
E-21 E-21 

ISSN 1181-6465 

Legislative Assembly Assemblée législative 
of Ontario de l’Ontario 
First Intersession, 38th Parliament Première intersession, 38e législature 

Official Report Journal 
of Debates des débats 
(Hansard) (Hansard) 
Thursday 29 September 2005 Jeudi 29 septembre 2005 

Standing committee on Comité permanent des 
estimates budgets des dépenses 

Ministry of Children 
and Youth Services 
 
Ministry of Natural Resources 

 Ministère des Services à l’enfance 
et à la jeunesse 
 
Ministère des Richesses 
naturelles 

Chair: Cameron Jackson Président : Cameron Jackson 
Clerk: Trevor Day Greffier : Trevor Day 



 

Hansard on the Internet Le Journal des débats sur Internet 
Hansard and other documents of the Legislative Assembly 
can be on your personal computer within hours after each 
sitting. The address is: 

L’adresse pour faire paraître sur votre ordinateur personnel 
le Journal et d’autres documents de l’Assemblée législative 
en quelques heures seulement après la séance est : 

http://www.ontla.on.ca/ 

Index inquiries Renseignements sur l’index 
Reference to a cumulative index of previous issues may be 
obtained by calling the Hansard Reporting Service indexing 
staff at 416-325-7410 or 325-3708. 

Adressez vos questions portant sur des numéros précédents 
du Journal des débats au personnel de l’index, qui vous 
fourniront des références aux pages dans l’index cumulatif, 
en composant le 416-325-7410 ou le 325-3708. 

Copies of Hansard Exemplaires du Journal 
Information regarding purchase of copies of Hansard may 
be obtained from Publications Ontario, Management Board 
Secretariat, 50 Grosvenor Street, Toronto, Ontario, M7A 
1N8. Phone 416-326-5310, 326-5311 or toll-free 
1-800-668-9938. 

Pour des exemplaires, veuillez prendre contact avec 
Publications Ontario, Secrétariat du Conseil de gestion, 
50 rue Grosvenor, Toronto (Ontario) M7A 1N8. Par 
téléphone : 416-326-5310, 326-5311, ou sans frais : 
1-800-668-9938. 

Hansard Reporting and Interpretation Services 
Room 500, West Wing, Legislative Building 
111 Wellesley Street West, Queen’s Park 
Toronto ON M7A 1A2 
Telephone 416-325-7400; fax 416-325-7430 
Published by the Legislative Assembly of Ontario 

Service du Journal des débats et d’interprétation
Salle 500, aile ouest, Édifice du Parlement

111, rue Wellesley ouest, Queen’s Park
Toronto ON M7A 1A2

Téléphone, 416-325-7400; télécopieur, 416-325-7430
Publié par l’Assemblée législative de l’Ontario



 E-543 

 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ONTARIO ASSEMBLÉE LÉGISLATIVE DE L’ONTARIO 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON 
ESTIMATES 

COMITÉ PERMANENT DES 
BUDGETS DES DÉPENSES 

 Thursday 29 September 2005 Jeudi 29 septembre 2005 

The committee met at 0904 in room 151. 

MINISTRY OF CHILDREN 
AND YOUTH SERVICES 

The Chair (Mr. Cameron Jackson): I call to order 
the committee on estimates. We have approximately four 
hours left for the Ministry of Children and Youth Ser-
vices. We will begin our regular rotation again, starting 
with Mr. O’Toole for 20 minutes. 

Mr. John O’Toole (Durham): Thank you very much 
again, Minister. I’m looking forward to Ms. Munro 
showing up, because as the critic, she has a far more 
detailed grasp of this very important ministry. I do appre-
ciate some of the responses yesterday, which clearly 
indicated your desire to look at things perhaps differently 
and try to find the money down to the front line. 

I would say that the last three or four issues I brought 
up, I’ll probably just put them on the record again and 
maybe we could have a little conversation about them, 
because I really don’t have any prepared questions. 
That’s a long preamble to say I’m not sure how I’ll use 
the 20 minutes. 

I was really interested in the program for the child care 
component. I’ve had a bit of time to go through the 
estimates book to see that. How is it going to function 
with the resource centres that we set up in our term of 
office? I see there was money removed from the Early 
Years community groups. The Early Years centres in my 
riding, I was trying to say earlier, are basically not-for-
profit. They were not a complete rollout of what 
Mustard-McCain had wanted. You’re kind of fitting that 
whole thing in as part of the umbrella of this national 
daycare strategy, I guess. 

Hard-to-service communities: Part of my riding of 
Durham includes Port Perry. It’s about 50% rural. Even 
at the school level there’s a lot of pressure on small, rural 
schools. Enrolment is an issue but programming is not. I 
think the programming is excellent at Cartwright High 
School. It’s one of the smallest high schools in Ontario. 
How are they going to set up these daycare facilities, or 
are these Early Years centres going to be a resource that 
rural people can use? 

In fact, I would say our position is probably, first, to 
recognize that, yes, in most families both persons work, 
out of necessity, which is unfortunate. I probably would 
look at it through a tax strategy myself and I would 
encourage one of the parents to stay home with the 

children. I think the primary caregiver may need resour-
ces, be they toys and tools to enrich the life of the child 
or experiences like the Early Years centres, playing with 
other children, socialization. So some of the resources 
aren’t just tax breaks, but if one of the parents chooses to 
stay home for those nurturing years, the first two or three 
years of the child’s life, I think it’s absolutely critical for 
them to learn parenting skills as well as having resources 
and social exposure with other children and other 
families, learning how to develop and enrich children’s 
lives. Is that going to be any part of the option at all, or 
are you going to have this nanny state thing where only 
the government knows how to do it? 

I think in rural families, in many cases, there are 
seasons of the year where they do need daycare. So to set 
up a system that’s going to say, “OK, here’s the deal. 
Here’s how we do it. We provide it. You bring the chil-
dren and we’ll have experts look after them”—I’m con-
cerned that there isn’t enough flexibility in the current 
model and it’s all going to be these licensed daycare blah 
blah blah things and everybody will belong to the CAW 
or something. 

Then you get into the Day Nurseries Act. When they 
attach them to schools, what happens is, under that act, I 
think the ratio is one to eight, and now it’s 20 to one. If 
you’re a JK teacher, it’s supposed to be 20 students per 
one instructor, and in the very room next door where they 
go in the afternoon, it’s going to be eight to one. But 
they’ll want parity; they’ll want the same pay. How is 
that all going to work? I asked you a simple question: 
What is the annual cost per child expected to be? In 
Quebec, I think it’s about $8,000 per child. That pro-
gram, that $5-a-day deal, I don’t think it’s affordable. It’s 
laudable. Everyone would like it, provided we all had oil 
wells in our backyards.  
0910 

Hon. Mary Anne V. Chambers (Minister of 
Children and Youth Services): Thank you, and good 
morning. I actually read about your region in the news-
paper this morning and it was on our subject, so I’m not 
surprised at all that you’ve raised that as your first topic 
this morning, Mr. O’Toole. The article I saw in the news-
paper today spoke about the demand for child care. 
Toward the end of the article, it also made reference to 
the fact that the 770-whatever spaces anticipated for 
Durham will actually be helpful. 

Combining what you’ve just said, because you’ve 
talked about demand as well as alternatives—that article 
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is talking about demand—Best Start, in terms of the child 
care side, is actually working toward addressing that 
demand. It’s not intended to tell parents that this is the 
best way to take care of their kids; it’s intended to 
address the demand we have heard about, the desire 
people have to receive support wherever they can get it in 
balancing their family life and work challenges. I 
certainly have also heard from parents who would like 
support staying home, and there are treatments, if you 
like—and, they would say, “not enough”—through the 
income tax system to support some of that.  

What our child care initiatives are intended to address 
are those situations where parents are saying, “We work, 
and we need help.” Some 70% of parents with children 
under five are working and saying that they need support 
for their kids, they need child care for their kids. The 
primary focus of this plan—this $1.1 billion over the next 
few years; $1.9 billion over the five-year term, but pri-
marily in the first few years—is the four- and five-year-
old who is in junior or senior kindergarten, whose parents 
need support for the rest of the day. So in fact, when we 
talk about 25,000 spots, that will probably translate into 
over 30,000 children, because in a lot of cases, these 
spots will be used on a part-time, part-day basis.  

There’s no question that we also recognize how 
critical the early years are for children’s development, 
just as you said, the critical first three years, the first few 
years. That’s one of the reasons we are emphasizing that 
this should be a quality and a developmental opportunity 
for these children. Hence our emphasis on improving the 
qualifications, the compensation and the retention of 
child care workers. The Ontario college of early child-
hood educators is part of that thrust.  

You also talked about the importance of kids growing 
in an environment where they have the support of other 
families or other kids. We also refer to that as social-
ization. I think kids can get that at home in their neigh-
bourhoods; they can also get that in child care centres. 

So we are actually providing parents with sustainable 
choices. We’re not telling them what to do with their 
kids. This is not a mandatory program. But based on the 
wait lists that we are hearing about—and in your region, 
from that article this morning, the demand is clearly 
there. I don’t remember all the numbers from the article, 
but certainly the numbers that were put forward in the 
article as the demand were larger than what’s currently 
estimated for their share of these new child care dollars. 
So that tends to support the direction that we are taking. 

In terms of providing parental resources and other 
types of assistance through the early learning centres, 
they are wonderful opportunities for parents and their 
kids. I think we want to look at this initiative as a com-
prehensive package of programs, and that typically 
means that you look at where the dollars are needed and 
you put them where they are needed. We hope we’ll get 
that right, and we’re not doing that entirely on our own. 
We’re actually working with the regions and the munici-
palities and the social services managers in those regions 
and municipalities so that they can talk to us and present 

us with plans that reflect local needs. So even the estim-
ates of dollars and additional spaces that we have pro-
vided for their purposes and for the allocations reflect 
historic experience in terms of demand for services, wait 
lists, the demographics in the community and the kind of 
help parents would need. 

That is also going to influence the take-up on sub-
sidized spaces as we work out our new income-based 
subsidy. I suspect one of the challenges that we are going 
to have is that with improved subsidies, we’re going to 
have an even higher demand for child care spaces. I think 
what’s going to happen is that parents are going to be 
seeing this as an opportunity to access higher-quality, 
more reliable, perhaps, child care than some of what they 
have been feeling they have had to go for in the absence 
of more licensed child care spaces. So there is still every 
bit of evidence that the demand is there, and in fact the 
demand exceeds even what we are planning to add. This 
is not saying to parents that they can’t do as good a job as 
government can do with their kids; not at all. This is 
saying, for parents who would like support, “Here is 
support.” The demand numbers and the wait list numbers 
for child care spots speak to this demand and to this 
option, as opposed to an alternative, as an option that is 
of great value to parents. 

Mr. O’Toole: Great. Well, I see in the information 
you provided this morning the central-east region. 
You’ve mentioned the number, 770 new licensed child 
care spaces. I look at the breakdown here for Durham 
region. It comes to about $35 million, of which about 
$11.6 million is actually capital. 

The cost for those 770 spaces is $35 million. Some-
body else can do the math, but technically, I guess that’s 
the cost per space. Is that an annualized cost? I know 
capital generally is one-time, but the way we have 
accrual accounting and all that now, I guess it is an 
annualized cost: maintaining in a good state of repair and 
all these things to maintain capital assets. That’s pretty 
expensive. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Well, the operating funding 
includes a number of things. Out of the $1.1 billion I 
think there is, what, $106 million for improving wages 
for child care workers. Again, the emphasis is on quality 
and retaining good people. In child welfare, a more stable 
environment for our kids is going to be a more positive 
environment. A higher quality of staffing, the ability to 
add more training for child care workers—that’s all in 
there. 
0920 

The other thing that’s in there that’s new with these 
dollars is that the province is not asking the munici-
palities to put forward the traditional 20%, to share in 
that funding. The province is moving all the federal 
dollars into this and utilizing those dollars to ensure that 
those spaces are in fact available. So the capital dollars 
are for expanding facilities. 

The operational dollars break out into wage enhance-
ments, training. The municipalities have always had to 
come up with administration-type money. They don’t 
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have to do that this time around. We’re trying to make 
this as implementable and as successful a proposition as 
possible. Maybe this is a good point at which to say to 
you, with all due respect to all of the service providers—
and there are so many service providers associated with 
this ministry—and the issues they face, it needs to be 
clear that at the end of the day our focus is children, 
youth and their families and how we serve them. The 
service providers’ role, in my view, is to work with us for 
the benefit of children, youth and their families. 

That’s also one of the reasons why we say, “Tell us 
what your local needs are,” as opposed to what a par-
ticular agency’s needs might be. “Tell us what the local 
needs are.” That’s why we empower our regional service 
providers and our regional managers with the ability to 
make decisions based on local needs. 

Mr. O’Toole: I appreciate that, but it still looks like 
about $5,000 per student, as I would get it. Whether the 
money is in training or staff or capital, it’s probably 
$5,000 a year—maybe more, actually, for each student 
space—whether it finds itself in the salary component, 
whatever. All of that is important. 

My wife, who is a primary teacher—in fact, she had 
her ECE specialist and then went back and became a 
teacher. The unfortunate thing is that there are many, in 
my wife’s experience, who have gone into teaching and 
taken the necessary training, but they don’t recognize the 
ECE certificate. If you were a teacher with a general 
degree and took a couple of courses in geography or 
sociology or something, you could upgrade your classi-
fication from level 4 to level 5. That’s a problem. The 
ECE program was a college program originally, and 
they’ve been arguing that they’re underpaid. I would say 
that, arguably, they should be better paid. I’d say that 
because they’re taking care of our future generation and 
they need to have special commitments and be rewarded. 
I can say the same about persons working in long-term 
care. I’m exposed to that through my mother-in-law, who 
is in long-term care. That is a special calling. You don’t 
want people to be frustrated about the various issues of 
earning a living or they are liable to be frustrated in the 
workplace. How much that number is is another thing. If 
you get a master’s degree in nursing, you won’t be doing 
that work anyway; you’ll get the briefcase then. You 
actually don’t touch any diapers or stuff like that. Heaven 
forbid. 

Do you understand? That’s what happens. We end up 
with these things that are driven toward some kind of 
segmentation of the workforce. The more skills you 
have—it’s sort of like the Peter principle: You keep 
moving people along so that the really good ones don’t 
end up doing the function that you and I are talking 
about, which is providing direct care or service to chil-
dren and youth, which is really what I’d like to see. 

The other part to this thing: I know there is a com-
ponent that the parents will pay as well. So the govern-
ment’s contribution is one part. These are non-subsidized 
spaces for the most part, I would guess. I’m not sure how 
many of that 770 will be subsidized. Then, if you look at 
how you actually allocate this, based on some formula—

hopefully it’s done on Stats Canada’s demographic 
profile of a community based on income. Oshawa has the 
highest income per capita in Canada, I believe. They all 
live like barons there, having worked there for 31 years. I 
guess the point I’m making is, how are they going to 
allocate the fund by region? Is it purely population, or is 
it demographic-profiled based on income and other 
needs? Perhaps you could tell me how these numbers got 
developed. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: The numbers were developed 
based on demographics and historic demand for child 
care spaces, in conjunction with the experience that the 
ministry has from working with the municipalities and 
their service managers. These numbers reflect local needs 
and local input and historic needs. In terms of subsidies, 
subsidies will be income-based. To date, they have been 
need-based and took into consideration people’s assets. 
Over the past year, we made changes in that area. We 
eliminated such things as RESPs and RRSPs from that 
determination, because we are not trying to penalize—if 
a family, for example, is putting away money for their 
child’s higher education through an RESP program, 
which incidentally, the federal government also makes a 
contribution to, then we didn’t see any reason why we 
should penalize families for their long-term interest in 
their kids. We have long-term interest in kids as well, so 
we made that change.  

Over the past year, there were more than 4,000 
subsidized spaces added to the system. The income 
testing model that we’re developing now is intended to 
increase access and increase affordability for families 
who need more help. 

The Chair: I’m sorry, but this cycle is completed. I’m 
going to have to move— 

Mr. O’Toole: I thought I had another— 
The Chair: No, actually you’re two minutes over, but 

that’s OK. We’ve got lots of time here today. 
If I may, Minister, I just want to acknowledge receipt 

of the package, you and your ministry’s response to the 
questions of yesterday. I’ve been in this chair for over 
seven and a half years, and rarely have I seen a minister 
and ministry staff respond with such willingness and 
such thoroughness. I want to publicly thank you for that. 
I also want to put on the record, and I’ve been waiting for 
an opportune moment, but we as a committee are still 
waiting, one year later, to have all of the questions raised 
to Gerard Kennedy, the Minister of Education. Just to let 
you know, and for people watching on television, we rely 
on the goodwill of ministers and their staff, and I want to 
publicly thank you and your deputy, Ms. Wright, for that. 

I’m reading through this, and I recognize this is 
delicate material, but I appreciate the way in which 
you’ve presented it. On behalf of the entire committee, I 
thank you. If you have an opportunity to speak to your 
colleague, let him know that this is not a painful process; 
this is an open process. I want to thank you for that. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thank you, Chair. 
The Chair: Now, that’s my editorial comment as the 

Chair. I’m very pleased to recognize Ms. Horwath and 
anxious to give Mr. O’Toole his minute back. 
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Ms. Andrea Horwath (Hamilton East): Thank you, 
Mr. Chair. Good morning, Madam Minister and everyone 
from your ministry. It’s great to be here again. I’m going 
to focus on the Best Start program today, and wanted to 
start off just by getting some clarification on some of the 
numbers in the estimates briefing book. 

I wanted to start off on page 45 in the book. It in-
dicates child care and early learning, an increase of about 
35.5%, $203 million. I’m just wanting to confirm that 
that’s all federal money. Is that right? That’s all federal 
money? 

Interjection. 
Ms. Horwath: OK. So then, if you could just bear 

with me for a second, a little further down on the right-
hand side, in the changes from 2004-05, there is the $175 
million federal funding and there’s the $29.3 million, 
which is also federal funding. Then, a little lower down 
you have all the debits on the lines there; that adds up to 
about $23.7 million going, it says, to child welfare. Can 
you show me where that shows up on the child welfare 
side, or does it just not show up at all; is it something that 
was done previous to this book being published? It’s 
about $23.7 million, give or take. 
0930 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Ms. Horwath, I hope you 
don’t mind that I’m asking my assistant deputy ministers 
and directors to assist me on these— 

Ms. Horwath: No, absolutely not. 
The Chair: Please identify yourself for the record. 
Ms. Lynne Livingstone: Good morning. I’m Lynne 

Livingstone. 
The Chair: And your title? 
Ms. Livingstone: I’m the executive director of stra-

tegic initiatives. My understanding of the reconciliation 
of the reductions that you noted on page 45 are that those 
resources were directed toward child welfare as a priority 
for the ministry. If you look at the detail on page 45, it 
highlights that, that as projects came to completion we 
took the opportunity to realign those resources to other 
priority areas; the same with where we had initiatives that 
did not begin, we also took that opportunity to realign 
those resources. 

Ms. Horwath: All right, but I guess I was asking if 
you could be more specific about where those resources 
got realigned to, within the child welfare envelope. 

Mr. Robert Rupnik: Robert Rupnik, director of 
finance. If you look on page 55, you will see that there 
are various increases to the line item “Children and 
Youth at Risk,” and that’s the activity program. Child 
welfare increases by approximately $97 million. That is a 
combination of receiving new funds as part of the busi-
ness planning cycle. Also, if you look at the descriptive 
below, you will see “Child Welfare”— 

The Chair: Excuse me, Robert. We do need you to 
speak up. Speak more closely into the mike and speak up 
a little louder. 

Mr. Rupnik: Sorry. I just mentioned that there is an 
increase of about $97 million for child welfare, the pro-
gram. When you go down to the description, you will see 

a line called “Child Welfare Services Volume Growth”—
$72 million. You will also see a line called “Realignment 
from Community Support”—$20 million. That is the re-
alignment from the earlier page that you identified. 

Ms. Horwath: All right. That’s great. When we say 
that that went to child welfare services volume growth, 
that’s just the regular cost pressures for the children’s aid 
societies, or what exactly is that? I don’t know whether 
you have that answer. 

Mr. Rupnik: It is volume growth and cost of pro-
viding child protection services. 

Ms. Horwath: So some of that, then, was directed to 
agencies? 

Mr. Rupnik: The line for child welfare is for our 53 
children’s aid societies. 

Ms. Horwath: OK. If I can continue in that vein, 
more or less, there have been federal dollars put in; there 
has been some realignment from Best Start into child 
welfare because of the pressures in that area. That’s 
completely understandable; that’s right. But what I don’t 
see in the estimates briefing book is the $300 million that 
this government was going to invest in Best Start or in 
early learning and care for children. So can you identify 
any of those dollars in these books? 

Ms. Livingstone: Best Start is building on a signifi-
cant provincial foundation in a number of programs. 
Approximately $668 million of provincial funding is 
directed toward programs that are part of the overall Best 
Start strategy. That would include programs like Healthy 
Babies, Healthy Children— 

Ms. Horwath: I have the documents that show the 
previous provincial investments. I’m just asking about 
the additional $300-million investment that was promised 
by the government when they were running their cam-
paign. If there isn’t any in this year’s budget, that’s fine. 
I’ll track it and see if any comes up for next year’s 
budget. That was part of the point. 

Ms. Livingstone: Do you want to speak to that? 
Mr. Rupnik: Thank you for the question. The Best 

Start initiative has two components: There’s an operating 
component and then there’s a capital component. The 
funding that the ministry received this year was about 
$271 million in total, which is the $300 million that is 
frequently discussed. In the estimates book, the page that 
you were referring to, page 45, captures the operating 
component. So $175 million is on this line here. If you go 
to the back of the estimates book, on page 77, you will 
see that the ministry has an activity called infrastructure 
programs, which is capital, and $97 million is the balance 
of that federal component. 

Ms. Horwath: I actually have that marked off as well. 
But I’m not talking about the federal dollars; I was 
talking about the provincial government’s commitment to 
investing provincial dollars. Again, I know this program 
is going to take a while to get to its full existence, if you 
want to call it that, but I’m just not sure whether the 
provincial dollars are flowing into it yet, in addition to 
what the baseline was previously. 

Ms. Livingstone: Some of the provincial investments 
that were made in the last year were in the areas of 
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Healthy Babies, Healthy Children, infant hearing and 
preschool speech and language; specifically, $8.35 mil-
lion in Healthy Babies, $1.2 million in infant hearing and 
$4.7 million in preschool speech and language. As I said 
earlier, Best Start is building on a substantial provincial 
foundation that already exists, including a large part of 
our child care system. That’s the base from which we’re 
building for the Best Start strategy. 

Ms. Horwath: OK, so last year’s increase is about $5 
million in total in those programs that you described? 

Ms. Livingstone: Approximately—I can’t do the 
math in my head—$8.35 million, $1.2 million and $4.7 
million was the investment in those three programs for 
2005-06. 

Ms. Horwath: That’s over and above last year’s 
amounts. 

Ms. Livingstone: Over and above last year’s amounts. 
Ms. Horwath: So that would be theoretically de-

ducted off the 300 million new dollars that the govern-
ment committed to investing in this area overall. 

Ms. Livingstone: And it’s in addition to the invest-
ment that’s being directed through the federal funds for 
the early learning and care funds. 

Ms. Horwath: Absolutely. I guess my last question 
is—and I think you’ve already alluded to it in regard to 
naming those three programs: Will any of the money 
from the ECDI or MFA be targeted to programs other 
than early learning and care? 

Ms. Livingstone: The early child development initia-
tive, which I think is what you’re referring to, was 
directed to a number of programs that are fundamental to 
Best Start, including our Ontario Early Years centres. 
Healthy Babies benefited from that investment as well. 
The new early learning and care funds are being fully 
directed to increasing capacity and access to a quality 
child care system in Ontario, fully directed to that part of 
the system. 

Ms. Horwath: If you were to list the programs that 
these other dollars went to, they would more or less be 
captured through Early Years and Healthy Babies, 
Healthy Children? 

Ms. Livingstone: They went to a variety of pro-
grams— 

Ms. Horwath: In those envelopes? 
Ms. Livingstone: All part of the Best Start piece. 
Ms. Horwath: Could I get a list of the various 

programs? That would be very helpful. 
Ms. Livingstone: Absolutely; we can provide you 

with a list. 
Ms. Horwath: We were talking about the $97 million 

that you showed me at the back of the book on the capital 
side. I appreciate the charts that indicate where we will 
end up, over three years, on March 31, 2008, after all of 
the federal investment has been made, but I’m wondering 
what kind of work has been to done to ensure that there’s 
enough money to actually fulfill the spaces that are being 
promised. That comes not only from the questions I had 
prepared, but others within the system are looking at 
those numbers and they’re a little bit concerned that we 

might end up coming up short. Can I get an explanation 
of how those numbers were arrived at and where the 
assurance is that the spaces that are indicated will 
actually be able to be afforded with the dollars? 
0940 

Ms. Livingstone: There are a couple of components 
to how we determined what amount should go toward 
capital and the operating side of it, and also how we 
allocated those funds out across the province. When we 
were looking at the investment, we knew that in Ontario 
we needed to build on the system. As the minister has 
already indicated, there is a significant demand. We also 
know, as I’m sure you’ve heard from your constituents, 
that if parents had the choice, some would choose to 
access quality regulated child care. 

We took a look at the existing system and we knew 
there was limited vacant capacity left, and therefore we 
needed to build new capacity in the system. Based on that 
analysis, we arrived at what we thought we could do 
within the resources that were being provided through the 
federal early learning and care initiative. So that’s how 
we arrived at the amount for a capital allocation over the 
next three years. 

With respect to operating, we knew that the system 
must be sustainable, so the investment on the operating 
side, in addition to addressing improving quality through 
the increase in wages over the next three years, is also 
built on looking at what our current and past practice has 
been around delivery of child care in the province: how 
much we direct toward fee subsidy, wage subsidy, 
special needs resourcing, minor operating capital and 
administration. All of those elements were taken into 
account. 

If we just looked at the chart that was provided, the 
operating dollars are based on ensuring that we can 
sustain the spaces that are built. We’ve assumed a rela-
tionship between the number of spaces we want to see, 
just increasing sheer capacity, but also ensuring that there 
are the necessary wage subsidies and fee subsidies in 
place to support families accessing those spaces. That’s 
how we came at that piece. 

In terms of how it was then allocated across the prov-
ince, as the minister indicated, we undertook a formula 
that brought together a combination of looking at the 
child population and other factors that impact on demand, 
as we understand it, for accessing child care; factors like 
low income, low-education status, whether French or 
English is the first language. We know these are all 
factors that can impact that. There were two other im-
portant factors that were considered: high growth in an 
area or large geographic distances. All of that played into 
the formula that was used to do the allocation. 

Ms. Horwath: That’s extremely helpful. There are 
two concerns flowing from that. One is that just by the 
use of the raw numbers, a couple of the regions have 
indicated—not formally; just informally—that they’re 
fearful that the amount of operating dollars is not going 
to be enough to actually provide the quality that is part of 
the founding principles of this entire program. I would 
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just want to flag that pretty much and let you know there 
is a concern out there that in doing the math around the 
spaces versus the operating dollars, the quality that I 
think everybody would want might not be realized. 
Whether that will put pressure that would have those 
provincial investments flow, the $300 million that was 
promised, maybe that’s in the future; I don’t know. But I 
think it’s important to recognize that there is some 
concern out there about whether or not you’ll get the 
quality based on the numbers that are in this chart. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I’d like to respond to that, 
because I would be as concerned as you are if that is 
indeed the case. I should tell you that there have been 
concerns raised to me about the aggressive timelines. 

Ms. Horwath: That was my next question, Minister. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Well, yes. But I’m not going 

to back off, because it’s like storage space: You can fill 
as much storage space as you have. You can fill as much 
time as you have as well. So I’d prefer to focus on tight 
timelines and do the best we can with those timelines. If 
it does turn out to be the case that we need to do some 
more work after those timelines have expired or to adjust 
some of the planning, we’re here to do that. We are 
working interactively with the service managers on their 
plans so that we cannot hold them up. We’re saying, 
“Work on developing them. We will review and approve 
them very, very quickly.” How we are going to be able to 
do that is to stay in touch with them as they are de-
veloping these plans. 

So the planning process that will result in that end-of-
October submission-and-approval deadline for 2005-06 is 
crucial. I know they’re really nervous about what they 
are doing, and there are probably a lot of questions out 
there. We may not have all the answers yet, but we are 
looking forward to being in a position to see what they 
are coming forward with, because until we see that, we 
don’t know what we need to do in the way of 
interventions to improve the situation. The intention is 
certainly not to compromise quality just to get the num-
bers. We want the quality. 

I have asked for numbers on how we’re doing so far in 
terms of additional spaces, because I do recognize that it 
takes a while. There are some places—I spoke with a 
representative of a Y in the Peterborough area, and they 
already had their eye on facilities that they would like to 
acquire and convert for child care spaces. So I think that 
if that plan isn’t already in, it’s probably very close to 
coming in and will be able to be turned around quickly. 
That’s an example of where people have had their sights 
set on being able to do this, and we did— 

Ms. Horwath: I’m sorry to interrupt, but just as part 
of that, I know that the Ontario Coalition for Better Child 
Care sent a letter to the Minister of Finance, carbon-
copied to you, to ask for a meeting to talk about how we 
can make sure we do get all those federal dollars out of 
the gate, and whether there are things that we can do with 
the federal government, or maybe some—I wouldn’t 
want to say “creative financing,” but a way to make sure 
that those dollars are not lost by virtue of the rush. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Absolutely, and that only 
affects the 2005-06 year with the trust dollars, because in 
fact it’s not even a year. It doesn’t start at the start of the 
fiscal year; it started basically in July, because the 
approvals came from the feds at the end of June. So we 
recognize the issue; we recognize the challenge. We are 
also having those discussions with Finance. And yes, we 
are trying to be thoughtful and—I know the word 
“creative” has all sorts of connotations, so I can under-
stand your not wanting to use that word. But we are 
trying to be innovative and we are trying to find ways of 
dealing with the fact that we don’t want to leave any 
dollars on the table. 

I’m spreading that pressure around. I’m sharing that 
pressure among my own ministry officials and the 
municipalities because, as I said to Mr. O’Toole earlier 
this morning, at the end of the day, it’s those kids and 
their families whom we are here to serve, and we are all 
going to have to expect to bend over backwards to do 
this. And yes, I’ve already had initial conversations with 
Minister Dryden, my federal counterpart, to say that this 
is one of the issues that’s in the air on this particular file, 
and it is because of that 2005-06 trust arrangement. 

The good news is that for the next two years, that’s not 
an issue. 

Ms. Horwath: The following two years. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: The following two years. So 

we are actually waiting to see those plans. We’re not 
going to speculate as to what those plans are going to 
say. They know all the targets; they know what we’d like 
to see. But obviously the local input is essential, and we 
don’t want them to say that they can do something that 
they cannot actually do. 
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At the same time, we recognize that there is a lot of 
pressure on. So we are being realistic in trying to plan for 
the eventuality that it’s not going to be easy to spend all 
of those dollars in that less-than-one-year period. We’re 
working on seeking ways to mitigate that particular risk. 

The Chair: Thank you, Minister. We would now like 
to recognize Mr. Berardinetti. 

Mr. Lorenzo Berardinetti (Scarborough Southwest): I 
want to start off by welcoming the minister and congratu-
lating her on her new position as the Minister of Children 
and Youth Services. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thank you. 
Mr. Berardinetti: Madam Minister, I wanted to ask a 

question that centres around the issue of youth justice 
services. It’s an issue that’s important for myself as a 
member from the Toronto area and, I think, for all mem-
bers throughout Ontario. They probably receive com-
plaints from their constituents, or concerns at least, about 
the issue of youth justice and what’s being done 
regarding youth justice services in our province. When I 
have my constituency appointments on Fridays, I usually 
get at least one person who comes in and complains that 
we’re not doing enough or that we should have tougher 
laws in place for youth. Everyone seems to have a 
different take on a potential solution on how to deal with 
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youth justice and whether or not, for example, children 
who are 16 or 17 years old should be tried in regular 
court. Even for 15-year-olds, I’ve heard some people say 
to me, “There was an incident that occurred on my street; 
a break-in occurred. It was a 15-year-old. We want him 
or her tried in a regular court of law.” This, then, gets 
into the social aspect as well: “What are they teaching at 
school? How come, in my day, 20 or 30 years ago, we 
didn’t have these kinds of problems? We didn’t see 
teachers getting assaulted or being bullied by their kids. 
There were stricter penalties in place,” and on and on it 
goes. The day before yesterday, in the paper there was an 
incident where a teacher was bullied or actually assaulted 
in a schoolyard during a recess break. These sorts of 
things seem to really pervade or come up in my com-
munity. 

I do also hear the other side as well, where some 
people are saying, “Let’s not focus on putting kids in 
jail,” or “Let’s not focus on detaining kids or punishing 
them severely, but let’s look at preventing the kids from 
becoming that way.” I’ve had friends, for example, col-
leagues and even family members, who are raising young 
families, who have decided to take their kids out of the 
public school system completely and are spending the 
extra money to put their kids into private schools, 
thinking that that will help them to not be influenced by 
their peers or their friends at school. They’re willing to 
spend that $13,000 or $15,000 or $10,000 a year to get 
their kids into a private school and to stay away from 
other influences. 

I’m 43 years old. I went to school here in Toronto, in 
public elementary and secondary school, from kinder-
garten all the way to grade 13. My experiences in those 
14 years of being in that system were very positive, for 
the most part. We didn’t have the kinds of things hap-
pening back in the 1970s and 1980s, I guess, that we 
have nowadays. So there has been a change, and I 
acknowledge that when I talk to my constituents. 
They’ve come to me and have said that in the last five or 
10 years, maybe with the advent of the Internet and video 
games and the whole sense of media bombardment—it’s 
a much larger issue, media itself, and its effect on 
individuals, especially young people. This is one aspect 
they’ve come to me to talk about, and they want me to do 
something about it. So as an MPP, I have said that I 
support our government’s initiative of creating this 
Ministry of Children and Youth Services. I am glad that 
we’ve set up this ministry. One aspect of it is youth 
justice services. 

Recently, I’ve heard and understand that it’s under-
going a transformation. My question is basically this, 
Madam Minister: I just wanted to know if any trans-
formation is taking place in your ministry, and how you 
see youth justice services working in your ministry and 
what your vision is for that area. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thanks, Mr. Berardinetti. We 
represent ridings that are very close, geographically, so I 
hear a lot of what you’re hearing too. My perspective on 
this issue is pretty broad. I’m going to tell you a little bit 

about my personal perspective. I’m also going to tell you 
about what we’re doing in my ministry on youth justice 
and where I think we need to go. I’m also going to give 
you a sense of where I think our government and the 
Premier is on this issue.  

My personal perspective is that yes, times change, but 
every decade, when we talk about the good old days, it’s 
a previous era. Have you ever noticed that? It’s always a 
previous era. But it’s always the “good” old days, and 
sometimes I think we forget what things were like. Hav-
ing said that, I had an unexciting childhood, and my sons 
had an unexciting childhood in terms of the kinds of 
excitement we read about and hear about that we are 
concerned about these days. The Attorney General has 
announced a number of initiatives—and these are not just 
youth-related—but a number of initiatives that I would 
refer to as tough-on-crime-type initiatives. There is also 
work to be done on tough-on-cause initiatives. There is 
more work to be done in that area, I think. Even when my 
constituents are upset about crime and personal safety, 
they also talk to me about homelessness and poverty and 
social issues that are in fact fertile soil for crime-related 
activity, if you think about it.  

The youth justice portfolio came to children and youth 
services in April 2004. That would be one year following 
the federal government’s implementation of the new 
Youth Criminal Justice Act. The Youth Criminal Justice 
Act’s focus, primarily, is on diversion and special pro-
grams to help youth to more effectively contribute their 
energies to strong communities. As a result of that, we 
have actually seen some differences in even the demo-
graphics in how young people locate themselves in 
various aspects of the youth justice system. 

Basically, what we are doing is providing services in 
keeping with the Youth Criminal Justice Act and direc-
tions from the courts and the justice system. I’m going to 
give you some numbers. These are pretty accurate; 
they’re from my memory, but I’m pretty sure that if I’m 
off, my staff will correct me. So we have basically three 
classifications. In secure custody for youth, we’re talking 
about approximately 620 youth; open custody would be 
about 360; and in programs that fall into the community 
supervision category, we’re talking about 13,500. Cer-
tainly, the custody numbers represent a decrease of about 
40% over the last few years, and an increase in the 
community supervision classification.  
1000 

We have also been working, as part of this trans-
formation in our ministry, on bringing together two 
groupings that existed previously: the 12- to 15-year-
olds, who were considered youth, and the 16- and 17-
year-olds, who sort of straddled youth and adult justice. 
You may recall that my predecessor announced the 
closing of a Toronto centre that was, in fact, deplorable. 
The child advocate and many other interested and 
concerned groups talked about the conditions there as 
being not suitable for young people. From what I gather, 
it probably wasn’t suitable for any age.  

I want you to know that we are determined to hold our 
youth fully responsible for their conduct, and if they’re in 
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secure custody, that means that their offences are more 
serious than if they’re in community supervision. If they 
are in open custody—and remember, we do not deter-
mine where they go; it’s the court system and the justice 
system. There are processes now for interventions that 
the police can do that fall under the category of diversion, 
where probation officers acquire a stronger respon-
sibility. In fact, we have added to the number of pro-
bation officers and reduced their caseloads—those 
probation officers report to my ministry—so that they 
can spend more time with the young people in their care, 
with the young people under their supervision. 

Open custody would house youth who have either 
been originally sent there due to the nature of their 
offences by the courts, or sent there as a second step after 
secure custody as part of their preparation for integration 
into the community. Obviously, if you are living in a 
secure custody environment for several years and one 
day you move from there just into the community, there 
would certainly be the very great risk of effective 
reintegration. That’s really the focus of open custody: 
rehabilitation programs, psychiatric care, you name it.  

I have had some very interesting conversations with 
some of the program managers in my youth justice ser-
vices area in the ministry. I remember having a con-
versation with a group of program managers, asking a 
variety of questions, one of which was, “What’s the most 
common reason for these young people being here?” One 
program manager had a particularly thoughtful response 
to that. She said, “Do you mean, what are the most 
common offences, or why are these young people in the 
system?” I said, “Well, how insightful of you.” 

Basically, they’re two different answers. She wanted 
me to know that, amongst these kids, she saw a lot of 
immaturity. She saw mental health conditions. She 
estimated that approximately 30% of the young people 
she comes in contact with in the youth justice system 
have some kind of mental health challenge, which of 
course should not surprise us, based on the stats I shared 
with you yesterday, where the mental health community 
suggests that one in five children under the age of 18 has 
been diagnosed with some kind of mental health 
condition, which is kind of scary. She also told me that 
the immaturity that she was seeing—a 15-year-old might 
actually converse with her or with others like a 12-year-
old. She felt that a couple of good sessions with a pro-
bation officer might just simply be what those kinds of 
kids need. So we have a spectrum. Some of the programs 
that we have are being delivered through attendance 
centres. We have increased the number of attendance 
centres in the province. We have added 11 since April 
2004, when this portfolio was transferred to the Ministry 
of Children and Youth Services. 

I’ll tell you a little bit about the attendance centres. 
The young person remains in the community and attends 
this non-residential program for up to 240 hours for up to 
six months. The young person has to participate in a 
program in his or her assessed area of need. It might 
include anger management, substance abuse counselling, 

education, employment and other life skills. This resulted 
from consultations that the ministry did, involving about 
375 people around the province, in terms of what the 
appropriate responses should be to youth in conflict with 
the law. This helped to formulate the strategy that’s 
under development right now. 

We’ve also asked youth justice agencies in a variety of 
geographic areas, including the area that you and I are 
most familiar with, about the needs of their particular 
youth and the options they see as important to their 
particular youth. In a lot of cases, we would refer to those 
as diversion-type initiatives. We have an initiative called 
conferencing, where we actually have the youth who 
have offended meet with their victims and their families 
to understand the implications of their actions and to 
discuss how they can, if you like, provide some kind of 
retribution/compensation type of opportunity to the 
victim and the victim’s family. There are a variety of 
services. We’re working with the police; we’re working 
with community-based organizations. The emphasis is on 
diversion and on reducing recidivism. 

Now we want to place greater emphasis on prevention, 
so kids who are in fact not in conflict with the law but are 
at risk of getting there. When my constituents talk to me 
about poverty, homelessness and some of the stresses 
they’re observing in communities, pressures that must 
impact kids, they are saying, “Help us.” It could be 
tutoring programs to make sure that they are more 
successful in school. It could be more emphasis on ag-
gression replacement training, anger management train-
ing, life skills, employment skills. 

This past summer, in four areas of the greater Toronto 
area, we funded some skills- and employment-related 
programs for these kids. We worked with Centennial 
College, for example, and with community agencies that 
linked these young people up with employers. What these 
kids had to say about the experience is actually gut-
wrenching because it tells you that they’re not asking for 
a lot; they’re just asking that they not be forgotten and 
left behind. And a lot of these kids do get left behind. It is 
quite possible that changes in demographics are more 
negatively affecting certain kids, and I think we have to 
acknowledge that there is help that’s needed for these 
kids. So I am actually working in that area, doing initial 
work in that area, and very keen on hearing from com-
munity-based programs, because there are so many 
community-based programs out that there have never 
seen support from government and perhaps should be 
getting support from government so they can provide 
these kinds of supports to our kids. 
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Mr. Berardinetti: I’d like to follow up on one of your 
points, Madam Minister. I appreciate the answer. 

I think about some of the native communities and 
people who come from the native communities. We have 
them in Toronto and we have them at the very northern 
parts of our province. People in the native community 
seem to me, the ones I’ve spoken to, sometimes to have 
fallen outside of the system, as you’ve mentioned, and 
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sometimes need some help. We’ve seen in the northern 
part of Ontario, for example, where the kids will not stay 
in school and end up being influenced by outside sources 
or by their friends. There is a high suicide rate, for 
example, in the northern part of Ontario where the native 
communities are. I was just wondering if any attention is 
going to be focused on that aspect. 

The Acting Chair (Ms. Andrea Horwath): Mr. 
Berardinetti, can I just ask that you wait for the next 
round to finish off that question? In fact, you’ve probably 
gone over a little bit. We were waiting for Mr. O’Toole 
to arrive, but he’s not going to arrive. 

Mr. Berardinetti: Has my time already expired? 
The Acting Chair: Oh, yes. It’s actually over by a 

couple of minutes. Maybe you could put that one in your 
hopper for your next round. 

Mr. Berardinetti: OK. 
The Acting Chair: Then, if it’s all right with the com-

mittee, I’m just going to take over the Chair and allow 
Mr. Jackson to— 

Mr. Berardinetti: My apologies. I didn’t realize it 
was past the time. 

The Acting Chair: That’s OK. We were giving you 
the lead time because we thought Mr. O’Toole might be 
able to get back in time. I think you got most of that 
question out. The minister can have some time to think 
about it, maybe. In your next round, if you want to bring 
it back up, that would be fine. 

Then we’ll ask Mr. Jackson to— 
Mr. Cameron Jackson (Burlington): Thank you 

very much, Madam Chair. 
Minister, I’d like to pursue the line of questioning on 

youth justice services. This was a controversial area in 
the last estimates because of the depopulating of the 
institutions, with vacancy rates as high as 70% to 72% of 
spaces that weren’t being filled. Without commenting on 
that as a good thing or a bad thing or whatever, the point 
that I raised in the last estimates when I was the critic and 
your predecessor was in the chair was, where did all 
these kids go and what are they doing? Could I ask for 
updated statistics on how this program has been oper-
ating in terms of placements, just so that we can monitor 
that? 

When I look at the estimates from the previous year 
and the current estimates, youth justice numbers, the line 
in vote 3702-7, which is on page 65, shows a 3.7% 
increase. But if you look at the estimates from the 
previous year, it was an negative growth number. So 
we’ve got salaries and wages and benefits to employees 
rising dramatically, we’ve got the cost of the program 
dropping, and we’ve got huge vacancies in this sector. 

Staff will recall this line of questioning from a year 
ago. Clearly, this is a program in transition. It will sustain 
its policy direction for at least two more years, for sure, 
so how are you transforming the system? Am I to see in 
these estimates that we are looking at a significant 
number of layoffs or transfers out, and that’s why the 
benefits line is so strikingly large? Can you speak to that 
issue? 

I wanted to talk more generally about these kids who 
are still performing inappropriately in our society but are 
not in some kind of program. So if we could look at the 
numbers briefly and then we could dialogue on that, I’d 
appreciate it. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: All right, I’ll invite either 
Gilbert or Robert to come to the table to do the numbers. 
Gilbert, would you introduce yourself at this point. 

Mr. Gilbert Tayles: Good morning. My name is 
Gilbert Tayles. I’m the assistant deputy minister for 
youth justice services. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: And we have our finance guy 
as well.  

First, to talk about the vacancies—I hate to refer to it 
as vacancies, because it sounds like we have beds that 
we’re waiting to fill. I certainly hope that’s not how it’s 
going to be going. 

I think it would be fair to say that this is a file in 
transition for a number of reasons. One of the reasons, 
Mr. Jackson, is that we had taken this out of a larger 
portfolio of community safety and correctional services. 
This year’s budget will probably more closely reflect the 
actual situation on this file, because we have now had the 
experience of last year in seeing how those numbers play 
out. 

We’ve also seen, for example, as I mentioned yester-
day, that we have ended up spending less on trans-
portation. That’s because of contracts we have been able 
to secure with the OPP for transporting young people 
between Sault Ste. Marie and Sudbury, for example, or 
between Toronto and outlying areas to which we have 
had to move young people as we close a facility in 
Toronto. 

I will have Robert talk in more detail about the 
budgets, and I will ask Gilbert to speak about what he is 
seeing in terms of how the capacity issues are playing 
out. I think that’s more closely related to the new Youth 
Criminal Justice Act. Maybe you could talk about some 
of the numbers first, Robert. 

Mr. Rupnik: In terms of page 65, line item 3702-07, 
and the increases in the direct operating side of the 
business, this year, as part of the transition from the pro-
grams that moved over from correctional services, there 
were some disentanglement activities that took place. 
What that meant was that that funding that was previ-
ously with the ministry of corrections did move over to 
this children’s ministry. 

The other significant increase in direct operating is 
funding toward implementing and continuing to imple-
ment the Youth Criminal Justice Act that, as the minister 
alluded to, was announced a couple of years back. 

Mr. Jackson: The issue I raised is that the estimates 
for 2004-05 were $143 million and it would appear that 
the actuals—let’s see; I’m going about this backward, 
sorry. The estimate a year ago was $153 million. The 
actual, we now find out, ended up at $143 million, so it 
was $10 million less. So it’s dropping in terms of the 
costs of this program, correct? 
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1020 
You’ve estimated for an increase, but your admission 

rates are down. Last year when we were here we were 
talking about the large number of vacancies. You had 
empty beds and you still had staff floating around, and 
there was every indication that this trend was not going 
to change. That’s why I wanted to know if the trend has 
changed, so that we can establish that, if there is an 
increased placement of children back into these facilities, 
fine, but if the trend we saw appearing for the first two 
years of your government was to continue, then we have 
to look at some human resource issues and talk about 
shifting staff. Otherwise we’ve got a whole lot of people 
formerly in corrections who are now in your ministry, or 
however you’ve classify them, who are sitting around— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I understand the question, and 
if you don’t mind, Mr. Jackson, I’m going to ask Gilbert 
on the program side to talk about the transformation, 
because I think it’s important for us to remember that, 
whereas we have rationalized beds and basically closed a 
number of beds, we still have excess beds in the system 
but we have more in community supervision work. We 
have hired more probation officers. 

Mr. Jackson: That’s the information I’m looking for. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Yes, I think so. 
Mr. Jackson: If I could get those numbers, then I 

could see how this system’s transforming itself. What 
I’m trying to get at quickly, if I can, is the issue around 
those children in active programs in our communities. 

Mr. Tayles: I’ll be happy to answer the question as 
best I can. We have seen a continued trend in terms of the 
decline in the number of referrals to the youth justice 
services through the Youth Criminal Justice Act. In fact, 
it appears, according to the trends, that the act is 
achieving what it was set out to do in Ontario, and that is 
to restrict and reserve the use of custody for those youth 
who need it the most, and resort to community alter-
natives for those who are deemed to be low-risk offend-
ers and would best be served in their communities. 

In terms of numbers of youth, the trend has continued. 
It’s roughly the same, with a slight decline on the secure 
custody detention side of our business. Last year, I 
believe the figure that was cited here was around 63%. 
We are just under 60% in the secure custody and deten-
tion part of the business. 

With regard to the open custody system, we have 
experienced a significant decline in the number of re-
ferrals to open custody from the courts, and that trend has 
continued. In fact, we’ve reduced the number of open 
custody bids in the province from around slightly over 
1,000 down to 649, and we’ve maintained approximately 
a 40% occupancy rate in that system. 

In terms of reinvestment of the funds from those 
rationalizations—it’s the term we call them; they’re clos-
ures—we’ve reinvested a significant amount of resource 
since coming to this ministry in community alternatives, 
such programs, as the minister mentioned, and attendance 
centres. Of particular interest to yourself, I believe, 
would be in the area of what we’re doing about mental 

health issues as they relate to youth in conflict with the 
law. We’re happy to report that we recently implemented 
six intensive support and supervision programs across the 
province that are pilot programs, and those are directed 
toward low-risk youth who have presented with mental 
health issues, and as an alternative to placing them in 
custody, to leave them in their communities, provide a 
high degree of supervision and make the necessary link-
ages with the mental health professionals in the commun-
ities. That’s relatively recent. So that’s an example. 

Mr. Jackson: Where would I find those, Gilbert, in 
these estimates? 

Mr. Tayles: They would be combined in the transfer 
payment line of the budget, because we’ve partnered for 
those services. 

Mr. Jackson: Just so I’m clear—I’m not trying to 
interrupt you; I’m trying to make sure I can keep up with 
you—the $152 million is included in that? 

Mr. Tayles: I’m looking at a different sheet, Mr. 
Jackson. 

Mr. Jackson: You know what? It’s confusing. I have 
both years’ estimates in front of me. On the right hand 
side is—so I am looking at youth justice, $148 million? 

Mr. Tayles: On the transfer payment line for 2005-06, 
yes. 

Mr. Jackson: Yes, youth justice services. Are these 
programs contained in that budget? 

Mr. Tayles: Yes, those programs would be funded out 
of that budget line. 

Mr. Jackson: Perfect. Now, can we get a full break-
down of those program dollars so I can just differentiate? 
It would be helpful on your page 64 if we had a more 
fulsome presentation of this program in transition. I 
wouldn’t hide this thing under a rock; I’d be getting it out 
in the open, frankly. If you look at last year’s estimates, 
there was a more fulsome explanation, with some charts 
which were extremely helpful, which is why my eye 
keeps going to last year’s estimates and not this year’s. If 
we could get those, that would be helpful. I did interrupt 
you, but now that I know it’s in there, if we could get that 
complete breakdown? Perhaps you can tell me approxi-
mately how much of that budget is going toward secure 
custody and how much of it, approximately, is going 
toward open custody and other programs. 

Mr. Tayles: Yes. I’ve just been handed a chart that 
breaks it down. 

The Acting Chair: Maybe what Mr. Jackson is asking 
for is a written copy of that document to be provided, if 
that’s possible. I think Mr. Jackson has about six minutes 
left, and you might want to continue on a different line. 

Mr. Tayles: We’d be happy to provide the infor-
mation relevant to the questions. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: One thing I can tell you is that 
in terms of open custody, we have 72 transfer payment 
facilities in the open custody section. Also on the transfer 
payment, we have 17 secure custody facilities and two 
probation offices, whereas under directly operated, under 
secure custody, we have five facilities, five under youth 
units in adult facilities— 
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Mr. Jackson: Minister, I’ll be able to read the chart; I 
appreciate that. 

I’m trying to track where the dollars are shifting 
program-wise and whether we’re getting the dollars into 
a community environment, as opposed to the more struc-
tured community-based—there’s a lot more flexibility 
with contract arrangements, without editorializing here, 
and you have some substantive staffing and union issues 
to deal with as you move the cohort from the old system 
to the new. That’s really what I was interested in as well. 

If I may engage in a bit of a narrative here, I am 
growing increasingly concerned about the inability of 
school boards to understand the true spirit of the Safe 
Schools Act and the alarming number of children who 
are being jettisoned out of our school system simply 
because they have sworn at a teacher or—I’m currently 
dealing with a couple of students who are autistic, and 
their disorder manifests itself in defying authority and so 
on. When you get 10- and 11-year-old children in this 
province, as they are in the city of Burlington, being re-
moved from school by the principal for 80 to 100 days of 
the year, this child has absolutely no hope of ever getting 
educated. I’m seeing an increased trend here. A child 
simply has to swear at a teacher and they’re suspended 
for two weeks. Parents are being called throughout the 
day to come and get their child. A disproportionate 
number of these children are children with mental health 
issues, disability issues and learning disabilities in par-
ticular. I suspect you’re very aware of this. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I am very aware of it. 
Mr. Jackson: One of the challenges facing your 

ministry is how you integrate it with the other ministries. 
Your deputy is smiling because she knows we engaged in 
this dialogue with Ms. Akande when she was the minister 
about a comprehensive child services policy framework 
and how you integrate it with Comsoc, health and 
education. That’s for a discussion in a couple of years, to 
see how that evolves. I know you probably are anxious to 
get on with that business. But here is a classic case of 
where your ministry should be stepping in and saying, 
“Excuse me, the outcomes for these children are being 
highly compromised.” 

Our systems are putting children into gaps, and this is 
a classic case of it. When you start depopulating, for 
whatever reason, your secure custody facilities, you have 
to very rapidly provide additional supports for com-
munity placement or else—we’re mindful, all of us, that 
these kids are supposed to be in school and they’re 
supposed to be getting educated. But when the school 
system is driving them out the door—and this is a 
question we’ll be asking the Minister of Education, to be 
monitoring our elementary students at least, as to those 
who are being driven out of school because of conduct 
issues and the system is hiding behind the Safe Schools 
Act. 
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I’m going to run out of time, but in the next rotation I 
also want to discuss the issue around child treatment 
centres and their budgets, because they are one of the 

areas in which we can do better assessment, more timely 
assessment, where we can look at program delivery, and 
at residential. Again, I haven’t had time to look at these 
estimates, but I want to get a sense from you, Minister, 
that you understand that there is this very, very large, 
rapidly growing cohort of children out there whose edu-
cational experiences will be put at risk—their outcomes 
will not be assured for them—and that the education 
system is sort of saying, “You are not to be here. We 
know you should be somewhere else, but you can’t get in 
there.” So those— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: You have no idea how near 
and dear this issue is to me. 

Mr. Jackson: And your staff know how near and dear 
this issue is to me. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Yes, and I’m happy to hear 
you say that, because there are different schools of 
thought—“schools”; there’s a coincidence. There are 
different schools of thought on why this is happening. 
There are a lot of people who actually blame your gov-
ernment for the Safe Schools Act, and the Minister of 
Education is conducting a review of that act right now. 
There are two sides to the act, actually. 

Mr. Berardinetti was commenting on constituents of 
his saying that they are concerned that their public school 
isn’t safe any more. Well, we want the public school 
system to be strong and we want the schools to be safe, 
because it’s only in a safe, comfortable environment that 
children are actually going to be able to learn and be 
successful. So we don’t want our schools not to be safe. 
We want our schools to be safe. We don’t want kids 
being bullied. We don’t want teachers being bullied. But 
we also want to ensure that kids, as you just suggested, 
are not being deprived of the opportunity to have an 
education and have a future. 

I am also hearing from my stakeholders that, yes, the 
populations you refer to are suffering out of proportion, if 
you like; kids with disabilities, visible minority kids are 
suffering. 

I would not be too eager to draw the connection 
between that and the new federal Youth Criminal Justice 
Act and where we are in terms of secure custody, but I 
wouldn’t be surprised if a lot of kids are finding them-
selves under the community supervision work that we are 
doing because they are on the street. Right? And that is a 
concern that I am happy to hear you share, because it’s a 
serious concern to me. I can also tell you, I’ve seen a 
number of other connections that are troubling. 

We talked about the mental health connection, and I 
mentioned that program managers have expressed their 
observation to me that roughly 30% of the young people 
they are seeing in youth justice have mental health con-
ditions, mental health challenges. So when we added $25 
million last year to the children’s mental health budget, 
which will grow to $38 million of additional funding for 
children’s mental health, we are saying we recognize that 
this is a huge problem area. 

When we see estimates ranging from 40% to 70% of 
kids in the youth justice system having previously been 
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in the child welfare system, again we say that we have to 
see the services that we provide in our ministry as a con-
tinuum of services, because we actually, unfortunately, 
see kids more than once along the continuum. That’s 
another reason we are so committed to Best Start, but we 
recognize that there is a population between Best Start 
and 12- or 13- or 14-year-olds that we have to take care 
of. 

The federal Youth Criminal Justice Act—I have 
learned just this week that the Attorney General, Minister 
Bryant, has asked the federal government for a review of 
that act, just because he wants to make sure. This is all 
part of his tough-on-crime package. He wants to make 
sure that we are in fact not doing harm to communities as 
a result of the federal Youth Criminal Justice Act. But I 
can tell you that certainly the law enforcement com-
munities and the justice community have been working 
in a very, very focused and very progressive manner in 
trying to ensure that we take care of these kids, because 
they’re not going to go away. 

The Chair: Thank you very much, Minister. Ms. 
Horwath. 

Ms. Horwath: I just wanted to finish off a couple of 
specific questions around the Best Start piece. The chart 
is very helpful, which indicates the breakdown over the 
next three years, but do you have anything that indicates 
what the expectation is in terms of how many licensed 
child care spaces will be created by the end of, let’s say, 
March 2006, and what you expect for 2006-07 and 2007-
08, so that those are actually broken down into targets per 
year? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: We actually have those num-
bers, but they are our projections on a year-to-year basis. 
With all due respect to the work being done by the local 
municipalities and regional service managers, we have 
not given them the year-by-year numbers because we 
would like to give them the opportunity to give us their 
plans. So the numbers we have actually given them are 
three-year numbers. 

If you think that they are concerned about utilizing the 
first-year dollars and the pressures to utilize the first-year 
dollars— 

Ms. Horwath: I’ll wait until they see the other targets. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: If they were to see what we 

were hoping for in year one, they would probably be 
even more stressed. So we think it’s fair to see their 
plans. By the end of December this year, we will feel 
more comfortable sharing the year-by-year numbers, be-
cause they would have had the opportunity, which I think 
they need to have, to tell us what their local challenges 
and their local abilities are. We know what we’d like to 
see, but those numbers are not hard numbers on a year-
to-year basis. What I can tell you is that the number I’ve 
been given for where we’re at this month so far is 700 
new spots, which I think is not bad at all given that— 

Ms. Horwath: I’m sorry, that are already under 
construction, or that are— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Seven hundred spaces have 
already been added this month, open and ready to receive 
kids. 

Ms. Horwath: That’s great. And then how many 
would that be between—let’s say this fiscal year? How 
many would that be? Is that it, the 700, or just this 
month? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: That’s new spaces as of 
September, new spaces that are ready and available to 
kids out of this three-year plan. 

Ms. Horwath: Is that included in the 4,000 spaces 
that you talked about? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Oh, no. The over 4,000 spaces 
were 2004-05 numbers. So this 700 is brand new licensed 
capacity this September. This would be part of that three-
year plan. I’m very pleased with them, because I know 
some municipalities actually said to me that they weren’t 
going to be able to do anything as early as September, 
just because we had gotten off to such a late start with the 
federal approvals not having been granted before the end 
of June. 

Ms. Horwath: Great. I’m just wondering: These are 
all for the four- and five-year-old categories, right? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: It’s primarily senior and junior 
kindergarten. 
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Ms. Horwath: I raise two points about that. One is, 
when do you realistically see the rollout of opportunities 
for parents with younger children? I ask that because I 
come from the municipal sector—many of us have that 
history—and I know where the pressures are in terms of 
parents needing child care, and also in terms of early 
learning and the importance of early learning. I’m just 
wondering when you expect the rollout of some of those 
spaces. 

I know that when the previous minister made her 
announcement about this plan last year, many parents 
with very young children were led to believe—my 
brother was one of them; he called me right away and 
said, “When can I get my child care spaces?” Many 
parents with very young children, and in fact many 
parents who were just pregnant, expecting families at that 
time, were excited about the prospect that they would see 
some licensed, quality, accountable, developmental care 
for their very, very young children. The various docu-
ments I’ve read that have been published by the ministry 
talk about the longer-term goal and the eventuality of 
rolling out these spaces. I’m wondering, do we have any 
targets at all as to when some of those spaces will come 
on-line? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Some of the under-four-year-
old spaces will come on board this year, but I’m going to 
ask Lynne to give you her impression of how that’s going 
to roll out. 

Ms. Livingstone: The municipalities, in their role as 
local service system managers, are right now leading the 
planning exercise for how the expansion of child care in 
their communities will occur this year and in the multi-
years. We’ve said to them that the priority is four- and 
five-year-olds, because we’re trying to support a transi-
tion into school. But we’ve indicated that we know that 
to have a strong system, we need to see some moderate 
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growth in the zero to four range as well. Also, the way 
operators deliver services, sometimes younger groups are 
with older groups as well, so we understand that’s a 
necessity of delivering the system. The plans that are 
coming in in October for 2005-06 will tell us exactly how 
many new spaces are coming on for the zero- to four-
year-olds and for the four- and five-year-olds. So they’re 
working on that right now. 

Ms. Horwath: You’re satisfied that the deadlines 
you’ve set are going to be reached and you’re not going 
to have problems with time. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: We’re going to get the plans. 
Ms. Horwath: All right. I guess if there’s one last 

comment about the capital side, it’s that it would really 
be a shame, really unfortunate, considering the federal 
government’s commitment to child care and the prov-
incial government’s commitment to child care, if we 
couldn’t solve the problem with the trust situation and we 
actually lost opportunities to move forward because of 
the way the money has been earmarked. That would be 
extremely unfortunate. I certainly hope that doesn’t 
happen, and I expect that all of us feel the same about 
that. 

I notice, Minister, that the last couple of times you’ve 
spoken about the expansion of the system, you spoke 
about expansion in the not-for-profit sector only. Is it 
now a policy that expansion be in the not-for-profit sector 
only? I recall that yesterday as well—and I’m going to 
bring this in too, because I think it will be part of your 
answer—you mentioned quite clearly that you don’t want 
big-box daycare. First of all, on the issue of expansion in 
the not-for-profit sector only, is that something you are 
prepared to be committed to? Again, I’m talking about 
expansion; we all recognize that the for-profit sector has 
played a very integral role up till now. I think the com-
mon table that exists in the industry has also recognized 
that, and I think that’s a positive step. But I also know 
that expansion in the not-for-profit sector only is an 
important principle to prevent the very thing you men-
tioned yesterday, which is the likelihood or possibility of 
big-box daycare coming to Ontario. Is it the case that it’s 
not-for-profit only, in terms of expansion and in terms of 
capital dollars? Also, it’s fine to say we don’t want big-
box, but in what way can the ministry ensure that we 
don’t get big-box? What are you doing to make that the 
case in Ontario? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Certainly, capital dollars for 
expansion are being directed to the not-for-profit sector. 
Operating dollars, for example; wage enhancements—all 
those dollars are available for child care. 

As I mentioned yesterday, and in fact corrected later 
on in the day, approximately 80% of child care spaces are 
currently in the not-for-profit sector. I also mentioned 
that we have a few non-urban areas where the only pro-
viders are small for-profit centres. These are very, very 
small areas. We don’t want this to be a big-box, commer-
cial undertaking. How do we prevent that? I think the 
market will help to prevent that. Having the support from 
government directed toward the licensed child care 

spaces that we fund or subsidize will be a major factor in 
what thrives in this province and what does not survive, 
where there is no attraction, in this province. Child care 
is not cheap, as you know. 

So to get support from the federal government and the 
provincial government for subsidies and for support for 
lower-income families to be able to afford child care is a 
major advantage, I think, for the not-for-profit sector and 
the small for-profit operators. 

The municipalities are also playing a significant role 
in terms of how they are designating the allocation of 
spaces in their particular areas. The city of Toronto has 
made its position clear. I don’t know what the city of 
Hamilton’s position is off the top of my head, but I 
certainly know that the city of Toronto has declared a 
not-for-profit-only stance. So we believe that that’s 
actually going to be the continued trend. 

Ms. Horwath: So there’s nothing specific that you’re 
doing to ensure that that is the trend. I raise it because I 
think it’s naive to imagine that some of the big-box 
providers from other markets are not keeping an eye on 
the amount of dollars that are flowing in Canada and in 
Ontario to expand our system. Although I understand 
what you’re saying in terms of these other issues, it 
seems to me that unless there is some proactive indicator 
or signal from government—and I think it’s govern-
ment’s responsibility to send those signals out—we are 
actually vulnerable to that kind of situation. So I think 
there are ways that the government can make sure that 
there is not going to be the big-box scenario coming into 
play. 

I’m hoping that you’ll reconsider your hands-off 
approach to that commitment because, although, as you 
say, the city of Toronto may have made that determin-
ation, leaving it up to the CMSMs in a kind of patchwork 
way I don’t think is the appropriate leadership that is 
required in this particular regard. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: The province’s position is 
clear. When we talk about— 

Ms. Horwath: But is it backed up with legislation, 
though? Is it backed up with anything— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: When you talk about dollars 
flowing, our dollars will not flow to capital expansion in 
the for-profit sector. 

Ms. Horwath: Yes, but it will flow to operating 
dollars, Minister, and I don’t think there’s anything that 
would prevent a private company, big-box company from 
deciding they’ll invest those capital dollars, because over 
time they’re going to get funded with the operating 
dollars and therefore they can come to Ontario. Part of 
their investment is the capital, and what they get back for 
that is the operating. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Actually, they won’t have that 
opportunity, because it’s not as though we have an 
infinite flow of dollars. We actually have a finite fund 
and we are working with the municipalities and the 
regional service managers on how that flows. So we do 
have a say in that; we do have a say in the prioritization, 
for example, of subsidies. So when we’re talking about 
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lots of dollars flowing, if we’re talking about government 
dollars, they’re not flowing wherever there may be a 
demand for them. We are managing that very, very 
closely. 

When I speak about the market having play in this, if a 
family sees fit to put their child into a private for-profit 
daycare operation, that’s their prerogative, but you will 
not be finding public dollars flowing in that direction. 
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Ms. Horwath: All right; one last comment, then. The 
pressures that exist right now to spend the 2005-06 
capital pocket of money: It seems to me that it’s often-
times a lot more challenging and a lot more difficult for 
the not-for-profit sector to harness the resources neces-
sary to put together the proposals, including finding the 
land and drawings, all of those kinds of things. In the 
private sector it’s a lot easier to do that kind of work, and 
the ability to make those investments and fund those 
preliminary pieces to any proposal is much easier to 
absorb. So I’m just wondering, as we get close— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Big-box plans will not be 
approved by our government. 

Ms. Horwath: Big-box plans will not be approved. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: They will not be approved as 

part of that allocation of these dollars. They will just not 
be approved. 

Ms. Horwath: Thank you. That’s good to hear. I’m 
pleased about that. 

I don’t know how much time I have left, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The Chair: Four minutes. 
Ms. Horwath: Can I just talk to you a little bit more 

about the spaces? I mentioned that we had some concerns 
about the younger children and we talked about how 
some of those might be coming on-line in fits and starts 
as we roll out the four- and five-year-olds. Again, that’s 
positive. But I’m wondering specifically around the op-
portunity for subsidies and how that system is shaping up 
in terms of the sliding scale and whether there’s anything 
more firm around how that’s going to look. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I think you can look forward 
to an implementation of this parallel, this test oppor-
tunity. What we want to do is to implement a formula in 
a shadow manner in a couple of regions so that we can 
continue to provide the subsidies that work right now 
while we are testing to see how the new formula will 
work. We want to make sure that we do this right. So we 
are very close to being able to start that testing; we’re not 
quite there yet. But then we are hoping that by the spring 
of next year we will actually be able to bring forward the 
new formula for implementation province-wide. 

Ms. Horwath: OK. I know that Mr. O’Toole was say-
ing he didn’t think a $5-a-day type of model would work, 
but I’m wondering if that was ever considered, whether 
that kind of model was considered or in fact whether just 
direct funding was considered as part of this program. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: He was referring to the 
Quebec model, and I seem to think the actual amount is 
$7. 

Ms. Horwath: Yes, it is now. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: There he is—speak of Mr. 

O’Toole. 
I’m also of the understanding that the Quebec govern-

ment is reviewing that now. It’s not sustainable. So if we 
want to make sure that whatever we’re doing is high 
quality, universally available and sustainable, we have to 
make sure we do it right. I think the sliding scale that 
reflects some people having a greater need for support 
than others serves the public good to a greater extent. 

Ms. Horwath: And what about the idea of a model 
that would be just directly funding child care centres, 
period—a j direct funding model, where there are no sub-
sidies or anything like that; just a direct, straight funding 
model? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: When you say direct “fund-
ing,” do you mean free? 

Ms. Horwath: Yes, I mean based in— 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Whatever we do has to be 

affordable and sustainable. I think that is a principle that 
we must adhere to, because otherwise it won’t last. 

Ms. Horwath: In the research that was done in pre-
paring your model or where you’re going with this, what 
is it you found that led you to this model particularly? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Our objective is not to have 
free daycare. Our objective is to have a system of early 
learning and child care that provides a quality and de-
velopmental type of environment for kids. On that basis, 
we want to have this accessible to as many people as 
possible. In some cases what they need to make it 
accessible is just more spaces, and in other cases what 
they need is financial assistance to make it more afford-
able. Those are the principles that are guiding how we are 
defining this program. 

Ms. Horwath: Am I done? 
The Vice-Chair (Mr. John O’Toole): If I may, 

you’re done. I will now recognize the government side. 
Mr. John Milloy (Kitchener Centre): This is the 

first time I’ve had a chance to ask the minister any ques-
tions in this estimates segment. I want to begin by con-
gratulating you, as some of my colleagues have, on your 
appointment. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thank you. 
Mr. Milloy: As Minister of Training, Colleges and 

Universities you were a frequent visitor to my area, 
because we had a number of key stakeholders, including 
two universities and a community college. I want to put 
you on notice: I think you’ll be a frequent visitor to my 
area in your new responsibilities because we have a large 
number of stakeholders who deal with your ministry, 
both directly and indirectly. I just want to report, as I did 
to Minister Bountrogianni when she had the role, that 
they are very enthusiastic about the creation of a new 
ministry and the efforts that have been made to try to 
coordinate children’s services across the board. 

Among the many stakeholders—and I want to ask 
about several of them as time permits—perhaps one of 
the most pressing involves our local children’s treatment 
centre, which goes by the name of KidsAbility. It works, 
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as all treatment centres do, with children with physical, 
developmental and communicative disabilities, and does 
outstanding work in our community. That’s witnessed by 
the many stories that come out about the miracles that, as 
an institution, it works, but also I think by the incredible 
amount of community support that it receives. Just 
several days ago they kicked off their annual fundraising 
campaign. I’ve had the opportunity to attend a number of 
the kickoffs, and they’re jammed with community 
leaders and community supporters. People come forward 
to volunteer their time but also to donate money. 

The problem that our CTC is facing, as of course 
many are across the province, is the issue of waiting lists. 
I have, I’d say almost every few days, a letter or an e-
mail from a parent who is waiting to have their child 
enter a program at KidsAbility, and there is a degree of 
frustration. I also meet with those who administer 
KidsAbility on a fairly regular basis, just to get updates. 
Of course, they too are facing those pressures of the 
waiting lists. 

I’ve been working with them since almost day one, 
and one of the things that I’ve done is encourage them to 
work with other children’s treatment centres across the 
province. They have an association that has gotten 
together and, I believe, gave your ministry a proposal on 
how they might move forward. Admittedly, part of that 
did involve a funding increase, but they also looked at 
how to coordinate some of their services and perform 
more of a hub role. 

My question today about this particular stakeholder, 
KidsAbility, is in two parts: one, your vision as minister 
about these children’s treatment centres—and obviously 
KidsAbility is the most important for me—and then 
second, the issue of lineups and capacity and moving 
forward; how we can work to eliminate them, I guess, or 
to get them down to more manageable levels.  

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: First of all, Mr. Milloy, I think 
it’s very important for everyone to know the real story 
behind all of my visits to your area. It was not just 
because I had universities and a college in the area. You 
know that that’s not the only reason why I came to that 
area. To be really honest, people need to know that you 
are an incredible representative for that area. You work 
very hard and you work the ministers in this government 
really hard to respond to the needs of your community, so 
I have no doubt I’ll be back there time and time again. 
But do you know what? That’s what your constituents 
expect of you, and I’m so happy they have you there.  
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I’m not really comfortable with using this forum to 
talk about specific allocations to specific organizations. I 
know about the importance of MPPs being able to rep-
resent the interests of their constituents, and you do a 
superb job in that area. I’m going to tell you a little bit 
about what I know of KidsAbility, which sounds like a 
really superior centre. I’m also going to speak more, 
perhaps, about children’s treatment centres in general. 

I’ve actually visited one already, and there are 20 of 
them in the province, I think. There is also a new one that 

we have announced funding for recently, and it’s going 
to be a slightly different model compared to most of the 
others. This one will be for the Simcoe and York regions. 
The reason why I say it’s going to be a slightly different 
model is because it’s looking at how it can bring together 
a variety of service providers in the special needs sectors 
to deliver their services in a more effective manner. I 
spoke yesterday about a delegation from Halton region 
telling me that, actually, funding is not their biggest 
issue; their biggest issue is the difficulty that families 
experience navigating the system. I think the model for 
the new children’s treatment centre in the York-Simcoe 
region might actually be very interesting in terms of their 
different approach to bringing service providers together. 

However, last year we announced a 3% increase. I 
think this was the first increase in many years for chil-
dren’s treatment centres. You are right about the wait 
lists, I gather. Now, currently, the 20 centres serve about 
35,000. That’s a large number, yet I know there are 
others they are unable to serve because they don’t have 
enough resources. At the end of June, we announced an 
additional $10 million to address things like specialized 
respite, a range of in-home and community supports, 
residential beds, interdisciplinary assessments, care co-
ordinators and more flexible funding. 

One of the other reasons why I kind of hesitate to talk 
about individual service providers is because my ministry 
has a regional structure which tries to encourage service 
providers within each region to work with that region’s 
office on determining how local needs can be addressed 
and how resources should be spread amongst this myriad 
of local service providers. KidsAbility, however, did 
receive that 3% base increase. That increase was part of a 
$1.6 million province-wide increase in 2004-05. There 
are other areas in which they have received support. For 
example, this year our government is investing $31.4 
million in preschool speech and language therapy. That 
includes a budget increase of $4.7 million as part of Best 
Start. KidsAbility will share in about $855,000—that’s 
their share of that fund. 

They also are one of the IBI service providers in that 
region. They’re a regional service provider, as in each 
region has a regional service provider, and their regional 
service provider is a centre called Erinoak. Erinoak looks 
at how the funding is allocated for their particular region. 
That’s part of the central-west region. Central-west also 
received $2 million of that $10 million that was an-
nounced recently to hire more therapists for the IBI pro-
gram. The additional therapists have been truly beneficial 
to the system, the additional 110 therapists that we talked 
about yesterday who have helped to provide support to 
39% more kids with autism. 

Just this past week, we actually announced additional 
autism dollars to the service providers, so this year’s allo-
cation will be 2.5 million in additional dollars, which will 
annualize to $5 million in 2006-07. The central-west 
region, where KidsAbility would reside, will receive an 
additional $500,000 this year, growing to $1 million next 
year. That’s intended to address getting more kids off 
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that wait list for services. I don’t know what Kids-
Ability’s share of that funding will be, but KidsAbility, 
as you said, has launched their campaign recently. They 
have a lot of friends, and a lot of them know my address, 
because I have been hearing from a number of them. 
They have also written to the Minister of Finance and 
others. They are very fortunate to have a representative 
like you. Sometimes I get letters from you, Mr. Milloy, 
that are longer than the letters that the stakeholders wrote 
to you, which demonstrates that you do a lot of work 
investigating these situations. I appreciate that. 

In all these types of situations, we are striving to do 
the very, very best we can. I wish money was not so 
often an issue, because obviously our funds are finite. 
But if it were for the sake of the advocacy that’s done for 
your region, I think other regions would be in a lot of 
trouble, because you do such a good job. Anyway, Kids-
Ability is a great facility, providing rehabilitative and 
even residential-type support. We’re very grateful for 
their work and their commitment, and you’re right in 
supporting them. 

Mr. Milloy: Do I have more time? 
The Vice-Chair: Certainly. You have a couple of 

minutes left. 
Mr. Milloy: Thank you very much, Minister, and I 

look forward to continuing to work with you on 
KidsAbility. 

The Vice-Chair: The personal dialogues—maybe we 
should be focusing the questions so that— 

Mr. Milloy: I’m sorry? 
The Vice-Chair: Personal comments are—maybe you 

should focus on questions as opposed to flattery. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Mr. O’Toole. 
Mr. Milloy: Mr. Chair, that was a fine ruling, which 

obviously demonstrates your experience in being a Chair. 
I’m going to switch to another stakeholder and talk 

about our local children’s aid society. Again, it’s an 
organization that has demonstrated a tremendous amount 
of local community support. I received just yesterday a 
leaflet for their upcoming Christmas fundraising cam-
paign, which is always a huge undertaking in our com-
munity. There are all sorts of business and individual 
donations and support and lots of media attention. 
They’re an organization—family and children’s services 
is what it goes by in our community—that is doing a lot 
of good, but of course, as you know, the problem with 
our children’s aid societies is that they’ve gone through 
this system of, it seems, annual deficits and funding 
problems. At the same time, I know that your predecessor 
started to look at children’s aid societies and how they 
could deal with some of the issues surrounding funding 
so that it was on a much more stable basis. I had a chance 
to ask the minister last year about it. I’m going to ask 
you: Where are we in terms of the evolution of our 
children’s aid societies? 
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Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thank you. We are actually, 
right now, in the throes of discussing their budgets and 
our transformation priorities and how we would like to 

see them progress. They do good work. They do very 
important work. They’re serving somewhere between 
18,000 and 19,000 kids whom I would be concerned if 
they weren’t serving, if you like. 

We have emphasized that the safety of these kids will 
remain paramount as we, for example, move toward 
more permanent solutions for these kids. I mentioned 
yesterday that the average length of stay for a child in 
foster care is 22 months. It’s not a very long time. Over 
2003-04 and 2004-05—recent numbers that I have on 
adoption suggest that even though we’re talking about 
18,000 to 19,000 kids in the care of children’s aid 
societies, we saw something like 880 adoptions. I’d like 
to see more of that. I’d actually like to see fewer kids 
needing some of the kinds of care that we’re seeing in the 
child welfare system. We are working with them toward 
the sharing of best practices, a common information 
system wherever possible. 

I think it’s also important to know that we have added 
$100 million this year to their budgets, so they’re in the 
$1.2-billion annual budget range. I think that we will 
continue to work with our children’s aid societies in 
terms of the transformation agenda because they are key 
service providers, key partners, in the provision of care in 
the child welfare system. There are 53 of them around the 
province, including a few that are religious-based and 
aboriginal-community-based. They are integral to the 
child welfare system. But we may not have all the dollars 
that they would like us to spend based on how they 
function now. We need to take them to another level with 
us as we transform the child welfare sector. 

The Acting Chair (Ms. Andrea Horwath): Mr. 
Milloy, you have about two minutes—maybe not quite. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Can I— 
Mr. Milloy: Sorry; I was just going to ask a follow-up 

on the children’s aid— 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Go ahead. 
Mr. Milloy: But you wanted to add something there. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I was actually going to ask if 

you’d let me spend some time on the aboriginal youth 
justice question that Mr. Berardinetti had asked. 

Mr. Milloy: Why don’t I then, with two minutes 
left—my colleague here didn’t have a chance to have a 
response to that, on the aboriginal angle on youth justice 
issues, just to bring people up to speed. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thank you very much for 
being so considerate. I need more than two minutes. 
However, one of the programs that’s really quite exciting 
that begins this year is a program called Akwe. It’s 
directed more toward aboriginal youth who are in urban 
centres, but in 2005-06 the total annual funding identified 
for that program is $2.05 million, which includes 
$500,000 from our youth justice division of the Ministry 
of Children and Youth Services. They’re also receiving 
some of that money from the Ministry of Natural Resour-
ces, the Attorney General’s ministry, the Ministry of 
Health and Long-Term Care and the Ministry of Citizen-
ship. It’s an exciting community-based kind of proposal. 

Other aboriginal services that we have: aboriginal 
child care; an aboriginal stream for the Early Years chal-
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lenge fund; an aboriginal Healthy Babies, Healthy Chil-
dren program; and a child nutrition program. We have 
supports specific to aboriginal child welfare, and we do 
some of that in conjunction with the federal government. 
We certainly focus in on their very, very critical needs. 

The Acting Chair: That’s great. Thanks, Minister. 
I’m now going to move to Mr. O’Toole. I’ll just let you 
know that we’re moving to 15-minute segments to take 
us to the lunch hour, after which we’ll break for lunch for 
half an hour. 

Mr. O’Toole: A couple of things. I’ve had time to 
look at a couple of the reports provided this morning, and 
I compliment the ministry on the autism update on pro-
grams and the number of children— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: There’s flattery. 
Mr. O’Toole: It’s very, very good. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thank you. 
Mr. O’Toole: Mine is actually genuine. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Oh, Mr. O’Toole. It’s appre-

ciated. Thank you very much. 
Mr. O’Toole: We did the same thing. I think you’re a 

wonderful minister, and that’s on the record. 
I do appreciate the questions about the children’s treat-

ment centre and am very encouraged to see that you see 
that the regional model in Simcoe-York might be a little 
bit more innovative in terms of what you’ve identified 
earlier as navigating the system. It presents challenges, 
often to young families that are looking to find how they 
access services. Anything you can do to help constitu-
ency office staff—some orientation there would probably 
be helpful through the regional offices, because quite 
often, if we can be helpful—we could be part of the delay 
itself. People, first of all, don’t know who to call. They 
often call, if they’re comfortable. Having a good rep-
resentative member and the staff in those offices, we can 
be helpful to direct them, if not to a Web site, then 
certainly we can provide the information if it’s on some 
information Web site. 

I think it’s extremely important. In fact, you’re doing 
very much the same thing as the local health integration 
networks. Everyone will have a view on how to integrate 
those things and who the decision-makers actually are. 
But if you look at all of the programs from birth to six, 
and from there to 18, there’s a whole need to look at 
regional coordination. I’m not trying to be smart here, 
except to identify that what you’ve said: Navigating the 
system creates challenges. 

The specific question might be, has any thought been 
given to—birth to the grave in life and services is what 
we’re looking at here, whether it’s your ministry, the 
Ministry of Health— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Sorry, I missed that—any 
thought given to? 

Mr. O’Toole: Integration of services, meaning that 
when you segment this delivery stream—you’ve taken 
great pains, our government as well as yours, with the 
early identification issue, assessment of new births, of 
children at risk. They should get a little map right at that 
point to sort of integrate them, if they’ve got a lifelong 

condition that’s going to affect the child and the family. 
Why aren’t they integrated into the whole LIHN model? 

You’re right. There is a range of service providers like 
the CCACs or the access centres for community support. 
Those integrations are extremely important, and the more 
seamless, the better. If you’ve got case management 
systems that aren’t communicating—and they’ll have to 
develop these case management systems right down at 
the delivery level. We want seamlessness in the systems 
themselves. Has any thought been given to that? 
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Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Absolutely. It’s a very wise 
idea, and it does speak to the concept of focusing on the 
client: the child, the youth and their families. 

Yesterday I mentioned that we have brought these 
pieces—and there’s still more to come—from other 
ministries to create this Ministry of Children and Youth 
Services. But there is a very, very important next step as 
part of this work, and that is to make sure that we 
integrate services to the point where we can truly say that 
a child whom we first met in Best Start or child welfare 
or mental health services is actually recognizable 
throughout the system. That’s one of the ways in which 
we will be able to do more prevention and early 
interventions. Quite frankly, if we had that right now, 
even in some of the individual sectors such as mental 
health or special needs, we probably would have more 
meaningful-looking wait lists. So we’re working on a 
wait management strategy that would better reflect what 
the needs are out there. We know, for example, that if a 
family goes to one service provider and they’re not able 
to get the services they need right away, they may go to 
several other service providers, which means that they’re 
going to end up on several wait lists, which means we 
don’t have an integrated service delivery mechanism 
even in that one particular area of service, not to mention 
across the system. 

You mentioned the LIHN model, so you might be 
interested to know that we are in fact looking at the 
community care access centres and how we can—when I 
say “we,” I mean all government; it’s certainly not mine 
to lead. This is an initiative of the Ministry of Health and 
Long-Term Care, but we are one of the parties to that 
work and we’re looking at how the community care 
access centres can better align with the LIHNs and better 
align with the navigation and delivery of services pro-
vided for our children and youth through the Ministry of 
Children and Youth Services. So yes, you are on track in 
terms of what our thinking is. 

I also appreciate your suggestion with regard to orien-
tation of constituency offices on the services we provide 
and how to access the services we provide. I think we’ll 
take that forward to our communications people in the 
ministry and see how we can do that more effectively. I 
seem to remember Ms. Horwath talking about that 
yesterday in relation to the screening—remember?—and 
some of the cultural concerns that we may need to 
overcome. While our screening is not mandatory, if more 
parents choose to accept the opportunity, it will be a 
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more successful program. So I do believe that there are 
opportunities to communicate—and communicate and 
communicate. It’s amazing how many times I find that I 
can say something publicly and still find that there are 
people who don’t know anything at all about it. Of 
course, if our constituents don’t know, then they don’t 
have the ability to take advantage of us. 

Mr. O’Toole: That’s a very astute observation in 
terms of the whole waiting list, whether it’s for long-term 
care or—you know, they all have these waiting lists. 
Sometimes, whether it’s housing or whatever, they’re on 
probably every list they can think of. The person or the 
family needing the services probably is on every list they 
can get their name on, and quite often it makes it difficult 
to interpret the statistics of either waiting for assessment 
or waiting for treatment or waiting for a house or waiting 
for a bed or whatever. 

I think the coordination and technology today, whether 
it’s Smart Systems for Health or all this stuff—there’s a 
fair amount of infrastructure that’s being built and needs 
to be built efficiently. Whether it’s Management Board or 
the infrastructure ministry that really looks at this to 
make sure that the platforms as well as the management 
tools that are being used, both in assessment and 
prioritizing service delivery, are not based purely on how 
long you’ve been on the list, but on the severity of the 
issue. 

I’ve found that myself, in that sometimes the insur-
ance planner in long-term care is in the same boat. I 
should be able to call the CCAC—in our case, it’s 
Durham Access to Care—and then find out if there is 
duplication of services. I find that quite interesting; I 
really do. I don’t think the CCACs are fully integrated 
yet in terms of community service. There are several 
service providers that aren’t really linked into that, and 
often, it’s contract issues that make that seamless transi-
tion difficult, because you have contract service pro-
viders that don’t belong to certain organizations. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Approximately 70% are trans-
fer payment service providers. 

Mr. O’Toole: I guess the NDP had a model similar to 
the one—when we transferred money from long-term 
stays in hospitals to the community, it looked like we 
were cutting health care budgets. In fact, health care was 
going up $10 billion over our term, and a lot of it went to 
the CCACs. I think the next step, of course, was whether 
or not you go with the regional model, which is what the 
LIHN is, really. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: The Minister of Health is 
going to be really thrilled to hear that you like that, be-
cause that’s what he’s thinking, too. 

Mr. O’Toole: The legislation is due, I guess, this 
session. They’re going to have legislation on the model. 

I’m just going to change a little bit, but I am staying 
on the autism, where you’re making progress. A couple 
of quick questions: What is the estimated cost of an 
assessment for a child and determinant of their—a lot of 
times, parents have already had some testing at some 
centre. What’s the actual cost of an assessment? You see, 

30% are kind of rejected or not seen to be needing the 
service for each year. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I’m going to have the ADM, 
Trinela Cane, whom you met yesterday, come forward. 

I want to start this discussion by ensuring that we 
understand that what we are talking about here is autism 
spectrum disorder. So what we are talking about are 
different levels of care, different types of interventions, 
and our commitment to this continuum of services that 
more accurately matches the continuum of need, hence 
the need for this consistent assessment process to deter-
mine the appropriate services. 

Ms. Trinela Cane: Thank you very much, Minister, 
and thank you for the question. The answer to the ques-
tion is not currently available to the ministry. I’d like to 
highlight, just in terms of the available data, that you will 
have in your package a very comprehensive review of 
statistics that we now prepare quarterly around, as you 
noted, Mr. O’Toole, waiting lists and a whole variety of 
other things. This actually represents a fairly significant 
effort on our part through our regional offices with our 
regional providers to actually provide that information on 
a very timely basis, and that is going to continue. 

As we appeared last time before the standing com-
mittee on public accounts, it was noted that the ministry 
has some serious gaps related to data and data manage-
ment in this program. This set of charts that you have in 
front of you goes some distance toward improving our 
information systems in that area, and that work will 
continue. Another piece of that is that, in terms of costs 
related to the autism program, we were not, as noted by 
the Auditor General, in a very good position to articulate 
specific cost elements and cost components in our 
program, which perhaps is a bit of a long-winded way of 
getting back to your question. 

As we are looking at our various service components, 
we’ve undertaken a fairly major activity-based costing 
exercise, following our last appearance, as I said, at 
public accounts. We are looking at the individual ele-
ments of our service, including assessment. We have 
done some work with three of our larger service pro-
viders, not only to go back and look at the data from a 
much earlier year—we’re looking at 2003-04—in the 
areas of the various components of service: assessment, 
supports to parents, the cost of IBI and dollars related to 
per-service hour costs. All of that has been analyzed for 
the 2003-04 year with our service providers that I men-
tioned. 
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Our project is not completed. Activity-based costing is 
very significant and in-depth, and what we are now 
moving to do is to extend our sample to our nine service 
providers to identify the cost elements, including those 
related to assessment. So at this time we don’t have that 
information, Mr. O’Toole. 

Mr. O’Toole: I get the “no answer” on that and I 
understand, but I think it’s about $3,000 to $5,000; that’s 
the number I’ve heard. But I could be wrong. I’ve heard 
it, so I’m going to use it. 
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The last thing I want to get on the record—because my 
time has run out—is, didn’t you look at options for per-
sons needing long-term support on drugs? They have the 
seniors’ drug program as well as the ODSP and the 
Trillium plan. There’s a plan that’s sort of income-tested 
under Trillium, but it’s for pills and stuff. I’m often 
wondering why some of these treatments that aren’t 
drug-related but are therapy-related aren’t handed out the 
same way. Under the Trillium drug plan, you spend the 
first amount of money and the rest is covered by the 
government. 

When you look at this individualized funding, I see 
that the direct-funding model is increased by 42%, which 
is a good indication that there is a more direct role with 
the family and the arrangement of care and their life-
style—shift work and various things—when it’s con-
venient for the family and the individuals. 

Therapy, not just drugs—I think that therapy is far 
more valuable than drugs in many cases, especially chil-
dren with behaviour issues and some of the information 
you get on that. Is there any thought given to looking at 
something like a Trillium plan for persons accessing 
direct services like therapies for autism? 

The Acting Chair: Perhaps the minister can answer 
that next time, because we only have a few minutes left 
before our lunch break. 

Mr. O’Toole: I’ll just leave that on the books as a 
question. 

The Vice-Chair: The Chair recognizes the third party. 
Ms. Horwath: Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I 

wanted to follow up, if I can, really briefly on the subsidy 
model and just ask: Is there any chance that we can get a 
copy of the draft model that’s going out to shadow the 
existing system and an idea of which pilot communities 
that draft model is being piloted in? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: We are still working on the 
model, so as soon we have what we are going to be 
testing, that will be available. 

In terms of the communities, we have been working 
with communities that have been able to provide us with 
the kind of detail that we need. Different communities 
have different information systems. Toronto and York 
have been able to provide us with a fair amount of detail 
on their current subsidies and their current desires, if you 
like—their wish list and their wait list and the kinds of 
demographics that their particular regions experience in 
terms of the child care environment. Those two regions 
are good candidates if you’re going to shadow, because 
you need to have a control group so that you can compare 
what you are— 

Ms. Horwath: So it’s Toronto and York so far? 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: That’s what we have so far. 
Ms. Horwath: That’s fair. 
I wanted to ask about the Best Start pilots. You had 

talked about them a little bit in your opening remarks. 
I’m just wondering, in the general sense, have you 
learned any initial lessons in terms of the rollout? 

If you don’t mind, I’m going to be really blunt about 
what my concerns are as a pilot community, because I 

think it’s important to get this issue out in the public 
realm or at least on the record. I think that it’s an im-
portant one. It’s around the QUAD principles that the 
system is based on and how we’re going to ensure that 
those principles actually show up in the final product as 
we go through the pilot development process in the pilot 
communities. Particularly, I think about the issues of 
universality and accountability. 

I raise that because the pilot communities were 
chosen, in my estimation, specifically because each of 
those communities—and I think the minister mentioned 
that in her remarks—have characteristics that are import-
ant and that will help us learn in terms of how to roll out 
across the province. But considering that that’s the case, 
I’m wondering what kind of assurances are being put in 
place to make sure that not only the local planning 
groups that are working on the details but also the pro-
grams themselves are going to be fully accessible in 
terms of socio-economic demographics, in terms of ethno 
cultural and religious demographics. How are you, as a 
ministry, making sure that’s being built in within the 
pilot system, and then how are we making sure that on-
the-ground delivery is going to be able to have those 
principles reflected? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I’m going to ask you to allow 
me to have the executive director of the program speak 
about what she has seen from the demonstration sites. 

Ms. Horwath: Sure. And if you don’t mind, it would 
be helpful if there were any written guidelines or any 
specific written directives that indicate that these pieces 
need to be in place. 

Ms. Livingstone: We actually have quite extensive 
guidelines for all of the communities participating in Best 
Start, for what we call our phase one communities, which 
is the entire province participating in the expansion of 
child care. In addition to that, we have quite detailed 
implementation planning guidelines for our demon-
stration communities, and we can readily provide those to 
you.  

In those guidelines, we are explicit in asking commun-
ities in their Best Start networks to identify in their plan 
how they’re meeting the needs of their local commun-
ities: We ask them to identify the data sources that 
they’re using to understand the demographics for those 
communities that have the opportunity of the early 
development instrument data; we’re asking them to tell 
us how that’s influencing their recommendations around 
their plan. In addition to that, we’re asking them to be 
explicit about how they’re meeting the unique needs of 
their community—in particular, how they’re meeting the 
needs of francophone communities, aboriginal commun-
ities and children with special needs, so that we can 
understand and see in the plan how that’s going to play 
out. For example, in the demonstration community, how 
are those children going to access the Best Start hubs that 
each of these communities are planning for?  

That’s the planning framework. Those plans for the 
demonstration communities are due into the ministry at 
the end of October. I can tell you that these three com-
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munities—I’ve met with all of them. As recently as last 
week, I was up in New Liskeard. These communities feel 
they’ve had a tremendous opportunity, and the enthus-
iasm and willingness around the tables is quite some-
thing. They’re meeting weekly, all day long, to try and 
meet our deadlines and really to try and make it meaning-
ful, because they feel they’ve been given a tremendous 
opportunity to do something good for their communities, 
so there’s an awful lot of goodwill around the table. In 
addition to that, I would be remiss if I didn’t highlight 
that another important part about Best Start is engage-
ment with parents. It’s an explicit requirement in our 
guidelines, not just for the demonstration communities, 
but also for our phase one communities. The Best Start 
networks have to tell us how they’re doing that. We want 
to hear the parent voice so that those plans ultimately 
reflect what parents in the community would like to see 
happen.  

That’s the planning framework. The accountability 
framework then comes with—in addition to what and 
where the things are going to be, they need to highlight 
who’s going to do what in each of those plans; who’s 
responsible for the delivery of what component. The 
ministry will then use our accountability mechanisms, 
like our service contracts and budget process, to make 
sure that what’s said in those plans actually plays out on 
the ground. We’re working in partnership with our other 
ministries around this because one of the other major 
differences about Best Start is that this is a strategy that 
brings together services that have not traditionally 
planned together—like education, social services and 
health—coming together under one. So we’re having to 
work with our partner ministries around the account-
ability aspect as well. 
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Ms. Horwath: That sounds very good. There are a 
couple of questions I have around that, though. In my 
mind, there’s a difference between identifying through 
data and demographic data that these various realities 
exist in the demonstration communities, if you prefer that 
word—there’s a difference between actually being able 
to write down, “Yes, we acknowledge these groups 
exist,” and so therefore that’s acknowledged and that’s 
put in as an underlying reality of the community; it’s 
quite a different thing to purposefully and in a concerted 
way ensure that those community’s needs are being ad-
dressed. I raise it because I just fear that the same thing is 
going to happen that has happened so many other times, 
when you don’t have all the voices around the table. 

Honestly, I know that there are a lot of great people 
working right now in communities, and I certainly don’t 
want to say that I don’t respect them in great ways, 
because I do, and I know they’re working very hard. But 
I also recognize that a lot of these pilot communities 
were based on existing networks and networks were 
added into the existing Early Years groups, about which, 
again—and I’m going to be really blunt about it—I’ve 
heard criticisms, from our community particularly, that 
they didn’t reflect the community they were serving. And 

so if you have a group of people planning, who will 
acknowledge in writing that there are demographic chal-
lenges but then don’t have those voices at the table to 
really dialogue about how these issues are going to be 
addressed—then we say the accountability piece is 
making sure the parent voice is being brought up. But 
then the issue becomes, the parents who are usually most 
able, most willing, most literate, have the most time on 
their hands, are more, let’s just say, socio-economically 
situated to be able to respond and have a voice, and are 
the very ones who again don’t necessarily reflect the 
demographic that we would hope would be served in 
really important ways through Best Start. 

I don’t know if you’re getting where I’m coming from 
in terms of these concerns, but I really feel that there’s an 
important piece. I know the written guidelines exist, 
because we actually met, and I’ve got a copy of those. 
But I’m still not satisfied. I still need to be reassured that 
those very difficult things are actually going to be made 
into a reality. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I’d like Lynne to talk about 
how the pilots are engaging local communities and local 
stakeholders. 

Ms. Livingstone: You’ll know, if you’ve had a 
chance to go through our guidelines, that we’re also quite 
explicit about the great number of partners that need to 
come around the local tables. It’s an expectation. In order 
to make that happen and feel some assurance on our 
level, we’ve actually asked to see the terms of reference 
and network membership for each of the local Best Start 
networks so we can have some assurance that the folks 
that need to be around the table are. It looks different in 
each community. We haven’t told communities how they 
have to do that; this is a community-driven model. What 
we’ve said is, “Show us how you’re engaging those folks 
and how those partnerships are working.” I know for a 
fact that in Hamilton they have a committee of over 50 
stakeholders who are participating in that in an effort to 
be as inclusive as possible. Will they miss someone? I 
don’t know, but certainly they’re taking great pains to be 
as inclusive as possible. 

One of the things that we’re really wanting to under-
stand through our demonstration communities is what the 
best vehicles are to engage the parents in a meaningful 
way—exactly to your point. We know that there are the 
traditional means of inviting parents to participate at 
forums, having focus groups, those kinds of things, but 
we also know that that doesn’t always get to the direct 
parent voice. We’re asking the demonstration com-
munities to be innovative on that front: Go to where the 
parents are, show us the way on some of those strategies 
so the rest of the province can benefit from their 
experience on how they’re going to do that. I know that 
each of the three communities is using a variety of 
different approaches to try and get that real parent voice. 
We’re fortunate in Ontario that we now have other mech-
anisms to get the young parent voice, because we have 
Ontario early years centres and those kinds of places to 
go to where those parents are and hear what they have to 
say. 
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Ms. Horwath: How much time do I have, Mr. Chair? 
The Vice-Chair: You have one minute left. 
Ms. Horwath: OK. If I can just make a comment 

rather than a question in that last minute or so that I have, 
I think it’s really incumbent upon the government, in 
terms of creating this new system, that we think not only 
of the parent voice, the real parent voice, but the diversity 
of parents’ voices that need to be heard to ensure that this 
service is meeting all of the children’s needs in the com-
munity. I think if we don’t do that, we are not going to be 
successful in reaching our QUAD principles. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I’ll just give you a quick 
flag on where I’m going to go next. 

I just wanted to know whether you have any hard 
figures on the college of early childhood educators, when 
that’s happening and whether you have some dollar 
figures on how much is going to be allocated to that 
effort. 

The Vice-Chair: Very briefly, please. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: We actually have a panel 

that’s working on the college of early childhood edu-
cators file. There are consultations that are about to start 
this fall. There’s a working group in place looking at this, 
and the objective is for them to recommend a conceptual 
model for us. We are expecting that we will have the 
benefit of those submissions over the next few months 
and that we will be able to start work very shortly after 
that on that submission. 

The Vice-Chair: Thank you very much for that. 
Research has asked me to make sure that you provide the 
Best Start guidelines to the committee so that they can 
file it with the record here today. 

With that, we change now to the government side. The 
Chair recognizes Mr. McNeely. 

Mr. Phil McNeely (Ottawa–Orléans): Thank you, 
Chair, and thank you, Minister. I wish as well to add my 
words of congratulations to you. It’s great to see a very 
caring minister in charge of child and youth services. 

The first question I have would be a follow-up to the 
one on children’s aid societies that John Milloy asked. I 
would also like to say that I would like a five-minute 
warning so that we can switch to Mr. Flynn for the last 
five minutes. 

I read the report on the children’s aid societies some 
18 months ago. I happened to be back in my Ottawa 
office. But I got some appreciation of the challenges, the 
costs—$40,000 per child almost—the deficits, the 
pressures that are there. 

I met shortly afterwards with a family law lawyer 
from Orléans, and I asked her what the single most 
important step would be to keep kids out of the CAS. 
Right away she said, “Provide for more open adoption.” 
As you know and as we know, what’s happening in many 
cases with young single mothers is that they can’t face 
the finality of giving up a child. She knew then that 
agreements were being made—I’m not saying that she 
was making up the agreements, and I’m not sure what the 
law was on it—that were providing then for more open 
adoption. 

With Bill 210 coming through, this is, I think, the 
direction our government is going. I’m glad to see today 
in one of the documents, “Voluntary openness in adop-
tion is already common in private adoption and with a 
growing number of children’s aid society adoptions in 
Ontario.” 

That was the information we got from you this 
morning. What are not all CASs giving more children a 
chance by adopting a more open adoptions policy? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thank you very much for that 
question. There is no question that we are going to be 
encouraging more of that. I mentioned yesterday that 
some children’s aid societies just have not given adoption 
the focus that they need to give it. In reviewing budgets 
and transformation etc. of the child welfare system, what 
we are committed to is ensuring that the very best oppor-
tunities are provided for our kids. That permanence 
opportunity is very, very important. 

This may sound kind of frivolous, but when I looked 
at the 22-month average for the length of stay for chil-
dren in a foster home, I thought, this sounds like a 
cabinet shuffle type of time frame—and what it did to my 
summer, having to get up to speed on a brand new file. 
So can you imagine what sort of adjustment types of 
challenges our kids must go through when they’re moved 
around? They start out being in that system because they 
need help to start with, and then some of what’s happen-
ing with them is probably just not ideal for them. So we 
are determined, on Bill 210, to make adoption easier. 
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But we have a particular focus, and our focus is the 
family setting: kinship, relatives and communities that 
these children will be more familiar with. We also re-
spect the challenges that some birth parents may have in 
terms of their own personal challenges and personal 
issues, and we will respect those. But ultimately, as I said 
earlier on, in this ministry, it’s children and youth that we 
care about and how we can support their families. So I’m 
looking forward to Bill 210’s safe, secure and timely 
passage so that we can do more for kids more easily in 
the adoption area. But certainly, with the work that’s go-
ing on right now in reviewing their budgets, my ministry 
officials are working on the kinds of outcomes that we 
are trying to encourage and how we can support those 
types of outcomes in terms of the measures of success 
that we define for our societies. 

Mr. McNeely: Thank you. The second question is on 
mental health. One of the things that groups told me was 
that a lot of the mental health dollars were being spent in 
institutions rather than in the community. I think about 
10 years ago there was a trend to go from 70% institu-
tional to 30% institutional and have the rest in commun-
ities, and Ottawa has lagged behind the rest of the 
province in that. That’s what the groups told me, and I 
think that this is true. 

But I was very pleased to make announcements. I was 
the caucus member from Ottawa that made announce-
ments in my riding for several initiatives. One of them is 
a centre for excellence for mental health at CHEO, which 
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is very important to us. It is a group, I think, that is 
looking to try to have the holistic approach to mental 
health care that we really need. 

Parents have come to me as well—one in particular. 
She was a nurse and her husband was a doctor. Somehow 
they missed the signs with their child, and the first time 
they used the system was for an acute care bed at the 
children’s hospital for a youth that had anorexia. So it’s 
very important that we see the dollars getting out to 
communities, and I think that that’s the case with our 
community as well. I just want to know, is this going to 
be a continuing trend with your ministry? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Yes. I think it’s really import-
ant to recognize that our communities know what they 
need. CHEO, of course, is wonderful, and that’s a long-
term view on life. The research work is really important, 
and other hospitals, of course, like Sick Kids in Toronto, 
are working in partnership with CHEO, but CHEO is 
really the centre of excellence for youth mental health for 
Ontario. We are providing $5.9 million for that program 
this year. 

You talked about other community supports. In other 
words, before we would get to acute care, what can we 
do for our kids? I’m pleased to tell you that there are 
three exciting programs. You know about these, cer-
tainly, because I’m sure that you’re familiar with these 
announcements that you mentioned. 

Communities That Care works to address the risk 
factors for children and youth in the community by 
bringing community partners together to offer mentoring 
and work-school programs and extracurricular activities. 
It’s funny; it sounds much like what Mr. Berardinetti and 
I are supporting and advocating for kids in Scarborough. 
So I’m really glad that this is happening in Ottawa at the 
Crossroads Children’s Centre, which serves children up 
to the age of 12 and their families who are having chal-
lenges functioning in the home, school and community 
environments due to behavioural or emotional-type chal-
lenges. There is in-home intensive support involved in 
that program. Then there is St. Mary’s Home, an early 
intervention program fostering healthy attachments be-
tween babies and their young teen parents. We support 
that program as well. This is all part of our investment of 
about $462 million in mental health programs, including 
that increase that I talked about, the $25-million going up 
to $38-million increase for retention and recruitment of 
mental health workers, as well as the addition of about 
113 new programs and the expansion of about 96 existing 
programs. So there’s a lot of activity in the mental health 
circle, and I’m glad that Ottawa is enjoying some of that 
work. 

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. McNeely. 
I’d like to recognize Mr. Flynn now. 
Mr. Kevin Daniel Flynn (Oakville): Thank you, 

Chair. 
Let me extend my congratulations and those of my 

colleagues, Minister, on your appointment. You’ll do a 
wonderful job. 

You’ll know I have a strong personal interest in the 
issue of autism. I realize that some questions have been 

asked and, unfortunately, I wasn’t here to hear some of 
the answers. So if I’m repeating some of the questions, 
please be patient. 

The Autism Society in Halton is a very unique group 
of individuals that I’ve come to know, and they have 
been able to explain to me how it feels to deal with 
autism on a daily basis. They’re a co-operative group; 
we’ve had some very good meetings with them—I have, 
certainly. They’ve raised things like IBI treatment, aging 
out, funding education in autism and behavioural science, 
for example. Special assistance grants for therapists is an 
issue they’ve raised with me. As a group, they go out 
every year and raise funds themselves for research. 
They’re a very active chapter. It’s a very challenging 
issue for all governments; I understand that. There seems 
to be an increasing identification of autism in our society 
these days, so it’s an increasing problem that needs to be 
dealt with. 

In the short time remaining for the government side, 
could you give me some sort of a summary as to what 
type of progress we’ve been able to make over the past 
year and what sort of progress you anticipate we’ll be 
able to make in the upcoming year? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: We are making progress, and 
we will continue to work hard at doing more, because 
there is a lot to be done. As you say, the numbers seem to 
be growing. But one thing I should mention to you is that 
one source of that growth, in terms of children waiting to 
be assessed and/or provided with therapy, can be attribu-
ted to the fact that we are not aging out kids. In response 
to a query yesterday, we brought in guidelines that have 
been distributed to all the regional service providers, 
telling them that their direction is to assess all kids in a 
consistent fashion to determine what kind of care they 
need on this continuum of services for autism spectrum 
disorder. 

As a government we have invested an additional $24.5 
million in 2004-05 to expand services for children with 
autism. We have subsequently announced other addi-
tional dollars, including the very recent $5-million an-
nouncement that I made reference to earlier on. 

We are making progress. We are in fact providing 
therapy for 39% more children, as of June of this year, 
than we were doing in April 2004. Prior to removing the 
age factor, we had actually reduced the waiting list for 
assessment by 79% as of the end of June, and that was 
since April 2004. 
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I spoke yesterday about what I consider to be really 
exciting work in terms of building capacity. This month 
we have started a new college-level program on autism 
and behavioural services that involves nine colleges all 
around Ontario. One of the things we have to remember 
is that these services are needed everywhere in the prov-
ince. This was something I actually worked on with my 
predecessor, Minister Bountrogianni, while I was Min-
ister of Training, Colleges and Universities, to establish 
this program in colleges around the province. There are 
about 100 students enrolled in this program now. It’s a 
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two-semester program, so the first cohort will graduate in 
the spring of 2006. By 2008, we expect to have 200 
students in that program: two semesters, full-time, part-
time, on-line opportunities, two field placements, 12 
courses. These individuals will qualify to apply for posi-
tions as instructor-therapists who work one on one with 
the kids who need this kind of care. Right now, we have 
about 537 instructor-therapists in the system. So just 
think, we’re talking about in the spring, just from that 
source, probably a 15% increase in the number of 
instructor-therapists, and then doubling up on that cohort 
in subsequent years from graduates from that new 
program. 

So we’re doing a lot of things on a short-term basis, 
but we are also thinking longer term from the perspective 
of the need to build capacity. I encourage you to help me 
get the message out that we have distributed updated 
guidelines that say that age is not to be a factor in apply-
ing the guidelines that previously existed. 

Mr. Flynn: So the old age of six simply does not exist 
any more? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: We have sent out those guide-
lines to our regional service providers and there are 
copies here for this committee. 

The Chair: I’m going to recognize Mr. O’Toole and 
then Ms. Horwath. Then at approximately 25 after, I’m 
going to ask the minister to do her wrap-up statement, if 
she so chooses, and then I’ll walk through the estimates. 
If I have concurrence from the committee, I will proceed. 
Agreed? Mr. O’Toole. 

Mr. O’Toole: Thank you very much, Minister. I’ve 
certainly enjoyed the candidness of these estimates dis-
cussions and the response to the questions that have been 
tabled. 

I have two questions—basically one, and the related is 
the question I had asked and you had provided responses 
to, specifically on the CAS, the cost. It’s my under-
standing that there are about 19,000 children or some-
thing in that— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: In care? 
Mr. O’Toole: Yes, and it’s roughly around $39,000 

per child in the report that I’ve been given this morning. I 
gather that’s what it costs, and that’s interesting. Again, 
on top of that, is the aspect of the legal costs. That’s 
actually part of the cost. Usually those costs, according to 
what you’ve put in your report here, reflect in the 
Ministry of the Attorney General under salary and 
benefits, and they’re shown here as services, almost like 
a service provider, I gather. I am certain the $64 million 
for legal services is basically dealing with more issues 
than just these 19,000 children in those cases, but those 
are large amounts of money. 

The second question is—you’ll see how they’re 
related—deals with the point that Mr. McNeely raised, 
which is the open adoption process and the fact that—I’d 
probably support that. If there’s a family member—you 
and I mentioned off the record yesterday a particular case 
that’s in the media. It’s not a good example; but certainly 
where a single mom has a child and would maybe be 

comfortable that the parents took the child and maybe 
officially, legally adopt it. My point is this: Often it’s 
economics, at the end of the day. If this family had the 
$40,000, they could raise the child, or the individual 
could raise the child. Yet we’ll pay some process to take 
the 22-months’ respite. My question is, is there going to 
be any transfer of funds in the transitional way for the 
adoptive family? 

Think of the case of parents. I’m a parent with five 
children. Most of them are married, and hopefully, they 
all stay together forever, but I’m not in charge of all that. 
I could end up with another family, and I know people in 
my riding very well who have become custodial parents. 
It’s actually been generally a good experience. They gen-
erally tell me that they’ve been made to feel young again 
out of necessity, because they’re chasing somebody 
down the soccer field, technically. 

My point is that, with the legal costs, the 19,000 chil-
dren for whom we’re trying to find some stability in their 
lives, the $40,000 per year, you’re getting into the $3 bil-
lion that you’re talking about here. Is there going to be an 
opportunity—I would say on the record that I would 
probably support that—to provide, in the cases of adop-
tion, support in transitions for those adoptions and that 
process, for someone to not just take on all the respon-
sibility with no financial support, to be blunt? Why not 
give them some of that $40,000? 

Let’s face it. I’ll give you an example. When a parent 
is deceased, the children are entitled to a death benefit 
from the federal government. It’s permanent; it’s for life. 
I’m not sure—it’s $300 or $400 a month per child, as 
long as they’re in school. That’s what I’m saying in this 
case here. You could assign a benefit to that child under a 
similar format, legal and all the rest of it, to help the 
grandparents or the other family member or, in fact, the 
single mom or single whoever, who really has passed all 
the tests of legitimacy and validity and blah, blah, blah. 
There are many successful single-parent families today 
who have the resources to manage. I could go on and on, 
so I’m just using the time here. The Early Years centres 
and the Best Start program, all those supports could be 
put in, bundled around this child to achieve the goal, 
which is permanent stability in their lives, as long as 
there are some supports there. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Let me take some of your time 
to address that issue. 

Mr. O’Toole: Take Andrea’s time. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: OK. Thank you. I think it’s 

really important sometimes for us to separate the money 
side of solutions from what we’re actually trying to 
achieve. I think it’s very important for us to determine 
what we’re trying to achieve, and then to look at ways in 
which we can achieve those objectives. 

One concern that I have is anything that would sound 
as though we’re actually trying to commercialize adop-
tion. That’s not what we’re trying to do. We’re trying to 
find permanency for kids. We’re trying to find stable 
environments for kids. Many of the kids we see in the 
child welfare system are not in the child welfare system 
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simply because their parents are poor; they’re in the child 
welfare system for reasons of protection. In fact, some of 
them end up being society and crown wards through 
court directions. So I think we need to be really careful if 
we think that solutions are always just about money. I 
think that’s potentially dangerous. 

What we do talk about is making sure that where there 
is support required, we look at how we can help kin or 
family members provide that support. We do that to a 
certain extent right now, and we’re looking at how we 
can do that more effectively. But I would not want it 
considered the appropriate solution that, because you’re 
going to adopt a child, we’re actually going to give you 
the money to look after the child, because there are a lot 
of birth parents who need help as well in keeping their 
kids. They’re struggling. They’re working at multiple 
jobs. They’re making very significant sacrifices in order 
to do that. 
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Mr. O’Toole: Minister, that’s an extremely important 
observation. I guess that if you look at some of the 
dilemmas they’re facing, a lot of it is a lack of access to 
resources in these individual cases where there’s— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: But their children don’t neces-
sarily need protection. They may not end up in the care 
of a children’s aid society, because the issue is poverty; 
it’s not protection. I think there are support systems for 
both those types of situations, and I would really be 
worried about confusing the two. 

Mr. O’Toole: The way the federal system works, if 
the transfer payment, which is universal under the death 
benefit plan federally—the money is flowed, but it’s 
actually clawed back through income tax rules. There’s 
an economic threshold where if it’s helping those in 
need, they get to keep the money. If there isn’t any eco-
nomic need—so it’s not discriminatory; it’s universal. 
That’s what I’m saying. 

There are tests for legitimacy, which I think the courts 
and others will decide on. Adoption for economic rea-
sons: I completely concur with your point. But the eco-
nomic argument doesn’t stand the test because, through 
law, it can be clawed back as taxable income and that 
will work its way through the system. 

I do think that we’re committed in the other mindset to 
the $40,000 a year for life for that child and needing 
other supports growing out of that situation, I suppose. I 
just— 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Actually, it wouldn’t be any 
amount of money for life, because children do not remain 
in the care of children’s aid societies for life. 

Mr. O’Toole: To eighteen. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Again, I want to emphasize a 

few principles. Principle number one is the care and 
safety of our kids. That’s principle number one. Principle 
number two is that we will do whatever we can to re-
move barriers that stand in the way of permanent, stable 
solutions for our kids. I am going to look forward to your 
support in the smooth and quick passage of Bill 210 so 

that we can do good work for our kids, because I know 
that’s what you want us to do. 

Mr. O’Toole: Exactly. Thank you. Do I have more 
time left? 

The Chair: Do you really need it? 
Mr. O’Toole: That’s sort of a rhetorical question. It’s 

about filling time here. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Mr. Chair, I may help him use 

up one more minute, if you don’t mind? Mr. O’Toole had 
asked about direct service funding for autism, and I want 
to just remind you that the guidelines document, which is 
probably in your possession now, might be helpful to you 
in reviewing the options that are available to your con-
stituents for direct funding and the process that they need 
to go through to get that. 

Mr. O’Toole: I see that it’s up to 43% now, so that’s 
good. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: There’s good work happening. 
Mr. O’Toole: Oh, yes. 
The Chair: If I might just ask a quick question, Min-

ister: The monies that were transferred from your min-
istry to the Ministry of Education for the autism support 
for teachers, is that a line item, still, in your budget? 
What is the amount of that in year two? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: It’s $32 million. 
The Chair: It has grown to $32 million annually? 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Yes. 
The Chair: That is going to school boards— 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: The consultants in the schools. 
Mr. O’Toole: It’s a transfer of service. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: We have 162 now, I think, and 

we are on target to get to 194 in the spring of next year. 
The Chair: I would like to pursue that a little further, 

but I’m going to yield to Ms. Horwath, because the Chair 
shouldn’t be asking questions. 

Ms. Horwath: You had your chance, Mr. Chairman. 
I actually wanted to ask a couple of questions around 

children’s mental health, particularly around the model 
currently—again, my understanding is that this particular 
system is in a bit of a crisis and that there’s work being 
done to address that. If I’m not mistaken, I think there is 
some expectation within the system that there are going 
to be some changes announced, hopefully fairly soon, in 
regard to systemic changes. 

Currently—and I have to confess that I’m not intim-
ately aware of all of the provision of service that occurs 
within children’s mental health—but is it fair to say that 
there are private-sector and public-agency-type beds that 
are being provided to children with mental health con-
cerns? If that’s the case, do we have an understanding of 
the average per diem rate for the agency-funded-type 
beds versus the private beds? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: I’m going to tell you what I 
know, and if there is more to be added, I’ll ask a ministry 
official to come forward. The rates are actually deter-
mined by the ministry’s regional offices, and they are 
determined on the basis of the system, the nature of the 
care, the average paid-for beds. We actually have a re-
view that’s currently on the way on residential services, 
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and we should have that report by the end of this calendar 
year. Certainly, it’s fair to say that the rates are pretty 
standard but will vary based on the type of care. With 
that, I’m going to ask Trinela to come forward and give 
you a little bit more of the gory details. 

Ms. Cane: Thank you very much for the question. 
The minister is absolutely right, as always, with respect 
to residential services. You asked a couple of questions, 
and perhaps I could clarify. We do have a mix in our 
residential sector of per diem operators and transfer pay-
ment agencies. A percentage, a majority, of the per diem 
operators is in fact for-profit operators as well. 

I must say that, with respect to our client populations 
in children’s mental health and child welfare, all of our 
service providers have performed very well for us and, I 
think, play a very important role in residential services. 
Given our service capacity and other issues, we have 
appreciated that. 

With respect to per diem rates, they are negotiated, 
and with respect to services provided by transfer payment 
agencies, are negotiated with our regional offices. 

As the minister points out, there are base rates paid, 
and probably averages in the range could be $100 per 
day, up to $500 a day for the most severe and complex 
cases. So on a case-by-case basis, the rates are different 
for the various service providers that are dependent on 
the client population being served, the needs of those 
clients being served, and any exceptional services that 
must also be provided. 

Ms. Horwath: Thank you. I wonder if I could get a 
breakdown of the children’s mental health budget, in-
sofar as the residential care piece indicates the ratio that’s 
the per diem versus agency transfer, and then, even with-
in the per diem, the ratio that’s private versus not private 
or agency-based. 

Ms. Cane: We have that information and can make it 
available to you. 

Ms. Horwath: That’s very helpful. I appreciate that. 
I’m curious about some of this information, because as 

we go through the process of transformation in this area, 
I’m really interested in watching if any of those pieces 
change in terms of the mix and all of those kinds of 
things. 

Two other issues, if I can raise them: One is, I under-
stand that there was some proxy pay equity-type of settle-
ment a couple of years ago. Whether or not that’s looking 
to be funded over time or whether that funding is dried 
up, where are things going with that piece? 

Ms. Colette Kent: I’m Colette Kent. I’m acting ADM 
of the business planning and corporate services division. 

As you know, we did sign a memorandum of under-
standing with five unions. We’re just at the completion of 
the payment of that agreement. So it ends in December. 
We’re currently working with our colleague ministries—
the Ministry of Community and Social Services and the 
Ministry of Health—to look at the financial pressures on 
agencies, and we’ll be looking at that as we work through 
our budgets for the next year. 

Ms. Horwath: OK. So in the current estimates books 
that we have, the funding exists up until the end of this 
calendar year? 

Ms. Kent: That’s right. 
Ms. Horwath: Has anything been built in to cover off 

January to March 31? 
Ms. Kent: Not at this time. 
Ms. Horwath: No? OK. Can I just ask, just in regard 

to—and this is not a pay equity issue—the overall trans-
formation of the system and the movement away from 
the previous making-services-work-for-people kind of 
model and going into the overhaul, what’s happening 
there, my understanding is that there’s been quite a bit of 
consultation that’s bringing us along that path. I’m 
wondering if there’s any list of stakeholders that you 
would be able to provide that indicates who has been 
consulted in terms of the transformation of the system. 
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Hon. Mrs. Chambers: We actually have three pri-
mary associations that we work with. I’m going to need 
help on this, because I’m starting to remember mnemon-
ics and not remembering what they stand for. One is the 
Ontario Mental Health Association— 

Ms. Cane: The Ontario Association of Residences 
Treating Youth. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: And the third one—and I’m 
forgetting even the mnemonic now—they’re also in-
volved in the residential services review. Do you 
remember the third one? 

Ms. Cane: We have Youth Justice Ontario and the 
Ontario Association of Children’s Aid Societies. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: That’s it. It was the Ontario 
Association of Children’s Aid Societies that I was trying 
to remember. 

Ms. Horwath: Mostly at the corporate level, or are 
you getting any input from more or less the front-line 
service deliverers? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Do you want to respond to 
that, Trinela, please? 

Ms. Cane: I’d be pleased to. We’re actually doing a 
series of discussions across the province, some of which 
have already been initiated through the centre of excel-
lence at CHEO that was mentioned previously. They 
have engaged, as part of their process, with our support, 
front-line service providers, researchers and experts in 
the field, which has been very helpful, and we’ll use that 
information as we go forward on the discussions on the 
children’s mental health policy framework. We’ll also 
use the advisory committee at CHEO, which includes 
people like Judy Finlay, the child and youth advocate, 
and the group of parents and youth who have been 
affected with children’s mental health issues will be part 
of that. 

The consultation process that we’re engaging in: 
We’re helped by Children’s Mental Health Ontario, our 
key partner, and we will be engaging parents and youth 
as well as front-line service providers and our umbrella 
organizations. So we’re working on that. 
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Ms. Horwath: That’s excellent. If I can just wrap up 
with two concerns that have come to light in my delving 
into this area: One is, apparently the situation exists in 
Ontario that there are no residential treatment facilities 
for young women with eating disorders, and in fact peo-
ple are sent to the States or other jurisdictions to have 
treatment in that regard. I’m just flagging this as some-
thing that I would hope you would look at in the future, 
Minister. My understanding is that it’s quite costly to 
send these young women to these facilities, and then, of 
course, you’re pulling them away from their support 
networks and their communities. If I can ask you to look 
at that, I would really appreciate it. 

The other piece that I’ve been alerted to—and it’s 
probably because I actually come from a community that 
has a regional centre for mental health, which is in 
Hamilton—is that there are serious gaps in the avail-
ability of emergency mental health treatment for young 
people. I’ve heard some horror stories about a young 
person being turned away at emergency and being sent 
back to Niagara after a 45-minute ambulance ride, and 
that young person actually didn’t make it, ended up 
taking their own life after not being able to get treatment. 
Again, this is not an accusation; this is a request that you 
really look into the availability, because when young 
people are brought into an emergency room, my under-
standing is that they compete, then, with adult mental 
health, particularly in large urban centres. An urban 
centre like Hamilton, for example, as a regional mental 
health centre as well—we have significant numbers of 
people with mental health issues in our community. The 
likelihood of our emergency department being full up in 
terms of its availability to take young people is high, so I 
would just be putting that on your plate, if you will, and 
seeing if there isn’t anything in the hopper to address 
those two issues. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Thank you. 
The Chair: Thank you. Minister, perhaps you’d like 

to sum up briefly. 
Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Mr. Chair, before I do some 

summing up, I’d just like to finish the response to your 
question about the funding of the school consultants, and 
where that money goes. It does, in fact, go through the 
regional autism service providers to fund those con-
sultants, as opposed to going to the school boards. 

The Chair: Yes. Are there any other incidences in 
your estimates where you’re transferring to another min-
istry? 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: Do we have transfers to other 
ministries anywhere else? I am told no. 

The Chair: Not to your knowledge, OK. Thank you 
very much. 

Hon. Mrs. Chambers: It’s time to do some wrap-up. 
I was originally led to believe I had 20 minutes to do so; I 
am not going to use 20 minutes to do that. Let me simply 
say that this has been a very useful experience for me. I 
want to thank all of the committee members for sharing 
with me the insights that you have brought to the table. 
It’s probably obvious to you that I am in learning mode 

here, and I’m trying my best to get up to speed very 
quickly. I’ve actually found this discussion to be helpful, 
and will take much away from this discussion, to the 
benefit, I hope, of the work that we’re doing in the 
Ministry of Children and Youth Services.  

I was actually struck by much of what I heard that is 
so in line with where we think we need to take children 
and youth services. I’m really pleased that that work has 
begun. I’m also feeling that my ministry officials are 
fully committed to this transformation, and working in 
the direction that we feel we need to go in. As I’ve said 
before, we have many service providers: 

—We have many stakeholders in mental health. 
—We have emergency supports in 17 hospitals. 

Maybe that’s not enough; I don’t know, but it’s certainly 
something we need to explore further.  

—We have about 250 agencies involved in mental 
health service delivery.  

—We have about 70% of our budget going to transfer 
payment service providers.  

We have some challenges, as you can imagine, in 
coordinating how those service providers interact with 
our children, youth and their families. It’s really import-
ant for us to work toward this integration and this trans-
formation of the system, so that a child or a family that 
needs care doesn’t end up having to knock at several 
doors because they feel that’s how they have to function 
in order to get attention. 

We also need to make sure that our child welfare 
system is not simply a funnel to our youth justice system, 
or our special needs programs are not simply a series of 
waiting experiences or multiple assessment type of 
experiences. We know there is work to be done in this 
area, and what we are doing is basically reflecting the 
Premier’s and our government’s priority on children and 
youth services, demonstrated by the fact that this ministry 
was created two years ago for this purpose.  

The challenges are great. There is a lot of need, a lot 
of demand for service out there. There are opportunities 
for our stakeholders to probably work together more 
effectively as a system, as opposed to just several service 
providers. There may be some resistance, perhaps, when 
we say to individual service providers, “Well, you know 
what? It’s not good enough that you do what you do on 
your own. You are going to have to work in a more in-
tegrated fashion with others who are providing comple-
mentary services,” if you like. But I do sense among the 
stakeholders that I have been meeting with and getting to 
know that there is in fact a commitment to our children 
and young people and their families. 

So I consider it a very serious challenge, an under-
taking and opportunity that I do not take lightly by any 
means, to do the work that needs to be done in this 
ministry. I know it’s far more emotionally charged than 
my previous portfolio was. I was really pleased with the 
work I did in that portfolio, but I have to tell you that, I 
think it was the first weekend after I got this portfolio, I 
was in a department store and there was a mother and her 
autistic child shopping very close to where I was, and my 
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heart started pounding. I thought, as much as I loved 
college and university students, they were never able to 
do that to me. Right away, I knew I was going to be in a 
different kind of ministry. It’s certainly something that I 
am passionate about, and I’m going to do the very, very 
best I can. I feel well supported by the staff in my minis-
ter’s office and in my ministry in the work that we have 
to do. It’s going to take time and it’s going to take resour-
ces, time which I know means a lot to families. 
Something that might take us a year to develop is a 
lifetime to families who are waiting for care. I can simply 
commit to doing the very, very best we can on this file, 
because this is what we need to do for our children and 
youth and the families that we are here to care for. 

I appreciate all of your comments. I look forward to 
ongoing discussions with you. I was really pleased to 
find that there is so much that we have in common in 
terms of our interests in serving this population. So thank 
you very much. 

The Chair: Thank you very much, Minister, and to 
you, Deputy, and all of your staff who have been here 
throughout these estimates. I won’t restate the comments 
I made earlier about how much this committee appre-
ciates the forthright manner in which you have presented 
information for us, but it’s very much appreciated. 

I will now ask the committee to vote on the estimates 
for the Ministry of Children and Youth Services. 

Shall vote 3701 carry? All those in favour? Opposed, 
if any? Carried. 

Shall vote 3702 carry? All those in favour? Opposed, 
if any? That is carried. 

Shall vote 3703 carry? All those in favour? Opposed, 
if any? It is carried. 

Shall the estimates of the Ministry of Children and 
Youth Services carry? All those in favour? Opposed, if 
any? That is carried. 

Shall I report the estimates of the Ministry of Children 
and Youth Services to the House? All those in favour? 
Opposed, if any? That is carried. 

Thank you, Minister. 
We now have a small matter I will share with the 

committee members. We had a prior arrangement with 
Minister Ramsay to begin at 2 o’clock. His plane has 
been delayed in Sault Ste. Marie. So we are going to ad-
journ until 2 o’clock. It will give me the next hour and a 
half to sort out how we can proceed. But we will recess 
now, to reconvene at 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

The committee recessed from 1234 to 1405. 

MINISTRY OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
The Chair: Good afternoon. I’d like to welcome 

everyone. We’ve reconvened to commence the estimates 
of the Ministry of Natural Resources. I have a couple of 
quick announcements to make. Members should be 
aware that Minister Ramsay, the Minister of Natural 
Resources, was in northern Ontario earlier today to make 
an announcement. By prior agreement, his plan was to be 
here to participate in the estimates at 2 o’clock. Unfor-

tunately, his airplane sustained some damage and was 
forced to land. The minister and his crew are safe and 
there are no problems there, but he will be unable to 
attend this afternoon. I have spoken with all three party 
whips and with the minister, and we have agreed, albeit 
it’s a bit unusual and, for the record, will not be 
precedent-setting, to an accommodation to assist a min-
ister, two critics and a government without disrupting the 
work of this committee. 

With the indulgence and unanimous support of the 
committee, we will call upon Deputy Minister Gail 
Beggs to read into the record the opening statement for 
the ministry—that is fully compliant with our House 
rules. Norm Miller will be allocated an hour and a half 
for questions and/or the customary one half-hour opening 
statement; it will be his time to use as he chooses. On 
Monday when we reconvene at 9 o’clock, we will lead 
off with Mr. Bisson, who will have his half-hour on be-
half of the third party, and Minister Ramsay will begin at 
9:30 with his allocated half-hour of rebuttal and response. 
Then we will begin a rotation that will adjust and 
acknowledge the amount of time Mr. Miller has taken, 
because he has an important engagement in northern 
Ontario that he has committed to for some time. We will 
conclude by 4 o’clock on Monday and complete the 
estimates of natural resources so that we can begin a new 
ministry on Tuesday. 

I’m hopeful there are no questions, but a quick, brief 
comment would be fine. 

Mr. Gilles Bisson (Timmins–James Bay): Just 
quickly, we’re going to do this to accommodate our good 
friend Mr. Ramsay, given the circumstances. These 
things happen. I just want to say, if I had been flying the 
plane—it would have been my Lark—it would never 
have happened. And it if had been in Norm’s plane, it 
would never have happened to him. We’re the two pilots 
here. 

The Chair: The main thing is that Minister Ramsay is 
safe, and he appreciates the committee’s accommodating 
his inability to be here today. 

If there is no objection, I will take that as unanimous 
direction. 

I would now like to introduce Gail Beggs and wel-
come her and her staff to estimates. We are now in your 
hands for up to half an hour. 
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Ms. Gail Beggs: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I’m here 
today, as the Chair has told you, on behalf of the Hon-
ourable David Ramsay, who regrettably is unavoidably 
detained. I’ve also been joined here today by Assistant 
Deputy Minister David de Launay; on my far right, 
Assistant Deputy Minister George Ross; beside me, Bill 
Kissick, newly appointed director of the industry com-
petitiveness secretariat; and behind me, Kevin Wilson, 
assistant deputy minister of the natural resources man-
agement division. 

Mr. Chair and members of the standing committee, it 
is my pleasure to present the budget estimates of the 
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Ministry of Natural Resources for the fiscal year 2005-06 
on behalf of Minister Ramsay. 

On Sunday, Ontarians will mark the second anniver-
sary of the McGuinty government’s election. I welcome 
the opportunity this morning to provide an overview of 
the Ministry of Natural Resources’ achievements during 
that time and our goals for this fiscal year and beyond. 

When the McGuinty government came into office on 
October 2, 2003, it brought a clear vision and a set of 
goals aimed at ensuring that all Ontarians, now and in the 
future, enjoy the benefits to be derived from the sustain-
able use of our province’s natural resources. Among the 
key goals set for my ministry were to: 

—seek greater stability and certainty for Ontario’s 
forest industry and the communities that depend on that 
industry; 

—expand new sources of clean, safe, reliable energy 
by developing provincial water power and wind power 
potential and other alternative sources; 

—ensure a safe, reliable water supply for all Ontarians 
by increasing protection for source water; 

—increase conservation of Ontario’s rich and abun-
dant biodiversity and strengthen protection for our parks 
and natural areas; 

—maintain and enhance hunting and fishing oppor-
tunities in the province; 

—reduce loss of precious green space and viable 
farmland in southern Ontario; 

—and put the necessary tools for sustainable eco-
nomic development in the hands of northern and aborig-
inal communities, bringing much-needed change to the 
north and ensuring a brighter future for our young 
people. 

I am proud of what we have achieved in two years. I 
would like to list some of these achievements for you, 
which I will describe more fully during my presentation. 

We have taken aggressive action on a number of 
fronts to support a stronger, more competitive forestry 
industry and a more prosperous future for the northern 
and rural communities that depend on it. This includes 
working to ensure that Ontario forest products get prefer-
ence in export markets by requiring mandatory forest 
certification for all sustainable forest licence holders by 
the end of 2007. Ontario is the first jurisdiction in the 
world to make independent third-party verification a 
mandatory requirement. 

We have made significant advances in developing the 
province’s alternative energy potential, including wind 
power, water power and cogeneration. 

We are working with the Ministry of the Environment 
and partners to assist municipalities and conservation 
authorities to prepare source water protection plans that 
are essential to a safe, reliable water supply. 

As a signatory to the Great Lakes Charter Annex, we 
have been vigilant in defending Ontario’s interests in the 
Great Lakes waters and we will continue to do so. 

We have increased the number of hunting and fishing 
opportunities in the province. 

We have taken steps to strengthen protection for parks 
and natural areas through a review of the Provincial 
Parks Act. We have also expanded partnerships to con-
serve natural spaces and have created a voluntary pro-
gram to make it easier for southern Ontario landowners 
to protect and restore natural areas on private property. 

We have produced the first-ever biodiversity strategy 
for Ontario, which will help us restore and protect our 
rich natural heritage, ensure long-term protection for rare 
and endangered species and conserve healthy habitats for 
our fish and wildlife populations. 

We are winning the fight against the spread of raccoon 
rabies and are continuing to lead the world in rabies 
prevention and control in the wild. 

We have strengthened protection for endangered spe-
cies, including a new strategy to protect the province’s 
wolf population. 

These are challenging times for resource managers in 
this province; some might say interesting times. Ever-
increasing pressures are being placed on our forests, our 
waters, our green space and natural areas. Many of those 
pressures are coming from outside our jurisdiction. 

Today I will outline for you how this government and 
my ministry are dealing with those pressures. I will talk 
about where we are focusing our efforts and what we are 
doing to ensure that our natural resources are managed 
sustainably and in the best interests of the citizens of 
Ontario. 

I’m going to begin with forest resources, one of our 
province’s greatest natural assets and the lifeblood of 
many northern communities. Close to 30% of the overall 
employment in the north depends on the forest sector. As 
the second-largest manufacturing industry in Ontario, 
forestry is a major economic engine for the entire prov-
ince. It is also an industry facing unprecedented com-
petitive and economic pressures and challenges. 

Securing a stable and viable future for Ontario’s for-
estry industry is a priority for the McGuinty government 
and for my ministry. We know that a strong future for 
this industry is essential to the long-term economic and 
social fabric of northern Ontario, and to the prosperity 
and well-being of our province as a whole. 

The current situation calls for decisive and aggressive 
action. This morning in Thunder Bay, I announced a 
major government package that will stimulate economic 
diversification in the north, address the losses that are 
occurring due to forest industry rationalization, and 
trigger new growth and prosperity for the industry. 

To fully appreciate the scope and intent of this pack-
age, I would like to briefly provide some context before I 
talk about the details. As I stated, Ontario’s forest 
industry is facing unprecedented pressures. These include 
changing global markets, increasing competition, escal-
ating costs, a trend toward fewer but bigger mills, and a 
dramatic shift in currency rates. 

We know that the forest industry will continue to face 
a growing set of challenges for the following reasons: 

—Globalization has meant that the growth markets for 
forest products are shifting out of North America to 
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southeast Asia and Latin America. New low-cost, high-
technology, large-scale competitors are emerging off-
shore. 

—Our traditional comparative advantage in abundant, 
low-cost wood supply has vanished. 

—Ontario is undergoing a transformation in energy 
and, in particular, electricity markets. 

—There has been a 30% appreciation in the Canadian 
dollar in the last two years. 

—Our forest management plans are indicating that 
wood supplies of conifer and aspen in the north are 
forecast to decline over the next 20 to 30 years. This is 
largely due to the current maturing age structure of the 
forest. 

—We are now entering into another year of crippling 
duties on our softwood lumber exports to the US, with no 
end to this dispute in sight. These duties have drained 
half a billion dollars of the Ontario industry’s cash—
money that would be better used addressing all of these 
other challenges. 

Together, these events have set the stage for the major 
restructuring and shifts taking place in Ontario’s forest 
industry today. We’re seeing mill closures and down-
sizing, loss of jobs, community instability and reduced 
government revenues. 

Last November, I formed a Minister’s Council on 
Forest Sector Competitiveness to review this situation 
and the serious impact it is having on communities across 
the north. The council represented all interests that have a 
key stake in the future of the forest industry: workers, 
communities, companies, First Nations, environmental-
ists and others. The council’s report, which I released in 
June, contained a number of sound recommendations to 
address issues facing the industry. I am regarding that 
report as a blueprint for action. It will be our guide for 
making the fundamental and long-term changes neces-
sary to get the industry and the northern economy re-
positioned and on the road to a strong and stable future. I 
am encouraged by the council’s conclusion that the forest 
products industry in Ontario has very real prospects for 
growth, diversification and prosperity. 
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The council also stated that Ontario has the capacity to 
respond to the domestic issues with appropriate public 
policy and swift action. 

The comprehensive package I announced earlier today 
supports action that government, industry and northern 
communities can take together. I announced that this 
government is committing more than $330 million in 
new initiatives over the next five years, in addition to the 
$350-million loan guarantee program announced in June. 
This is how it breaks down: 

—The forest sector prosperity fund will distribute 
$150 million over three years. The fund will be used to 
help leverage new capital investments in a number of 
priority areas for the industry. 

—We are investing $28 million annually to help in-
dustry maintain eligible public forest access roads. 
Located on public land and in public ownership, these 

important roads provide benefits to mining companies, 
tourism operators, First Nations, utilities, hunters and 
anglers, and others. 

—We will be enhancing the province’s forest resource 
inventory through an investment of $10 million annually 
by 2007-08 for a more current and accurate database. 
Since its inception in 1946, the inventory has been the 
basis for major forest resource planning and policy deci-
sions. An improved inventory will support better forest 
management decisions. 

—We will be setting up an Ontario wood promotion 
program to enhance value-added manufacturing in the in-
dustry. This program will be funded through an invest-
ment of $1 million annually, beginning in 2006-07. 

Today’s announcement builds on the initial steps I 
announced in June, which included: 

—$350 million in loan guarantees to stimulate new 
investment; 

—the creation of a process to move to multi-party 
shareholder sustainable forest licences; 

—streamlining approvals for forestry activities, and 
—recognizing a panel of council members to follow 

up on the progress being made. 
I’m glad to report that applications for the loan guar-

antee program will be available on the ministry’s Web 
site in mid-October. Providing access to loan guarantees 
will: 

—stimulate forest products sector investment on 
capital projects that would improve the forest sector’s 
competitive advantage; 

—encourage private sector participation in infra-
structure financing by reducing credit risks; and  

—enhance financial viability of projects through 
access to a less expensive financial package without 
exposing private financial institutions to excessive credit 
risks. 

The loan guarantee program will also provide the 
forest industry with incentives for increased investment 
in energy efficiency and co-generation. I have asked my 
colleague the Minister of Energy, Dwight Duncan, to 
work with the industry to promote renewable energy and 
co-generation. 

Based on the council’s recommendations and the input 
of stakeholders who took part in the process, we have 
developed a new vision for Ontario’s forest sector. The 
new vision is of a strong, regionally based forest industry 
in Ontario, composed of fewer, larger, more efficient and 
competitive commodity-based facilities, together with 
smaller, more diverse and specialized value-added busi-
nesses. 

My ministry will not be alone in working to achieve 
this new vision for the province’s forestry sector. This is 
a far-reaching initiative and requires the participation of a 
number of ministries that directly influence the industry’s 
competitive environment. Those ministries include 
Natural Resources, Finance, Energy, Transportation, 
Environment, and the Ontario Secretariat for Aboriginal 
Affairs. 

The government must also respond to community and 
worker impacts associated with restructuring. Ministries 
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involved in that aspect are Northern Development and 
Mines, Economic Development and Trade, and Training, 
Colleges and Universities. 

A cross-ministry assistant deputy minister steering 
committee will guide the government-wide efforts to 
implement the broad transformational process required. 

Within my ministry, we are also making changes to 
the organization that will help us develop and implement 
the new forest vision in a timely and effective manner. A 
forest sector competitiveness secretariat has been estab-
lished that will report to the assistant deputy minister of 
the forests division. The industry transition unit will 
address the implications and requirements stemming 
from restructuring and consolidation. The industry com-
petitiveness unit will focus on emerging needs of indus-
try in specific areas, including energy, transportation, 
finance and environmental aspects of the sector’s busi-
ness. The secretariat is divided into these two units. The 
secretariat will also take the lead in reviewing proposals 
for financial assistance to the forest sector from the loan 
guarantee program. 

With every one of the initiatives I have described 
today, I am confident we are taking the right steps to 
address the long-term needs of Ontario’s forestry sector, 
and we are on the right road to providing a more 
prosperous, more secure future for the communities that 
depend on this industry. 

In June, I announced phase 1 of our financial support 
for the industry. This morning I announced phase 2. 
Phase 3 is now up to the federal government to provide 
tangible financial support for the forest industry. We are 
waiting for the federal government to provide an in-
centive package as promised by the Prime Minister 
earlier this year in Kenora at the Northwestern Ontario 
Municipal Association’s annual general meeting. 

As I have identified, the cost of energy is one of the 
major issues facing the forest industry. Energy cost is in 
fact an issue for everyone in Ontario, in Canada and in 
North America. Collectively, we are all having to rethink 
our North American attitudes toward where our energy 
comes from and how we use it. This is more than an issue 
of cost. The decisions we make around energy production 
and use have serious environmental implications. 

The McGuinty government remains firm in its com-
mitment to phase out coal-fired electricity plants and 
develop clean, renewable energy sources. We aim to 
expand Ontario’s supply of clean renewable energy and 
generate 5% of the province’s total energy capacity from 
renewable sources by 2007. 

We are fortunate in Ontario. We’ve got enormous un-
developed waterpower resources, as well as wind power, 
biomass and cogeneration potential. Together, these 
alternative energy sources have the potential to provide 
significant amounts of sustainable, reliable and clean 
energy for our homes and businesses, and they represent 
significant economic development potential for northern 
Ontario communities. 

Last November, the government took a significant step 
forward in expanding Ontario’s energy sources by releas-

ing a new provincial policy for waterpower development. 
The new policy enables energy stakeholders and First 
Nations communities to bid on new waterpower de-
velopment and investment opportunities on crown land 
through a competitive marketplace. My ministry oversees 
the release of sites and makes sure that all proposals are 
technically feasible, financially secure, provide long-term 
benefits and are sensitive to the environment. We’re also 
working with the Ministry of Energy to ensure that 
proposed developments can be received into the energy 
market. 

We are making good progress with this initiative. I 
recently announced the first applicant from the ministry’s 
competitive site release process to be awarded the 
opportunity to pursue the required approvals to construct 
and operate a waterpower facility on the Kapuskasing 
River. The successful company will work with the min-
istry, the public and First Nations communities in the 
area to create a plan for sustainable development of 
waterpower sites on the river. 

As well as providing a boost for the local economy 
and First Nations communities, this one project alone has 
the potential to generate 20 megawatts—enough power to 
supply up to 5,000 homes with electricity. I will be an-
nouncing successful applicants for similar projects very 
soon. 
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Encouraging First Nations communities to participate 
in waterpower development will lead to important social 
and economic benefits for those communities. The new 
policy also allows far north aboriginal communities to 
use water power for self-supply, enabling communities 
that currently rely for diesel fuel for power to switch to a 
cleaner, healthier source.  

In the next few years, we are also going to see a huge 
increase in wind power generation in Ontario. Wind 
energy is the fastest-growing form of energy in the 
world, and I have every confidence that wind power will 
eventually make a major contribution to our clean, green 
energy goals. 

My ministry has responsibility for releasing wind 
power opportunities and reviewing proposals to test and 
develop wind power on crown lands. In January of this 
year, we approved applications to test wind power at 21 
specific crown land sites over the next two to three years. 
Most sites are located along the Great Lakes shoreline.  

The ministry has also developed a number of tools to 
make it easier for people to get reliable information on 
locating wind energy sites and developing wind power 
opportunities. These include an online wind energy map 
that allows users to view any area of the province to 
obtain wind speeds for specific locations.  

In co-operation with the Ministry of Energy, the 
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, and the 
Ministry of Northern Development and Mines, my 
ministry is investigating and promoting a variety of co-
generation and new bio-energy opportunities. The de-
velopment of alternative energies, such as converting 
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forest waste to bio-oil, will have many benefits for 
northern Ontario. 

We have a sustainable supply of unused forest waste, 
or biomass, readily available in Ontario’s forests. Unused 
forest biomass includes tree tops, limbs and slash left 
after logging operations; trees that are destroyed by fire, 
insects and disease; and tree species that can’t currently 
be sold. Until recently, the use of forest slash for energy 
purposes has been uneconomical due to collection, trans-
portation and handling obstacles. New technology now 
allows the slash to be converted to bio-oil at the harvest 
site or near to it. 

In August, I announced a $770,000 investment in new 
technology for the construction of a transportable, self-
contained plant that would convert forest biomass into 
bio-oil in remote forest areas of northern Ontario. This 
plant is part of a three-year pilot project to test the tech-
nical and operational reliability and suitability of a bio-
refinery business.  

Through all of these alternative energy initiatives—
water power, wind power and cogeneration—we are 
putting in place the tools and incentives needed to help us 
achieve our energy goals and to make Ontario a North 
American leader in clean, green energy production.  

As I stated at the outset, one of the goals is to put the 
necessary tools for sustainable economic development in 
the hands of northern and aboriginal communities, bring-
ing much-needed change to the north and ensuring a 
brighter future for our young people. Our young north-
erners deserve to have the option to stay in the north and 
build a good life there. Creating long-term sustainable 
jobs is key to providing them with that choice. With 
resource industries and other levels of government, we 
are working with northern and First Nation communities 
toward that goal in a number of ways.  

I’ve already talked about the local economic benefits 
that would be realized by expanding our capacity to 
produce clean, renewable energy in the north. The forest 
futures package has a major economic development 
component aimed at providing long-term benefits and 
jobs to northern communities. We’ve taken steps to 
improve and increase fishing and hunting opportunities, 
and to strengthen protection for our parks and protected 
areas. These efforts will, in turn, increase support for our 
northern tourism industry and enhance our reputation as a 
world-class outdoor recreation destination.  

Through the northern boreal initiative, we are helping 
several First Nations in the far north carry out land use 
planning and identify forestry-based economic oppor-
tunities. This initiative aims to create forest employment 
and give far north First Nations communities a leadership 
role in sustainable forest management.  

As a northerner myself, I am proud of the govern-
ment’s continued commitment to the people, commun-
ities and economy of northern Ontario. 

The McGuinty government has clearly demonstrated 
that strong protection for provincial watersheds and con-
servation of water are key priorities. We recently pro-
posed tough new rules for water takings in Ontario and 

brought in stronger measures to protect natural eco-
systems. 

Of course, the water in our Great Lakes is a shared 
resource with neighbouring states south of the border. 
Since 2001, Ontario has been working with the province 
of Quebec and with the eight Great Lakes states to reach 
consensus on a set of draft agreements for greater 
protection of the lakes and their basins. These are known 
as the Great Lakes Charter Annex implementing agree-
ments. 

The 10 jurisdictions released first drafts of the agree-
ments in July 2004 for public review. After listening to 
the public response, input from Ontario’s First Nations, 
and the advice of its advisory panel, Ontario said no to 
the first drafts. We went back to the negotiating table, 
seeking stronger agreements for no diversions and better 
conservation measures. As minister, I would not accept 
anything less than a virtual ban on diversions of Great 
Lakes basin water, with very limited exceptions. 

Thanks to the hard work and commitment of ministry 
staff representing Ontario’s interests at the table, we were 
successful in having the draft agreements revised 
accordingly before going forward for the next round of 
public review. Those revised draft agreements providing 
stronger protection for Great Lakes basin waters were 
released at the end of June for a 60-day public con-
sultation process. The revised draft agreements are not 
final and do not yet represent a consensus—one state 
declined to sign—but the agreements are now much 
stronger as a result of our efforts, and we believe they are 
worth pursuing. 

Now that the public comment period has ended, the 10 
jurisdictions have returned to the negotiating table to 
consider the public input from across the basin and to 
strive for consensus on final agreements. We remain 
optimistic that a consensus can be reached. Whatever 
happens, we will continue to be vigilant, firm and vocal 
in protecting Ontario’s interests in the Great Lake waters. 

We live in a province that is home to an abundant 
variety of plants, animals, birds, fish and insects, as well 
as the forests, wetlands, lakes and rivers they inhabit. 
This broad network of biological species and systems—
our biodiversity—enriches our lives and provides us with 
clean water and air, as well as sources of food, wood, 
medicines and energy. 

Conserving Ontario’s biodiversity is essential to 
achieving a healthy environment, strong communities 
and a thriving economy. Through Ontario’s first bio-
diversity strategy, unveiled last June, the McGuinty gov-
ernment is providing stronger protection for Ontario’s 
rich natural heritage and a healthier future for Ontarians. 
The strategy contains 37 actions that the ministry and our 
partners will focus on over the next five years. 

The new natural spaces program we announced in 
August fulfils one of the actions identified in the bio-
diversity strategy. This innovative and voluntary program 
will make it easier for landowners to protect important 
natural areas on private property, and is responding to a 
real need to protect and restore precious green space in 
southern Ontario. The importance of the natural spaces 
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program is put into perspective when you consider that 
Ontario’s population is expected to grow by more than 
four million people by 2031, primarily in the greater 
Golden Horseshoe area. 

We all share a responsibility to future generations to 
act now to ensure they will have the benefits of a healthy 
natural environment, clean air and water, and opportun-
ities to enjoy nature close to home. The Natural Spaces 
program supports but does not duplicate other measures 
this government has taken to maintain a healthier natural 
environment in southern Ontario. Those efforts include 
the Greenbelt Act, source water protection plans, pro-
tected area designations, conservation easements, private 
land tax incentive and stewardship programs, and more. 
Every effort we make to reduce loss of green space in 
southern Ontario will improve our air and water quality, 
protect important natural features and wildlife habitat, 
provide more places for outdoor recreation such as 
fishing, hunting and hiking, and sustain our wealth of 
biodiversity. 
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I can see from the clock that I must shortly conclude 
these opening remarks. I would like to note that the sheer 
scope of the ministry’s mandate makes it impossible for 
me to provide you with an adequate overview in the 
allotted 30 minutes. I have touched on our priorities and 
highlighted some achievements, but I have not been able 
to give you a complete picture of our accomplishments 
over the past two years, or the work underway right now. 
I would hope that during the next several hours we can 
discuss some of the many other areas in which my 
ministry is making a positive difference in the lives of 
Ontarians. 

Before I finish, I also want to note that Ontario just 
went through the busiest fire season since 1995. I would 
like to take this opportunity to give a nod to our fire and 
aviation staff. Since becoming minister, I have had 
opportunities to visit a number of fire lines and see first-
hand what these brave men and women endure day after 
day: the smoke, the fatigue, the relentless heat. I have 
also seen first-hand their commitment to protect our 
northern communities and forest resources from fire. 

To get an idea of just how busy the season was this 
year, by mid-September, Ontario had incurred 25% of all 
wildfires reported across Canada up to that point, and to 
get an idea of how effective our teams are, those fires 
accounted for less than 2.5% of the total area across the 
country lost to fire. That’s quite a success story. It clearly 
demonstrates the value of the ministry’s initial attack 
strategy and the dedication and professionalism of our 
firefighters. I have to say it’s the kind of commitment to 
the job that I have consistently found throughout the 
ministry. It’s been a pleasure to work with such a dedi-
cated organization. 

I am proud of the results we have achieved together 
over the past 24 months, while meeting the challenges of 
a tight budget. I look forward to working with Deputy 
Beggs and ministry staff to build on those results. 

Our ministry budget this year is $492 million for 
operating expenditures and $54 million for capital expen-
ditures. You will see that we have made every effort in 
our estimates to balance this funding across all of our 
priority areas. We will move forward with our commit-
ments and maintain our core programs for the optimum 
benefit of the resources and the taxpayers. 

In the year ahead, we will continue to take aggressive 
action to support a viable and environmentally sustain-
able forestry industry. We will remain diligent in our 
commitment to achieve a strong agreement for protecting 
the Great Lakes. We will expand our efforts to restore 
and protect natural spaces in southern Ontario. We will 
introduce legislation aimed at strengthening the laws that 
protect Ontario’s provincial parks and other significant 
natural areas. In short, we will keep working to ensure 
that sustainable management of all of Ontario’s natural 
resources brings lasting benefits to our environment, our 
health, our economy—our quality of life—for Ontarians 
today and for generations to come. 

That concludes my formal remarks. I will now be 
happy to answer your questions. 

The Chair: Thank you very much, Deputy. We will 
recognize Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Norm Miller (Parry Sound–Muskoka): Thank 
you, Deputy Minister, for reading the minister’s state-
ment, and to the assistant deputy ministers sitting in 
today. I’m certainly disappointed that the minister is not 
here, although he’s got a good excuse—that the winds-
hield blew out in the airplane. I assume that was the 
government’s King Air on the way here. I can speak from 
personal experience and say that I believe him, because it 
happened to me as well, when I was parliamentary 
assistant to the Minister of Northern Development and 
Mines, coming back from a FNOM—Federation of 
Northern Ontario Municipalities—meeting, very much 
on a day like today, a nice windy day. So I think they 
need to have a look at that airplane to get that problem 
figured out, because it is a little bit unnerving when you 
hear a loud bang and watch the windshield become many 
small pieces that you can’t see through afterwards. I 
certainly understand why the minister is unable to join us 
after making the forestry announcement this morning in 
Thunder Bay. 

Certainly, forestry is an area that I would like to focus 
on to begin with. Forestry is the number one industry in 
northern Ontario. It’s $18 billion: $9 billion in exports; 
200,000 jobs, direct and direct. I think it’s safe to say 
also that the industry is in crisis right now, certainly from 
the conversations I’ve had with mill managers. From 
what you see going on, it is definitely in crisis. 

This morning, the minister made an announcement of 
some further enhancements for the sector, and you’ve 
highlighted some of those, that it’s investing $150 mil-
lion over the next three years through a forest sector 
prosperity fund to leverage new capital investments in a 
variety of areas: $28 million annually to maintain 
primary forest access roads, $10 million to enhance the 
forest resource inventory, and $1 million in an Ontario 
wood promotion program. Those are the key elements of 
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it. He had already responded earlier in the year to the 
Council on Forest Sector Competitiveness, back in June, 
with a $350-million loan guarantee. 

I’d just like to reflect for a moment on conversations 
I’ve had with some mill managers in getting ready for 
today. Yesterday, I was talking to a mill manager in 
northeastern Ontario about what he expected and what 
would benefit them and get them out of their current 
crisis. He pointed out to me that currently in Ontario, the 
landed wood costs—I think “delivered wood costs” is 
another term—they’ve seen are about $50 and $55 per 
cubic metre in Ontario, compared to a world average of 
about $30 per cubic metre. That happens to be the highest 
cost in the world. That includes all costs, including 
getting the fibre out of the bush, building roads, re-
forestation etc. I’m happy to see the small step that was 
announced here, the $28 million toward primary roads, 
although I will ask you in a while to tell me how you 
define a primary road. 

But for a mill operator, what has not been addressed, 
and what the mill manager I was speaking with yesterday 
said was going to be what mattered for him in knowing 
whether this announcement was going to make their 
industry sustainable or not, are electricity costs. He 
pointed out to me that in September, the industry was 
paying $70 a megawatt hour in northern Ontario—and he 
pointed out how large industry in northern Ontario pays 
more for electricity than in southern Ontario—compared 
to $30 a megawatt hour in Manitoba and $40 a megawatt 
hour in Quebec. We’re the highest-priced jurisdiction in 
North America. Particularly for paper and for pulp mills, 
that is a huge part of their costs. For this mill manager, it 
basically came down to the fact that unless there was 
immediate action on the cost per megawatt hour, mills 
will close in northern Ontario, and that’s what he bluntly 
told me yesterday. I can’t help but point out that this 
issue was not addressed in the announcement today. 

As the mill manager pointed out to me, recent closures 
we’ve seen in the last while—Abitibi, in Kenora, on 
October 22 permanently shut down one paper machine 
and idled another. That’s 355 people out of work. 
Norampac, in Red Rock—in the spring, I did a six-day 
northern tour, and I met with Lorne Morrow at Noram-
pac. At that point, he made it very clear how large a part 
of their business energy costs are—about a third of the 
cost of the containerboard that they produce there. So 
they’re shutting down a machine; 175 jobs are being lost. 
Bowater in Thunder Bay has one machine shut down. 
Tembec in Kapuskasing has one machine shut down; 
that’s 65 jobs. Pulp mills are hanging on the edge in 
Marathon and Smooth Rock Falls. Cascades in Thunder 
Bay has one paper machine shut down. They shut it down 
about a month ago. 
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So the bottom line is that the key issue, certainly for 
paper and pulp mills, was not addressed, and it’s very 
clear that the industry is in crisis. It’s very clear that it’s 
the number one industry in northern Ontario and, I think 

it’s safe to say, number two or three in the province, 
depending on whether or nor you’re talking to farmers. 

This mill manager pointed out that if he had his mill, 
which uses about 100 megawatts on an average basis, 
located in Manitoba, he would save $30 million a year on 
his energy bill. So his reaction when I again spoke to him 
this morning after the announcement—“Were you satis-
fied with the announcement that was made?”—was 
basically that it was an extraordinarily small step forward 
and that the prosperity fund, even though it sounds like a 
lot, $150 million over three years, is a drop in the bucket; 
a positive step but just a very small step. The industry, 
especially the pulp and paper industry, is in crisis, and 
mills will close down and communities will suffer unless 
the costs of electricity are addressed. 

So I guess my first question would be, why have you 
not addressed the most significant cost factor for the 
paper and the pulp and paper industry? 

Ms. Beggs: I’ll do my best to address your question. 
Today in Thunder Bay, when the minister made the 
announcement of our new forest sector strategy, it was 
indeed an acknowledgement of the tremendous transfor-
mation that is needed in the Ontario forest products 
industry. Indeed, this is a transformation that is going on 
across North America. If the minister were here today, I 
believe he would say to you that our delivered wood cost 
of $55 a cubic metre, while acknowledging it is very 
high, is in the same ballpark with delivered mill costs 
across eastern North America. 

The issue of energy has been addressed in part by the 
announcement made in Thunder Bay today. The forest 
sector prosperity fund—the $150 million over three 
years—is directed to assisting the industry in capital in-
vestments that will transition it to increase value added, 
improve fibre efficiency and, most importantly, improve 
management around energy. So it will explicitly address 
investments made by mills in projects such as cogener-
ation, demand management and energy conservation. 

Indeed, even before the announcement, the ministry, 
along with colleagues in the Ministry of Energy, the 
Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Northern Develop-
ment and Mines and the Ministry of Economic Develop-
ment and Trade, has been working very closely with a 
number of forest product members and mills in Ontario. 
Two of those were mills you spoke about as mills that are 
experiencing difficulty: Abitibi in Kenora and Bowater in 
Thunder Bay. 

With the announcement today, I think that mill man-
agers, like the mill manager you spoke to, will have the 
opportunity to approach the government and speak 
directly about the energy issues and work with govern-
ment on investments that can be supported through the 
forest sector prosperity fund and address the issues of 
energy that his mill is facing. 

I would acknowledge that energy prices in Manitoba 
and Quebec are lower; that is a fact. But I would also like 
to point out that the experience of mill closures is going 
on in eastern Canada in provinces that have lower energy 
prices than Ontario. So the forest products industry as a 
whole is going through transition, and I think we have all 
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heard announcements of mill shutdowns in Newfound-
land, New Brunswick and Quebec. Each of those 
jurisdictions, I believe, has power prices that are lower 
than Ontario’s. 

Our point here is really that the transition that industry 
is facing is due largely to a number of factors. In Ontario, 
yes, energy may be one of them, but more importantly, 
there is restructuring going on globally, new fibre being 
brought on in southeast Asia and demand for newsprint 
falling. In Canada we’re faced with a very high Canadian 
dollar. While that’s good for some parts of the economy, 
it makes it very tough when you’re exporting. 

I’m going to ask Mr. Kissick if he has anything to add. 
He’s more of a technical expert in this area than I am. 

Mr. Bill Kissick: Mr. Miller, to the deputy’s com-
ments, the announcement today with respect to roads, 
based on our analysis and information that the industry 
gave us, reduces industry’s road maintenance costs by 
75%. 

Mr. Miller: By 75%? 
Mr. Kissick: Their cost of maintaining roads by 75%. 
Mr. Miller: I had a conversation this morning—and 

you can correct me if I’m wrong—but the mill manager I 
was speaking to thought that their primary roads were 
about $100 million, and this program is $28 million a 
year. I guess it depends what a primary road is. I would 
like you to tell me what a primary road is. Obviously, if 
it’s just the Trans-Canada Highway, that’s different than 
if it gets back in the bush a fair distance. 

Mr. Kissick: The industry provides the road costs to 
us every year through a survey we do. That information, 
over the last three or four years, has shown that the in-
dustry spends about $130 million a year across the prov-
ince on building roads and maintaining roads. The largest 
single component of that $130 million is expenditures for 
tertiary roads. These are roads that come off secondary 
roads, actually. They’re very temporary; just to get into a 
harvest area. They don’t really incur any maintenance at 
all. Oftentimes, the tertiary roads are shut down after an 
area has been accessed. Industry doesn’t spend any 
money maintaining tertiary roads. 

Mr. Miller: But they pay the full cost of building 
them. 

Mr. Kissick: They do. 
Mr. Miller: I know one of the recommendations of 

the minister’s Council on Forest Sector Competitiveness 
was that the province assume 50% of the cost of second-
ary roads. That is something that was not responded to in 
this announcement. 

Mr. Kissick: The largest single component is tertiary 
roads. In the minister’s council, from my recollection—I 
was at most of the meetings—that was not an issue. The 
issue was primary and secondary roads. The cost of 
building and maintaining primary and secondary roads is 
about $60 million a year. The announcement doesn’t go 
to the construction of roads, but it does go to mainten-
ance, and the majority of maintenance costs—75%—are 
for primary roads. 

Mr. Miller: I understand that the $28 million is retro-
active to April 1. Is that correct? 

Mr. Kissick: It’s retroactive to April 1 this year. 
Mr. Miller: It’s just maintenance, though. 
Mr. Kissick: Maintenance on primary roads. 
Mr. Miller: On the other parts, the earlier announce-

ment of the $350 million that has been put forward as 
loan guarantees, the reaction I’ve had from industry 
people I’ve spoken to is that it really doesn’t matter, 
because if your business isn’t sound, if your business is 
in a negative cash position, you’re not going to invest in 
it. For some of the large companies, getting cash is not a 
problem anyway. The question is getting the business in 
a fundamentally sound position, and that’s where 
addressing all these costs is important. 

My question to you is, how many applications have 
you had for the $350-million loan guarantee that was an-
nounced back in June? 
1500 

Ms. Beggs: I believe that the formal process for the 
loan guarantee program will be launched in October, so 
it’s possible that folks are waiting for that formal launch 
for putting in applications. We have, however, been 
working with one company on a loan guarantee applica-
tion in advance of that formal launch. Other companies 
have expressed interest and asked questions about it—but 
no other formal applications, I believe, to date. 

Mr. Miller: I would like to point out that the response 
I get from industry is that they need immediate help. 
They see the $150 million as helping in the medium and 
longer terms toward incremental costs for things like 
developing more cogeneration, but it’s next month that 
they are concerned about. I note that the reaction from 
the Communications, Energy and Paperworkers Union of 
Canada to the announcement by the minister this morn-
ing was fairly succinct: Cec Makowski, the Ontario 
region VP, called the announcement pathetically anemic 
and nowhere near what’s required to turn the industry 
around. I also note the reaction from the Ontario Forest 
Industries Association that the critical core competitive-
ness issues are not addressed, and they point out that the 
cost sharing on secondary roads, as requested by the 
Minister’s Council on Forest Sector Competitiveness, 
was not addressed. 

On that $350 million—the loan guarantees—you’re 
saying that the program was announced in June but it’s 
still just now in process, and it will be in October that 
you’ll start to receive applications? 

Ms. Beggs: We have received one application, but I 
believe our formal launch, and I stand to be corrected by 
Mr. Kissick, will be in October, when we put up appli-
cation forms and criteria on a Web site. But we have 
been in discussion with one forest company and are pro-
cessing an application from them. We have had interest 
expressed in conversations about what process it would 
take from other companies, but only one formal appli-
cation to date. 

Mr. Miller: Still on forestry: From the estimates, I see 
on page 47, to do with forest management, that there is a 
decrease of $3.7 million, or 5.3%. 

I note some of the points you have in the book on 
forest management: 
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“—leading and assisting in the implementation of the 
minister’s council recommendations on forest sector 
competitiveness; 

“—leading Canada/US softwood lumber negotiations 
and defending Ontario’s position with respect to timber 
pricing and tenure;” and  

“—implementing the provincial wood supply stra-
tegy.” 

I would ask, at this critical point when obviously the 
industry is hurting, why is there a decrease in the budget 
estimates for forest management? 

Ms. Beggs: In Ontario, in the Ministry of Natural 
Resources, I think we have a world-class forestry frame-
work to work with and a wonderful program that is 
leading-edge and respected by other jurisdictions. 

The ministry is one of several ministries across gov-
ernment that has been flatlined in its budget, and in order 
to manage all of the programs, including our forestry 
program, we’ve had to shift resources to highest-priority 
needs. In so doing, we’ve managed to meet all of our 
legislative requirements and, as I spoke in the minister’s 
address, even have the worst fire year across Canada and 
come up with amazing forest fire statistics. I think you’ll 
find when we actually conclude the year that across both 
the forestry program and the fire program we will have 
spent considerably more than what is estimated in the 
materials before you today. 

In order to realign monies within the ministry, as a 
flatlined ministry, we have looked at savings that we can 
achieve by greater use of technology in our forestry pro-
gram. We’ve gone to electronic publishing of some of the 
materials that we used for public information. We have 
got an electronic portal for exchanging information with 
the industry. So we have tried to minimize the effect on 
outcomes of that decrease in budget that you are speaking 
to. 

I agree that we have tremendous priorities in the pro-
gram and I believe we are meeting all of those priorities 
and, in some cases, like forest fires, which I realize is 
another part of our budgets, we’re exceeding expecta-
tions, as we do regularly in that program. 

Mr. Miller: Also, I note on page 65, under “Natural 
Resource Management,” capital expenses, once again to 
do with forest fire management—aviation and forest fire 
management—that there is a 30%, or $2.3-million, re-
duction. Can you explain: You just said you had one of 
the worst forest fire years ever. Are you putting less 
emphasis on fighting fires in the future, or are you 
somehow changing the way you are doing business? 
Why is there a reduction of 30% in aviation and forest 
fire management infrastructure? 

Ms. Beggs: That particular line in our budget refers to 
capital funding. The ministry has less capital dollars 
across government— 

Mr. Miller: The plane the minister was flying in this 
morning is part of that budget, is it not? 

Ms. Beggs: It is. 
Mr. Miller: Maybe you’d better spend some money 

on that plane. 

Ms. Beggs: It looks like even when we had more 
capital dollars, we had windshield problems, as I remem-
ber your first remarks. 

The capital budget across government was built on a 
priority basis, and the ministry had to prioritize its capital 
projects for the year. The decline in capital in the aviation 
and fire portion of the ministry was a deferral on some 
work on fire centres. Is that right, David? 

Mr. David de Launay: Yes. 
Ms. Beggs: So it is work that we will get to as we are 

able to move up our capital allocation priorities. 
Mr. Miller: Thank you. On natural resources manage-

ment again, page 47, fish and wildlife management, I 
note there is a 5% decrease, or $847,500, in the budget 
from last year on fish and wildlife management. Cer-
tainly it would be my experience in my own riding of 
Parry Sound–Muskoka that that is something my con-
stituents are pretty concerned about. I note fishermen in 
the Sundridge area and the Lake Bernard area locally in 
the press in the last few weeks complaining about the 
decline in fish population and asking the Ministry of 
Natural Resources to be involved in stocking programs 
for Lake Bernard. Twice in the last week, I bumped into 
moose hunters who were very frustrated and decided to 
corner me and question me about the moose draw, which 
I don’t know that much about, except that it’s a draw. I 
learned a lot more by talking to them, but they were 
obviously quite frustrated by the system and said that it 
was pointless to even put your name in, because they’d 
done it for years and were not successful in drawing the 
right to be able to hunt moose. So why is the budget for 
fish and wildlife management decreasing? 

Ms. Beggs: I’m going to let my deputy minister, 
Kevin Wilson, from the natural resource management 
division speak to your question. We’re just trading 
microphones here, I believe. 

Maybe I can just speak to frustration around the 
moose draw, first of all. I’ve been with the Ministry of 
Natural Resources on and off for many years—more than 
I care to count—and I’ve heard that frustration expressed. 
I know that for avid hunters, getting a moose tag is really 
getting a jewel in the crown, so I appreciate the frus-
tration of people. We have many, many applicants, and 
for sustainability reasons we can only allocate so many 
tags. This year we’ve introduced a new draw for northern 
Ontario residents which will increase the probability of 
tags for northern Ontarians. I wasn’t sure where this 
gentleman came from, but he may have a better chance 
this year. 
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Mr. Miller: That would be a sore point with this 
gentleman, I think. 

Ms. Beggs: But if he doesn’t qualify as a northern 
Ontarian— 

Mr. Miller: You can tell me where the line is for that 
draw, actually. It’s probably just north of my riding, I 
suspect. 

Ms. Beggs: And he would be just south of that line? 
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Mr. Miller: Yes. I don’t think that would be news 
he’d be really happy to hear. 

Ms. Beggs: Are you answering the question, David? 
Sorry. 

Mr. de Launay: Mr. Miller, just on the question you 
asked about the reduction in the finances on page 47, 
you’ll note that there’s a reduction of $847,000, but it’s 
on an operating budget of $16 million on that page. 

Mr. Miller: So a 5% reduction. 
Mr. de Launay: Right. The $16 million is our base 

funding for fish and wildlife in the ministry, but the vast 
majority of the funding for our fish and wildlife program 
comes through our cards, which goes into a special-
purpose account. So if I can take you to page 102 of the 
estimates, on the fish and wildlife special-purpose 
account you’ll see in the middle of the page there’s a 
budget line estimated at $60.5 million. So our total bud-
get for fish and wildlife is a combination of that $60.5 
million and the $16 million on page 47. You’ll see that in 
fact we think our revenues are going to go up 1%. 

Mr. Miller: That’s the revenue from fishing licences, 
I assume. 

Mr. de Launay: Exactly; that’s right. So the reduction 
is offset by revenue, more or less, and then it’s a part of 
the way we’re managing the program within our general 
management as a flatline ministry. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you. 
Another issue that I would certainly like to get to, just 

because I’ve heard so much about it, both in my riding 
and across the province, is the issue of bears, and in 
particular I guess the number of bears and nuisance 
bears. Recently, in the last month or so, there was a tragic 
event: a young doctor who was killed near Chapleau. 
We’ve also recently had a forestry worker dragged from 
a tent by a bear in northwestern Ontario. In just about any 
newspaper you look in across the province—I have a 
stack of about 30 of them here—there are stories about 
increased numbers of bears. In Timmins, as of September 
9, the police had dealt with 382 calls re bears. In Red 
Lake, Ontario, as of mid-September, they’ve killed 23 
nuisance bears. All around my riding, it doesn’t matter 
what town you talk about; there have been many in-
stances and lots of reports in the media to do with people 
and bear run-ins, I guess you’d call them. I know driving 
up to the northern part of my riding and stopping for 
coffee in Novar, that’s what a gentleman wanted to talk 
about: the fact that he had had a bear breaking through 
the window of his house the night before at 3 in the 
morning, and how terrifying it was for him. 

I note in the Miner newspaper of September 27 a long-
time forestry worker saying, “This is terrible. Something 
has to be done. There’s too many bears out there,” said 
Bill Skene, an Abitibi-Consolidated contractor. “Skene, a 
veteran of the logging business, said he’s seen more 
nuisance bears this year than any other in his 20-year 
career.... ‘There’s a bear problem in Ontario and the 
government has to deal with it,’ Skene said.” 

Obviously, he feels that the government is not dealing 
with this problem of so many bears. I know that we have 

the bear wise program. You can tell me a little bit about 
that. But what I’d like to know is how much the bear 
wise program cost in the past year. 

Ms. Beggs: Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. I’m 
going to start by saying that the government did intro-
duce a bear wise program. I believe we brought it for-
ward in early 2004. The bear wise program has a 24-hour 
reporting line where people can call in with nuisance bear 
problems and the ministry assists in dealing their nui-
sance bear problems. In some cases where it is a pressing 
emergency, we will be in touch with police officers who 
are best equipped to deal with it if it’s immediate public 
health and safety. In other cases, ministry staff will assist 
with the program. The program has an education com-
ponent where we are working with municipalities, with 
commercial outfitters on how they manage things like 
garbage so as not to attract bears. 

The bear wise program contains funding within it for 
municipalities to apply for to implement programs within 
their municipality that help reduce the number of bear-
human conflicts through management of things that 
attract bears. In terms of the concerns that you expressed 
about bear-human contact, particularly the tragedy in 
Missinaibe park and the forest worker’s encounter with 
bears, that is something we are acutely conscious of in 
the Ministry of Natural Resources, in particular in the fire 
season and the park season. We have literally hundreds 
of workers in the bush ourselves, so we share very much 
the concern for interactions with bears. The ministry is 
bringing forward an extra seal for bear hunters, so with 
uptake of that seal, harvest of bears may increase. 

Mr. Miller: When does the bear season run from? I 
know it starts around Labour Day, or around August 31, I 
believe. 

Ms. Beggs: It varies as you move across the province 
in terms of geography. We have extended the bear season 
in the north, brought it earlier in time to enable hunters to 
get out earlier. With hunting season, you have to watch 
that fine line between the balance of people wanting to be 
in the woods for other purposes and hunters being in the 
woods. Our seasons for all species are mindful of those 
issues. It depends where you are in the province when 
your exact date starts. I don’t have it at my fingertips, but 
we can look it up for you. 

I’m going to turn to Assistant Deputy Minister George 
Ross, who has the bear wise program, to put a little bit of 
flesh on the bones that I told you about. In particular, I 
can think he can tell you how much fiscal resources we 
have in that program. 

Mr. George Ross: Mr. Miller, the bear wise program 
is funded at approximately $5 million a year. That fund-
ing goes to support for the toll-free number and for a 
program that provides funding directly to municipalities. 
In each of the last two years we’ve provided $900,000 to 
a number of municipalities to support fencing projects, 
garbage control projects and those sorts of things. We 
also have funded, in this program, an enhanced response 
capability, both within the ministry and with munici-
palities as well. This is to support police forces and direct 
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response by our staff in certain situations to bear com-
plaints. 

Mr. Miller: What’s the total budget? 
Mr. Ross: Five million, roughly. 
Mr. Miller: Five million. 
Ms. Beggs: In terms of the bear issues that the prov-

ince has faced and individuals have faced this year, our 
deputy minister, who has bear management policy, has 
reminded me that our scientists tell us that one of the 
factors influencing the conduct of bears this year and 
their interaction with humans is the very hot summer 
we’ve had, low water and drought conditions, that then 
create issues in terms of food availability for them, 
particularly berries. 
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Unfortunately, it is a fact of life that when humans and 
bears operate in the same territory and bears are looking 
for food, circumstances like the unfortunate incidents you 
referred to can happen. We’re not the only jurisdiction. In 
fact, we’re one of many that are struggling to work with 
people to better educate them about how to handle them-
selves in the bush, what precautions to take, and we’re 
working specifically with municipalities on their prac-
tices. 

The bear wise program is a program that we have 
learned and adapted from British Columbia that piloted a 
bear smart program before we brought that program to 
Ontario. 

Mr. Miller: Just a question: Why did the government 
ignore the recommendation of the Nuisance Bear Review 
Committee to partially reinstate a spring bear hunt, as 
was recommended in the report that the current minister 
responded to? 

Mr. Kevin Wilson: Kevin Wilson. I’m the assistant 
deputy minister for the natural resource management 
division. 

The nuisance black bear review committee in August 
2003 found that there wasn’t a scientific connection 
between the cancellation of the hunt and an increase in 
problem bear activity in recent years. As our deputy min-
ister has said, the availability of natural food in relation 
to weather conditions, in particular in Ontario, has been 
the leading cause of increased problems with the black 
bear population in Ontario. We have been in touch with 
other jurisdictions across the country, including juris-
dictions that have maintained a spring bear hunt where 
they’re experiencing drought problems, and they have 
similar issues that they’re managing in terms of human-
bear conflict. That would seem to reinforce the nuisance 
black bear review committee’s determination that there 
wasn’t a scientific connection between the two. 

Mr. Miller: Does the Ministry of Natural Resources 
allow bear culls in the province of Ontario? Other than 
the hunt, are there any other culls? 

Mr. Wilson: They do not. As our deputy has offered, 
in response to black bear population increases, in certain 
of our wildlife management units we’ve offered an exten-
sion of the hunt, and it varies from WMU to WMU. In 
2004, in certain WMUs we offered a second seal that 

could be purchased by hunters and, of course, we did this 
in areas where we felt we could sustain the additional 
harvest and that it wouldn’t affect the sustainability of the 
population. 

Mr. Miller: So there’s not a bear cull going on in 
Marathon right now? Because I had information from a 
culler saying—maybe they’re misinformed—that MNR 
was allowing a bear cull in the Marathon area right now, 
and they were making inquiries of me about it. 

Ms. Beggs: I’m looking at assistant deputy minister 
Ross. I’m seeing he’s puzzled as well. Mr. Miller, we’ll 
volunteer to look into that and get back to you directly. 

Mr. Miller: If you don’t mind. 
Ms. Beggs: Absolutely. We’re happy to do that. 
Mr. Miller: As I said, it was an inquiry I had to my 

office. Otherwise, I have nothing else to go by on that. 
Getting back to the actual estimates briefing book, I 

note on page 46 that there is quite a substantial reduction 
in Ontario Parks’ operating expenses—a 21% reduction, 
or $4.2 million. I’m wondering what we’re cutting out of 
Ontario Parks or what the other possible explanation 
might be for a $4.2-million reduction from Ontario 
Parks’ operating budget. 

Ms. Beggs: I’m going to turn it over to David de 
Launay in just a moment. Ontario Parks’ budget operates 
like the fish and wildlife program. They get an allocation 
from consolidated revenue and they also have what’s 
called a special-purpose account where park fees and 
proceeds from marketing and concessions within the 
parks are deposited in a special-purpose account. Their 
budget is actually the combination of what they receive 
from consolidated revenue and the special-purpose 
account. I’m going to ask ADM David de Launay to 
address your question more specifically. 

Mr. de Launay: On page 46 you have the reduction 
of $4.2 million, as you’ve pointed out, on operating—the 
next column over—$15,601,000. But again, I’ll take you 
to page 102. 

Mr. Miller: So you’re going to tell me that revenue is 
up. 

Mr. de Launay: Exactly. 
Mr. Miller: I’m glad to hear that. 
Mr. de Launay: We have been moving to cost re-

covery and, as the deputy said, we have a special-purpose 
account, and page 102 lays that out; it’s the last item. Our 
revenues are up $3.7 million, and we now bring in about 
$44.6 million from parks fees. The total for our parks 
budget, then, is about $60 million. We’re cutting the base 
funding we get from general revenue, but we’re off-
setting that with parks fees. 

Mr. Miller: I also note that there was a huge reduc-
tion in capital expenditure for parks. From memory—I’m 
not looking at it here—I believe it was $28 million. 

Ms. Beggs: I’ll start, and David de Launay may want 
to put a little flesh on my bones of an answer. 

Parks capital budget: Again, all of our capital budgets 
in the ministry are prioritized with capital expenditures 
across the government. In terms of the decrease in the 
parks capital budget, that was principally due to a 
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deferral of investment in redoing water systems in our 
provincial parks. We chose to make that decision because 
the standards for water systems were under review. New 
standards were being brought in, and to make the most 
effective use of the public dollar, we wanted to make sure 
we met the standards that the province expected for 
drinking water systems in public parks. 

Mr. Miller: So basically, you didn’t have to make the 
improvements to the water system because the rules 
changed—and it was very much a last-minute change, as 
I recall. In fact, I know that some of the contracts had 
been let by the time you learned that the rules and re-
quirements had changed. So my second question would 
be, did you have any penalties with contractors who were 
about to start jobs or were midway through changes to 
water systems that were cancelled? 

Ms. Beggs: Yes, Mr. Miller, we had ongoing contracts 
with a number of companies. I’m not familiar with but 
know of at least two park sites where that occurred, and 
we are in negotiations over the contracts with the supplier 
of those services. Some work was done, but not all of it 
could be completed, and we’re working that out with the 
people we had under contract for retrofitting those 
systems. 

It would be our intention, with new standards in place, 
to revisit our capital over the next planning year to see 
where we need to make an investment to meet—and it 
will be a priority for us—the new drinking water stan-
dards. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you. On a small item on page 17, 
“Agencies, Boards and Commissions,” I believe the 
crown timber board of examiners’ budget was reduced 
$5,000. 

Ms. Beggs: I think your observation is correct. In 
terms of the impact of that, I would need to get back to 
you. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you. “Ministry Administration”: 
Costs are going up dramatically. The overall budget for 
administration is to increase by 13%, or $4.4 million. The 
main office budget—the deputy minister’s office, min-
ister’s office, PA’s office—is to go up almost 50%. How 
can this $1 million in senior administration be justified? 
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Ms. Beggs: Our ministry budget for administration 
has gone up. Part of the reason our budget has gone up is 
that we have realigned particular parts of the ministry 
into our corporate management division and into our 
deputy’s office. I’d like to give you some examples of 
that. One of our agencies, boards and commissions is the 
Niagara Escarpment Commission. We work with a mem-
orandum of understanding with the commission. The 
director of the commission reports directly to the deputy 
minister. The commission was formerly budgeted in the 
natural resources management budget. I believe we 
moved the budgeting of the commission to the adminis-
tration budget, which includes the deputy minister’s 
office. We also have realigned some other functions in 
the ministry, and I’ll ask David to speak to that in a little 
bit more detail. So we’ve brought some work around the 

Environmental Bill of Rights and the coordination of 
freedom of information into the ministry’s corporate 
management division, and hence into our administration 
budget. 

I’m trying to think if there were other specific ones. 
David, I’m going to turn it over to you, because I know 
you’re more familiar with the numbers than I am. 

Mr. de Launay: The main shift has been moving the 
Niagara Escarpment Commission—$2 million—and also 
land use planning functions. We’ve now linked up all our 
municipally related planning as well as our environ-
mental assessment and Environmental Bill of Rights 
work, as the deputy said. This was in part to meet the 
government’s commitments to the greenbelt and so that 
we would bring all our land use planning together into 
one place in the ministry, which is within our adminis-
tration program. 

On the main office spending item and the $1 million 
that it’s up, none of that is the minister’s office. That is 
primarily in a transformation office that we’ve created 
for our whole ministry. So it resides in the administration 
line item here, but it is an office that is helping us make 
the changes we need to modernize ourselves and meet the 
government’s priorities. We also had in that some fund-
ing—we had chronic underfunding in our deputy’s 
office, which was addressing policy issues and strategic 
management issues of the ministry. 

Mr. Miller: So should I be able to find a corre-
sponding reduction somewhere else, and where would I 
find that? 

Mr. de Launay: Yes. For one large part of it, you 
would find reductions in the “Natural Resource Man-
agement” item, which is on page 47. You will see on 
page 49, just near the middle of the page, the transfer of 
the Niagara Escarpment Commission to “Ministry Ad-
ministration.” That’s the $1.994 million out that then 
comes into “Ministry Administration” on page 35. That’s 
the largest single amount, and then the line item above 
that, the $307,000, would address some of the planning 
and environmental assessment transfers. Then you’ll 
notice, if you go through all the estimates, that we have 
in many of the programs an internal reallocation on our 
transformation—you’ll see that line in most of them. 
Parts of that have gone to the different kinds of things the 
deputy is talking about: policy enhancement and com-
munications enhancement. 

Mr. Miller: On page 34, under “Ministry Adminis-
tration,” I note that salaries and wages are going up 23% 
to $17.3 million, a $3.2-million increase. Is that tied to 
the realignment, or is there another explanation? 

Mr. de Launay: Yes. Those numbers you see on page 
34 are essentially taking the numbers from the page 
before it—only it’s a different form of accounting. It’s 
primarily a realignment issue. 

Mr. Miller: On page 49, can you explain the sunset 
portion of the former Ontario Living Legacy funding of 
almost $6 million? 

Mr. de Launay: Yes. Living Legacy was a project for 
a number of years in our ministry that we had funding 
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for. This was when we wound down the program and we 
had some goals around regulating parks, regulating con-
servation reserves and other issues related to that. When 
we met most of our goals—we have some ongoing work, 
but we’ve accomplished most of the goals around regu-
lating the parks and conservation reserves and that—we 
wound down the special funding we had for OLL. 

Mr. Miller: Does it mean you didn’t spend the $6 
million you previously allocated? 

Mr. de Launay: No; this is a planning number. So 
we’re saying that where we had $6 million for Living 
Legacy funding, we don’t have it going into 2005-06. It’s 
not unspent money; this is a planning number going into 
2005-06. 

Mr. Miller: So all the parks are planned, all the 
reserves are planned. I thought we were just midway 
through that process. 

Mr. de Launay: We have met most of the regulations. 
There is the challenge of having management plans in 
each of those parks, and so that is now part of our 
ongoing work in our natural resource management 
program. 

Mr. Miller: The ministry is involved in watershed-
based source protection. Can you tell me how much 
money you spend on that in a year, or what’s budgeted 
for this year? 

Mr. de Launay: Again, starting on that page where 
we just were, page 49, we have $4 million that’s coming 
to the ministry for source water protection. 

Mr. Miller: Coming to the ministry, you say? 
Mr. de Launay: That’s right. This explanation on 

page 49 shows the money out, when we’re doing our 
planning, and then money coming into the ministry. We 
have $4 million coming into the ministry to address our 
role in source water protection. 

Mr. Miller: Where’s that money coming from, sorry? 
Mr. de Launay: This is from central revenues. 
Mr. Miller: OK. 
Mr. de Launay: When we do our estimates, what 

these pages show is the money that’s going out, such as 
winding down Living Legacy, and then money coming in 
from the central revenue fund from taxation and other 
sources. Our role in the source water protection is related 
to our role with the conservation authorities, where that 
legislation is under our authority. We are the main point 
for the government in its relationship with CAs. This is 
also for some of the work we do on mapping and some of 
the work that we do on other areas related to our mandate 
around surface water management. 

Mr. Miller: Just mapping of water—I know recently, 
I’ve had a situation in my riding where in Three Mile 
Lake the last few weeks there’s been a blue-green algae 
bloom, a fairly significant one, over the lake. I know the 
residents of the lake are quite frustrated because they 
can’t seem to get any level—provincial government, any-
way—to assume any responsibility. They discovered it 
themselves. I may get the chronology wrong, but they 
discovered it themselves, and I think they probably called 
the Ministry of the Environment and got them to 

establish that, yes, there is a blue-green algae in the lake, 
and then I think the health unit put out an advisory, 
nothing too definite, just an advisory that there was this 
algae in the lake. Beyond that, the people have been very 
frustrated as to getting somebody to test the water or 
somebody to take further action to clean it up. Does the 
Ministry of Natural Resources play any role in a scenario 
like that that’s happening in Three Mile Lake? 

Ms. Beggs: The Ministry of Natural Resources 
doesn’t have a direct role in what’s happening in Three 
Mile Lake. Just from my own personal experience, I am 
aware of programs that are run under the Federation of 
Ontario Cottagers’ Association, where they have support 
for cottagers’ associations in assessing their water qual-
ity, diagnosing problems and taking remedial action. It 
would be my suggestion that if there is a cottagers’ asso-
ciation or someone who is very interested in that, a 
connection made to the federation might be very helpful. 
I believe that program has a partnership component with 
the Ministry of the Environment, but I don’t know all of 
the details on it. 
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Mr. Miller: So in source water protection and MNR 
maps—is that just mapping the body of water, mapping 
water levels? Explain that more to me, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. de Launay: I’m only partly answering, because 
this is what I used to do as the director of lands and 
waters, so I’m looking to the ADM responsible. I’ll give 
you a short answer. 

In terms of source water protection, it’s not only the 
mapping. We do manage surface levels to some degree, 
so the dam system, for instance, that keeps the levels in 
your area, in the Muskokas, is a series of dams that are 
managed by MNR. Related to source water protection, 
we’ve had water management planning, particularly with 
our hydroelectric partners. We’ve been through pro-
cesses, and I know in your area we’ve been doing that as 
well. That’s been, as I say, water management planning 
linked to hydroelectric facilities. 

So for source water protection, across the government, 
the Ministry of the Environment has the lead. Other 
ministries have a role to play, such as Agriculture and 
Food on nutrient management, and we’re still building 
the foundations. The final legislation on source water 
protection has not been passed, so the final shape of what 
that looks like on the landscape and exactly what our role 
will be in implementing it is still not completely deter-
mined. 

Ms. Beggs: Maybe I can add just a little bit of detail 
on source water protection, Mr. Miller. Our role is con-
tributing expertise for provincial surface water quantity 
monitoring, information management— 

Mr. Miller: What was that? Sorry—quantity? 
Ms. Beggs: Quantity monitoring. We have a quantity 

monitoring system headquartered in Peterborough—
watershed planning, water budgeting, watershed manage-
ment and crown land and resource management planning. 
As well, the ministry has the provincial lead through the 
water resources information program to establish a 
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province-wide data and information management system 
that will support source water protection planning, so 
we’re building that as part of the partnership with the 
Ministry of the Environment and the partnership with 
both municipalities and conservation authorities that will 
ultimately lead to a more fulsome program on source 
water protection. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you. I just know, speaking from 
the perspective of residents who live on Three Mile 
Lake—and I can think of another spot in my riding that’s 
had some blue-green algae problems, Sturgeon Bay on 
Georgian Bay—the councillors and residents and the 
cottagers’ association are quite active in trying to do 
something about it. There’s a real level of frustration, not 
so much with the Ministry of Natural Resources but more 
with the Ministry of the Environment, that they can’t get 
any responsibility to land on the provincial government 
to actually assist them in the actions they’re trying to do 
to improve the water quality and to deal with the algae 
problem. There is definitely some frustration out there to 
do with that. 

Switching to a slightly different topic, the topic of 
cold-water lakes and the science around determining the 
level at which a cold-water lake can be developed in 
terms of cottage lots on the lake and man’s use of the 
lake, how often is the science to do with that situation 
updated? 

Ms. Beggs: I’m not current on how often, but I will 
tell you that in the Ministry of Natural Resources, in our 
science and information resources division, we have a 
number of scientists who have been working on the 
capacity of cold-water lakes to sustain cottage develop-
ment. They have had ongoing programs that they have 
worked on in conjunction with fellow scientists from the 
Ministry of the Environment to determine the capacity of 
cold-water lakes. That science has been refined, to the 
best of my knowledge, for at least a decade. It’s captured 
in a protocol arrangement that allows us to offer assist-
ance as a provincial government to municipalities as they 
plan, through the one-window approach, to decide on 
how much development to have on lakes within their 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. Miller: The reason I asked the question is that a 
few years back, on a couple of occasions, I had con-
stituents come to me and complain that the science MNR 
was using—and their official purpose is to advise about 
whether development should or should not happen on a 
lake—was outdated and in fact flawed. I’m not a 
scientist, but it was I think 777 being dissolved oxygen 
and a couple of other components. I believe it was a 
Muskoka-based scientist who came up with the original 
model, but the complaints were that it was outdated and 
in fact flawed. So that’s why I asked my question about 
whether you’re still using that one, or whether you’re 
actively updating it on a regular basis and what the 
current model is. 

Ms. Beggs: I can’t tell you for sure if the actual 
criteria has changed since you heard that complaint from 
somebody in your riding. I can tell you that we have 

ongoing research, and we do incorporate into our 
policies, both in the Ministry of Natural Resources and 
the Ministry of the Environment, the latest and best 
science in terms of the protection criteria. I can also say, 
from personal experience, that I have the utmost con-
fidence in the scientists in the Ministry of Natural 
Resources. We have world leaders in the science of cold-
water fisheries and habitat criteria, and they have 
acclaimed reputations internationally. So you have my 
undertaking that we will incorporate the most recent 
science, and you certainly have my opinion that our 
science is second to none. 

Mr. Miller: Sticking with science for a second, do 
you have a process to do with forestry guidelines? I 
know, as I travelled the north and met with all kinds of 
different people connected with the forestry sector, they 
tend to complain about some of the guidelines MNR has 
to do with protecting species based on what they see in 
the field. They asked me that it be updated and that you 
use the latest science and review it, because they’ll point 
out situations in northwestern Ontario where bald eagles 
are protected and there are thousands of bald eagles 
around. They’ve spent half a million dollars to move a 
road so they don’t get within 800 metres of a bald eagle’s 
nest, only to have the bald eagle move and build a nest 
right up where they built the road—and stories like that. 
So my question is, do you on a regular basis update the 
science that forms the guidelines for forestry practices? 

Ms. Beggs: Yes, we do. We actually have a legislated 
requirement, under our class environmental assessment 
for forestry management, to work with both a provincial 
forest policy committee and a provincial forest technical 
committee. The provincial forest technical committee is 
chaired by our ADM of the forest division and contains 
on it scientists and representatives from industry, the 
environmental community and the academic community. 
That particular committee has undertaken an ambitious 
job of revising all of our forest management guides, the 
ones that you’re referring to that would protect wildlife 
species like bald eagles. They’re in the process of work-
ing through those guides and, in revising the guides, are 
bringing the best available science into the guides. 

In terms of bald eagles, I believe, and I’ll look to 
Deputy Minister Wilson to correct me if I’m wrong, that 
they are a species at risk in Ontario. Like the anecdotal 
information that you’ve received, it’s my understanding 
that bald eagle populations are recovering, they’re getting 
better, and the province is in the process of looking at 
what is required for the future. We’re anticipating that 
with that review, there may be a move to delist that 
species. Indeed, if that happened, that would be reflected 
in practices on the land base and in guidelines that would 
have been established to protect the species. 

Mr. Miller: On page 39 of the estimates, the geo-
graphic information program is being substantially cut by 
$6.8 million, or 16.6%. I’m wondering what the explan-
ation would be for that cut in the geographic information 
program. 
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Ms. Beggs: Maybe I’ll start, and hopefully David can 

fill in. 
Our geographic information program contained within 

it a special initiative that we called GeoSmart. This was a 
pot of money that we had available for communities to 
apply to, to upgrade their geographic information sys-
tems and data in support of their activities. We have 
wound that program down, and I suspect— 

Mr. Miller: So is this work completed, then? Is that 
why it’s wound down? 

Ms. Beggs: I believe municipalities and communities 
will have ongoing needs to upgrade their geographic in-
formation systems, but for financial reasons we’ve taken 
a look at all of the priorities within the Ministry of 
Natural Resources and had to wind that program down. 
So we are completing the work with communities that 
had received grants or commitments from the program 
and are not accepting new applications in winding down 
the program. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you. Sorry; I’m starting to run out 
of time, and I wanted to get one point in on a different 
topic. 

I note from my earlier question on the bear wise pro-
gram that it was $5 million for the cost of that program. 
You’re pointing out places where you are saving money. 
One of the decisions the minister made was to close the 
Leslie M. Frost Centre. What was the cost saving—this 
has been over a year now—in closing the Leslie M. Frost 
Centre? We know that the bear wise program, based on 
the piles of newspapers I’m looking at, while it may be 
playing a role in educating the public, it certainly isn’t 
dealing with the problem of nuisance bears. I’d like to 
relate that back to how much money was saved by 
closing something that was considered to be a very im-
portant public asset, the Leslie M. Frost Centre. 

Ms. Beggs: David, can you take that question? 
Mr. de Launay: It was a very tough decision, as you 

know, for us to do that with the Leslie M. Frost Centre. 
We were saving $1.2 million a year. It had come to the 
point where most of the budget was going to the running 
of the dormitory and the kitchen. So when we looked at 
our priorities in the ministry, this was one—we were 
trying to fund all the different pressures— 

Mr. Miller: So $1.2 million: Was that the operating 
cost? I know they were also dealing with things like 
water systems, which parks were as well. Of course, the 
rules changed on that. So was that the operating? 

Mr. de Launay: That’s the operating. But you’re 
absolutely right; the capital cost was a big question. 
When I met in January with the group chaired by Dr. 
Desbiens looking at what could be done with the centre, 
we had a good, long talk about that, because with the new 
drinking water regulations we had our own upgrades that 
we were going to have to do. With the new drinking 
water regulations, it was going to cost significant 
amounts of money. So we had capital investments that 
we had to make. 

Mr. Miller: That will have changed now, because the 
rules have changed for drinking water systems. 

Mr. de Launay: And I’m not clear enough on the new 
rules to know how it would apply— 

Mr. Miller: It saved $28 million for Ontario Parks. It 
would save some money for the Frost Centre, and many 
thousands of small businesses across the province. 

Mr. de Launay: It’s quite possible, yes. There were 
the two issues, though. There was an operating line on 
which we were able to save money, and then there was a 
cost-avoidance issue, I guess you could call it, in which 
we were looking at significant capital outlays, poten-
tially. 

Mr. Miller: I guess my next question would be, then, 
there was a lot of training done for the Ministry of 
Natural Resources at the Leslie M. Frost Centre. How 
much is it costing you to do that training now that you 
are no longer doing it at the Leslie M. Frost Centre? 

Mr. de Launay: We don’t have an overall costing of 
the training costs. What it has forced programs to do is 
look for other alternatives, such as using our own build-
ings, using other locations—Geneva Park, for instance; 
the YMCA—where we get a very good price on it. 

Mr. Miller: But still, you’d have to take the $1.7 mil-
lion and subtract off of that whatever you spend on train-
ing in places like Geneva Park, which, as far as I know, is 
a private business. The YMCA runs that, I believe. 

Mr. de Launay: That’s correct. It’s the YMCA. 
Mr. Miller: You don’t have a figure for what you 

would have spent on training? 
Mr. de Launay: No, I don’t. 
Ms. Beggs: While David doesn’t have the figure, one 

other point that I think is important to understand when 
you’re looking at the estimates for a ministry like Natural 
Resources, with our staff located across the province 
from Kenora to Cornwall, is that we have tried to reduce 
our travel budget by delivering training using other 
vehicles closer to home for some of our programs. We’ve 
put trainings on compact discs that people can do in their 
offices. We’ve introduced a videoconferencing system in 
the ministry, where we find that we can make effective 
use of videoconferencing and reduce our travel budgets. 
Travel from the far-flung areas of the province to the 
Leslie Frost Centre was an additional cost over and above 
the operating costs of the centre that we’re hoping to 
defer by using alternative techniques. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you. One big reduction in the 
budget—and I haven’t found it in the estimate papers, but 
the capital expenditures for the ministry go from $74 
million, according to the actual budget delivered in May, 
down to $53 million planned for this year. That’s a pretty 
substantial reduction. 

Mr. de Launay: Yes. The capital increases and de-
creases you’ll find in mainly the Natural Resources 
management infrastructure, which is page 65. On page 67 
you can see a list of reductions. 

Mr. Miller: I note that one of them is dam rehabi-
litation, which is another thing I hear a lot about in my 
riding of Parry Sound–Muskoka because there are so 
many small lakes and water controls. I’ve had hundreds 
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of letters—whenever there’s a study done on a particular 
lake, I usually get just about every cottager on the lake 
writing me, voicing their opinion about what they would 
like. They usually want the status quo, meaning MNR 
looking after the dams. I see there’s a reduction in dam 
rehabilitation of $3.2 million, so that would certainly be 
of concern to me. 

Ms. Beggs: Dam rehabilitation is an important prior-
ity. We are very sensitive to the need to keep our dams in 
excellent shape for public safety reasons. We have been 
working in the ministry’s capital program with assessing 
all of the ministry dam infrastructure, prioritizing the 
needs and working through in a concerted fashion on 
remedial efforts on dams that require work to be done on 
them, and we’ll continue to do that. 

We had a reduction in our whole capital program and 
had to establish priorities, and the reduction that you see 
in the dam maintenance program is a reflection of the 
need to set priorities across the ministry. That being said, 
I can assure you that when a dam needs to be repaired, 
we put it at the top of the list for our maintenance work. 

Mr. Miller: So you can assure me that places won’t 
be getting flooded out because of dam collapses? 

Ms. Beggs: I can tell you that in Ontario not all of the 
dams are Ministry of Natural Resources dams. For 
Ministry of Natural Resources dams, we have a very high 
standard for public safety. I believe, and I stand to be 
corrected, that the ones that we set for our ministry infra-
structure are higher than the Canadian safety standards,  

Mr. de Launay: Not to prolong this, but just to 
clarify, that $3-million number decreases for mainten-
ance and rehabilitation across all the programs. The next 
line item is the dams, which is $1.4 million. So it’s down, 
but we still have a significant amount of capital going 
into maintenance of dams. 

The Acting Chair (Mr. John Milloy): Mr. Miller, 
you have about one minute left. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you very much, Chair. 
You mentioned, in delivering the minister’s opening 

speech, water power and some of the new projects; one in 
Kapuskasing, I believe, which you said is going to bring 
20 megawatts of power on. How many bids have you had 
for water power projects and what sort of total capacity 
in megawatts is there out there that we might see in the 
next few years? 

Ms. Beggs: So the question is, how many bids have 
we had for water power projects, and what’s our capacity 
for the future in terms of water power projects? Kevin 
Wilson, my assistant deputy minister, natural resources 
management, will bring that to the table. 

Mr. Wilson: Thank you, Deputy. As of 2005, through 
our competitive site release process, we’ve received 57 
expressions of interest for water power; 18 of these 
expressions have been qualified for release. MNR is 
releasing for development 13 areas across the province; 
we have received nine submissions for the 13 areas. Two 
competitions have not yet closed, so we expect there will 
be other opportunities arising. 

There’s a fairly substantial untapped water power 
resource still left in Ontario. We’re working closely with 
the Ministry of Energy. Our release of our new policy is 
to free up crown land for water power development. Our 
goal is to really assess the technical feasibility of the 
proposals coming forward to ensure that they are work-
ing with First Nations and the communities in which the 
water power will be developed, in turn working and co-
ordinating with the Ministry of Energy so they are 
wrapped into the RFP process they are sponsoring as 
well. 

Mr. Miller: Is that nine separate projects? 
Mr. Wilson: Nine submissions for the 13 areas. So 

this is very much work that’s underway. It will take some 
time before these facilities are brought on-line for pro-
duction by the time they go through the Ministry of 
Energy’s RFP process. 

Mr. Miller: A couple of years? 
Mr. Wilson: Depending on the size of the endeavour, 

they can be quite capital-intensive projects. There are EA 
requirements they have to go through as well. Larger 
projects—it could take a couple of years to bring them on 
in terms of production. 

Mr. Miller: Thank you for your answers today. 
The Acting Chair: I have to cut you off right there. 

First of all, thank you very much to the deputy and her 
team for coming forward under rather unusual circum-
stances, and thank you to the committee. 

The committee will stand adjourned until Monday 
morning at 9 a.m. There are exactly five hours and 37 
minutes left for the Ministry of Natural Resources. The 
committee is adjourned until Monday. 

The committee adjourned at 1602. 
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