energy. 

For school boards themselves, having now had this 
weight of increased responsibility around student 
achievement and around well-being, it’s time for them to 
be honoured at the bargaining table, their voices listened 
to, because they are on the front lines and they care and 
have the responsibility for student achievement. 

We will be giving a very cautious support to Bill 122. 
We hope that some of the concerns that we’ve raised 
resonate with the government. We hope that, perhaps one 
day, the Progressive Conservative Party will realize that 
disparaging the people who work in the education system 
is not a productive way to strengthen public education, 
and that peace and stability and having a transparent 
method for collective bargaining to be negotiated is 
actually a good use of our time. In fact, it’s a proactive 
way for us to stay focused on the real issues in public 
education. Certainly, that trust should not be ignored. 

Just one final thing: In the Kitchener–Waterloo by-
election, education was recognized as a core value of that 
community. I would argue that it’s a core value of every 
community in the province. I think that if we, collective-
ly, could come together and recognize that the people 
who work in that system are actually valued members of 
society and valued members of the workforce, because 
they are creating the future generations, then we actually 
could focus on some of the real things that need our at-
tention and are very much connected to the economy. 

Just as a final note, I’m glad that there’s going to be 
some clarity around rules and responsibilities during the 
collective bargaining process. It’s long overdue. As I 
said, we will be giving our cautious support to this bill. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Ms. Soo Wong: I’m pleased to rise again to speak in 
support of Bill 122. I want to respond to some of the 
comments made by my colleague from Kitchener–
Waterloo. Those of us who have lived long enough have 
experienced the Rae days and the Harris days, and she 
commented about Bill 115. So let me remind the mem-

bers opposite, having grown up with the Toronto Board 
of Education back in the 1970s, we went through forced 
Rae days—forced Rae days—when I was a trustee at that 
time, when my nieces and nephew were forced to have 
days off. Now, what kids do you know that don’t know 
about days off? That was a concern. Under the Harris 
government, we fired teachers, we closed schools; again, 
that was a concern. 

Learning from past experience, we know that this 
proposed Bill 122 will address some of the central 
bargaining issues. Like the member from Kitchener–
Waterloo, I was a trustee, for the Toronto District School 
Board. This proposed legislation, if passed, will bring all 
the parties to the table. This is not anything new. Right 
now, we have central bargaining for doctors, for nurses 
and other health professionals across the system—so, by 
bringing the parties together, one time only, to have those 
conversations, in particular when it comes to wages and 
central issues that the member commented on earlier. 

The other piece here is that it also respects local issues 
as well. If this legislation is passed, there will be two-tier 
bargaining: one centrally, one locally. Some of the local 
issues are very distinct for the urban school board that 
I’m from, from downtown Toronto, but also other areas 
that are very rural and very unique to those communities. 

With regard to this bill, there is time sensitivity. I’m 
urging all members to remind themselves that we need to 
move this process through, finish second reading, and go 
to committee as soon as possible. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. Steve Clark: I’m pleased to provide a couple of 
minutes of questions and comments to the member from 
Kitchener–Waterloo for her speech. It was quite a speech. 
In some cases, it almost reminded me of a leadership 
style speech, very rousing. She took a shot at all the dif-
ferent parties. But, you know, I do respect her knowledge 
of school boards and her experience as a trustee, as the 
previous speaker, the member for Scarborough–Agincourt, 
was also a former trustee. I never served as a trustee 
before I was elected an MPP, so I don’t bring that per-
spective, so I like to hear from folks in the education 
sector who were on the front line. 

I like to listen to their life experiences. Certainly the 
member brings to her job as an MPP that experience of 
when she first became a school trustee in 2003. I listened 
very carefully to some of her comments, especially about 
section 22 of Bill 122. I know that I’ll be going back and 
speaking to some of my local people about that particular 
section and what they feel, whether positive or negative. 
That section would affect local boards. 
1650 

I do want to, just in the last few seconds of my speech, 
address a comment that she made about rhetoric and 
about going after people in the education sector. I had a 
20-minute rotation. I don’t take on anyone in the educa-
tion sector. In fact, I like going into the education sector 
and listening to people. Whether it’s education or health 
care, I don’t mind talking to front-line workers. I may not 
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always agree with them, and sometimes I don’t, but I’ll 
tell you, when the people picketed on Bill 115 in front of 
my office, I gave them hot chocolate. I respected their 
right to protest my opinion and to not agree with me. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Mr. Michael Mantha: It’s always a privilege for me 
to be in the House when the member from Kitchener–
Waterloo speaks, particularly to this bill, because when I 
found out that she was actually going to be a candidate in 
that by-election and I knew the field that she was coming 
from, I wholeheartedly made myself available to her. 
When I knocked on those doors, I knew that she was con-
nected with the individuals in her communities, because a 
lot of what I heard on the doorsteps was on that experi-
ence that she was bringing in. That new light was going 
to be a huge, huge benefit to our caucus. 

I just wanted to highlight a couple of the points that 
she brought up. First she talked about the history of what 
led us to having this discussion in regard to the school 
boards’ role being minimized in the last round of negotia-
tions, and also local democracy being removed from 
those individuals, minimizing their roles and really 
ignoring the fact that these boards had come up with 
discussions in regard to where savings could be found. A 
lot of those issues were totally disregarded. Again, she 
used the analogy where, “Big Brother knows best. We’re 
going to do it this way and ignore a lot of the work that 
you have done.” It really undermined the entire process 
of sitting down and negotiating with employers, the 
government being the employer in this issue. 

The one point that she really brought up that I wanted 
to highlight was that the local school boards know best. 
They know what the kids are asking for. They know their 
needs. They identify with it. I’ve sat down at many nego-
tiations, and it was such a struggle for me when I was 
negotiating with individuals who were not from those 
areas, who were not from those communities and were 
not from the province. It really caused problems. When 
you’re looking at local autonomy and when you’re 
looking at individualized service and their needs, no one 
knows better than the actual people who are serving those 
kids. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Mr. Joe Dickson: It’s a pleasure to stand and speak in 
reference to Bill 122, the School Boards Collective 
Bargaining Act. I speak as the member for Ajax–Picker-
ing, not a past Catholic school trustee, where we had a 
very small area. This, of course, would be prior to region-
alization, but the process was always a topic of conversa-
tion, no matter what generation you spoke to it in. I can 
tell you that this started to become a little bit more of a 
challenge throughout the 1970s, once regionalization was 
completed. 

I was speaking somewhere on Saturday evening, east 
of Ajax, and I was approached by a teaching professional 
who was complaining about the process. I said, “There is 
activity in the Legislature on that, and we’ll just have to 

wait and see how that formalizes itself in its final pos-
ition.” When we formalize, whether it’s legislation or a 
combination of legislation and regulations, we’re going 
to do something that is in fact solving a problem for the 
long term. We don’t want to see the gains made by the 
teaching profession lost because of arbitrary measures 
and ill will throughout the process. I can tell you that I 
believe this bill does that in its entirety. It will solve the 
problems in the long term and make it more viable for us 
and for all of the teaching professionals in this province 
who do such a great job, day in, day out. It just never 
stops. I congratulate them, and I’ll certainly work with 
anyone on this bill. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): That’s it for 
questions and comments. I return to the member for 
Kitchener–Waterloo for her response. 

Ms. Catherine Fife: Thank you to the members from 
Scarborough–Agincourt, Leeds–Grenville, Algoma–
Manitoulin and Ajax–Pickering for their feedback. 

I recognize that we see this issue quite differently. I do 
want to say that the Minister of Education was the past 
president of the Ontario Public School Boards’ Associa-
tion, as was I. I think that it’s a really good step to have 
someone who has actually had the chance to travel across 
the province and talk to the education sector, from the 
north to the east, south and west. I think there’s an 
acknowledgment there that there is some disparity in 
access to education. Stabilizing and strengthening the 
process by which we negotiate contracts is a good step. 

That said, the concerns that we’ve had—I’ve already 
articulated them. There is a trust issue around what the 
Ministry of Education feels is important and what school 
boards feel are important issues. Any measure that we 
can put in place which actually raises the level of respect 
for those local voices would go a long way to ensuring 
that any bargaining in the future has some integrity, has 
some dignity and is respectful of those local voices. So I 
just want to put that on the table. 

Every government has had their challenges with edu-
cation, and I definitely think that it’s a hill worth dying 
on. It underpins our democracy as a province. It’s worth 
fighting for, each and every day. If we can get to a re-
spectful place where people in our schools understand 
that they are part of the broader vision for this province, 
then that would be a good direction to go in. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Before I ask 
for further debate, I will announce to the House the 
following: 

Pursuant to standing order 47(c), I am now required to 
interrupt the proceedings and announce that there have 
been more than six and one-half hours of debate on the 
motion for second reading of this bill. This debate will 
therefore be deemed adjourned unless the government 
House leader or another member of the executive council 
specifies otherwise. 

I recognize the Minister of Community and Social 
Services. 

Hon. Ted McMeekin: Mr. Speaker, we’d like the de-
bate to continue. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further de-
bate. 

Mr. Bill Walker: To the minister, thank you for al-
lowing me my 20 minutes on behalf of my constituents in 
Bruce–Grey–Owen Sound. It’s a pleasure to speak to Bill 
122, the School Boards Collective Bargaining Act, 
although my colleague from Leeds–Grenville might have 
had a better title, and that’s the kiss-and-make-up bill. 

This bill is aimed at correcting the problems with Bill 
115, and part of that is because it was poorly executed. 
I’ve had a number of people in my riding, most of them 
actually Liberals and many from the teaching profession, 
come and say, “Why would they have alienated their 
biggest allies: union management? Why would they have 
gone down this path?” Now we’re back here talking 
about it again. 

The bill clarifies the government’s role, and that is one 
where they should consult and negotiate. Mr. Speaker, 
this is yet again a situation where we don’t need adminis-
trivia. We shouldn’t have to have this in legislation and 
regulation. What this should be is an absolute, expected 
approach from day one on anything we’re talking about. 
You should always have the courtesy to respect the stake-
holders who are going to be impacted the most: those on 
the front lines—in this case the parents and the students 
who, in my mind, were totally shut out of how this was 
rolled out in the first place. 

It’s unfortunate, but it again focuses the spotlight on 
how this government, in my tenure here and certainly for 
many years prior to me getting here, has approached this. 
They’re just steamrolling. 

The horse racing industry is one of those. They came 
out and said, “You shall do this.” They didn’t consult, 
and now they’re trying to come back and look like the 
heroes who are going to rejuvenate that whole industry. 
They’ve already done the damage. It’s going to be tough 
to bring that back. 
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The Green Energy Act—again, taking democracy 
from local communities, locally elected officials, who 
have no say in whether wind turbines will go in their 
communities or not. 

Physiotherapy programs: They again came in and said, 
“You shall;we’re going to pull these.” There was no 
consultation with the physiotherapists to ensure that this 
was going to be a good, effective use and a change. 

Cataract surgery, insulin strips, all of those types of 
things: This government continues to go in, they deci-
mate it and then they try to come back and look like the 
champion and the hero. 

It’s just not working well for the people of Ontario, 
and it saddens me that I continually have to rise in my 
role as government opposition to point out the error of 
their ways. But that is my job, and on behalf of the resi-
dents who are not getting the services because of this 
mismanagement and the way they’re trying to steamroll 
things in our province, I will continue to do that. I will 
not apologize for that. We need to ensure that we hold 

them to account at every step of the way, and I will 
continue to do that. 

It was not lost on me as well—and my colleague from 
Leeds–Grenville also mentioned in his 20-minute presen-
tation—that they’ve increased spending in the education 
sector by $8.5 billion. There are 250,000—a quarter of a 
million—fewer students in the system, yet they’ve in-
creased spending, and I’m not certain that the outcome is 
better today than it used to be. 

This bill ignores two very, very important stakeholders 
in the education system: the parents of children who are 
in the system, and the children themselves. My colleague 
from Haldimand–Norfolk very elaborately and eloquently, 
in his 20-minute discussion, pointed out that there’s 
almost no reference to children, outcomes, improved 
education in this bill. This is all about collective 
bargaining and negotiation. 

If this had been done better, we wouldn’t be talking 
about this. It suggests to me that—the people who called 
me, even when we were debating Bill 115 the first time, 
were wanting to see things that were going to help their 
students, that were going to ensure that their students got 
the best possible education to be able to fend for them-
selves and strive and excel in our new economy. They 
were worried. In fact, they used words like, “They were 
using them as bargaining chips”—not only the parents 
but the children were used as bargaining chips. It created 
strife; it created confusion. All throughout their lifestyle, 
everyday tasks became a challenge because they didn’t 
know: Were they going on strike? Weren’t they going on 
strike? “What’s this going to do to my personal life?” At 
the end of the day, it was all for nothing. 

As the PCs, right at the very outset, we had said to put 
in an across-the-board wage freeze for all of the public 
sector, facing the debt and deficit that this government 
has run up, and we wouldn’t have had that whole strife 
and concern and confusion that we had. We said we 
wanted an across-the-board wage freeze, and it still isn’t 
there. We could have saved $2 billion. 

Bill 122 is just a more benign version of Bill 115 and 
is very, very technical. It’s talking about a whole bunch 
of collective agreeing; it’s not talking about kids and edu-
cation. 

When I go out to schools—I go out often. I was out to 
Mrs. Cunningham’s class a couple of times at the Penin-
sula Shores District School, my old high school. I really 
commend her, because she’s allowing us in to have an 
open discussion with the students. I was just last week at 
Georgian College police foundations, and then this 
Friday I’ll be at Holland-Chatsworth community school. 
Not once in our discussions have we talked about things 
like collective bargaining and Bill 115 or Bill 122. What 
we talk about, what those students really want to talk 
about, is the closure of schools. 

We’ve had two accommodation reviews going on in 
our jurisdiction, and it saddens me again that all of those 
parents have to come and put their lives on hold to try to 
save that school, the very fabric of a rural community, to 
ensure that their children will get the exact same level of 
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education—or better, perhaps—that they were able to 
receive in those rural schools. 

Why aren’t we in here debating why we’re using the 
same old funding formula? We all know that classroom 
size and student enrolment are declining, and yet we con-
tinue to fund based on that old, archaic model. Why 
aren’t we disputing that? Why aren’t we debating that 
and trying to find innovative ways to do those types of 
things? 

They’re talking to me about a lack of programs and a 
lack of resources in the actual schools they sit in. They’re 
talking about the school funding formula and what the 
program services are that they’re going to need, going 
forward. 

Why aren’t we talking about things like how do we 
strive to have better apprenticeship programs, rather than 
the very stifling trades tax that the Liberal government 
has recently imposed and which will do more negative 
damage to those students who want to come into the 
trades? We already know it’s a looming crisis out there, 
but we spend time arguing on these types of things. 

This all boils down to common themes. If the Liberals 
hadn’t allowed our province—not “allowed;” they actually 
drove the bus. They drove the bus and doubled the debt. 
The deficit is out of whack and it continues to go up, 
even though—in their most recent economic fall state-
ment, they’ve now projected that even by 2017-20, by 
which they swore they would have a balanced budget—
now they’re pushing it out because they know that 
they’re addicted to spending and they have no ability to 
pull back from there. What we know is that if they hadn’t 
gotten us into this mess, if they wouldn’t continue to go 
down this path, we would actually be in a place where 
we’d be talking about the good things in education, what 
new programs, what innovative programs we should be 
implementing, the types of things we can do remotely 
and with virtual distance. 

We spent two legislative sessions talking and discuss-
ing education financing rather than what we should be 
talking about, and that is the value of education, where 
education needs to be, so that those young people who 
are sitting in front of you and at the back, our brand new 
pages this week here—we should be talking and always 
focusing on those young children and what their future is 
going to be, and it scares me where we are. 

If we were in a stable financial state, we would be dis-
cussing these new initiatives. We’d be discussing the 
hope and the opportunities that our students are going to 
hold in the future rather than actually sitting in this 
House wondering, what’s their future going to be? Are 
we going to be able to actually have the school system 
that we all take for granted to some degree? We have a 
great school system, and we always have, but it can be so 
much better. We shouldn’t be talking about things that 
are only finance-driven; we should be talking about 
what’s really there. 

It brings me—and it’s interesting. I sat here and lis-
tened intently to my colleague from Kitchener–Waterloo, 
from the NDP. In her statement, she said that the Liberals 

don’t listen, and she cited a number of specific examples. 
She actually admitted that there’s no money. That’s a 
nice thing, that they finally admit it. We’re $12 billion in 
debt again this year. I can’t fathom at times how they can 
say this every day and find all the faults, but when it 
comes to crucial votes like the budget, they support this 
Liberal government and give them life. They extend their 
life. They prop them up. 

They’re critical on just about everything that the Lib-
erals do, and yet when it comes to the budget, they either 
sat on their hands the first time around, or this time they 
actually stepped up and supported it. They’re accom-
plices to what this government has done to our great 
province, and they can’t deny that. They continue to prop 
them up. 

We bring bills, as the official opposition, to try to put 
a moratorium, for example, on the Green Energy Act, so 
that we bring back democracy to our communities. And 
what do they do? They sanctimoniously stand up and 
prop them up at every opportunity. On every crucial vote 
that we’ve had in this House, when they’ve had the op-
portunity to actually stand up for the true people of 
Ontario, the taxpayers, the people paying the freight, they 
have voted with the government and allowed them to stay 
in power. That is something that they will have to look in 
the mirror every day about and make their own rationale 
to their constituents of why they can do that. 

Again, I’m going to be very specific to the former 
speaker from Kitchener–Waterloo. She references Mike 
Harris all the time, and in her closing remarks she made 
some comments about old thinking. She made comments 
about being respectful. Why do we have to keep going 
back to Mike Harris? If we’re really here about collabor-
ation and working together, why can’t we work collabor-
atively to move forward? 

Ms. Catherine Fife: He cut $2 billion out of educa-
tion. Do you know how hard it is to recover from— 

Mr. Bill Walker: She talked about $2 billion, and 
she’s heckling me right now on the $2 billion. 

It’s interesting that the Liberals have wasted $1.1 bil-
lion on two gas plants, and yet I believe they supported 
the same government who did that. They gave them an 
extension of life, knowing full well what that was going 
to be. They continue to stand here in this House every 
day and talk about how terrible the government is. They 
talk about how they mismanage funds. They talk about 
the wasteful spending, and yet when it comes to those 
critical votes, they stand in unison with their hands to-
gether, saying, “We will give you more extended life.” 
They have to stand up and look in the mirror. Every day 
they have to go back and explain to themselves, first and 
foremost, how we can prop up that government that ap-
parently is so spiteful. 

But I don’t want to just lose this. She made a comment 
that Mike Harris would never have imposed such meas-
ures, and yet she and her party continue to vote and sup-
port and prop up these Liberals. You can’t have it both 
ways, and it’s high time that the media in this province 
picked up on that as well. There’s a free ride being given 
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to some people in this House. They can come up and say 
all that every time. They can be very sanctimonious 
about the government across the floor, but they continue 
to step up and support them at every opportunity. 

Again in this bill, all we’re doing is rehashing a 
misstep by that government. They imposed certain things 
and created a whole lot of bedlam in our province for a 
lot of people, and at the end of the day, they’re still in 
power. They were abetted by the NDP in their voting 
procedures, and yet we’re not talking about the things 
that, again, we should be talking about. We’re not talking 
about how we’re going to cut back spending so that these 
students have a chance at a future, so that we have the 
innovative programs, so that we have those improvisa-
tional programs. We should be the leading edge of the 
world—we are. We have the people. We have the ability. 
We have the innovative spirit right here in our own back-
yard in Ontario, but we’re the laggards of the province 
because of the debt that that government has run us into. 
We spend most of our time in here talking about bills that 
are just fringe around the edge. They’re tweaking around 
the edge rather than getting down to the fundamental 
issues. 
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Ontario’s two million students are not getting enough 
attention from this government when it comes down to 
what they really need; they’re not nearly as much as the 
public sector unions are. This is, again, one of those 
ones—“We need to appease them, because, yes, some 
support went to the NDP in that last by-election.” We 
know that and they know that. They know they had a lot 
of forces that jumped in their bandwagon for this time 
around. They’re trying to build bridges and make up. 

But, you know, at the end of the day, we’re all sent 
here to govern on behalf of the entirety of the Ontario 
taxpayer. We need to all be working to ensure that the 
programs and services are the absolute best at the end of 
the day for the user, the students in this case, the people 
that we need to be ensuring and fostering hope and the 
ability to know that they’re going to come out at the other 
end with a better lifestyle than what we had. That’s what 
I came here to do, to ensure that when I come here every 
day and give my time and energy, it’s so that there’s a 
better future ahead, so we have a better opportunity for 
the kids in the room, for those out there listening, for the 
next generation that are going to come along and be our 
new leaders and our new workers. Right now, Speaker, 
that’s a tough challenge with the way this government 
has driven us into the debt load that we have. 

This morning, I met with CUPE individuals, and I 
asked them, “Do you know what our third-biggest ex-
penditure in government is?” I asked them that question. 
You will know that, Mr. Speaker. You will know that 
health care is our number one expenditure of the Ontario 
government. You will know that number two is educa-
tion, as it should be, as both of those should be. But 
outside of this room, I’m wondering how many people 
know what the answer to number three is. 

Mr. Todd Smith: I know. 

Mr. Bill Walker: What is it? 
Mr. Todd Smith: Education. 
Mr. Bill Walker: No, education was number two. It’s 

interest on the debt payment: $10 billion. Just think about 
the innovation that we could have, just think what we 
could have in our systems, in our health care system, in 
our educational system, in our social programs. In my 
new critic responsibility, children and youth, every day I 
hear concerns about the lack of resources out there for 
those most in need. It saddens me to say to those people, 
“You know what? We spend $10 billion—that govern-
ment has got us to a point where we’re spending $10 
billion just to pay interest on our debt.” What could that 
do for social housing? What could that do for those with 
disabilities, those with mental challenges? 

There are so many people out there who are being left 
behind because of this government and their inability to 
manage our fiscal finances, and again, abetted by the 
NDP, who continue to prop them up and allow them to 
continue on down this nightmare path they’re going on. 

It’s really very disheartening to be able to hear things 
that are going to make people get up in the morning and 
say, “You know what? We are in dire straits. We need to 
have some significant change.” I’m not talking about 
cutting and slashing, because I know that’s where that 
party is going to go and they’re going to try to dredge up 
the past. What I’m talking about, Mr. Speaker, is that we 
need to be strategic in every dollar that we spend. We 
need to be looking at it as an investment that truly is 
going to be moving us forward. It’s truly going to pro-
gress us. We need to do that not just in this act, but in all 
the acts. 

I referenced earlier—the Green Energy Act is one of 
those ones, and I’m really getting more and more of an 
appreciation the longer I’m here, seeing the absolute 
critical role that energy plays in our province and in our 
country. We used to be the leaders. We used to be the 
leaders in North America. We had the lowest energy 
rates, and this province was booming. This province was 
the leader of the train. We were producing jobs. We were 
producing innovative opportunities. We had the Black-
Berrys coming along. We had all kinds of companies 
coming out and starting up in Ontario, expanding in On-
tario. And now, there’s a mass exodus: 800,000 to a 
million people are out of work today. Our manufacturing 
industry has been decimated. And why wouldn’t it be? 
When you’ve doubled and tripled the energy rates over 
the last eight years—we just had another increase on 
November 1—who would come to our province? Who’s 
going to come and say, “Yes, I really want to see those”? 
And you add in the red tape and the bureaucracy and the 
number of regulations that this government imposes on 
them, and it just, again, is one of those ones where you 
start to say, “How much further can we go down?” 

We’re going to have, I believe, either in 2014 or 2015, 
the highest energy rates in North America. A big part of 
that is because they’ve tried to sell the goods to the 
public of Ontario that we are going to be the cleanest, 
greenest environmental economy in the world. Mr. 
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Speaker, I want to tell you that that’s coming back in 
spades the opposite way. They’re losing jobs 4 to 1, not 
gaining them 4 to 1. It’s energy that we can’t rely on, so 
we have to have the backup. We paid the United States 
and Quebec half a billion dollars—paid them. We didn’t 
give the power away. We paid them half a billion dollars 
to make them doubly effective against our own manufac-
turing industries. So there’s a lot of these things, and they 
just steamrolled. 

My whole point here—because I’m sure someone is 
going to say, “Get back to the Education Act,” so I’ll 
jump ahead there a little bit. What this is all about is the 
fundamental premise of this bill, which really says that 
you should consult the stakeholders. You should be out 
having discussions and dialogue with those people at the 
front lines. That’s absolutely critical. We should be doing 
that in every facet of everything we do. The people who 
are in the trenches are the people who know their busi-
ness. They can consult us and tell us, “Here’s what’s 
needed; here’s how you should roll this out,” so that 
we’re not always coming back and playing catch-up. 

In this case, we’ve debated Bill 115, and now it’s Bill 
122. Our critic, Mr. Leone from Cambridge, has been 
very straight. He has reviewed this, and I think he is sup-
portive, and we are generally supportive. There need to 
be some amendments, and one of the key amendments in 
there that I hear from my constituents in Bruce–Grey–
Owen Sound, more so than anything about this bill and 
the former bill, is reg 274, and that is that the teacher 
who is the best to teach the job should be given the job, 
and the principal should have the ability to be able to 
choose the person who is best qualified, as opposed to 
how long you’ve been in a role or how long you’ve been 
in a union environment and your seniority comes to play. 

Mr. Speaker, for my children—I have two boys: Zach, 
19, and Ben, 16—I want them, in everything they do in 
the education sector, to have absolutely the best teacher 
that they have access to so that they can become the 
absolute best persons that they can as they come out and 
become productive members of our society. 

Mr. Speaker, when there’s legislation that says that 
that person has been in line longer so they’re going to 
become the teacher, that just doesn’t cut it, and I think 
the general populace out there would certainly support 
that that’s an absolutely critical piece, that this legisla-
tion, in clause-by-clause, if it’s going to go through, has 
to be amended to reflect the ability of the teacher, not the 
tenure of the teacher. 

Overall, I would say that this talks about process. It 
talks about collective agreements. It talks about how 
we’re going to fund and who can say and who gets to 
have the ability—a lot of talk in there. But what I really 
come back to and what I want to just really reinforce in 
my closing couple minutes is that every piece of legisla-
tion we bring to this House, particularly in education, 
should be talking about the students. Is it better value for 
them? Are they going to become better equipped? Are 
they going to be more knowledgeable at the end of the 
day? And are we changing the structure so that in a rural 

place like Bruce–Grey–Owen Sound, where we face two 
school closures of small, community-fabric schools—we 
should be talking about how we change that funding 
formula to ensure those schools remain and continue to 
be a vibrant part of our community, as opposed to just 
shutting them down and saying sorry about it. 

We’ll take out all of that mismanagement. Our $1.1 
billion in the gas plants—we’ll pull that out of the educa-
tion sector and those kids are going to suffer at the end of 
the day. 

Interjections. 
Mr. Bill Walker: So at the end of the day, they can 

heckle all they like, Mr. Speaker. It doesn’t really matter. 
They’re going— 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Actually, it 
does matter, because if I can’t hear you, then there’s a 
problem. So I would ask the government members to 
please come to order and allow the member for Bruce–
Grey–Owen Sound to make his comments. 

Mr. Bill Walker: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
I do, of course, respect that you do need to hear me, and 
this is very important for the people at home to be able to 
hear, because that’s our job: to bring critical concerns to 
the Legislature so we can make sure we have the best 
legislation at the end of the day. 

I will continue to always bring up the mismanagement 
that they have and the people who are suffering, the 
people like the kids, at the end of the day; those schools, 
if they were to have closed—what that would have done 
to our rural economy and the fabric of our communities. I 
will talk about the $1.1 billion wasted on those gas plants 
and the health care services we’re not having—the hip 
replacements and the cancer assessments that we’re not 
getting. I’ll talk about the educational programs that 
we’re not getting; and apprenticeship programs, which 
we’re crying for. Many kids in rural Ontario want to take 
apprenticeships because they actually can then be part of 
a viable economy going forward. 

I really wish we would be talking about those types of 
issues rather than something that’s about collective bar-
gaining that they mismanaged from the get-go, and now 
we’ve got to come back. They’ll try to come out looking 
like heroes. At the end of the day, the people of Ontario 
are too smart for that. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Ms. Catherine Fife: You know, it’s so hard to some-
times control your temper in this place, but I’m going to 
try, because what I’ve just heard is such revisionism on 
behalf of education. I only mentioned Mike Harris be-
cause he started—the member talks about apprentice-
ships. Mike Harris removed the industrial sector from our 
schools—the shops. Today, in some of our schools in this 
province of Ontario, you cannot even cut a carrot in a 
school, and yet we have, of course, this healthy food 
policy. 

I understand. I did say, of course, that the Liberals 
have not been great listeners, but the PCs have not been 
good readers. They have not read a budget for two years 
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before they said no to it. We like to say on this side of the 
House that readers are leaders. And it’s topical, because 
we are talking about education. Yet they were very 
happy, the PCs, to get into bed with the Liberals for the 
right price. When EllisDon was on the table, they jumped 
right in. 

So I think that the reality in this House is that people 
need to acknowledge that minority governments are the 
reality in the province of Ontario, and they don’t want to 
believe that because they don’t want to hear that nobody 
in this province trusts that party to do the right thing. 
Nobody. There is no trust whatsoever. When you talk 
about public services and education, nobody believes that 
if you were even to win—which surely cannot happen—
you would do the right thing for health care, you would 
do the right thing for education, because this province is 
still reeling from the cuts from 10 years ago. There is no 
trust in this province for that party. 
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This piece of legislation needs to come into place be-
cause we need to rebuild trust in the education sector. 
Peace and stability do matter. Collective agreements do 
matter. Let’s get it done. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Hon. Ted McMeekin: I listened carefully to the 
member from Bruce–Grey–Owen Sound, and I was 
pleased to try to facilitate his chance to speak. I just lis-
tened to the wonderful comments from the member from 
Kitchener–Waterloo. I think she clearly gets it. I appre-
ciate her words. 

One of my heroes, Bobby Kennedy, used to say, 
“Good judgment is based on experience, and experience 
invariably on bad judgment.” In other words, my mom 
would say, “Learn from your mistakes.” 

As the member from Bruce-Grey talks about how all 
these folk on the government side want to do is build 
bridges and relationships and fess up and make up, well, 
you know what? There’s nothing wrong with that. Along 
the journey, if you trip up, you need to revisit what 
you’re doing and try to come up with a better answer. 

You talk about picking on Mike Harris and you lifted 
him up as an example of being respectful. I want to tell 
you, maybe you’ve never studied any history of this 
place or some of the decisions made, but when I was 
mayor of the town of Flamborough, you sure as heck 
weren’t respectful when you forced the amalgamation on 
us or on other places as well. No respect there. You 
weren’t respectful when Mike Harris called nurses over-
trained hula hoop workers. You weren’t respectful when 
thousands of teachers were lining up and signing up for 
early retirement because you had been so disrespectful. 
Do you remember the clock ad that was run by the then 
Tories when they were in government? Disrespectful in 
the extreme. And you know what? You paid a price for it, 
and that’s why you’re on that side of the House. Thank 
God. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. John O’Toole: I am pleased to join the discus-
sion this afternoon and pay respect to the member from 
Bruce–Grey–Owen Sound and his attempt to bring some 
sort of accountability to the whole discussion on Bill 122. 
I think our position is fairly clear, but what isn’t clear is 
much of the understanding of the past here. 

I was first elected as a school trustee I think it was in 
1980 or 1982. I served a couple of terms. I was on the 
provincial board. My wife is now a former—retired—
teacher and now a school trustee. Members of my family, 
quite a few of them, are teachers. 

The history of this is important. The school boards 
themselves today were formed by the Sweeney com-
mission. The Sweeney commission—he was a well-
respected Liberal—was formed by David Cooke, who 
was the Minister of Education under the NDP govern-
ment. All of the changes and reforms in education hap-
pened under the NDP; Dave Cooke was the minister. It 
was called the Royal Commission on Learning—it was 
called For the Love of Learning, and this is a document 
with about 130 recommendations, where they created the 
College of Teachers. They created the new curriculum 
and the new funding formula, which treated every student 
equally. 

I’m surprised that a former school trustee doesn’t 
know more about this. She doesn’t recall. That’s the 
backdrop here. 

What did Michael Harris do? Mike Harris imple-
mented almost all of the recommendations of the Royal 
Commission on Learning. Most of it was brought in by 
David Cooke, who was the NDP member. He was put a 
head of the implementation committee. Michael Prue 
might remember; some of the other members were here. 

I can only say this: Education is important. We will 
likely support the bill. This discussion—and Ms. Sandals 
would know, as the minister; she has been around, 
probably when I was a trustee—about provincial-wide 
negotiations is older than you and I. It’s been talked 
about since the beginning of time. The consolidation is, 
we agree with most of that; we would like to see it go to 
committee. 

I’ll have more to say. Hopefully, I’ll get an hour later 
on today. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Mr. Michael Prue: I listened intently—and I thank 
the Speaker for the honour of letting me sit in the chair 
again, because it is truly in the chair when you most 
carefully listen to those who are speaking and to those 
who are heckling. It is a wonderful opportunity to 
divorce yourself from your respective caucus, sit out 
there and try to have a fair mind. 

I listened to the member from Bruce–Grey–Owen 
Sound as he spoke. He said a lot of things that I expect, 
coming from members of the official opposition. He said 
things that I think were meant to damage, in some way, 
the government opposite. He said many things that he 
thought were going to somehow damage the NDP for 
past rights and past wrongs. But I want to say that I 



18 NOVEMBRE 2013 ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 4411 

didn’t hear anything that distinguished the Conservatives 
from what we have heard in this House for a very long 
time. 

We all saw in the newspaper two weeks ago a leaked 
document from the Conservatives on how they were 
going to run the next election, which they were hoping 
would come last spring. It was going to be an outright 
attack on unions, and drinking beer on the bus. Those are 
the two things I remember: Attack the unions and drink 
beer on the bus with the guys from the press. Over the 
course of time and over the course of this speech, there’s 
a defence of Mike Harris and how he dealt with the 
teachers’ unions and others. I remember. Those were 
very disruptive days. I was a mayor, but I remember 
going out of the mayor’s office and joining the picket 
line with the teachers around East York Collegiate. They 
needed our help. They needed help because of the way 
they were being treated. 

I remember the Conservatives saying that Bill 115, as 
bad as it was, should have been worse, and were very dis-
appointed that it wasn’t worse, because then it would 
have been their bill. I remember them standing here on 
EllisDon, unrepentant to the end, even after the Liberals 
learned the lesson and voted the other way. They were 
still the way they are. 

You know, that’s what I expected, and that’s what I 
got. Thank you very much, member from Bruce–Grey–
Owen Sound. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): We return to 
the member for Bruce–Grey–Owen Sound for his reply. 

Mr. Bill Walker: One thing, Mr. Speaker: If nothing 
else, I sparked some discussion in this House this after-
noon, and I’m proud to have done that. 

I’ll start with my colleague from Kitchener–Waterloo. 
She talks about revisionist history. I just wish she’d come 
into this century and not go back 20 years. We’re here 
only talking about the future. What can we do from today 
on? What can we do collaboratively to make this prov-
ince a better spot? 

They’ve supported this Liberal government. They’ve 
supported a government that has doubled the deficit and 
the debt in their eight years, and they’ve got to be proud 
of that. They talk about trust. What I would like to ask 
the NDP is, what is truly your plan? You’re very quick to 
be controversial about all of us. What are you going to do 
if you ever, God forbid, have power again? 

I’ll go on to the Minister of Community and Social 
Services. He suggested that she gets it. Well, of course 
she gets it, because she stands up and votes with them 
every time they turn around. What is he going to say? 
He’s not going to slam her. He did say, though, that his 
mom told him that you should fess up and make up. I 
haven’t heard much fess up and make up on the colossal 
mess they’ve made of this province in the last eight 
years. Until they do, we’ll continue to do our job as 
opposition. 

I also want to add here that Mike Harris never cut 
education or health care. In fact, the social services in-

dustry, in my short tenure, is telling me that he’s the only 
one who actually put more funds into social services. 

The member from Durham talked about the Royal 
Commission on Learning. He’s been here working his 
butt off for 18 years. He knows what he’s talking about. 

The member from Beaches–East York: I’m glad you 
were listening, Michael, and I always listen to yours as 
well. I wasn’t trying to inflict damage; I was merely 
pointing out facts so the people at home and the people 
listening know. You made one other comment about the 
different approach. We will make decisions that will put 
this province back in prosperity. We’ll create jobs, we’ll 
lessen the debt and we’ll ensure that those young people 
sitting in front of you, Mr. Speaker, the seniors at home 
and those less advantaged actually have money that is 
going into programs and services, not paying into a debt 
that those two parties continue to multiply and contribute 
to. We will not do that, Speaker. We’ll bring it back 
under rein, and we’ll make this province thrive again. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further de-
bate. 
1730 

Mr. Michael Prue: I’m hoping that the member from 
Bruce–Grey–Owen Sound listens to everything I say and 
perhaps will be able to comment, if that is allowed in his 
rotation. He threw down a challenge, and I don’t nor-
mally rise to the bait like some trout, but I cannot help 
myself. 

He wants to know what the NDP would do if we were 
in power. It’s very simple, and none of it involves 
spending money. I hope the Conservatives will listen to 
this. We will bring a sense of social justice to the people 
of Ontario. We will give opportunity, where opportunity 
has not existed, to the poor and to those who are recent 
immigrants. We will concentrate on those who are elder-
ly and those who are young so that they have great 
opportunities and they are not forgotten, and we will 
never, ever put our party above the needs of the people of 
Ontario. 

We will do all of that in a fiscal way that actually bal-
ances the budget. I am proud to say that as a mayor I 
balanced five budgets, paid off all the debts and built 
infrastructure. That’s the dream that I have to do. That is 
why I’m hoping, as the member from Beaches–East York 
and the NDP’s finance critic, to bring that kind of fiscal 
responsibility into the entire debate. That is what has 
been missing for the past few years, and that is what 
needs to be brought back. 

The budget needs to be balanced. We cannot, as a so-
ciety, continue to run deficit after deficit, year after year, 
and we have to understand that there are difficult choices 
to be made, but those choices must always be the well-
being of all of the people of Ontario, not the select few 
and not the personal friends of whatever government is in 
power. 

Having risen to the bait, I want to start the debate. 
This bill is a fairly simple bill. You have heard from 
speakers on all sides of the House—and I just noticed 



4412 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO 18 NOVEMBER 2013 

that I’m down to 10 minutes. Nobody gave me that 
warning. Oh, well. 

In the seven minutes that are remaining—and I thought 
I had 17—this is a fairly simple bill. It is necessary. It has 
been brought about because so much tinkering has taken 
place at school boards over the last many years. When I 
was first involved in politics, school boards had inordinate 
power. They had power over setting of budgets. 

When I was a mayor, every year there were three parts 
to the budget: the Metro part, the local municipality or 
borough part, and the school board part. The increases in 
the tax rates, more often than not, came from the school 
boards rather than from either Metro or from the borough 
of East York. In fact, whenever there were any increases, 
they were always from the school boards. I did not dis-
parage them. I never said anything against what they 
were doing. I did say that this was for the benefit of the 
schools, and that the people had an opportunity, if they 
didn’t like the way the schools were being run, or if they 
didn’t like the programs that were being funded, to tell 
their school trustees and, every three years, to vote for 
other ones. 

Those school trustees took their jobs very seriously. 
When the money portion was taken away from them—
when they could no longer raise additional revenues—a 
great many things happened to inner-city schools, 
particularly in Toronto, with which I’m most familiar, 
and, I even understand, having heard the questions in 
question period today, are still happening in the Niagara 
Falls region, and that is that school boards are being 
forced to make very difficult choices as the amount of 
money available to them in many respects dwindles. 

I’d like to start first with what the school boards are 
asking. The school boards are asking for a couple of sim-
ple things. They have a couple of simple concerns, and 
I’d just like to reiterate what they are saying to us. They 
want to require the school board fees to OPSBA by school 
boards to support the collective bargaining process—they 
don’t think that, if they are taken out of the mix, they 
should have to pay for that. I certainly would agree with 
them. The Ontario Public School Boards’ Association 
“recommends that the government directly support/fund 
the employer bargaining agents, as they have in the past.” 

The school boards, in many cases, are having to make 
very difficult choices. I know in my own riding—and I 
have asked these questions of the minister several times 
in the last year—the money available to the Toronto 
District School Board has been spent. We have inner-city 
schools in my own riding, around the Crescent Town 
area, the areas north of Danforth, where the schools are 
in very bad repair, and there is no money available for 
that. I think that the school boards, in collective bargain-
ing, if they are forced to pay out money, as this bill 
says—may cause difficulty to them. So I am asking the 
government to look at this one particular aspect, because 
it needs to be remedied. 

I also listened intently to what some of the teachers 
had to say about this bill. They have some concerns, 
although this is not the kind of concern where they’re out 

there picketing or yelling. They just want to have a sens-
ible conversation, and it’s why we, in the New Demo-
cratic Party, are willing to sit down and have a sensible 
conversation about this particular bill. The dynamics of 
the collective bargaining process have changed remark-
ably, and because the dynamics have changed, there need 
to be some safeguards built into this process. 

The government is allowing, through this bill, if I am 
reading it correctly, its own status as a non-party. It 
means that the government is not governed by the On-
tario Labour Relations Act rules regarding good-faith 
bargaining, as it is not a formal party, according to the 
Ontario Labour Relations Act. 

If I am wrong, perhaps the minister can tell me. But 
when you are not a party, when you are a non-party, and 
then you get to impose your decision between the two 
parties who are attempting to bargain in good faith, this 
ensures that there are going to be some difficulties. So I 
ask, when we’re sitting down there, should this bill pass 
at second reading and go on to committee, that the gov-
ernment take a very good look at what role it is going to 
have as a non-party. 

The second issue that is somewhat troubling to me is 
that this bill says that the arbitration criteria are very 
explicit on the ability of the employer to pay out, and 
what they can pay out, but there is no mention of fair 
remuneration, decent working conditions or anything else 
that might concern members of any bargaining unit. 

A teacher’s job is not a cushy job, as some in this 
House would say. It is not two months off in the summer 
and a long period of time off at other times of the year 
and getting paid throughout. That is not the reality. The 
reality is that teachers work very hard. 

I had the opportunity, in the last two weeks, to go to 
two high school commencement exercises. I went there 
and I watched these young men and women who finished 
school last June come back to their high school and come 
back to show the whole world what was happening to 
them. Some went off to college. Some went off to 
university. Some went into the working world. Un-
fortunately, all too many of them, because grade 13 has 
been eliminated, were doing—whatever it’s called—
grade 12 a second time around because they did not find 
themselves emotionally prepared, I guess, to go off to 
college. Some of them, even Ontario scholars with more 
than 80%, have come back to do a second year in grade 
12, because they cannot get into the courses that they 
want in either the college or the university, because in 
some of those colleges and universities, as I read in my 
Maclean’s this weekend, you need 90% or 95% to get 
into the course you want. 

I saw them, and I saw the deference, and I saw the 
respect that they gave to their teachers. When people in 
the audience were identified—and I was identified, and 
the member of Parliament was identified, and the school 
board trustee was identified—the ones who got the 
loudest cheers from those graduating students were the 
principals and the teachers. They were the ones who got 
the applause, because those students recognized the com-
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mitment and that they had given their all. I think we need 
to remember that when we’re negotiating. 

I think we also need to look in this bill and see wheth-
er the government should be given the absolute authority 
to set the term of the collective agreement that gives the 
government the ability to define whether it’s a two-year, 
a three-year or a four-year term. I will tell you, in almost 
every negotiation that takes place in the public or private 
sector anywhere in this country, that is defined by the 
people who sit down to do the bargaining. I don’t know 
how the government determines whether it’s two, three, 
or four years, other than to do it to their own advantage, 
and I would ask that we look at this as well. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, for the opportun-
ity of my 10 minutes. 
1740 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Hon. Liz Sandals: I’m pleased to be able to comment 
on the comments from the member for Beaches–East 
York on Bill 122. I’d like to start by actually congratulat-
ing him for talking to the bill, which is sort of a novel 
approach this afternoon, in some cases. 

I do have to comment on one of his sidebar comments 
about dwindling funding. I think we do need to keep 
funding for the education sector in perspective. When 
you look at the increase in education funding since 2003, 
the funding has gone up, on average, 50% per pupil. 
That’s a pretty significant increase, I think, by anybody’s 
measure, when you look at the increase per pupil that’s 
being spent on education. 

The member mentioned a number of technical details 
in the bill, and the member is quite correct that it is a 
very technical bill. I would just like to assure the mem-
ber, as we consulted extensively with both the union and 
the school board representatives prior to tabling the bill, 
that we continue to consult with both the unions and the 
school boards’ associations post tabling. 

I think we all understand that to get to a point where if 
there’s some fine-tuning that needs to be done, that we 
need to have the second reading vote, get it out of here 
and into committee, because it’s in the committee that we 
can do any fine tuning of those technical details that’s 
required. 

I would also like to assure people that while this is a 
very extensive bill on school board collective bargaining, 
the Labour Relations Act remains the underpinning of the 
collective bargaining, and we worked very closely with 
the Minister of Labour and his officials to make sure that 
is the case. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Mr. John O’Toole: It’s a pleasure to be here. I lis-
tened carefully to the member from Beaches–East York 
and, in fact, I did listen to the comments and response by 
the Minister of Education. 

I want to refer members to the recent Creating Jobs 
and Growing the Economy, the economic outlook revealed 
last week, and on page 72 there’s a section that does 

address exactly that question. It’s called—be careful of 
the wording here, because the minister did say we must 
keep in view that the funding has gone up 50% per 
student, okay? Here’s what she says—treacherous words: 
“School Board Efficiencies and Modernization.” In 2013, 
the provincial government announced “an efficiencies 
and modernization savings strategy that aims to achieve 
long-term” stability in the school board. 

Now they’re taking over the highest-cost function of 
school boards. About 90% of the school board budget is 
the wages and benefits part. So if they’re taking over the 
pull on that, the question on whether or not school 
boards—and what do “modernization” and “stream-
lining” mean? It means significant changes, probably 
cuts. 

Going into the election—I think the member from 
Leeds–Grenville said it more succinctly earlier, and he 
used the term “kiss and make up” bill. I think it should be 
an “attempt to kiss and make up” bill. The reason I say 
that is I can’t trust the current government. They say one 
thing and do something the opposite. 

We’re moving towards an election. They’re not going 
to have—it’s like Neville Chamberlain—peace at any 
price. That’s why we got into this dilemma, that they’ve 
bought their way through all of these collective agree-
ments. Now we’re overpriced, and they’re going to attack 
the most fundamental part of education—which is the 
role of the school boards—the money part. They’re 
taking all of that back. The boards will be left with 
“Here’s the money for the books and a bit of money for 
transportation.” That’s all that’s left. 

It’s a shame, quite honestly, that the member from 
Beaches–East York, who I think is a remarkably kind-
spirited person—I think he meant well. I hope the 
Minister of Education responds to some of his inquiries. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments. 

Ms. Catherine Fife: It’s always a pleasure for me to 
respond to the member from Beaches–East York. He has 
a long-standing history in this House and so, regardless 
of the attempts at revisionism, he still knows the truth, 
which is great. 

It is interesting, though, to hear some of the responses 
to what he has said, especially around concerns around 
reducing funding for education coming from the PC 
Party, because they supported Bill 115 wholeheartedly, 
except that they said it didn’t go far enough. So for them 
to stand up in the House today and say, “We’re really 
concerned about public education funding,” and yet they 
propped this government up with Bill 115, then—you 
just cannot have it both ways. You really can’t. 

I understand that there’s a level of frustration that the 
PC Party is experiencing. We’ve seen it all afternoon. In 
fact, it’s an emerging trend. Having a track record of 
actually not accomplishing anything is really frustrating, 
and I can understand that. I think that actually, as the 
previous member had mentioned, the by-elections pretty 
much proved that, because they didn’t get any seats. I 
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mean, Doug Holyday and Rob Ford got the Etobicoke–
Lakeshore seat. It’s official— 

Mr. Taras Natyshak: Ford nation. 
Ms. Catherine Fife: It’s out there. Ford nation is alive 

and— 
Interjections. 
Ms. Catherine Fife: We’re cautiously supporting Bill 

122 because we feel that there’s value in having clarity 
around the players at the table. We also feel strongly that 
the school boards who actually represent the main inter-
ests of students in this province, who know those needs 
of those students extremely well, need to have a respect-
ful place at that table so that they can bring the concerns 
of their constituents to the Ministry of Education. Then 
we’ll go from there. 

This will get to second reading. We will address some 
of the issues that we feel need to be addressed. This is the 
right direction today. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Questions 
and comments? 

Hon. John Milloy: I simply want to make the case 
that this is a very important piece of legislation. We’ve 
had a good preliminary debate here. Let’s send this bill to 
committee so that it can be looked at in detail. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): That con-
cludes our time for questions and comments. I now return 
to the member for Beaches–East York to reply. 

Mr. Michael Prue: I thank the Minister of Education, 
the member from Durham, the member from Kitchener–
Waterloo and the government House leader for their 
comments. 

Dealing with each of them in turn, I would acknow-
ledge that the government has increased funding for 
education generally over the last number of years. But I 
have to, in my own heart, ask why, in spite of that 
funding, children in my riding are going to raccoon-
infested portables—40 portables around a single school. 
They are screaming. They are demanding—the parents—
that their children have better education. They are de-
manding, in an inner city, why some of them have to 
walk up to two and a half kilometres to go to a school 
after they’ve been displaced because there are so many 
kids coming into the system. In my riding we’re not 
seeing the money being spent in a way that we think it 
ought to be spent. 

I know that there are problems elsewhere. I know that 
there are small rural schools that communities are trying 
to save, but I also think if you come to Toronto to some 
of the inner-city schools and see the overcrowding and 
the poor conditions, then it doesn’t matter how much 
money is being spent if it’s not being spent wisely. 

To the member from Durham, I thank you for your 
comments, as always. You’re always fairly gentle with 
me. I wish, though, that you had let your colleague, who 
was dying to say something—and I think would have 
been far more fiery—say it for you. 

The member from Kitchener–Waterloo, I thank you 
for your erudite comments; they’re always very gener-
ous. 

To the government House leader, though, here we 
come back to this same issue again that plagued us a 
couple of weeks ago. He stands up, and his only com-
ment is that he wants this to be sent off to committee. It 
will go to committee. He’s suggesting that we’ve had 
enough debate, but I just stood here again in this House 
today and watched Minister McMeekin stand in his place 
and say that he wanted more debate. The government 
can’t have it both ways. You can’t say that you want to 
have more debate because you have limited actions that 
you can take, although you do have some. Some of those 
would include consulting with the House leaders of the 
other parties. You can’t exhaust that, and so we’ll have 
debate. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): Further de-
bate? 

Mr. Jim McDonell: I rise with great interest to talk 
about Bill 122 and its stated purpose, which is to provide 
better clarity in the collective bargaining process. It’s not 
designed either to improve the outcomes for the students 
or deliver a better way of delivering education in this 
province. 
1750 

The Ontario PCs have highlighted how our schools 
need deep reform to equip our students for the challenges 
of the 21st century. For instance, we need to focus on 
delivering excellent numeracy and literacy, which has 
been under pressure over the last number of years. We 
advocate for an enhanced role for our parents, who are 
only second to the students themselves in their desire for 
them to succeed. Two per cent of our teachers today, we 
see, have had a post-secondary course in mathematics, 
and we wonder why we’re falling behind and our scores 
are actually dropping in the mathematics and science 
side. Those are issues that need to be addressed. 

Bill 122 establishes a national and local bargaining 
process and includes the crown in the education bargain-
ing framework, which is not the case elsewhere in On-
tario’s public sector. We cannot know the full effect of 
this legislation until a full round of negotiations is con-
cluded, which will take years, and that’s why the Ontario 
PC caucus will seek to amend this bill to include a review 
and a sunset policy so that we can review just what the 
success rate was or where the pitfalls were with this 
legislation. 

We have seen this government make glaring mistakes 
in legislation and regulation-making. We wish to guaran-
tee that Ontario students will not suffer from this 
government’s mistakes if this bill turns out to be another 
one. We cannot forget that this bill comes on the heels of 
Bill 115, in which the government demonstrated a severe 
lack of leadership and commitment. It is really, as my 
colleague from Leeds–Grenville said, a kiss-and-make-
up bill, one that is looking to bring back the relationship. 

The province is facing severe fiscal pressures in the 
coming years, and we need to take action today to tackle 
some of the largest items of public spending. The largest, 
of course, is public sector compensation. Ever since the 
beginning of this Parliament, we have advocated consist-
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ently and honestly for a comprehensive, direct, legislated 
two-year public service wage freeze in order to stem the 
bleeding that is driving our province deeper and deeper 
into debt. We have been open and honest with our inten-
tion to tackle the deficit and debt head-on. When the 
government submitted Bill 115, we acknowledged that it 
was not a solution to the deficit. However, we welcomed 
the beginning of the government’s realization that they 
could not be able to live on borrowed money alone and 
forever. 

Political expedience, however, has taken the place of 
long-term financial sustainability. The same old Wynne 
government has sought to endear itself once again to the 
traditional public sector organized labour base. In educa-
tion, this has meant shutting the doors to young, driven, 
passionate, newly qualified teachers by mandating that 
hiring be based on seniority alone. The government’s 
excuse for this mess is an attempt to take nepotism out of 
the system. 

Our leader submitted an order question on the subject 
on October 29, and one could only assume that the gov-
ernment would know how many actual complaints about 
nepotism they received that had led to the harsh 
regulation 274. It isn’t a hard question, and one doesn’t 
require months to research it; it’s just a number. 

Instead, the government is taking its time to answer. 
Considering their delinquency in responding to our previ-
ous batch of questions, one can only assume that the 
summer session will be in before we find out. This is the 
context in which Bill 122 comes into existence. It has 
been met with prudent skepticism by most stakeholders 
who wish to evaluate the full effect of the bill as several 
rounds of negotiation are completed. 

What we do not see, however, is any action to bring 
our education system into the 21st century and to give 
our students the best chances to succeed in an ever-
increasingly globalized and competitive world. This 
province needs significant reforms to again take its 
rightful position as the economic leader in Canada. Our 
teachers deserve clarity on what their job is, as we have 
advocated with our proposal to include what teachers 
already do in their job description. 

Parents, principals and teachers deserve a greater say 
in how their schools are administered and how the cur-
riculum is taught. Instead, we have seen an increasing 
creep towards centralization, and Bill 122 does nothing to 
reverse this trend. The figurative Ontario education shop 
needs a capital renovation. Instead, the government is 
simply rearranging the shelves. 

We will watch the effects of this bill closely and keep 
reminding the members on the other side that we need 
bold action, not just tinkering with the process. Bill 122 
is another look-good bill that is intended to restore the 
very lucrative relationship of this Liberal Party with the 
provincial teachers’ unions, which are major contribu-
tors. There’s nothing to do about students’ or the parents’ 
concerns, or about improving education outcomes, or to 
make Ontario’s education system the best it could be. 

A college teacher at our local coffee club expressed 
his disappointment with the students that fail to hand in 
projects and assignments upon reaching college, a prac-
tice they learned in elementary and secondary schools 
today, where a teacher can’t penalize students who fail to 
meet deadlines. Instead, they need to renegotiate new 
deadlines. They do it over and over again. Folks, this 
isn’t training our young for the real world. It’s not the 
way it’s done when they get to college or university, 
where failing out tends to cost the student, the parent and 
the government lots of unnecessary money. Students 
can’t make the change to post-secondary requirements 
that deadlines are deadlines, just like work. Students 
failing out, wasting their tuition and living expenses be-
cause of a lack of training for the real world: a failed 
practice that has been instituted by this government. 

The government has to start listening to parents and 
employers. To date, this government has meandered 
through the last 10 years, directing legislation to make 
their donors happy so that their coffers are full; sadly, 
putting the Liberal Party’s interests ahead of the residents 
of this province. Our students are graduating with no jobs 
to go to in this province. Instead of making the bold steps 
necessary to turn this province around, they continue to 
pander to their donors. They refuse to listen to the em-
ployers in this province that tell them that red tape and 
regulation is killing them, forcing them to move to re-
gions where governments welcome them with legislation 
that encourages innovation and growth. 

How many times have we seen jobs leave this prov-
ince in the last 10 years? This past week, we had Heinz. 
In the past month, it was US Steel. During their reign, 
this list has grown embarrassingly long—Xstrata in 
North Bay, and in my riding of Stormont–Dundas–South 
Glengarry, 3,600 jobs by the end of 2006 alone—a sad 
record for what was once the economic engine of Can-
ada. In my son’s engineering class of 2011, more than 
half his class went out to Alberta to find employment. It’s 
truly a sad state of affairs. 

What’s the answer? Thirty-six panels and committees 
travelling the province is just not working. Does this new 
Premier, after more than 10 years in government, not 
have any ideas of what businesses, small and large, have 
been screaming for for years? Get out of the way, and 
help with competitive legislation, energy rates, WSIB, 
and the other things that they go on so that they can ac-
tually prosper this province. 

What have we seen? Back to education: This party is 
determined to look good at the expense of results. Time 
and money is spent on passing the student testing—
instead of learning the material, pulling students out of 
the test if the teacher believes they won’t pass, and a 
follow-up to see how they failed to pull out a student if 
they failed to pass, instead of looking at whether or not 
they know the material. This is the classic talk about, 
“Look how the results are going.” But we’re cooking the 
books. 

A local teacher highlighted to me how they need to 
change the apprenticeship ratios to allow more students 
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to be successful in the trades. He’s tired of encouraging 
students to move into the trades as part of the high school 
co-op program, where there are no limits on the appren-
ticeship ratios, only to have them enter college and be 
forced to drop out because they fall under the 3-to-1 ratio 
and they no longer can get the experience they need to 
finish the program—after they waste thousands of dollars 
in tuition, living expenses and lost income opportunities. 
How can this be, when studies show that a critical short-
fall of skilled labour will soon be upon us? These are 

good-paying, highly skilled jobs, and we’ll be looking to 
import new people to fill these jobs, only to have to pay 
higher taxes to look after the people whom we haven’t 
got jobs for. 

Thank you for this, Speaker. 
Second reading debate deemed adjourned. 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): It being 6 of 

the clock, this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
9 a.m. 

The House adjourned at 1800. 
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