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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 
OF ONTARIO 

ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE 
DE L’ONTARIO 

 Tuesday 24 June 2003 Mardi 24 juin 2003 

The House met at 1845. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

INTERIM SUPPLY 
Hon Tina R. Molinari (Associate Minister of Muni-

cipal Affairs and Housing): I seek unanimous consent 
to move a motion prior to orders of the day without 
notice, amendment or debate respecting the interim 
supply motion. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr Michael A. Brown): Do 
we have—no. 

The Associate Minister of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing. 

Hon Mrs Molinari: I move government notice of 
motion number 57: That the Minister of Finance be 
authorized to pay the salaries of the civil servants and 
other necessary payments pending the voting of supply 
for the period commencing April 1, 2003 and ending 
September 30, 2003. Such payments to be charged to the 
proper appropriation following the voting of supply. 
1850 

The Acting Speaker: Mrs Molinari has moved gov-
ernment notice of motion number 57. Minister? 

Hon Mrs Molinari: Interim supply is one of the most 
important motions that is proposed by the government of 
the Legislature. It is this motion that, if passed, gives 
government the authority to continue its many programs 
that benefit the people of Ontario and to operate the daily 
business of government. Approval of the motion for 
interim supply gives the government permission to send 
money to municipalities, hospitals and school boards 
around the province; it gives permission to pay social 
assistance benefits to those in need; and it gives per-
mission to pay the salaries of Ontario’s civil service. 

The motion for interim supply does not specify a 
dollar amount but proposes to grant authority to spend for 
a specific period of time. Approval of this motion for 
interim supply would cover the six-month period from 
April 1, 2003, to September 30, 2003. Without spending 
authority, statutory payments can continue to be made. 
These payments include interest on the public debt and 
all payments from special purpose accounts. However, 
unlike the statutory payments, scheduled and unsched-
uled payments could not be made without passage of an 
interim supply motion. These include payments to 
nursing homes, hospitals, doctors, municipalities, general 

welfare recipients, children’s aid societies and suppliers’ 
accounts. 

Teachers and health care professionals are just some 
of the members of the broader public service whose 
salaries are paid for by our government through the taxes 
of all working Ontarians—dedicated professionals like 
our teachers and professors, who prepare our youth for 
tomorrow, and doctors, nurses and other health care 
professionals, who care for the sick and the elderly.  

I know the hard work that these professionals do. My 
sister is a nurse at the Barrie hospital, and she tells me 
about the dedicated staff and colleagues she has, who 
work so hard for all of our elderly and sick in our 
hospitals. I want to thank all of the health care workers 
and all the public service workers for all the work that 
they do on our behalf. Many of them live in Thornhill 
and many of them work in Thornhill, my wonderful 
riding. I’m certainly grateful for all of the work they do. 

Interim supply gives our government the authority to 
spend, but we must make responsible choices to ensure 
we stay on the course of prosperity. Since 1995, our 
government has been pursuing a very deliberate plan to 
place Ontario on the path of growth and prosperity and to 
keep it there. It’s very important that we keep our plan of 
growth and prosperity. 

Our sound fiscal plan has produced historic results. 
We have added over 1,078,000 jobs to the province’s 
economy since 1995. This year we are on track to 
achieving our fifth consecutive balanced budget. That’s 
five balanced budgets. 

Interjections. 
Hon Mrs Molinari: I know that the opposition 

heckles over five balanced budgets, something they were 
not able to achieve, but this government has achieved it. 
Not only that, but we have also paid down $5 billion 
toward the debt. We have introduced 225 tax cuts, 17 of 
them introduced in this year’s budget. We have also 
introduced the equity in education tax credit, which is 
one tax credit that is very, very important to my riding of 
Thornhill. There are several parents in the riding of 
Thornhill who feel that this is an absolute, important tax 
credit, an absolute initiative for this government to take 
on. 

I want to quote some of the members of the Thornhill 
riding who have said how important this is. We have 
Rabbi Israel Janowski, who is a Thornhill parent with 
kids in a Jewish day school. He’s also a founder and 
former president of the Ontario Association of Jewish 
Day Schools. This is an individual who’s very involved 
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in his community, who is very, very involved in the 
school system. This is what Rabbi Janowski said: 

“We are happy that the Eves government has taken 
into account the educational needs of each child in the 
province. We are tremendously appreciative of the 
support we have received from this government and 
others who were supportive of this initiative.” 

It’s not just people from Thornhill who believe that 
the equity in education tax credit is a fair tax credit for 
the people who choose to send their children to a school 
other than the publicly funded system. John Vanasselt of 
the Ontario Alliance of Christian Schools has said: 

“We are very pleased that the Ernie Eves government 
has reaffirmed its commitment to parental choice in 
education by restoring the tax credit. 

“We also support the government’s initiative to keep 
parents informed as to how our schools evaluate 
students’ progress.” 

These are just two of many, many people who support 
this government on the decisions that this government 
makes, especially with respect to giving parental choice, 
because that’s what this tax credit is about. 

Robert Samery, a parent of three children attending 
Jewish day schools, has said, “This announcement has 
brought Ontario back in line with most other Canadian 
provinces by providing parents choice and empowerment 
in their children’s education.” 

These are just some examples of what people from 
Thornhill and across the province are saying about some 
of the policies of this government. 

We introduced a new set of fundamentals to fiscal and 
economic management of this province. We took control 
of our finances through cutting waste and prudent fiscal 
management. This resulted in balanced budgets. Did I 
say “five years of balanced budgets”? It’s five years of 
balanced budgets and debt repayment—another $5 bil-
lion in debt repayment. 

We introduced disciplined management of public 
spending to focus on key priorities and to ensure more 
efficient and effective delivery of government programs 
and services. 

We cut taxes to raise personal incomes, to make 
Ontario more competitive with all of our trading partners 
and to support investment and job creation. 

We cleared away unnecessary regulations that were 
weakening investor and employer confidence and that 
were crippling investment and initiative. To date, we 
have eliminated more than 2,000 unnecessary and out-
dated regulations. 

We have introduced balanced and innovative regul-
atory approaches across the government and improved 
regulatory protections in a number of areas such as clean 
water and clean air, which are all very important to the 
people of Thornhill and to the people of Ontario. 

A sound regulatory system can do much to promote 
confidence, efficiency, competitiveness and growth while 
protecting health, safety, the environment and other vital 
public interests. 

We have also implemented measures to increase trans-
parency and accountability of the government’s report-

ing. On April 1, 2003, the government’s spending 
authority and appropriation control moved to the accrual 
basis of accounting, which significantly increases the 
government’s accountability to the taxpayers. One of the 
main priorities and thrusts of this party and this 
government is to be accountable to our taxpayers. A lot 
of our policies reflect the accountability that we feel any 
government has to those who elect them and put them in 
office. 

We made key investments in priority areas to meet the 
needs of our growing population, to improve the quality 
of life of our citizens, to build opportunity and to support 
economic growth. 

The average private sector forecast for real growth is 
2.6% in 2003 and 3.4% in 2004. Strong economic 
fundamentals reinforced by sound fiscal policies will 
help to maintain Ontario’s healthy economic growth, 
despite the negative economic impact of SARS and the 
higher-than-expected Canadian dollar. 
1900 

Ours is the first government to receive nine credit 
rating improvements from Standard and Poor’s, including 
four upgrades to our long-term rating—five balanced 
budgets, for those in the opposition who are asking; five 
years of balanced budgets, $5 billion toward our debt. 

Mr David Christopherson (Hamilton West): On a 
point of order, Mr Speaker: Standard and Poor’s said 
they don’t have a balanced budget. 

The Acting Speaker: That is not a point of order. I 
apologize, Minister. 

Hon Mrs Molinari: I will reiterate that ours is the 
first government to receive— 

Hon Robert W. Runciman (Minister of Public 
Safety and Security): On a point of order, Mr Speaker: 
An NDPer wouldn’t know a balanced budget if he 
tripped over one. 

The Acting Speaker: That is not a point of order 
either. Let’s not do that this evening. 

Hon Mrs Molinari: Thank you, Mr Speaker, but that 
was an important interruption. I value my colleague’s 
input on any debate that we’re having in the Legislature. 

I do want to reiterate that ours is the first government 
to receive nine credit rating improvements from Standard 
and Poor’s, including four upgrades to our long-term 
rating. There are, of course, other indicators that reflect 
the strength of our economy. Ontario’s unemployment 
rate is 7.1%. That’s lower than the national rate of 7.8%. 

Since our government took office in 1995, 618,292 
fewer people in Ontario depend on welfare. These are 
people who have found jobs; these are people who are 
now working. Our government believes in a hand up, not 
a hand out. These people are now working. They have 
the dignity of a job. That’s what this government has 
been able to provide for these individuals. Consumer 
confidence is up 20%; housing starts are up over 114%; 
real disposable income has increased by nearly 21%; 
Ontario’s economy has grown more than 32%, compared 
to just over 28% in the rest of Canada. It’s clear that 
Ontario is leading the way in Canada in economic growth 



24 JUIN 2003 ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 1451 

and prosperity. We have created a province where people 
want to come, live, work and raise a family because it’s a 
province of prosperity. 

Revenues to pay for programs and services have risen 
by $14 billion last year. By the end of the current fiscal 
year, those revenues are expected to have risen by $16 
billion. Since when, you might ask. Since we began 
cutting taxes. That’s when it all started. It’s cutting taxes 
that created the prosperity that we have in Ontario. 

The opposition members don’t want to believe it, but 
it’s clear, it’s fact, it’s true. Cutting taxes raises revenue 
and allows the government to invest in priority areas such 
as health care, education and the environment. We have 
achieved these results by listening to the people of 
Ontario and by moving forward with a sound fiscal plan. 
We have put in place the right fundamentals to help 
protect the provincial economy from unexpected events. 

Now more than ever, it is time to stick to an economic 
plan that works. It’s clear that this is a plan that works. 
The foundation of strong economic fundamentals that we 
have put in place will help Toronto and Ontario bounce 
back more quickly from the impact of SARS. 

On May 28, 2003, our government announced $720 
million worth of measures to support the health care 
sector and front-line employees following the recent 
outbreak of SARS. And where is the federal government? 

Mr John Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands): In 
Ottawa. 

Hon Mrs Molinari: They’re nowhere to be seen. 
That’s right, they’re in Ottawa. I don’t know what they’re 
doing in Ottawa. They’re certainly not supporting On-
tario. 

Interjection: And Dalton McGuinty’s making 
excuses. 

Hon Mrs Molinari: And Dalton McGuinty’s making 
excuses for their federal cousins, as we’ve seen today 
during question period. That they think $250 million is— 

Mr Peter Kormos (Niagara Centre): On a point of 
order, Mr Speaker: It’s been called to my attention that 
the minister has called the wrong motion, that her House 
leader’s staff wanted her to call the notice of motion 
number 56, not notice of motion number 57. In the 
interests of this government being accommodated, I’m 
prepared to let this debate collapse and the minister can 
then call notice of motion number 56—if she wants, I’ll 
call it—and then we can proceed with proper debate on 
the proper motion, because motion 56, as I understand it, 
is written to comply with the new requirements of the 
Ministry of Finance in terms of the accounting rules that 
have been adopted by the bureaucracy. And of course it’s 
an interim supply motion that nobody here was going to 
dispute, because we received a memo from the govern-
ment House leader on the Ministry of Finance letterhead 
indicating that this was going to be the new language 
being used for interim supply motions, correct? So, yes, 
56 is an interim supply motion; no dispute with that. 

Perhaps Mrs Molinari should be given a chance to roll 
back the tape and start over again, calling notice of 
motion number 56. My apologies for interrupting you. 

Interjection. 

Mr Kormos: Well, it’s not the minister’s fault 
because she’s left there on her own. 

The Acting Speaker: We have a government notice 
that we are debating. The order is in order. We should 
continue to debate it unless the minister has other views, 
I suspect. 

Hon Mrs Molinari: I think the Speaker has spoken. It 
is the proper motion that we are debating here today. 

On May 28, 2003, our government announced $720 
million worth of measures to support the health care 
sector and front-line employees following the recent out-
break of SARS. I want to say again that the federal gov-
ernment was nowhere to be seen with assistance for the 
province of Ontario for any of these funds. 

This $720 million supplements the $118 million worth 
of measures to aid the tourism sector announced by the 
government on April 29, 2003, and the June 13 an-
nouncement that we will compensate workers who lost 
wages due to quarantine by public health officials. 

This government has also introduced a temporary 
retail sales tax holiday for admissions and transient 
accommodation from May 1, 2003, to September 30, 
2003. This initiative sends a positive signal to the tourism 
industry while encouraging tourists to enjoy the hotels 
and attractions that Ontario has to offer. The members 
opposite can also enjoy the attractions Ontario has to 
offer, especially those that are from outside of Toronto 
enjoy what we have in Toronto. It’s a beautiful city. 

Be assured that we will do whatever it takes to help 
Toronto recover from this setback. 

The absence of the federal government in assisting 
Toronto is absolutely astonishing, and it’s a shame that 
they would not consider Ontario the same way they con-
sider other provinces that encounter the same types of 
disasters. 

Since 1995, this government has continued to make 
tough decisions and responsible choices. We have 
focused on creating conditions to increase growth and 
achieve the highest quality of life for the people of 
Ontario. 

We have stuck to our plan. In Ontario, our government 
has set investment priorities based on the values of 
everyday Ontario taxpayers. We know that the these 
taxpayers are not reckless spenders. We know that the 
taxpayers know how to spend their money, and this is 
why we believe in tax cuts, in putting more money into 
their pockets and allowing them to spend the money how 
they see fit. We have seen that tax cuts not only create 
jobs but provide prosperity in the province because, when 
Ontarians have more money in their pockets, they’re out 
spending money, and as they spend money it creates jobs. 
1910 

We know they believe in balancing their books and 
spending wisely, like everyone in their household bal-
ances their books and spends their money wisely. We 
know they want the same from this government. They 
expect the same from a government as they do with their 
own money. If a government is spending taxpayers’ 
money, it should be spent as if it was your own money. 
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Balanced budgets, paying off the debt and making sure 
your decisions and everything you spend that money on 
is clearly necessary. It’s a priority that Ontarians have. 
The ability to set priorities is perhaps the most important 
aspect of effective, efficient and accountable government 
planning. 

The Ontario SuperBuild Corp is responsible for the 
strategic management of the government’s investment 
plan, including investment in the province’s own assets 
and transfers to capital purposes like hospitals, munici-
palities and post-secondary educational institutions. In 
2003-04, SuperBuild will invest approximately $3.2 bil-
lion in Ontario’s infrastructure. 

The government will invest over $1 million in high-
way planning, expansion and rehabilitation in 2003-04. 
The province is also investing $359 million in 2003-04 in 
transit assistance through the transit investment plan, 
which includes GO Transit and the renewal of municipal 
transit systems through the transit renewal program. 

In the health sector, this fiscal year the province will 
invest $504 million in hospitals, community health and 
long-term-care capital initiatives. This will enable hospi-
tals and other health care providers to continue to 
modernize, retrofit and expand their infrastructure and 
services across the province. 

In post-secondary education capital, $97 million will 
be invested this year. Thornhill is located in York region. 
We’ve had many new students come into York region 
who need post-secondary education when they graduate, 
and what I’m hearing from my constituents is that they 
see this is a government that is behaving responsibly. We 
have looked after all of the students who will be entering 
post-secondary education in September. Our Minister of 
Training, Colleges and Universities, Dianne Cunning-
ham, has worked very hard to make sure there’s a place 
for every qualified student in Ontario in post-secondary 
education. Students are now being accepted to the post-
secondary institutions that they selected to go to. 

I want to congratulate all the students who have been 
accepted in post-secondary institutions. I want to wish 
them well as they pursue their years in post-secondary 
education in the province because we have some of the 
best colleges and universities in Ontario. 

For environmental purposes, investments will be $116 
million in 2003-04, which will include $45 million for 
upgrades to drinking water systems and other infra-
structure at Ontario parks and $15 million for environ-
mental cleanup projects. The province is also investing 
$15 million for ongoing implementation of Ontario’s 
Living Legacy: $7 million for watershed-based source 
protection and $5 million to improve conservation 
authority dams. 

SuperBuild will also continue to make investments in 
municipal partnership initiatives. Of the $3.2 billion 
SuperBuild plans to invest in 2003-04, $608 million is 
for municipal and local infrastructure. These investments 
need to be made to ensure Ontario’s economic growth 
remains on the right path. The 2003 Ontario budget 

reflects the priorities we heard from the people of Ontario 
during pre-budget consultations in 17 communities. 

Economic growth, spurred by tax cuts, has enabled 
this government to invest in priority programs and ser-
vices such as health care, education and the environment. 
The passage of the motion for interim supply will permit 
spending that specifically benefits two of these priorities: 
health care and education. 

We have made, and continue to make, significant in-
vestments in health care to meet our commitments of 
improving and modernizing Ontario’s hospitals. In 1995, 
Ontario was investing $17.6 billion annually in health 
care operating expenditures. This year Ontario will invest 
$27.6 billion in health care. That’s an increase of $10 
billion since we came to office. 

I hope all members of this Legislature will recognize 
the importance of passing this bill in the House this 
evening. I thank you for giving me the opportunity to 
enter this debate on this very important bill. 

Mr Raminder Gill (Bramalea-Gore-Malton-Spring-
dale): On a point of order, Mr Speaker: I would like to 
take an opportunity to recognize Aileen Muan and her 
proud parents, Alberto and Permina Muan, who are from 
my great riding of Bramalea-Gore-Malton-Springdale 
and are visiting us this evening. Please welcome them. 

The Acting Speaker: Welcome. 
That, of course, is not a point of order. Further debate? 
Mr Gerretsen: Let me just say that obviously we 

want to see that transfer payments are being made, so that 
all the different organizations around the province that 
depend on provincial funding, such as our nursing 
homes, our homes for the aged, our universities, colleges 
and schools, get their funding; there’s no question about 
that. Also, I think I should pay tribute to the thousands 
upon thousands of hard-working, dedicated civil servants 
we have working for the province, either directly or in 
one of the institutions I talked about before. 

I found it very interesting that when the minister 
talked about accountability, she wouldn’t agree with me 
that perhaps this is the perfect time to pass Bill 6, which I 
introduced in this House and that had second reading in 
the previous session and has gone through committee and 
is ready for a final vote in this House any time it’s called. 
It basically calls for greater accountability for hospitals, 
universities, colleges and other organizations that receive 
grants and other transfer payments from the government 
or crown agencies. 

It would give the Provincial Auditor the power to 
basically follow the money, because you and I know, 
Speaker, that probably somewhere around 60% of all the 
funds being spent by the province are not being spent by 
the province directly but in effect are being expended by 
the transfer agents I mentioned before. I can’t for the life 
of me understand why a government that has loved talk-
ing about accountability for the last eight years is un-
willing to actually implement a bill—to call a bill for 
third reading that has been given approval in committee, 
that has been given second reading in the House—that 
would allow exactly that to happen: to have greater 



24 JUIN 2003 ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 1453 

accountability as to how taxpayers’ money is being spent. 
They’re all talking about accountability, but when you 
get right down to it, they don’t mean a word of it. 

I also think it’s kind of interesting, for those people 
who may be watching who saw the earlier kerfuffle as to 
what motion was actually being called, that we may have 
a major problem here. It is my understanding that since 
the government has now gone to an accrual method of 
accounting, order number 56 should have been called and 
not number 57. I think the government has made another 
huge mistake by calling the wrong order, and this may 
very well cause us to be here on Friday and on Mon-
day—not on Tuesday, since that’s Canada Day—and 
we’ll sit the whole summer. A government that’s been in 
charge for eight years now—to not even get the proper 
motion before the House, to make sure that the transfer 
payments are being made to the nursing homes and the 
homes for the aged and all the other institutions out there 
and to pay our own civil servants, is a pretty sad state of 
affairs. I hope the government can get its act together. If 
not, well, we’ll have to be back here next week as well. 
1920 

I like to refer to the last eight years as the cruel 
years—the eight cruel years. Yes, some people are better 
off than they were in 1995, but you and I know, Speaker, 
that an awful lot of people out there are a lot worse off. I 
look at government as being the institution that levels the 
playing field amongst those who have and those who 
haven’t as far as getting health care services, as far as 
getting educational services out there, so that everyone 
has an equal opportunity and an equal chance in life. 
That’s what the role of government should be, whether 
we’re talking about the provincial, the national or the 
local level. 

In that regard, this government has failed the people of 
Ontario about as dramatically and as dastardly as you can 
think of. The people at the lower end of the totem pole, 
the people who need help and assistance, whether they’re 
the vulnerable in hospitals or the elderly in our long-
term-care facilities, are the people who have been failed, 
whether it’s the student out there who is now paying 40% 
more in tuition fees, or the student for whom the OSAP 
loans are more and more difficult to get, or the person 
who lives on an Ontario disability pension. You can just 
go on and on. Those people are a lot worse off. You may 
very well recall that within the first couple of months of 
this government taking over in 1995, the first thing they 
did was cut the social assistance payments for those 
people who need it by 22%. That was sort of an indi-
cation of the eight cruel years that followed.  

That continues. They like to make a great issue about 
the senior citizen tax credit program. Obviously they’re 
trying to buy the election, or a certain number of people 
in the electorate who will be enticed by it. There is a 
certain amount of enticement for that. I can well imagine, 
if you’re sitting there in a home and somebody says to 
you, “You’re going to get the education portion back of 
your property taxes,” that there’s a certain kind of appeal 
to that. 

We on this side of the House are saying that Frank 
Stronach doesn’t need $27,000. A lot of the other people 
too who live in multi-million dollar homes don’t need a 
rebate of $20,000 to $25,000. The people who really 
need the help are the people who are in our nursing 
homes, so that they can get more personal care and 
nursing care service. You may recall that right now we 
rank absolutely dead last in the 10 jurisdictions that this 
government has studied in the amount and the number of 
hours of nursing and personal care that we’re able to 
provide to people in nursing homes and long-term-care 
facilities. 

We’re saying, you want to spend $450 million? Don’t 
give it to all the seniors out there; give it to those seniors 
who need it. Spend $225 million of that in our nursing 
homes, and spend it in our long-term-care facilities and 
homes for the aged. Spend the other $225 million in 
home care so that particularly elderly people can stay in 
their own home much longer. That’s the much-preferred 
situation for everybody. Everybody would love to stay in 
their own home as long as possible, but some people 
need help. 

When you look at all the people who have been cut off 
from home care over the last four to five years—that 
$225 million, according to the Ontario Long Term Care 
Association, is what they need to give to various 
community care access centres around the province so 
that there is enough money in the system for home care 
so that people aren’t arbitrarily cut off once they exceed 
60 hours per month of home care. 

That’s where the priorities should be. We say, yes, 
invest $450 million in the seniors of this province. But at 
least do it for those seniors that need help in either home 
care or in nursing homes. 

Let’s talk about a couple of other issues, since we’re 
allowed to do this under this motion, even though this 
appears to be the wrong motion and we may have to go 
through all this again. The SARS money: a perfect 
example where you have this government basically trying 
to set up the federal government as the bad guys. 

Dalton McGuinty brought a motion forward today—
actually it was yesterday; it was placed on the order 
paper today—which basically says in its most simplistic 
terms, “Why don’t we have the Provincial Auditor 
actually audit the expenses that have been incurred by 
hospitals and other suppliers?” I have the exact motion 
here; let me just read it to you. I’ll read the entire motion 
to you: “In order to strengthen the province’s rightful 
case for disaster relief and other financial assistance for 
SARS from the federal government, the Ontario Legis-
lative Assembly hereby exercises its authority under ... 
the Audit Act to direct the Provincial Auditor to prepare 
a report outlining the amount of additional expenditures 
that have been or will need to be incurred as a result of 
SARS by the government of Ontario, its municipalities, 
hospitals and all other organizations.” 

What could be more direct than that: let’s get an 
independent assessment of how much the different 
organizations are actually out as a result of money being 
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required for SARS? It seems to me that if you want to 
make the case to the federal government that the province 
of Ontario, in one way or another, is actually out that 
money, that’s how you a build a business case. 

But for a minister of the crown to get up one day and 
say, “We need $700 million from the federal govern-
ment,” and say a couple of days later, “Well, I think it’s a 
billion dollars,” etc, to my way of thinking, is totally 
unaccountable and totally unrealistic. Surely to goodness, 
whether you’re in Ontario or anywhere else in Canada, 
any other level of government from whom you’re trying 
to get assistance has a right to get a report prepared that 
is done in a professional way. There is no better way to 
do that than through the independence of the Office of 
the Provincial Auditor. 

Yet what happened here today? Well, there was a lot 
of name-calling during question period. As a matter of a 
fact, Mr Speaker, you were almost forced into a situation 
where you were asked to throw a number of members out 
for disorderly behaviour etc. To my way of thinking, the 
government could easily have gone along with this 
motion and built a strong case so that the people of 
Ontario could benefit in a more direct way from the 
amount of money they’re going to get from the federal 
government. That’s how you do it. 

Let’s talk about one other issue that’s out there, the 
hydro issue. I spoke about this issue at some length some 
time ago. I remember a speech that was given by the 
member from Nipissing-Pembroke. I guess tomorrow or 
the next day will be his last day in the House after 28 
years of meritorious service in this House. This gives me 
an opportunity to pay tribute to Sean Conway. He’s 
always been a mentor to the people of eastern Ontario, 
particularly in the days when we weren’t as fortunate to 
have as many Liberal seats as we have today. 

He made the point, with which I totally agree, that one 
of the main problems when it comes to hydro is the lack 
of supply. We have to build the supply of hydroelectric 
power in this province by somewhere between 20% and 
30% in the almost immediate future. Why is nobody on 
the government side really addressing that issue? Instead, 
we’ve taken the easy way out—and I know we voted in 
favour of it as well—of guaranteeing everybody a rate of 
4.3 cents per kilowatt hour for the next three years. 

You and I know, Speaker, that since that’s been in 
effect, it has cost the taxpayers of Ontario close to a 
billion dollars, because we’ve had to buy that power 
outside Ontario—in the States or wherever we buy power 
to make up the 20% to $30% deficit we currently have—
at much more than 4.3 cents a kilowatt hour. 

To me it’s almost totally unsustainable to keep that 
going for a long period of time. Yes, the ratepayer will be 
happy for a certain period of time, because obviously the 
rates are going to be flattened and not have the 
tremendous gyrations they had in them last year at this 
time. On the other hand, are we any better off if we add 
another $4 billion to $5 billion to the public debt or to the 
hydro debt of this province during that period of time? 
That’s what we have to come to terms with. 

1930 
We have already said that one of the first issues a 

McGuinty government would have to deal with, should 
we be fortunate enough to win the next election, is the 
hydro situation. 

As I indicated before, I think it was very interesting 
last week that the government of Ontario finally 
approached the government of Manitoba to see what 
could be done with respect to importing some power or 
getting involved in a major power project in Manitoba, 
from which Ontario could benefit as well. I think we 
have to make those same approaches to the province of 
Quebec. We have to do something about installing Beck 
3, as it were, in Niagara Falls. 

I certainly don’t pretend to be an expert in this whole 
energy situation, but I think it’s a known fact that in the 
long run, hydroelectric power is probably the cheapest 
power to produce by far. So why aren’t we looking at 
that, particularly when you look at the fact that some of 
our nuclear plants have in effect been shut down, or their 
maintenance and repair program is taking much longer? 
Today we heard—and I’ve forgotten whether it was 
Pickering or one of the other nuclear plants—in effect, 
it’s not coming on-stream; there has been a delay in that 
again. 

The government has had to resort to putting temporary 
generators outside some cities. Obviously, if it’s neces-
sary, it’s necessary, but it certainly gives me the im-
pression that it almost speaks to something of the Third 
World. It’s the kind of thing you expect to see in an 
undeveloped country, but certainly not in the developed 
economy that we have here in Ontario. 

I say that there has been an awful lot of grandstanding 
on that issue, but what has the government really done to 
deal with that particular issue? It’s something that has to 
be dealt with almost immediately if we should be 
fortunate enough to form the next government. 

In the final few moments I have left—and maybe I 
have no more time left, if my timing is correct. Under 
these new rules, our time to speak is limited. There’s so 
much to say, particularly since this may be the last 
opportunity before the next election. There are so many 
issues to talk about. We could be talking about health 
care issues, education issues, environment issues or the 
smog situation out there, but unfortunately I won’t have 
any further time to do that. 

Speaker, I wish you a good summer and I hope we’ll 
see you back again in the fall. With that, I’ll just take my 
seat. 

Mr Dwight Duncan (Windsor-St Clair): On a point 
of order, Mr Speaker: I believe that we have a serious 
issue in front of us with respect to the propriety of this 
particular motion. 

Mr Kormos: It’s not improper. It’s just not good. 
Mr Duncan: Not the propriety but the wording of it; 

excuse me. The government submitted two government 
notices of motion on to the order paper, number 56 and 
number 57. We are debating number 57. I have in my 
hand a briefing note from the Ministry of Finance that 
was forwarded to us by the government House leader— 
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The Acting Speaker: I heard this point of order from 
the member from Niagara Centre. There is nothing out of 
order with number 57. 

Mr Duncan: Mr Speaker, if I might: we have a 
briefing note here that says the wording of this motion is 
not— 

The Acting Speaker: That might be. However, the 
order that is before the House is in order. 

Mr Kormos: What the opposition House leader was 
trying to say—I’m using my speaking time now, you see. 

The Acting Speaker: Start the clock. 
Mr Kormos: Let’s get going. Thank you. 
Of course the motion is in order. If it hadn’t been in 

order, the Clerk would have said it isn’t in order. But the 
minister called the wrong motion, and here we in the 
opposition parties have been scrambling, trying to help 
the government. Look, I concede that it doesn’t happen 
often but I’m embarrassed for the government this even-
ing. They’ve had a bad month in terms of the press. The 
last thing we need is for this government to literally blow 
another sessional day on the wrong interim supply 
motion. Good grief. As it is, the government won’t be 
able to get its Bill 41—remember the budget bill that it 
promised would be moved, debated and passed before the 
House rose on June 26? Sorry, folks, it’s not going to 
happen. Yikes. 

What Mr Duncan was trying to tell you—and he’s 
going to take the floor in short order himself—is that the 
government filed two notices of motion. Now if you take 
a look at the record, you’ll see that your motion number 
57 is consistent with interim supply motions of the past—
no two ways about it. I, for instance, sent one of the 
legislative staff down to the library just a few minutes. 
On October 22, 2002, Mr Tsubouchi moved the right 
motion. That was in the wording of notice of motion 
number 57. 

The problem is that you’ve amended the Financial 
Administration Act since then. You changed the whole 
nature of government accounting. There is this memo—
Mr Duncan has one, I’ve got one, half the world has 
one—from the legal services branch of finance. This is 
the high-priced help. The memo says, “Up until April 1, 
2003”—that, friends, was over two months ago—“the 
finances of the government was based on a modified-
cash accounting basis. Under this accounting basis,” 
before April 1, 2003, “The government sought approval 
from the House for supply based on payments made.” 
Listen carefully: “Transactions were booked on the 
finances when payments were made. This accounting 
system did not take into consideration that such payments 
were often made as the result of encumbrances made 
earlier, often in past fiscal years. In addition, this method 
of accounting did not reflect other non-cash expenses 
incurred by government, including depreciation on 
assets.” 

Way back in the year 2000—and I know that every 
member of the government caucus went to a briefing on 
this and recalls that briefing as if it were yesterday—“the 
Public Service Accounting Board recommended that 

Ontario and other governments adopt an accrual account-
ing method for government expenses to recognize these 
non-cash expenses and also to recognize these non-cash 
expenses when the encumbrances were incurred.” 

“In 2002,” and that’s where we get to the govern-
ment’s amendments to Financial Administration Act, 
“the government moved to adopt the accrual accounting 
method for government finances”—this is where the big 
asterisk should be, this is where the underscoring should 
be, this is where the bold print should be—“starting with 
the fiscal year 2003-04,” to wit today, or as Mr Marchese 
would say, “aujourd’hui.” “The move to accrual account-
ing was part of the 2002 budget.” 

“In 2002, amendments were made to the Financial 
Administration Act, the Treasury Board Act, 1991 and 
the Ministry of Treasury and Economics Act, as part of 
the spring 2002 budget bill and fall 2002 budget bill, to 
implement the accrual accounting method for Ontario 
government finances.” 

Now I want you folks on the government benches to 
know that we did not support those bills, but you did. 
You voted for them, and indeed you used your majority 
to pass them. So those amendments became law and this 
is what the amendments did: 

“The Financial Administration Act was amended to 
ensure that both cash and non-cash expenditures were 
included in the definition of appropriation in the act. The 
amendments had the effect of requiring”—and this is 
important; it should be in bold print, underscored—“that 
non-cash expenditures be included in estimates of ex-
penditures submitted for consideration by the Legislature. 

“Amendments to Financial Administration Act prohib-
ited the incurring of non-cash expenses, such as depre-
ciation on a capital asset, without an appropriation. This 
same restriction applies to the making of cash payments. 
These amendments went on to provide that this pro-
hibition did not affect the ability of the government to 
make cash payments or incur non-cash expenses under 
the authority of a motion for interim supply passed by the 
House.” 

Perhaps there’s somebody who could take this to the 
Hansard desk. It would save this young woman a whole 
lot of grief. 
1940 

That takes us up to the present. Now, you had two 
notices of motion. You had notice of motion number 56, 
which would have been the proper interim supply motion 
prior to your 2002 amendments to, among other things, 
the Financial Administration Act. You also filed notice of 
motion number 57, which is the interim supply motion 
that you need after your amendments. The motion that 
you wanted to call was 56—57, and I correct if I inverted 
those two— 

Hon Mrs Molinari: Why did you give unanimous 
consent? 

Mr Kormos: You don’t need unanimous consent 
because you filed the notice of motion. What’s the matter 
with you guys? You’ve tabled the notice, for Pete’s sake. 
You don’t need unanimous consent. You call it as of 
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right. That’s why you table notices of motion. Lord love 
a duck. I’m not going to give you unanimous consent for 
anything. That’s why you’ve got to file the notice of 
motion. For Pete’s sake, don’t go whining about how you 
sought unanimous consent. Of course I’m not going to 
give you unanimous consent. I wouldn’t give you unani-
mous consent to tell you what the time of day is. That’s 
the way it is around here. I didn’t create that hostile 
climate. I didn’t create that frigid antipathy between the 
government and opposition parties; you did. 

This place used to work in a co-operative way. Yet do 
I get any credit for rising to the occasion? Did you give 
me any credit for standing up here and saying, “Ms 
Molinari, you called the wrong notice. You should have 
called notice number 56”? No, you said, “You’re wrong. 
We’re right.” You did. I tried to pull you out of a jackpot 
and I get rebuffed in a crude way. 

Interjections. 
Mr Kormos: In a more civil climate, somebody 

would apologize to me, but I don’t expect it here. 
Here I am doing my best to try to pull your feet out of 

the fire, trying to explain to you that you’re debating the 
wrong motion. You could have had time to beg forgive-
ness and sought the assistance of the opposition parties in 
cleaning up the mess you made— 

Mr Christopherson: We’re here to help. 
Mr Kormos: —because, as Mr Christopherson says, 

“We’re here to help.” But, no, you want to stubbornly 
forge ahead. You don’t want to read the memos that 
come from your own House leader’s office. Your House 
leader sent me a memo explaining why motion number 
56 was the right motion, as compared to motion number 
57. My caucus mates reviewed that motion with me. 
They said, “Of course, we’re going to assist the govern-
ment in acquiring interim supply. We may not vote for it, 
but we know these things have to be done. It’s part of the 
rigors of governing.” 

The problem is, here you go—and now you’re going 
to say, “We want your co-operation,” after you hurt our 
feelings? No, it doesn’t work that way, not at all, not 
after you mock us and hurt our feelings and offend us. 
And then you want our help? No. Didn’t your mama 
teach you nothing? When I grew up, my old grandmother 
was very careful to explain to me—you know, it’s like 
Bob Dylan said: “If you live outside the law, you must be 
honest.” The problem is that if you’re going to do these 
sorts of things, you can’t then offend the people whom 
you need to help you. 

Far be it from me at this point to try to show you the 
error of your ways. I just rely upon the advice from 
lawyers from the Ministry of Finance—your lawyers, the 
ones you pay. I rely upon the advice from your govern-
ment House leader. I rely upon the advice from your 
government House leader’s staff, those hardworking 
people. 

Here’s your House leader, Mr Baird. He’s aged 10 
years in the last 10 minutes. He’s lost his hair. 

Interjection: He’s losing it. 

Mr Kormos: You’re right. He hasn’t lost all of it yet, 
but he is clearly in the process of losing his hair, because 
you may have lost or blown a sessional day when time 
was scarce. 

I suspect some of you folks over there on the govern-
ment backbenches have plans for the holiday weekend. I 
suggest you call your partners, spouses, kids, grandkids, 
neighbours’ kids, distant relatives. You should get on the 
phone and say, “Hello, my name is so-and-so, Ontario 
Conservative MPP. We screwed up big time in the Legis-
lature on Tuesday night. Even though the opposition tried 
to help us out and tried to clean up our mess for us before 
it got too big and too deep, we said, ‘No way; we like 
screwing up.’” Tory backbenchers, get on the phone and 
say, “We like screwing up. We did it again, and this time 
we’re doing it on purpose. And we did it notwithstanding 
the best efforts of the opposition to rescue us.” 

Hon Mrs Molinari: That’ll be the day. 
Mr Kormos: Ms Molinari, thou doth protest too 

much. Give me a break, because we all know I tried to 
give you one. But no, you wouldn’t respond. Look, it’s 
not your fault. You were in here all alone. You were all 
alone. Nobody was helping you. I saw your caucus mates 
around you. They weren’t concerned. They saw you 
going through the papers. They didn’t care whether you 
messed up. They figured, “Oh, Ms Molinari is going to 
be left hanging out there to dry. She’s on her own up 
there north of Toronto where Ms Molinari is going to run 
in her campaign.” They’re all out there looking after 
themselves. Boy, oh boy, don’t expect your caucus mates 
are behind you. Look over your shoulder. They’re way 
behind you. You can see them on the horizon like this. 
They’re behind you all right. 

Hon Helen Johns (Minister of Agriculture and Food): 
On a point of order, Mr Speaker: I don’t believe the 
member opposite is speaking to the bill. 

The Acting Speaker: This is a motion for supply. 
The member for Niagara Centre. 
Mr Kormos: Folks, this isn’t a bill; it’s a motion. If it 

were a bill, it would require first, second and third read-
ings. It’s a motion; it’s an interim supply motion. It’s a 
motion that has a restricted period of time for debate. It’s 
a motion that you shouldn’t have called, because it’s the 
wrong interim supply motion because of your amend-
ments to the Financial Administration Act. 

Hon Mrs Johns: I think you’re wrong. 
Mr Kormos: Of course you think I’m wrong, and so 

does Ms Molinari. That’s why your lawyers wrote a 
memo to everybody in this Legislature saying, “People, 
please be careful. Don’t think you can continue to word 
interim supply motions in the way you always have, 
because this government amended the Financial Admin-
istration Act, which requires interim supply motions to be 
worded in this way, to wit, the way you did.” Why did 
you file two motions? What’s the matter with you guys? 
Why do you think there are two different motions? 
Because one was in compliance with the new legislation 
and one wasn’t. 

So you go ahead and finish debating this motion, and 
at around 9:20 we’ll vote against it. I suspect you will 
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vote for it. It’s perfectly in order, because there is nothing 
defective about the motion. It’s just that it may not have 
the effect you want it to have. 

Interjection. 
Mr Kormos: Oh, Ms Ecker. Ms Ecker will be spitting 

nails when she finds out about this motion. Goodness, 
you’ll hear her from one end to the other. I remember the 
day Jim Flaherty bushwhacked her with the private 
school tax credit. I remember that day, because we were 
in here for the budget—was it the budget or the throne 
speech? 

Mr Christopherson: It had to be the throne speech. 
We don’t do budgets here. 

Mr Kormos: That’s right. It’s been a long time. 
We were in here, and there’s Ms Ecker just sitting 

there listening, because Flaherty’s the Minister of Fi-
nance at the time, and he comes out—it had to be the 
budget, because he comes out with the private school tax 
credits and I saw the O form of her mouth, and then I saw 
the words that followed and how she looked at Mr 
Flaherty. I saw her in the hallway afterwards, and her 
temperature had gone up around 30 degrees Celsius. She 
was smoking. She was on fire. I’ve never seen anybody 
that mad at a colleague here at Queen’s Park. Well, that’s 
not true. I’ve seen MPPs mad at colleagues— 

Interjection. 
1950 

Mr Kormos: That’s right. But it’s been a long time 
since I’ve seen an MPP that mad at one of their col-
leagues. She’d been bushwhacked. 

But if you think that performance, that little firestorm, 
was something, I bet you it was one heck of a cabinet 
meeting that followed that and possibly even some inter-
esting exchanges in the caucus meeting, not that any of 
your caucus mates talk about what happens in caucus; I 
use my imagination to figure these things out. If you 
think that’s something, you wait until Ms Ecker has to sit 
down to be told. 

“You passed what motion? Are you guys nuts?” Holy 
moly. You haven’t seen nothing yet. 

Interjection: Tell her it’s in order. 
Mr Kormos: That’s right. Say, “Ms Ecker, it’s OK. 

The Clerk’s table said it was in order.” Of course it’s in 
order. And say, “After all, it was the opposition parties 
that pointed out we passed the wrong motion,” as if 
that’ll be any justification. 

Who knows? Maybe somebody is on the phone to Mrs 
Ecker right now, as we speak, on that cellphone. She’s in 
the back of that Lincoln Town Car, motoring on the 401 
to— 

Hon Mrs Johns: Oh, come on, Peter. 
Mr Kormos: Is it a Cadillac Seville, a Lincoln Town 

Car? Heck, I don’t know. All I see are these shiny, dark 
cars that keep their motors running and the air condi-
tioning going for hours at a time while they’re waiting 
for cabinet ministers to get out to the east entrance, with 
little concern about conservation or smog. 

All I know is they’re big dark blue and black cars. 
What do I know about cars? I don’t know cars. What do I 

know about cars? But I can tell big and I can tell dark 
blue and black and I can tell leather interiors, because 
there’s nothing that beats the smell of leather upholstery. 
You walk past that phalanx of big, black Sevilles or 
Lincoln Town Cars or whatever the heck they are, and 
between the exhaust fumes you can smell the leather. So 
at this very moment— 

Mr Ted Chudleigh (Halton): On a point of order, Mr 
Speaker: I know that Corvettes come with leather in-
teriors, and I know the member used to drive one. Do you 
still have the Corvette, Peter? 

The Acting Speaker: That is not a point of order. 
Mr Kormos: I’ve got to tell you there’s nothing 

sweeter than a forest green ’Vette with a brown leather 
interior, ragtop down. Bowling Green, Kentucky, is 
where they’re manufactured. My sisters and brothers in 
UAW down in the United States do one heck of job on 
Corvettes, no two ways about it. 

But nothing beats the overwhelming scent of the up-
holstery as you see half a dozen of these Town Cars and 
DeVilles, gaggled as they are, motors running, exhausts 
spewing fumes, the air conditioning causing frosting of 
the vent lines along the roof. It’s incredible sitting out-
side here. Gasoline is what? These expensive Cadillac 
cars and Lincoln Town Cars all use high-test gas. You’re 
talking about 68.5 cents a litre on a good day, never mind 
when you get to the long weekend. 

So Ms Ecker could, at this very moment, be on her 
phone, speeding back to Queen’s Park. 

Hon David Turnbull (Associate Minister of Enter-
prise, Opportunity and Innovation): On a point of 
order, Mr Speaker: It’s quite apparent that we know the 
NDP used to use Town Cars. We just use low-level GMs 
and Fords— 

The Acting Speaker: No, no. Sit down. 
Mr Kormos: I want my sisters and brothers at 

DaimlerChrysler to understand why Chrysler has had to 
reduce production here. This government refuses to buy 
Chryslers; only Ford and— 

Interjection. 
Mr Kormos: That’s what the member just said: only 

Ford and General Motors products, and I have no qualms 
about that. But go out to the members’ parking lot and 
you’ll count an awful lot of Lexuses and those other 
offshore manufactured things. In any event, I do digress. 

Ms Ecker could be speeding back here now in the 
back of her limo just spitting. You can just see the spit as 
she’s trying to talk on the phone with some minion who’s 
shaking in his or her shoes, knowing that Ms Ecker is 
going to be in less than fine humour when she gets here 
because, after all and at the end of the day, this bill is 
pretty relevant to her. I can hear her now: “Can’t you 
guys ever get anything right? What’s the matter? I leave 
this place for half an hour, and you start fouling things 
up.” 

I can see Mr Stockwell now, wherever Mr Stockwell 
is. Mr Stockwell is sitting in front of a large-screen TV in 
some high-priced hotel room somewhere with his feet up, 
watching the legislative channel saying, “Boy, oh boy, so 
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you wanted me out, did you? Look what you get for 
wanting me out. This never happened on my watch.” To 
Chris Stockwell I say, “Look, you’ve been lucky. You 
were fortunate because”— 

Hon Mrs Johns: On a point of order, Mr Speaker, or 
maybe it’s a point of privilege: I think the Minister of the 
Environment would say it wasn’t the Conservatives who 
wanted him out but the Liberals and the NDP. 

The Acting Speaker: That would not be a point of 
order either. But I would caution the member for Niagara 
Centre: he of course knows we should use only riding 
names or ministerial positions. 

Mr Kormos: My apologies. The former, fired, re-
signed government House leader and Minister of the 
Environment, as he was then, who is now a backbencher 
and who relinquished—I mean, the most unsettling thing 
about losing— 

Hon Mrs Johns: On a point of order, Mr Speaker: I 
believe the Minister of the Environment is waiting for a 
report from the Integrity Commissioner, and there is no 
problem. 

The Acting Speaker: That is not a point of order. 
Interjection. 
The Acting Speaker: We’re playing games here. 

Let’s just go with the debate. The member from Niagara 
Centre. 

Mr Kormos: Anyway, the former Minister of the 
Environment loses that title to Mr Wilson. I mean, that’s 
what’s really steaming and frosting him. He could have 
handled it had it gone to Mr Gill, who would make a very 
good cabinet minister, if it had gone to Mr Arnott, who 
would be a very good cabinet minister, or if it had gone 
to Mr McDonald from North Bay, who has wanted to be 
in cabinet from the day he was elected and who needs the 
profile. 

But do these people get appointed to cabinet? Look 
what happens—you’ve got to understand what happens. 
When you’ve got a cabinet minister like that who’s been 
cut loose and set adrift, you’ve got all sorts of back-
benchers rushing to get the morning papers, hoping— 

Interjection. 
Mr Kormos: Well, they do. This is what happens. 

Come on. Some of you people who were—Mr Ramsay,  
you were in government; you know the feeling: hoping 
that a minister gets cut loose so you finally get the key to 
the cabinet ministers’ washroom. Poor Mr Gill and Mr 
McDonald were falling over each other, tearing open 
Toronto Star, Toronto Sun and Globe and Mail boxes 
waiting for the day. 

I’ve got to tell you, this motion is going to end up 
being a very interesting part of legislative history. This is 
going to be a day we will all remember fondly. When I 
read the memoirs of any number of Conservative mem-
bers, I expect at least a couple of pages referring to the 
day the motion died. I expect there will be at least a few 
pages devoted to the motion that really didn’t respond to 
the amendments this government itself had made. 

Folks, it’s been interesting. It’s been a great deal of 
fun. Ms Molinari, I did my best. 

Mr Christopherson: He tried. 
Mr Kormos: I tried. I just want you to know that if 

you ever need me again, I’ll be there for you. You can 
count on me any time. 

I surrender the floor. I know my colleague Mr Christ-
opherson, who in all likelihood will be the mayor of 
Hamilton next year at this time, will want to speak to this 
as well. 

Mr John O’Toole (Durham): I’ve been waiting for 
some time to respond. 

Interjections. 
The Acting Speaker: Order. The member for Durham 

has the floor. 
Mr O’Toole: I believe you’re right, Mr Speaker; I do 

have the floor. We’re basically at a point in time where 
we’re debating the motion for interim supply; I believe 
it’s notice of motion number 57. For those viewing, to 
bring some settlement to this debate, the member from 
Niagara Centre certainly got us what I’d consider a bit 
off the trail. 
2000 

Notice 57 says, “That the Minister of Finance be 
authorized to pay the salaries of the civil servants and 
other necessary payments pending the voting of supply 
for the period commencing April 1, 2003 and ending 
September 30, 2003. Such payments to be charged to the 
proper appropriation following the voting of supply. 
Filed on June 23, 2003.” 

Certainly it is my pleasure—as my colleague has 
mentioned, the interim supply bill is the most important 
motion that is passed by this Legislature, for all of the 
reasons that even the members of the opposition have 
outlined. For the record, the motion gives authority to the 
government to continue to pay its programs that benefit 
the people of Ontario, and to operate the daily business of 
government. It permits and gives permission to the gov-
ernment to send money to municipalities, hospitals and 
school boards around the province of Ontario, as well as 
paying social assistance benefits to those in need and 
paying salaries to the dedicated members of the Ontario 
civil service. 

These payments are currently being made under the 
authority of a special warrant which was issued on March 
26, 2003, and which authorized the incurrence of neces-
sary expenditures to be made during the 2003-04 fiscal 
year. Those listening may have responded during ques-
tion period a few weeks ago. They raised this outlandish 
remark about the $36 billion that was being allocated at 
that time. This, of course, supersedes that. Because 
whenever the House is sitting, it’s the orders that state 
that it must be debated in the House and indeed voted on 
here. 

Payment to all our funding partners and the govern-
ment programs cannot be made, once these funds are 
exhausted, without this important motion that we’re dis-
cussing tonight. In order to ensure that all payments 
scheduled to be made after the Legislature recesses on 
June 26 reach the people who need them, it is necessary 
to provide the banking system, as well as the postal 
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system, logically, with some advance time. This lead 
time is especially important to individuals specifically in 
the far-reaching northern and other rural parts of the vast 
province of Ontario. I’m sure all of my colleagues in the 
Legislature from the north and rural areas can appreciate 
these concerns. It’s not good enough to leave enough 
time so that the payments can be made just here in To-
ronto; all of the people in this great province of ours are 
important to this government as well. As such, the 
practice has been to provide at least five working days’ 
lead time prior to the expiry of the current authority to 
ensure that payments are made everywhere. Thus, this 
motion must be passed without unnecessary delay or 
procedural wrangling. The motion for interim supply 
does not specify a dollar amount, but indeed provides 
authority to spend for a specific period of time, which I 
outlined just prior to these comments. 

As you know, the House rules of the Ontario Legis-
lature limit the period covered by an interim supply 
motion to six months. The proposed motion for interim 
supply would cover the six-month period from April 1, 
2003, to September 30, 2003. Without spending author-
ity, statutory payments can continue to be made. These 
payments include interest on public debt and all pay-
ments for special-purpose accounts. However, most 
scheduled and unscheduled payments cannot be paid. 
These include, for instance, payments to nursing homes, 
hospitals, doctors under OHIP, municipalities, general 
welfare recipients, children’s aid societies and suppliers’ 
accounts. These are suppliers that supply services to the 
House, as well as to other parts of the province. 

The motion for interim supply must be passed to 
ensure that all of Ontario’s dedicated civil servants con-
tinue to receive their salaries. We sometimes forget the 
far-reaching impact of provincial government services 
and those who provide them, the dedicated civil servants 
of Ontario. The teachers and professors who prepare our 
youth for productive lives, the doctors, nurses and other 
health care professionals and, I might remark at this 
point, with SARS, persons working on the front line of 
health care, I want to be on the record publicly for 
thanking them, specifically the people working at Lake-
ridge Health and all of the hospitals associated with 
Lakeridge Health, which includes three in my riding: 
Oshawa General Hospital, the old general hospital in 
Lakeridge, the Port Perry community hospital as well as 
the Bowmanville hospital—who care for us from the 
minute we are born to the last breath we take, are all 
members of the broader public service whose salaries are 
paid by our government, through the taxes of all hard-
working Ontarians in this great province. 

I think it’s important to realize that none of these 
things could happen without a government that’s able to 
generate wealth. The wealth we’ve been able to generate 
in the last eight years as the government is due to encour-
aging a strong economy that allows us to enjoy the stand-
ard of living that we all share in this great province. 

To illustrate why the motion for interim supply must 
be passed with expediency, it would perhaps help if I 

outlined some of this government’s spending commit-
ments. Our government has an agenda of spending on 
those priorities that respond to the needs of Ontarians and 
encourage growth, job creation and prosperity. These 
priorities are health care, education, the environment and 
of course, more importantly, the infrastructure going 
forward. 

Let’s look at how supporting the motion for interim 
supply will benefit two of these priorities that I’ll just 
discuss briefly: health care and education. Ontarians want 
and deserve a health care system that they can count on 
when they need it for themselves and for their families. 
We are making significant investments to meet our com-
mitment of improving and modernizing Ontario’s hospi-
tals to better meet the needs of the citizens of this great 
province. 

In 1995, Ontario was spending $17.6 billion annually 
on health care. This year, Ontario will invest $27.6 bil-
lion in health care, an increase of almost $10 billion since 
this government took office in 1995. This record level of 
funding for health care includes specific items such as 
additional funding to continue to support residents in 
long-term-care facilities and to continue the expansion of 
long-term-care beds. That’s the 20,000 long-term-care 
beds as well as the 16,000 retrofit modernized beds. 

Many of the most frail senior citizens reside in our 
long-term-care facilities. To provide them with the addi-
tional nursing care and assistance they need, our govern-
ment is providing an additional $100 million annually, 
bringing year-over-year increases to this area alone of 
$400 million. It also includes almost $200 million for 
payments to physicians and other practitioners, including 
primary care renewal. I applaud the nurses and nurse 
practitioners who have made this great commitment 
during the time of SARS to make health care available to 
people where and when they need it. It includes almost 
$200 million to cover higher utilization of Ontario drug 
programs and $193 million for diagnostic and medical 
equipment upgrades and replacement. I know this com-
mitment includes my riding, more specifically the CAT 
scan in the Bowmanville hospital. This include equip-
ment upgrades and replacement. 

Hospitals are central to our health care system. In 
2003-04, Ontario will provide $10.4 billion to support 
hospitals. In addition, we will provide an additional $130 
million one-time funding for diagnostic and medical 
equipment, which will bring the total grants to hospitals 
to $10.4 billion. This is a 10% increase over the 2002 
budget. 

To meet these health care spending commitments, we 
must ensure that a new motion for interim supply be in 
place before this legislative session recesses. 

We have also made significant commitments to educa-
tion in Ontario, because a quality education is primary. 
For the last 10 or so hours, the Minister of Education, the 
Honourable Elizabeth Witmer, has been attending before 
the estimates committee, which I’m part of, and I’m 
pleased to report that in my riding in each and every case 
the school boards have received additional funding. If I 
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could just bring you up to date on education funding, it 
started at $12.862 billion dollars. With what has been 
concentrated here in the student-focused funding model, 
post-Rozanski we have a commitment by the minister of 
$15.325 billion to public education. I’m pleased to say 
that that funding includes special funding for technical 
education training which has been announced in my 
riding. 
2010 

I believe that all the investments we make in education 
pay a dividend down the road, not just for our children 
today but for our lifestyle tomorrow. There’s always 
more to be said on education. I believe that the people of 
Ontario know that this government’s record is very 
strongly in support of quality education, accessible, 
available public education, with accountability for our 
students and our teachers. More importantly, this govern-
ment has to take the stand that education is the pathway 
to the future. With that, I’ll leave the rest of the remarks 
to our very able House leader. 

Mr Tony Ruprecht (Davenport): I was listening 
very carefully to the remarks of the Associate Minister of 
Municipal Affairs on interim supply. She of course said 
that the Conservative Party made tough decisions and 
that essentially they made the right choices. I would 
argue that, yes, in this interim supply they made tough 
decisions, but they didn’t make the right choices. Why do 
I say that? Because essentially there is a fundamental 
difference between the Conservatives and the Liberals in 
terms of how we perceive government. What is the 
difference? First of all, has the government the right to be 
the defender of the public good or do we take the 
government to be simply a night watchman in the old 
days, looking around with a lantern to see that everything 
is OK in the old city? There is a fundamental difference 
here. 

The minister said very clearly, “Do you know what? 
We want to give back to the people as much money as 
possible, because they know how to spend it.” Who 
would disagree with that? Who would disagree with 
giving back money to the people, because it was hard-
earned and they certainly have the right to make the 
decision on how to spend it? We’d all agree with that. 
There’s definitely no doubt about that. 

But at the same time, you have a responsibility to do 
the responsible decision-making that essentially you were 
elected for. It is not responsible for you to not give 
enough money to schools, to hospitals, to roads, to drink-
ing water, to children’s services, and the litany goes on 
and on. 

Here we are: the difference. On this side, we believe in 
this fundamental choice, and that is that Liberals think 
that we are and would be the public defender of the 
public good. In other words, we have the responsibility to 
make sure there are no holes in our roads; we have the 
responsibility to make sure there is no gridlock; we have 
the responsibility to ensure that our drinking water is safe 
and clean and that our families are not in danger. We 
have the right to ensure with public money that the 

Ministry of the Environment has enough inspectors. We 
have the right to ensure that our schools are properly 
funded. 

When I go to the schools in my area I’m ashamed, and 
so should you be. There are some older schools in the 
older parts of our cities that have broken windows that 
are taped over with some plastic or cardboard because the 
windows have fallen out. We have a responsibility to 
make responsible choices to ensure our kids go to good 
schools, have good textbooks, have good teachers, have 
places where they can go swimming, have places where 
there are community centres. Do we have the right to 
expect that from the government, or do we just run 
around with the old lantern and see, well, nobody got 
killed today, so therefore everything seems to be OK and 
forget about the gridlock, forget about our schools and 
forget about our safe drinking water? 

You know I’m speaking the truth. You have to give 
back money to the people, of course, but at the same 
time, it was your government that said, “We don’t have 
enough money to give people back a tax credit for private 
schools.” Wasn’t it Ernie Eves who said that? Wasn’t it 
he who said, “We couldn’t afford it”? Was it not he who 
said you couldn’t afford it? 

Mr Joseph N. Tascona (Barrie-Simcoe-Bradford): 
No. 

Mr Ruprecht: I hear a no on the other side, and that 
is not the truth. The truth was, there was not enough 
money because he had back-pedalled and he said we 
couldn’t afford it. So that’s the truth. We’re simply say-
ing on this side of the House that a responsible choice 
would be to do equitable funding, that there should be 
enough money to the schools so that our kids get the best 
education possible, but you haven’t done that, unfor-
tunately. You haven’t done that. 

When I look at our roads today in my part of town in 
Toronto, I would be ashamed to have a visitor come, take 
a car and go across these roads, including some of the 
potholes of 401. I know Mr Kormos is driving down the 
highway with his big—what’s he driving now? Is it a 
Lincoln Town Car? 

Interjection. 
Mr Ruprecht: He’s got a motorcycle, right, with his 

brown boots. If he is— 
Interjection. 
Mr Ruprecht: Never mind if he’s speeding on the 

highway. Don’t let me even get excited about this 
because, do you know what? It is the Premier’s name on 
the signs on these highways, and even those highways 
are not properly maintained. Even those highways have 
big holes in them. But should Mr Kormos be as unlucky 
as to drive over one of these potholes with his motor-
cycle, he’d be dead. He’d be dead. 

Hon Mr Turnbull: You’re as phony as your doctoral 
title. 

Mr Ruprecht: I’ll just not even listen to the comment 
the honourable member made. It has no relevance to this 
point. 
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I’m just simply saying to you, Mr Turnbull: fix the 
roads. You’ve got the power to do it. Stop your limo, get 
out there and look at the roads and fix the roads, fix the 
gridlock and do something about transportation in this 
city. 

Hon Mr Turnbull: We did. 
Mr Ruprecht: It is not true. Fix the roads. That’s 

what we’re asking you to do. And fix the schools while 
you’re at it. Fix the schools. 

Interjection. 
Mr Ruprecht: The point is simply being missed. As a 

defender of the public good, you have responsible 
choices to make, and one of the responsible choices has 
been that the budget you claim does not have a hole in it 
of $2 billion—I’m asking you, how will you make up the 
difference? Where will you take $2 billion from to have a 
balanced budget? I’m hearing nothing. Two billion 
dollars is missing unless you sell some of our provincial 
lands; if you sell the properties that we have in the 
province of Ontario, you can’t make up the difference. 
You’re fooling yourself if you think that there is no 
$2-billion hole in the budget. 

You haven’t told us what you will do, how you will 
spend and how you will get the $2 billion back to fix up 
that hole. We’re asking that question today, and we do 
not get an answer. 

What concerns me even more is the condition of our 
schools, especially as it relates to private schools, be-
cause the government has now made a decision that will 
put up to $3,500 into the pockets of parents who send 
their kids to private school. We’ve already withdrawn $2 
billion from the public system. If we continue with the 
private tax deduction for tuition fees, $3,500 per child, 
we’re going to have a major, major problem. 

What concerns me again is this: will there be monitor-
ing in the private schools where parents can now send 
their children? Is there going to be a monitoring system 
in place? Private schools can hire teachers who have no 
accreditation under this system of the Conservative 
government. There will be no education ministry official 
who will check out the curriculum. There will be no one 
required to administer the standardized tests that the 
public school students face. This is a massive difference. 
This is a fundamental difference that this government is 
introducing. We’re asking you today: if you are pro-
posing to give a tax credit which will eventually grow to 
$3,500 per child per year, if you’re providing a tax credit, 
how will you monitor the private schools? It’s not in the 
bill. 

This government has much to do. We’re asking today 
and we’re concerned, along with the Ontario Human 
Rights Commissioner—his name is Keith Norton, as you 
know. He has expressed alarm about what could happen. 
He’s warning us all. This scheme of this government—
and the truth is that Keith Norton, of course, has been a 
former government member. In fact, he has been a 
minister of a Conservative government. It is not coming 
from the Liberal benches; it is coming from a former 
minister of the Conservative government, who is saying 

to you and warning you that this scheme of the Con-
servative government “has the potential to result in racial, 
ethnic and religious apartheid in our educational system, 
as well as intolerance and ignorance.” That, he says, will 
in fact happen. 
2020 

I’m asking this government, if the human rights com-
missioner, Keith Norton, is expressing alarm to this 
degree, what is the answer that you’re providing me, 
without your laughter and your congenial remarks? Be 
serious for once and answer the question that the human 
rights commissioner is asking you. Give me some feed-
back where you can in all seriousness say to me, “Do you 
know what? We’re not concerned about the tax credit 
scheme, we’re not concerned about monitoring the 
private schools, and we’re not concerned about $3,500 
per child for this tax credit scheme.” What is your answer 
to that? There is no answer. I hear no answer. 

Interjection: We didn’t hear the question. 
Mr Ruprecht: You know what the question is be-

cause I repeated the question twice. There is no answer. 
Therefore, you should really be ashamed of foisting this 
system on to the taxpayer and on to the educational 
system in Ontario. You should hang your heads in shame. 
Without a monitoring system, how can you produce a bill 
that doesn’t do what our public school system is required 
to do? 

So it is clear. We’re looking at our education critic, 
Gerard Kennedy, who says that 42 new private schools 
opened last year alone and that the enrolment has risen 
by 50% under the Tory watch. 

Interjection: A success, eh? 
Mr Ruprecht: That’s a success all right, but at the 

same time you must understand that our school system is 
more than simply a factory for learning. It is a system 
that has produced first-class citizenry in proposing and in 
educating the masses of our ethnocultural groups that 
come from all over the world. They come into one class-
room, they get to know each other, and they therefore 
take a great educational experience back home because 
they get to know and to understand different cultures. 

So it is clear: this kind of system that is in the private 
schools will not have the kind of educational require-
ments or the kind of educational experience we’ve had in 
the past. You’re destroying that. You’re destroying a 
fundamental principle of giving every student in Ontario 
the right to be exposed to a multicultural and a multi-
racial experience. You’re taking that away from our 
students. You’re giving a right to every tribe to have his 
or her own school so that they can be all together by 
themselves and consequently not have the experience that 
others will have. That is a right that every student should 
have in the province of Ontario. 

Finally, let me simply say this, which concerns me a 
great deal. We’ve had some reports by Statistics Canada 
in the newspapers, reports that have been very, very 
interestingly analyzed. It says in this newspaper article 
alone that the poverty rate among immigrants who have 
arrived here in Canada within the last five years is now 
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36% under your watch. Do you know what it was 10 
years ago? It was 24.5%. This shows a tremendous 
difference. This shows that the more education a new 
Canadian has when he or she comes to our shores, the 
less likely they are to succeed and get a proper job and 
the less likely they are to become taxpayers, to partici-
pate and purchase our goods. Again, this is an issue that 
is of grave importance because it shows there is a differ-
ent priority. 

Their priority should be to take new Canadians and 
make taxpayers out of them as soon as possible, to make 
them productive citizens as soon as possible. That is to 
say that the public has to spend money in our school 
systems so that the new students and their parents get an 
educational experience that not only proposes that they 
will be good civic taxpayers but that they will also be 
citizens who pay taxes. The point is simply this: when 
people come to this county, they have been promised that 
they will be able to get a job, especially when they’re 
highly educated. They come to Canada, and what do they 
find? They find that some of the doors are closed. The 
facts speak for themselves. I’m not making this up. This 
is a census by Statistics Canada. I’m not making this up 
or using flowery words. These are the facts. Under your 
administration, the poverty rate for new Canadians has 
increased by more than 12%. 

You should be asking yourselves what you’re doing 
wrong and what you could do to improve a system that 
will permit new Canadians to enter the workforce as soon 
as possible. But what you have done is something un-
heard of in any other western county: you’ve taken away 
the finances and the right, basically, of people to enter 
our schools and have English-as-a-second-language pro-
grams. You should invest more money in our school 
system so that people will be able to speak English as 
soon as possible. Without English, no one can enter the 
workforce; without English, no one can find a job; 
without English, you certainly can’t understand an edu-
cational process. The point is to ask yourselves how you 
can help people when they come here to enter the 
workforce. The Conservative government has taken away 
the Ontario Welcome Houses. 

Interjection. 
Mr Ruprecht: Thank you. At least I’m getting 

through to some of you. Ontario Welcome Houses were 
designed so there would be someone there when new 
immigrants were coming in to help them find their way 
around to schools, to jobs and to a way so that they could 
make a new life in a new country. You’ve taken that 
away. That is very important. 

Let me just make a final remark. You have a responsi-
bility to ensure that you’re also serving the public good, 
and that our fundamental difference between the night 
watchman of the Conservative Party and the defender of 
the public good, which is the Liberal Party—if that 
concept goes through your heads, you’ll see that you 
have to spend some money so that new Canadians are 
able to work and find a better taxpaying life faster in this 
country. 

Mrs Leona Dombrowsky (Hastings-Frontenac-
Lennox and Addington): I had to enter the chamber this 
evening believing that I’d have an opportunity to speak to 
the supply motion. However, my colleague Mr Gerretsen 
and the member for Niagara Centre have raised, I think, 
some very important points about the appropriateness of 
this motion. They would present that while the motion 
might be in order in this House, it is in fact the wrong 
motion, that the government has put the wrong motion 
for debate. I don’t know how the minister could make 
such a mistake. We have precious little time in this cham-
ber and we have very important work to do. I believe that 
the supply motion is one of the most important motions 
that we deal with. It provides the agencies of the govern-
ment with the ability to pay the bills when we’re not 
sitting. That’s what it does, and it would appear that the 
minister has put the wrong motion to us. So we’re spend-
ing a lot of time in this chamber paying attention to a 
motion that will not, in fact, do what the government 
intended it to do. I am also aware that the government is 
aware of it too. They know that they’ve made a mistake. I 
don’t know how the minister could introduce a motion 
that isn’t going to help them. 
2030 

My House leader has received a memorandum. This 
was June 20. That was four days ago. It was very clearly 
explained in a memo from the government House leader 
that the changes to the legislation and the regulations—
and I do remember the minister, in her opening remarks, 
speaking specifically to the fact that the government has 
gone to a new accounting system. It’s gone to an accrual 
system. That has required some adjustments to the supply 
motion. 

The government House leader has provided a memo to 
the other House leaders—the House leader for the oppo-
sition and for the third party—that in effect states that the 
changes to the legislation and the regulations were ad-
ministrative in nature and maintain long-standing prin-
ciples of appropriation, supporting the existing financial 
framework and appropriation mechanisms. 

The recommended wording is as follows. In order that 
the government can now achieve supply, provide supply 
to its various ministries, the wording was changed to that 
the crown be authorized to incur expenditures relating to 
the salaries of civil servants and other necessary matters 
pending the voting of supply for the period commencing 
April 1, 2002, and ending on September 30, 2002, such 
expenditures to be charged to the proper appropriation 
for the 2003-04 fiscal year following the voting of 
supply. 

The memo goes on to explain the wording of the 
motion that we are in fact debating tonight. The back-
ground is that, effective the fiscal year starting April 1, 
2003, legislative spending authority and appropriation 
control are on an accrual basis of accounting. In the 2002 
Ontario budget bill, Keeping the Promise for Growth and 
Prosperity Act, Bill 109, the government introduced 
amendments to legislation that converted legislative 
spending authority and appropriation control to the 
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accrual basis of accounting. The printed estimates—that 
is, the legislative spending authority and appropriation 
controls—are now on the same basis of accounting as 
other financial documents and reports, which provide for 
more transparency, especially for the members of the 
Legislature and the public. 

The amended definition of “appropriation” in section 
1 of the Financial Administration Act is as follows: 
“‘appropriation’ means an authority to pay money out of 
the consolidated revenue fund or to incur a non-cash 
expense.” 

So on February 3, 2003, cabinet approved the regula-
tions, prescribing six non-cash expenses, of which three 
are voted and the other three are statutory. The three 
voted non-cash expenses are the reduction of a prepaid 
expense, a loss on the disposition of a capital asset, and 
imputed interest on a loan bearing interest below the 
prevailing market rate. 

Interjection. 
Mrs Dombrowsky: Minister, I’m trying to clarify 

why I believe the motion that we are debating, in my 
opinion, will have no effect at the end of the night. Your 
minister introduced the wrong motion. I’m explaining 
why the motion that was introduced, that we’ve spent 
time on here this evening, is not in order and will have no 
effect. 

For those of us who sit in this House and read all the 
documents that are here in our desk, that might be very 
clear. But I think it’s very important for the public 
record, for anyone who might be watching these pro-
ceedings on television, to understand and be very clear 
about the kind of mistake that you have made tonight. 

You are in charge of all of the finances of the province 
of Ontario. You have come here this evening—we were 
supposed to be debating a supply motion. The motion 
that is on the table, by the advice of your own council, 
will not have the effect that you want it to have, because 
you introduced the wrong motion. The people of Ontario, 
I think, should be very clear about the fact that we have 
very important business to do here, and you can’t get it 
right. This is a very serious problem. 

I know that other good members of this Legislature 
tried to bring this to the attention of the minister, to no 
avail. That’s really unfortunate, because there were a lot 
of issues around supply that do impact constituents of 
mine. In my riding there are many issues that I wanted to 
highlight. We know that when we come to the chamber 
to debate supply or to speak to a motion on supply, it is 
an opportunity to highlight those areas where we think 
some of the plans of the government are deficient in 
terms of supplying the needs of the people in our com-
munity. I know in my own riding there are many areas—
and I’m hearing from people across the province, 
particularly with regard to my critic portfolio. 

The government would suggest that they have some 
history in balancing budgets. There are very learned 
people in the financial field who would suggest that in 
fact the budget is not balanced, that there’s one major $2-
billion hole that the government simply turns away from, 

winks at and pretends isn’t there. But the people who 
deal with finances on a very regular basis will not ignore 
it, and will speak out and tell the people of Ontario, 
“Don’t be fooled. The budget’s not balanced.” It’s been 
suggested that we’re going to receive $2.2 billion by 
selling provincial assets, but they won’t tell us what 
assets are being sold. 

With regard to supply and with regard to issues in my 
riding and across the province, I find it interesting that 
they would suggest they’re balancing budgets. Many of 
their transfer agencies would like to say the same, but 
this government hasn’t been giving them the resources 
that they need to do that. Children’s aid societies across 
Ontario are running deficits. They have been told to max 
out their lines of credit. Is that the way to provide 
essential services to the most vulnerable children in our 
society, to say to their agency, “You know, if you need 
money, you should go to the bank. Use your line of 
credit,” and hope that the government’s going to cover it 
at the end of the day or the end of the month or the end of 
the year? There’s a real worry out there that they’re 
going to go so far into debt—and it has happened, in 
fact—that the banks are saying, “No. Sorry, but you’re at 
your maximum.” The government is then forced to come 
up with some money. That’s no way to run a business, no 
way indeed. 

They talk about their fine accounting principles. What 
do they leave for their transfer agencies? What do they 
leave for their hospitals? How many hospitals in this 
province have deficits because they are underfunded? It’s 
very easy for the members of the government to say, 
“Oh, we’ve balanced the budget,” when all of their 
transfer agencies are starving for cash; they are in debt; 
they are in deficit situations; they are cutting services. 
The hospital corporation in the community that serves 
my riding, Quinte Health Care Corp, is in fact con-
sidering laying off nurses as part of its cost efficiencies. 

So I would say to this government, which put a supply 
motion forward, that there are many, many areas in the 
province in which you can talk about balanced budgets, 
but they’re balanced only because you’re starving the 
transfer agencies of your government that need those 
dollars. 

Another example in my riding is the fact that the VON 
in Kingston, that has served the community for 106 
years, is on the verge of folding, collapsing, because they 
can’t afford to provide the service. The Kingston, 
Frontenac, Lennox and Addington CCAC doesn’t have 
money to increase the compensation packages for the 
community health providers. It has created a climate of 
great uncertainty in health care. This government comes 
into my community and they talk about all they’ve done, 
while the people in the riding are saying, “There’s some-
thing wrong when agencies like VON, that have provided 
quality community health services for 106 years, are 
forced to fold. There’s something very wrong with that.” 
So I am making comment on the minister’s remarks 
earlier about what this government has done and how 
they perceive what they’ve done has been good for the 
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province. I’m suggesting that there’s another side to that. 
I have some responsibility, as an elected representative, 
to share with you those things which I hear on a very 
regular basis that are not working well. 
2040 

We heard just this week that the Family Responsibility 
Office is seriously, seriously understaffed. What’s the 
result when those sorts of agencies are understaffed? It 
means that families and children are not getting the 
money they are entitled to, that they deserve, to the tune 
of $1.3 billion. There is a serious need in the Family 
Responsibility Office. 

I just want to go back to the original point I was 
making about the motion we’re debating tonight. It’s the 
wrong motion. There is very serious concern that, in fact, 
at the end of this day, this government will not be able to 
do what it intended to be able to do, what it should be 
able to do at the end of a supply motion, and that is pay 
for the supply of the services that the government pro-
vides to the people of Ontario. While I know that the 
table has ordered that the motion is in order, it’s the 
effect of the motion that is in serious question here this 
evening. I commend my colleague Mr Gerretsen and also 
the member from Niagara Centre, who I think have very 
ably explained the problem that we have before us here 
this evening. It is indeed regrettable. We assume that a 
government that is in charge of managing almost a $70-
billion budget knows—they should know, they’ve been 
doing it for eight years—how to run the business of this 
province. But, you see, they change the rules—they’re 
good at that; they do it all the time—and then they get 
caught by changing their own rules. I think that is in fact 
what has happened here this evening. 

I do hope that the people of Ontario are paying 
attention to this and I hope that they’re maybe a little bit 
concerned, as we are on this side of the House, that we 
have a government that likes to pat itself on the back for 
doing everything right. They run away from any kind of 
blame, and here tonight I think they’ve made a very 
serious error. I really question whether or not we will be 
able to pay for the supplies of the province at the end of 
the day. 

Hon Frank Klees (Minister of Transportation): I 
just want to make it very clear to the members of this 
House that I believe this is a motion that deserves the full 
support of every member here and I certainly intend to 
support it. 

Mr Christopherson: Just by way of an update, as I 
understand things with 56 and 57, indeed, the House 
leaders of the opposition were correct that it was the 
wrong motion to call, but the enterprising lawyers in the 
Ministry of Finance—and I remember many of them—
think they have found a way to make this work. Make no 
mistake, the government still did call the wrong motion, 
and both of the opposition House leaders were indeed 
correct in pointing that out. 

In the short time that I have, I want to begin by com-
menting on a couple of the remarks that the Associate 
Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing made, some-

one who actually is a very good speaker and who I think 
understands things quite well. It’s a shame that she per-
sists in reading things word for word, because at this 
point she doesn’t need the crutch. I know that she wants 
to stretch as a parliamentarian and as a minister, and that 
would be a good start. 

Nonetheless, she read it word for word, and one of the 
phrases that was in there spoke to the “fundamentals” 
being “sound.” It’s interesting, because if anyone who’s a 
fan of John Kenneth Galbraith—and I am—reads his 
works, he goes on at great lengths, particularly when he 
does the analysis of the crash of 1929, to caution 
everybody that in the future, if you hear a finance min-
ister or someone speaking on behalf of a government and 
they start talking about the fundamentals being sound, 
that’s when you should start worrying. Indeed in that 
speech the government was talking about the funda-
mentals being sound, and the reality is that the funda-
mentals of this province are not sound—not by a long 
shot—not if you measure things in terms of the quality of 
life for the vast majority of the citizens of Ontario. 

Another thing the minister said was that they needed 
to pass this interim supply because they needed the 
authorization to pay out social assistance benefits “to 
those in need.” The phrasing, “to those in need,” suggests 
that they care about those who are in need. What they 
don’t talk about, even though they have lots of time to 
brag about tax cuts, they have lots of time to talk about 
the tens of thousands of dollars—and millions, if you 
include the corporate and the personal income tax that 
Frank Stronach is going to get from this budget, the 
measures of this government—is that if you take a look 
at people who are in need, the lowest-income earners, the 
lowest-income receivers in the province, are people on 
social assistance. I want to point out that half of those 
people—half—are kids. They’re children. People on 
social assistance in the province of Ontario woke up in 
June 1995, a few days after that election, to find out that 
their income had been cut by 21.6%. 

I’ve been a part of the discussions about MPPs’ pay 
increases from day one, and I was one of those who stood 
behind the notion that the then Integrity Commissioner, 
Evans, would be tasked with reviewing all that. And I 
was one of those who also acknowledged, and was 
prepared to say, that I thought an increase was due. I 
thought most of it, as it’s going to, should take place with 
the next Parliament, because we shouldn’t benefit from 
our own votes, but put it in place for the next Parliament, 
that if you agree that that’s the money you should get, 
run on and stand on it, and if not, say so, and then say 
you won’t take it and then don’t take it. 

My point in raising that is, I remember very well—I’m 
not going to name names, so everybody can calm down, I 
wouldn’t do that, but I do remember the discussions with 
honourable members on all sides of the House, and there 
was an awful lot of engagement and concern and passion 
and tenacity around that issue. Fair enough. I’d just like 
to see a fraction of that applied to the people that the 
minister referred to as “those in need,” because that 
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21.6%, I’m told by people who are good at these cal-
culations, amounts now to the equivalent of a 30% cut. 
So when we talk about all the benefits that have been 
accrued by certain segments of the population as a result 
of this government’s budgets for eight years, let’s 
remember that it doesn’t include those in need, it doesn’t 
include those children who are in need. You know, it 
seems to be in modern-day Ontario politics that there’s 
no appetite among the public to hear a lot of these things. 

A politician’s first reaction, then, is, “Don’t speak to 
it; speak to things that the public are interested in and 
engaged in, things that are vote determinants.” 
2050 

But at some point, and maybe it happens late in the 
day when virtually no one is watching and no one in the 
House is paying a lot of attention and we’re all doing our 
work at our desk, maybe that’s the only time it can come 
up. Somewhere in all this, when the Frank Stronachs of 
the world are getting richer and richer, somebody’s got to 
stand up and say that you can’t keep standing up and 
mouthing the words that you care and saying things like, 
“This bill will allow us to pay out the social assistance 
benefits to those in need,” and try to convey a whole lot 
of compassion and caring and meanwhile go to a cabinet 
meeting every Wednesday and do nothing about it. 

Some of those kids are hungry. Some of them have 
got, I grant you, lousy parents. Guess what? Lousy par-
ents come in all shapes and sizes and all income levels. 
Just because you make a lot of money, that doesn’t make 
you a good parent, and just because you’re poor, that 
doesn’t make you a bad parent. But the fact of the matter 
is that it’s children who are in poverty to start with, and 
not only have you done nothing to alleviate that poverty, 
you’ve made it worse. 

I said at the time and I’ll say it again on my way out 
the door, which is coming within a few weeks, it will be 
seen as one of the darkest periods in the history of this 
province, first of all that you did it, that you took a 
majority government and the first thing you did was to 
cut the income of the poorest of the poor. The second 
shame is that the people of Ontario let it happen. 

Obviously, things haven’t changed an awful lot, 
because there’s nothing in this budget to correct it, not 
even a modest increase or a modest announcement, 
something to give action to the minister’s words when 
she said “benefits to those in need.” I have no doubt that 
the minister has a great deal of compassion, but she also 
has a lot of power and authority right now and could do 
something. That applies to every other minister and, quite 
frankly, every member of this House but particularly the 
government cabinet ministers who have a direct say in 
exactly what happens in this province. 

I would just say that it’s a shame to sit here after this 
length of time and still hear ministers stand up and say 
that, and yet the reality is that those kids’ circumstances 
get worse and worse with every passing month and every 
passing year. Now they’re living with the equivalent of a 
30% cut. The other reason I raised the MPP thing is that 
so many people don’t want to talk about welfare; they 

don’t want to about it any more. All those negative 
stereotypes kick in. I’ve got to tell you, I don’t care how 
many of those stereotypes may or may not be true; the 
fact of the matter is we’re talking about kids in poverty. 
In my opinion, it’s wrong to stand up as a minister of the 
crown and talk about wanting to help those in need when 
we’ve got a budget that we debated this afternoon that 
does nothing about it. I notice that not one of those 
ministers is looking at me. 

The minister also mentioned their SARS relief dollars. 
I just wanted to bring to the attention of the House a 
constituent of mine; I obviously won’t mention his name, 
but the circumstances are interesting and I’ve made his 
case, as his elected representative, to the Premier and the 
Minister of Health. It’s interesting because I suspect there 
are a lot of other people who are in similar circum-
stances. Those circumstances are these: the SARS relief 
dollars are for those who lost income or who had to pay 
out extra money as a result of being quarantined during 
the SARS crisis. My constituent was not one of those 
citizens. However, my constituent’s circumstances are 
that he was scheduled for major surgery that was ex-
pected, upon his recovery, to allow him to go back to 
work so that he could once again be a productive member 
of society. 

His surgery was cancelled because there wasn’t the 
surge capacity. We’ve all learned now what that means, 
that the surge capacity in our health care system has been 
lost. That meant that when the SARS crisis hit, there 
wasn’t the buffer to deal with it and let the regular oper-
ations of the health care system continue. It was all hands 
on deck, and everything had to be let go that could 
possibly be let go that wasn’t life and death, and those 
health care professionals were redirected over to deal 
with the SARS crisis. 

When that happened, my constituent was one of those 
whose surgery was cancelled—the night before—because 
everybody had to leave everything. He’d already done all 
those preparations that you often have to do for oper-
ations, and everybody has an idea what those are. He was 
all ready, and the very night before he got the phone call, 
the surgery had been cancelled. It’s still cancelled. It’s 
not rescheduled. His life, as he wants it to be and as his 
family wants it to be and, quite frankly, as it deserves to 
be for him as a citizen, is on hold. He’s making the case, 
“I was impacted by the SARS crisis as well as anyone 
who was quarantined. Is there no relief for me?” 

It’s a good question. I’ll bet there are an awful lot of 
people across the province who are also once removed, 
but you can still make the direct connection. I would 
hope it’s something the government would look at in 
terms of the implementation of their SARS relief plan. 

Earlier this afternoon, Speaker, we were talking about 
the budget. Indeed, you were in the chair as a matter of 
fact. Now that we’re talking interim supply, both meas-
ures of course allow quite a broad range of discussion. 
Speakers tend to allow a lot of latitude. The rules allow 
for a lot of latitude, so this gives me a great oppor-
tunity—it’s almost the same amount of time, too. I can 



1466 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO 24 JUNE 2003 

pick up where I left off and make a few more of those 
points I want to make, because they apply just as well to 
interim supply debate as they would to the budget bill. 

One of the things I wanted to raise this afternoon, in 
addition to all the others I talked about, is the fact that 
this budget does absolutely nothing for licensed child 
care—again, children. The minister responsible is in the 
House. This budget doesn’t do an awful lot for kids. I 
guess Frank Stronach’s kids will be better off, because 
there will be an even bigger inheritance. Beyond that, I’m 
not sure what good all this is going to be for the parents 
in my riding of Hamilton West who want, need and 
deserve licensed child care—not a word. 

Affordable housing: every one of us who lives in a 
major urban centre lives with the blight of having home-
less people on our streets. For us here at Queen’s Park, 
it’s hard to go from here either to your office if you’re a 
Toronto member or to your apartment if you’re an 
outside member without passing people who are home-
less. A homeless person died a few years ago just across 
the street from where we are. We hear stories about 
Washington, DC, as an example, where right across the 
street from the White House are teams of people who are 
homeless, living in the parks, living in the streets. You 
ask yourself, those of us who are not residents of the US, 
“How can that be right across the street from the White 
House, the seat of the most powerful elected position on 
the planet?” Sometimes you just need to see things as 
they happen closer to home to understand how that is, 
because we live it right here, right across the street. You 
can almost throw a stone from where I’m standing right 
now to where that person died. 

Homelessness has been declared a national emer-
gency. I know in the city of Hamilton, because of the 
downloading, just the thought of trying to maintain and 
keep in proper repair the existing stock of social housing, 
affordable housing, is an incredible challenge. The ability 
to tackle the homelessness problem and the whole issue 
of affordable housing in one of the wealthiest societies in 
the world is beyond the means of most municipalities. 
Certainly it’s beyond the means of Hamilton city council 
to deal with it in any kind of adequate fashion. 
2100 

Earlier this afternoon, I talked about a report that had 
been published by the provincially funded organization, 
the Institute for Competitiveness and Prosperity, headed 
up by Mr Roger Martin, who’s the dean of the Rotman 
School of Management at the University of Toronto. In 
fact, Mr Runciman, when I mentioned his name, said, 
“Good guy.” I’ll take him at his word; I’m sure he is. As 
I said this afternoon, he’s probably a very smart guy. 

What did that report say about the relationship with 
municipalities? It speaks very directly to the finances of 
this province and the lack of adequate prioritizing. The 
report said, “We believe that Ontario has opportunities to 
increase our productivity in our city regions, but that our 
cities are handicapped by significant economic, fiscal, 
and political barriers to closing the prosperity gap.” 

We’ve heard from a former federal finance minister 
who’s likely to become the next Prime Minister, if you 

follow all the reports. We’ve got the TD Financial Group 
that came out a year ago, and we also have the report 
from the alliance—not that Alliance—the alliance here in 
Toronto. I believe it’s entitled Enough Talk. 

All those reports I’m referring to, and the former 
federal finance minister, have said that municipalities 
cannot possibly meet the challenges that they’re facing in 
terms of affordable housing, in terms of infrastructure, 
public transit, environmental challenges, virtually every-
thing across the board. They can’t do it. As much as this 
government might like to say it’s the fault of the councils 
because they can’t manage their money, which is basic-
ally what you’ve said over the years, more and more 
there’s a body of evidence you can’t ignore that makes 
the case that municipalities are being financially 
strangled. 

Let me tell you, it is impossible to have a healthy, 
vibrant, successful Ontario if we don’t have healthy, 
vibrant, successful municipalities. You can’t do one 
without the other. The budget, the spending plans of this 
government, do nothing about that. As we predicted 
years ago, the government stands up, puffs itself up and 
says, “We cut taxes and we balanced the budget, and we 
did this, that and the other,” paying absolutely no atten-
tion to the damage they’ve done to the major transfer 
partners that had their funding cut so you could stand up 
and say these things. 

Before I forget, the Associate Minister of Municipal 
Affairs and Housing also, interestingly, after some com-
ments I and others made this afternoon about balanced 
budgets, got up and did exactly what I predicted the 
government would do—not that it took any kind of 
brilliance on my part to see it coming. One just has to 
hang around here long enough and you can see this kind 
of stuff coming, but sure enough—she wasn’t in the 
House this afternoon—the minister stood there this even-
ing and said, “Five balanced budgets.” When I heckled 
that they aren’t really, the minister got very testy, very 
upset and totally dismissed what I was saying, as this 
government frequently does with people they don’t agree 
with. 

The same minister—it’s interesting, because I said that 
ministers would do this. This afternoon I said they would 
do it, and here they were doing it. The minister would 
talk about Standard and Poor’s in a light that made them 
look good, completely ignoring the fact that it was 
Standard and Poor’s that said you didn’t have a balanced 
budget last year and you’re not on track to have a 
balanced budget this year. Standard and Poor’s said that, 
and if you recall just a few hours ago, when I was 
rhetorically asking the government, “How are you going 
to respond to that?” their ultimate answer was: “Standard 
and Poor’s is wrong. They’re wrong.” 

Mr Michael Prue (Beaches-East York): The Tories 
are always right. 

Mr Christopherson: We’ve had this on every occas-
ion. When they’ve got nothing else to argue with, nothing 
else to say and no other way to justify their position, they 
turn on whoever is saying it. They merely look over and 
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say, “You’re wrong.” Yet almost in the same breath, the 
minister was taking credit for something Standard and 
Poor’s had said about the government. You can’t have it 
both ways.  

Let’s also understand, any of us who were here before 
when the now government was over here, that if Bob Rae 
had tried to claim five balanced budgets in a row and 
Standard and Poor’s came out and formally said, “In our 
opinion, there was no balanced budget last year and 
there’s no balanced budget projected for this year,” we’d 
never have gotten away with even attempting to say, 
“Standard and Poor’s is wrong and we are right.” Yet 
that’s exactly what you’ve done here today: you’re right, 
and everybody else is wrong. 

It’s like the education system: the teachers are wrong, 
the students are wrong, the trustees are wrong, the public 
is wrong, the parents are wrong; everybody’s wrong 
except you. 

Mr O’Toole: Look at the time. 
Mr Christopherson: I’m not the only one running out 

of time, John. 
Everybody’s wrong except them. You know, you can 

only play that game for so long. Eventually it catches up 
with you. That’s what we’re starting to see, and that’s 
why I think you can’t get the bounce that you want in 
terms of the polls. You wanted to go in the spring. The 
numbers weren’t there. SARS came along, and it was a 
great fig leaf. One could argue the merits of whether you 
should or shouldn’t have gone if you had the numbers. 
Nonetheless, it worked out fine and gave you a nice little 
bit of cover. 

But you didn’t call the election, because you don’t 
have the numbers. You came out with a couple of meas-
ures that really don’t fit into any kind of overall eco-
nomic strategy or short-, medium- or long-term plans for 
the future of the economic health of this province. It was 
merely a question of: “Let’s do the polling. Let’s do the 
focus groups. Let’s find issues that will move people, 
because we’ve got to move the poll numbers.” 

But I have to tell you, I want to say very sincerely to 
the government, I think that no matter what you do, 
you’re going to have a really difficult time as a party. I 
know. I’ve been where you are. Individually, some of 
you who have laid down really strong roots, those who 
have a history of serving the community and have a very 
good reputation among virtually everybody—like my 
friend Mr Arnott and others who have done the same sort 
of thing—probably have a really good chance of sur-
viving. But for a lot of you, I have to tell you, when that 
tidal wave hits, you’re going with it, and it is, in large 
part, because these things are all catching up with you. 
You can’t keep doing what you’ve been doing on a sus-
tained basis and not expect that at some point the public 
will begin to understand the difference between what you 
say and what you do. 

Hon John R. Baird (Minister of Energy, Minister 
responsible for francophone affairs, Government 
House Leader): I’m pleased to rise and to speak to the 
interim supply motion. 

There has been a bit of a discussion about the two 
motions which appear on the order paper. Interim supply 
is two things. Firstly, it’s a bill that leads to the main 
Supply Act. It’s not simply a motion, but an act. It’s also 
a general motion rooted in parliamentary tradition to 
authorize the government of the day to make certain 
expenditures. It’s not just for the salaries of the civil 
servants, though more than 100 years ago the salaries of 
public servants would be the principal payments re-
quired. Obviously, it also covers, as the motion that 
we’re dealing with talks about, “other necessary pay-
ments pending the voting of supply.” Of course, we’ll 
vote on supply, and it’s traditionally normally done at the 
end of the fall sitting in November or, more likely, 
December. 
2110 

This motion before us is the traditional motion. It’s 
one which, as very learned followers of parliamentary 
tradition will tell you, has been used for decades in the 
province. This motion has some status in this chamber. It 
isn’t a routine motion that can be made during routine 
proceedings before question period, and neither is it a 
motion that requires an extensive amount of debate and 
someone either putting the question or a motion to bring 
in closure. It’s a motion of tradition, rooted in parlia-
mentary tradition, to say that the members of the Legis-
lature assembled here at Queen’s Park consent to the 
government’s paying for the salaries of the public service 
and other necessary payments. 

Over the past 100 years, there have been likely 
dozens, if not hundreds, of changes in accounting stand-
ards and approvals. I would strongly suggest that the 
changes brought forward in the recent 2002 budget, 
where we went to accrual accounting from simple pay-
ments under cash, are covered by the interim supply 
motion, because it’s not the definitive expression of 
Parliament’s support; rather, it’s an interim expression of 
the people of Ontario as represented by their members 
assembled here at Queen’s Park. Accruals, of course, as 
you know, have been included in the estimates, but 
they’re not part of necessary payments and their 
relationship to accrual. 

So I think the debate here tonight has been one of 
inside baseball. The traditional parliamentary motion and 
the special status that the interim supply motion has 
certainly enjoys a tradition here and is a general motion 
rooted in parliamentary tradition. It in no way will limit 
the authority of the bill that this Legislature will deal 
with later in the year, whether it’s in this Parliament or 
the following Parliament. 

I think it’s important that this House consent to pay-
ments being made for hospitals, for our school boards, 
for our seniors’ residences, for those organizations, those 
transfer payment agencies that deal with people with 
developmental disabilities. It’s important that the Min-
ister of Finance have the authority, through the consolid-
ated revenue fund, to cut cheques on the consolidated 
revenue fund for shelters in the case of violence against 
women, for measures to police the environment, for law 
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enforcement, for a variety of activities. This vehicle is, of 
course, that resolution, that expression of public support 
to do just that. There could in this interim supply be a 
great debate with respect to the word “incurred.” Of 
course, if you’re accruing, there’s no payment, and I 
think it’s somewhat of an inside baseball. 

I would, if there’s any debate, place my confidence 
and my trust in the practice of this Legislature going back 
many years and quite comfortably do so. This House has 
had the opportunity to debate the budget motion pres-
ented by the Minister of Finance. We had a good amount 
of debate on that. This House has had the opportunity to 
debate three bills with respect to the budget. Normally 
we only have a spring budget bill and then a fall budget 
bill. The government presented all three up front; a 
different practice. 

We’ve had a significant amount of debate on two of 
those pieces of legislation. On two of them, in fact, we’ll 
have the opportunity to conduct an important part of the 
debate, which is making a decision. Making a decision, 
standing up in your place, voting and being counted is an 
important part of the process on Bill 43 and Bill 53. 
We’ll have occasion in the next number of days to give 
an expression on two important bills: the equity in 
education tax credit, a bill to say that parents who send 
their children to an independent school have some sup-
port in doing that, and that we recognize and acknow-
ledge that support. 

I was really impressed with Monte Kwinter, who had 
the courage of his convictions to stand up in his place and 
support that legislation. I don’t think that could perhaps 
be said for his seatmate, the member for Scarborough-
Rouge River. It was pretty gutsy for the member for 
Scarborough-Rouge River to do that. He supported the 
government and then indicated in lightning speed that he 
in fact didn’t support that. 

What I was surprised by is that the member for 
St Paul’s, after saying, “You can’t suck and blow on the 
same issue”—of course, that’s a term which goes back to 
the Roman days and poetry in years past; I checked it out 
to make sure what its origin was—the member for St 
Paul’s has proven that you can do both of those activities 
at the same time. He stood up and voted against some-
thing that he had spoken in favour of. 

We’ll certainly get a definitive judgment on two bills. 
We’re going to have the opportunity this week to debate 
more budget bills and to debate the fall budget bill in the 
spring, having more debate on the budget in the spring 
than we’ve perhaps ever had in the province of Ontario. 

I know my friends in the NDP will be surprised be-
cause, in a majority of cases, they didn’t even vote on the 
provincial budget. The member for Bruce-Grey-Owen 
Sound is here, and I know he was shocked when the NDP 
didn’t even get their budget passed by the Legislature, let 
alone presenting all the budget bills. 

I say to my friends in the Liberal caucus that they 
brought in an aviation fuel tax and never got legislative 
authority. Five years went by, and they never got legis-
lative authority. Another five years went by under the 

NDP. They never sought legislative approval to levy that 
tax. Thank goodness we had a finance minister in Ernie 
Eves who put that into legislation. Speaker, I know that 
you are thankful for that as well. 

I should say that I appreciate your comments in the 
House, Mr Speaker. You were a real gentleman to 
acknowledge the work that we had done with respect to 
consumers in a certain community in northern Ontario. 
We’re tremendously pleased that that solution was able 
to be addressed. 

I’m looking forward to seeing if the members on the 
other side of the House want to stand up and support our 
hospitals, our school boards and our organizations that 
help people with developmental disabilities. I look for-
ward to seeing if they’re going to stand and be counted. 

The Acting Speaker: This completes the time 
allocated for debate. 

Mrs Molinari has moved government notice of motion 
number 57. Is it the pleasure of the House that the motion 
carry? 

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

motion will rise one at a time and be recognized by the 
Clerk. 

Ayes 
Arnott, Ted 
Baird, John R. 
Barrett, Toby 
Beaubien, Marcel 
Chudleigh, Ted 
Clark, Brad 
Coburn, Brian 
Cunningham, Dianne 
DeFaria, Carl 
Dunlop, Garfield 
Elliott, Brenda 
Eves, Ernie 
Flaherty, Jim 
Galt, Doug 
Gilchrist, Steve 
Gill, Raminder 

Guzzo, Garry J. 
Hardeman, Ernie 
Hastings, John 
Hodgson, Chris 
Jackson, Cameron 
Johns, Helen 
Johnson, Bert 
Kells, Morley 
Klees, Frank 
Marland, Margaret  
Martiniuk, Gerry 
Maves, Bart 
Mazzilli, Frank 
McDonald, AL 
Molinari, Tina R. 
Munro, Julia 

Murdoch, Bill 
Mushinski, Marilyn 
Newman, Dan 
O’Toole, John 
Runciman, Robert W. 
Sterling, Norman W. 
Stewart, R. Gary 
Tascona, Joseph N. 
Tsubouchi, David H. 
Turnbull, David 
Wettlaufer, Wayne 
Wilson, Jim 
Witmer, Elizabeth 
Wood, Bob 
Young, David 

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

Nays 
Bisson, Gilles 
Bountrogianni, Marie 
Boyer, Claudette 
Caplan, David 
Christopherson, David 
Cleary, John C. 
Conway, Sean G. 

Crozier, Bruce 
Dombrowsky, Leona 
Duncan, Dwight 
Gerretsen, John 
Hampton, Howard 
Hoy, Pat 
Kormos, Peter 

Lalonde, Jean-Marc 
Levac, David 
McLeod, Lyn 
Patten, Richard 
Prue, Michael 
Ramsay, David 

Clerk of the House: The ayes are 47; the nays are 20. 
The Acting Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 



24 JUIN 2003 ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 1469 

ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD 
CONSUMER PROTECTION 

AND GOVERNANCE ACT, 2003 
LOI DE 2003 SUR LA PROTECTION 

DES CONSOMMATEURS ET LA RÉGIE 
DE LA COMMISSION DE L’ÉNERGIE 

DE L’ONTARIO 
Resuming the debate adjourned on June 18, 2003, on 

the motion for second reading of Bill 23, An Act to 
amend the Ontario Energy Board Act, 1998 and the 
Municipal Franchises Act in respect of consumer pro-
tection, the governance of the Ontario Energy Board and 
other matters / Projet de loi 23, Loi modifiant la Loi de 
1998 sur la Commission de l’énergie de l’Ontario et la 
Loi sur les concessions municipales en ce qui a trait à la 
protection des consommateurs, à la régie de la Com-
mission de l’énergie de l’Ontario et à d’autres questions. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr Michael A. Brown): 
Pursuant to the order of the House dated June 23, 2003, 
I’m now required to put the question. 

On June 16, 2003, Mr Baird moved second reading of 
Bill 23. Is it the pleasure of the House that the motion 
carry? 

All in favour will say “aye.” 
All opposed will say “nay.” 
In my opinion, the ayes have it. 
Call in the members. This will be a five-minute bell. 
The division bells rang from 2132 to 2137. 
The Acting Speaker: All those in favour will please 

stand one at a time and be recognized by the Clerk. 

Ayes 
Arnott, Ted 
Baird, John R. 
Barrett, Toby 
Beaubien, Marcel 
Chudleigh, Ted 
Clark, Brad 
Coburn, Brian 
Cunningham, Dianne 
DeFaria, Carl 
Dunlop, Garfield 
Elliott, Brenda 
Eves, Ernie 
Flaherty, Jim 
Galt, Doug 
Gilchrist, Steve 
Gill, Raminder 

Guzzo, Garry J. 
Hardeman, Ernie 
Hastings, John 
Hodgson, Chris 
Hudak, Tim 
Jackson, Cameron 
Johns, Helen 
Johnson, Bert 
Kells, Morley 
Klees, Frank 
Marland, Margaret  
Martiniuk, Gerry 
Maves, Bart 
Mazzilli, Frank 
McDonald, AL 
Molinari, Tina R. 

Munro, Julia 
Murdoch, Bill 
Mushinski, Marilyn 
Newman, Dan 
O’Toole, John 
Runciman, Robert W. 
Sterling, Norman W. 
Stewart, R. Gary 
Tascona, Joseph N. 
Tsubouchi, David H. 
Turnbull, David 
Wettlaufer, Wayne 
Wilson, Jim 
Witmer, Elizabeth 
Wood, Bob 
Young, David 

The Acting Speaker: All those opposed will please 
stand one at a time and be recognized by the Clerk. 

Nays 
Bisson, Gilles 
Bountrogianni, Marie 
Boyer, Claudette 
Caplan, David 
Christopherson, David 
Cleary, John C. 
Conway, Sean G. 

Crozier, Bruce 
Dombrowsky, Leona 
Duncan, Dwight 
Gerretsen, John 
Hampton, Howard 
Hoy, Pat 
Kormos, Peter 

Lalonde, Jean-Marc 
Levac, David 
McLeod, Lyn 
Patten, Richard 
Peters, Steve 
Prue, Michael 
Ramsay, David 

Clerk of the House (Mr Claude L. DesRosiers): The 
ayes are 48; the nays are 21. 

The Acting Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 

ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD 
CONSUMER PROTECTION 

AND GOVERNANCE ACT, 2003 
LOI DE 2003 SUR LA PROTECTION 

DES CONSOMMATEURS ET LA RÉGIE 
DE LA COMMISSION DE L’ÉNERGIE 

DE L’ONTARIO 
Mr Baird moved third reading of the following bill: 
Bill 23, An Act to amend the Ontario Energy Act, 

1998 and the Municipal Franchises Act in respect of 
consumer protection, the governance of the Ontario 
Energy Board and other matters / Projet de loi 23, Loi 
modifiant la Loi de 1998 sur la Commission de l’énergie 
de l’Ontario et la Loi sur les concessions municipales en 
ce qui a trait à la protection des consommateurs, à la 
régie de la Commission de l’énergie de l’Ontario et à 
d’autres questions. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr Michael A. Brown): 
Pursuant to the order of the House dated June 23, 2003, 
I’m now required to put the question. 

Mr Baird has moved third reading of Bill 23. Is it the 
pleasure of the House that the motion carry? 

All in favour will say “aye.” 
All opposed will say “nay.” 
In my opinion, the ayes have it. 
Call in the members. This will be a five-minute bell. 
The division bells rang from 2142 to 2147. 
The Acting Speaker: All those in favour will please 

stand one at a time and be recognized by the Clerk. 

Ayes 
Arnott, Ted 
Baird, John R. 
Barrett, Toby 
Beaubien, Marcel 
Chudleigh, Ted 
Clark, Brad 
Coburn, Brian 
Cunningham, Dianne 
DeFaria, Carl 
Dunlop, Garfield 
Elliott, Brenda 
Eves, Ernie 
Flaherty, Jim 
Galt, Doug 
Gilchrist, Steve 
Gill, Raminder 

Guzzo, Garry J. 
Hardeman, Ernie 
Hastings, John 
Hodgson, Chris 
Hudak, Tim 
Jackson, Cameron 
Johns, Helen 
Johnson, Bert 
Kells, Morley 
Klees, Frank 
Marland, Margaret  
Martiniuk, Gerry 
Maves, Bart 
Mazzilli, Frank 
McDonald, AL 
Molinari, Tina R. 

Munro, Julia 
Murdoch, Bill 
Mushinski, Marilyn 
Newman, Dan 
O’Toole, John 
Runciman, Robert W. 
Sterling, Norman W. 
Stewart, R. Gary 
Tascona, Joseph N. 
Tsubouchi, David H. 
Turnbull, David 
Wettlaufer, Wayne 
Wilson, Jim 
Witmer, Elizabeth 
Wood, Bob 
Young, David 

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

Nays 
Bisson, Gilles 
Bountrogianni, Marie 
Boyer, Claudette 
Caplan, David 
Christopherson, David 
Cleary, John C. 
Conway, Sean G. 

Crozier, Bruce 
Dombrowsky, Leona 
Duncan, Dwight 
Gerretsen, John 
Hampton, Howard 
Hoy, Pat 
Kormos, Peter 

Lalonde, Jean-Marc 
Levac, David 
McLeod, Lyn 
Patten, Richard 
Peters, Steve 
Prue, Michael 
Ramsay, David 
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Clerk of the House (Mr Claude L. DesRosiers): The 
ayes are 48; the nays are 21. 

The Acting Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 
Be it resolved that the bill do now pass and be entitled 

as in the motion. 
Hon John R. Baird (Minister of Energy, Minister 

responsible for francophone affairs, Government 
House Leader): Because I want to help seniors get a 
break on their property taxes, I call order G43. 

ONTARIO HOME PROPERTY 
TAX RELIEF FOR SENIORS ACT, 2003 

LOI DE 2003 SUR L’ALLÉGEMENT 
DE L’IMPÔT FONCIER RÉSIDENTIEL 

POUR LES PERSONNES ÂGÉES 
DE L’ONTARIO 

Mr Baird, on behalf of Mrs Ecker, moved third read-
ing of the following bill: 

Bill 43, An Act to provide Ontario home property tax 
relief for seniors / Projet de loi 43, Loi prévoyant un 
allégement de l’impôt foncier résidentiel pour les 
personnes âgées de l’Ontario. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr Michael A. Brown): 
Pursuant to the order of the House dated June 11, 2003, 
I’m now required to put the question. 

Mr Baird has moved third reading of Bill 43. Is it the 
pleasure of the House that the motion carry? 

All in favour will say “aye.” 
All opposed will say “nay.” 
In my opinion, the ayes have it. 
Call in the members. This will be a five-minute bell. 
I have received two notes, pursuant to standing order 

28, that the vote be deferred to deferred votes tomorrow 
afternoon. 

Hon John R. Baird (Minister of Energy, Minister 
responsible for francophone affairs, Government 
House Leader): Mr Speaker, because I believe in the 
equity in education tax credit, I call order G53. 

THE RIGHT CHOICES FOR 
EQUITY IN EDUCATION ACT 
(BUDGET MEASURES), 2003 

LOI DE 2003 
SUR LES BONS CHOIX POUR L’ÉQUITÉ 

EN MATIÈRE D’ÉDUCATION 
(MESURES BUDGÉTAIRES) 

Mr Baird, on behalf of Mrs Ecker, moved third read-
ing of the following bill: 

Bill 53, An Act respecting the equity in education tax 
credit / Projet de loi 53, Loi concernant le crédit d’impôt 
pour l’équité en matière d’éducation. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr Michael A. Brown): 
Pursuant to the order of the House dated June 17, 2003, I 
am now required to put the question. 

Mr Baird has moved third reading of Bill 53. Is it the 
pleasure of the House that the motion carry? 

All in favour will say “aye.” 
All opposed will say “nay.” 
In my opinion, the ayes have it. 
Call in the members. This will be a five-minute bell. 
I have received a note from the chief government whip 

requesting that the vote on this bill be deferred until 
tomorrow during deferred votes. 

Hon John R. Baird (Minister of Energy, Minister 
responsible for francophone affairs, Government 
House Leader): Mr Speaker, I move adjournment of the 
House. 

The Acting Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House 
that the motion carry? 

All in favour will say “aye.” 
All opposed will say “nay.” 
In my opinion, the ayes have it. Carried. 
This House will now adjourn until 1:30 of the clock 

tomorrow afternoon. 
The House adjourned at 2152. 
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 d’éducation (mesures budgétaires), 
 projet de loi 53, Mme Ecker 
 Vote différé ................................1470 
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