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YORK REGION TRANSIT LABOUR
DISPUTES RESOLUTION ACT, 2011 /
LOI DE 2011 SUR LE RÈGLEMENT
DES CONFLITS DE TRAVAIL
AU SEIN DES SERVICES DE TRANSPORT
EN COMMUN DE LA RÉGION DE YORK

Mr. Shurman moved second reading of the following bill:

Bill 7, An Act to provide for the resolution of labour disputes involving companies that provide public transit services to The Regional Municipality of York / Projet de loi 7, Loi prévoyant le règlement des conflits de travail au sein des entreprises qui fournissent des services de transport en commun dans la municipalité régionale de York.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Pursuant to standing order 98, the member has up to 12 minutes for his presentation.

Mr. Peter Shurman: Thank you very much, Speaker. Let me add my voice to the one that has already said congratulations on seeing you sitting in the chair. It does my heart good. I know you’re a fair man.

Let’s move ahead with Bill 7. This is a bill that I don’t want to describe as last-minute, but with thanks to the member for Parry Sound–Muskoka, we swapped ballot items and got it moved forward because I thought this was an urgent piece of business to bring before the House.

This bill is basically about putting public transit back in motion, putting buses on the street in the regional municipality of York; it has no other agenda. I do not consider it a partisan bill. This bill is entirely citizen-driven. One only has to look at my email queue or my in-basket to find that out, and I think that is true of all the people who represent ridings in York region.

I’m using this private member’s legislation to do what the government and the unions and the companies involved appear unwilling to do, and that is to help the people of York region. And they need help. They need to get to work. They need to get their kids to school. They need to get to their appointments. In short, they need to live their lives, because transit, in any municipality as densely populated as York region but as far-flung as York region, requires that kind of service.

The goals of the bill, as stated in the bill, are to get transit working for York region residents again, to designate York Region Transit as an essential service, to prevent future disruptions in transit from causing personal and economic hardship, and also to secure a fair agreement for all parties involved in the dispute, including the transit users and the taxpayers of York region.

Let me focus for a moment on those very people, because in any labour dispute, as this House well knows and I think as most people know, there’s always collateral fallout, and it’s always the largest portion and the most unrepresented or underrepresented portion of the population that bears the brunt of a strike. In this particular case, as it is in most cases, it’s the public who use the service.

Let me hold out an olive branch here by way of compromise right at the outset and say that I am well aware that everyone in this House wants a resolution to a strike that is now five weeks old. To that end, it strikes me that the element that we’ve included in this bill that speaks to declaring transit in York region an essential service is a stumbling block for people sitting and listening to this debate today.

That olive branch will take the following form: If this bill passes second reading today and goes to committee, I would be happy to accept an amendment that strikes the element of essential service from this bill. Why? Because, as I said at the beginning, this is about putting buses back on the street in York region and not making some kind of political statement. Be it as it may, the fact that I happen to support transit being declared an essential service—I’ll take that out. That’s the first compromise that I want to put on the table.

Let me recount some facts for this House and for people who are watching today. The strike started on October 24, 2011, so we’re in the fifth week of a service disruption in York region. Let me also point out that we are eight days away from rising for the winter recess in this House, because we got a late start after an election. That means that if we don’t get involved in this House in a resolution to this transit dispute and leave it to the parties to get back to the table and do something, which they haven’t—there’s been an abject absence for the past five weeks of any negotiation—then, save and except for a return to this House on an emergency basis, we’re not going to debate any back-to-work legislation affecting the strike until some time at the end of February, beginning of March at the earliest. It’s going to be a long cold winter, as it always is in this area. We simply cannot allow this strike to go on any longer.

I might point out, Speaker, that I’m not the only person who’s party to the strike on behalf of my constituents who thinks so. The union itself has said, “You know, if there were an arbitration, we would go back and get to work right away.”

There have been no meaningful negotiations. In fact, there had been no picketing until recently. I might congratulate my colleague the member from Newmarket–Aurora, who said in public that there’s so little in action on this strike that there’s no picketing. I suppose in deference to that, there was a demonstration and a picket of the Finch subway station earlier today by about 200 strikers.

Students are missing classes. Parents are missing work. Jobs are being lost. Small business is suffering. In short, the residents of York region cannot afford to have this strike continue. We have been diligent—and when I say “we,” I’m talking about my colleagues from York region on this side of the House: myself, the member from Newmarket–Aurora and the member from York–Simcoe—in following a process that was driven by our citizen concerns. That process was begun about four weeks ago, a week or 10 days into the strike, when we made a public statement requesting that cooler heads prevail and that the parties get back to the table and negotiate in earnest. As a matter of fact, I might say, by way of a tip of the hat to the new labour minister, that seemed to be in line with what the government side was calling for.
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We let it go for a couple of weeks. So now we’re approximately three weeks into a strike, at which point my colleagues and I called for government legislation that would bring the sides to the table and mandatory arbitration or compulsory arbitration that would result in the settlement of the strike.

So we had previously called on all parties, we had previously called upon the government and we are where we are: We’re five weeks into a strike; there is nobody talking, under any circumstances; and there are no buses moving in York region except for in a couple of spots, and I will explain why in a few moments.

To date, the McGuinty government has not taken any action to end the strike, and I might say that the Liberal MPPs from York region have been silent on this issue. Those are the MPPs from Richmond Hill, from Vaughan—where I might point out that there is a lesser disruption of service—in Oak Ridges–Markham and in Markham–Unionville—

Mr. Monte Kwinter: Well, it’s not true that we’ve been silent, Peter, and you know it.

Mr. Peter Shurman: You know you can come back and talk when your turn to speak comes around.

Why are these members not speaking up for their constituents?

Mr. Monte Kwinter: It’s all political, isn’t it?

Mr. Peter Shurman: They’ll have their chance.

Why are they not speaking up for their constituents? It’s not just my job to speak for the residents of Thornhill and the residents of south York region; it is the job of all seven of us to speak on behalf of our constituents. I’m not the only one that has an email queue and an inbox that says that they want action.

The lack of action on the part of the McGuinty government is victimizing York region residents. They’re being victimized unduly; they’re being victimized unfairly; they’re being victimized unequally. So we invite our colleagues to join with us, and I have placed on the table a compromise that we would be happy to bring to the table in the event that they want to support second reading of this bill.

As for the essential service piece: While I’ve said that I would recant on that, move back and move away from that, it’s worth pointing out that we spent some time in this House, not a year ago, debating and passing—and that was the government and the Progressive Conservative opposition—Bill 150. And Bill 150 declared that the TTC was an essential service at the request of the city of Toronto. Nobody seemed to have a problem with that. So, here we are in York region with a strike that is five weeks old, and somehow or other York region and the city of Toronto are not equivalent. What makes the people of York region exist on a lesser scale than the people here in Toronto?

I will point out as well that if you go back four years, we had a one-day strike of the TTC. They walked out for one day, disrupted a Friday evening in Toronto, and within 48 hours there was back-to-work legislation and an emergency session, on the weekend, of this Parliament to bring that to a close. So there is some kind of an inequity here between the city of Toronto and other parts, apparently.

York region is, as I mentioned, a far-flung region. It’s a wide region: It goes from Georgina on the east all the way to Highway 400 to the west, Steeles on the south to Lake Simcoe on the north, and you have to get around in that. In that region, what we’ve got is a convoluted transit situation where there are five contracts in existence and there are three companies represented. Right now there are three locals on strike. There is no direct relationship with the region because these are private corporate suppliers.

The region’s responsibility is to provide transit. I am not sitting in judgment on how they’ve chosen to do that, but they have chosen to do that by delegating the contract to provide that transit to private concerns. The region, at this point, is not stepping up and taking responsibility, because we’re five weeks in and we see no talks. We must prevent this from happening again. At the very least, we must prevent it from going any further.

I want to repeat that this House has eight more sitting days—eight more sitting days. So on that basis, it is incumbent upon us in this House to act now, because if we don’t we are committing the people of York region not to five weeks but, more than likely, five months, and who knows what will happen to transit in that area?

I’ve pointed out that Liberals are particularly interested in Toronto. The Liberals voted for Bill 150. They put Bill 150 before us less than a year ago and they put emergency legislation before us four years ago, both of those issues pertaining to the TTC. What’s wrong with York region? York region people want to know. York region is not a second-class citizen and, to boot, York region consists not only of Newmarket–Aurora, Thornhill and York–Simcoe; it consists as well of Richmond Hill, Oak Ridges–Markham, Markham–Unionville and Vaughan. So I want the members of those particular constituencies to stand up as well.

There are no options for people in York region. A cab ride to York University from Thornhill is 30 or 40 bucks each way. In Toronto you can get away with it; here, you can’t. So I call upon all members of this House to understand what it is that we want. What we want is buses back on the streets of York region, and we want them there now.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Further debate?

Mr. Gilles Bisson: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, and I want to congratulate you for being chosen to be in the chair. I think we will all be very happy with the selections that have been made for this particular Parliament.

I want to say, first of all, that I think there was an opportunity here to do something right. I’ll agree with the member who just spoke. But I think what the member should have done is brought in a bill that deals with arbitration and back-to-work. I think if the member had done that, we probably would be in a position to be able to support that bill.

I know I’ve met with some of the membership and with the leadership of both locals 1587 and 113—and I notice that Mr. Doyle is here and also, I think, Mr. Kinnear, but the other Mr. Kinnear, right? Ha, I got it right. So I’m saying this in their presence: that we’ve had the discussion. Essentially, the union is saying, “Listen, we want to put an end to this strike. We want to find a way to negotiate and to settle the agreement.” Unfortunately, it’s a bit of a one-way street right now. The union is willing to try to find a solution, and it would appear that the employers are dragging their feet, for whatever reasons. I’m not going to cast aspersion, but just say that as a fact.

So there is an option that is open, and that option, I think the fair one, would have been to say that we need to have binding arbitration of some type in order to be able to get the parties to go before an arbitrator in order to settle this at the arbitration table. Will the union be totally happy with what an arbitrator has to say? No. Will the employer be completely happy with what the arbitrator has to say? No. But that’s what arbitration is all about. It’s about saying, “What’s your position? What’s your position?” and the arbitrator going away and saying, “Okay, I’m going to look at this from both perspectives, and I’m going to find a saw-off somewhere in the middle.” That’s what arbitration is all about.

I find myself in a bit of an odd spot because I support part of what the member is trying to do. I’ll be blunt. I’m agreeing with a Conservative here. You don’t see me do that very often.

Interjections.

Mr. Gilles Bisson: I’ll tell you—no, I run against Conservatives where I come from. It’s a whole different story where I come from. But the point is this—and I’m known as a pretty reasonable guy. The point is that the member brings forward—

Applause.

Mr. Gilles Bisson: They’re saying I’m a reasonable guy, and they’re applauding? I’m in trouble.

I would just say that the member brings part of the bill—essentially there are three parts of it; one is that it’s back-to-work legislation, which in itself is problematic for me. But there is arbitration. That I can support. I’m sure that if I sat down with ATU—and we’ve had this discussion. If the bill was strictly back to work for binding arbitration, I think my colleagues—I don’t want to speak for them—more than likely would say, “Yeah, you know, that’s not a bad idea. That’s a way of moving things forward.” We’d always rather they negotiate at the table. That’s always the default. But where that can’t happen—and it happens, at times—we have arbitration.

The poison pill in this thing is the essential services. I cannot, as a New Democrat, accept essential services when it comes to transit. I understand that sometimes this Legislature will have to make decisions about how to resolve strikes if they become deadlocked, but there’s a way of doing that that I think, at the end of the day, finds a saw-off, and I don’t think that this particular way we’re coming at it, with essential services legislation, in fact imposing essential services on York region—I don’t think it’s right. I think that’s not the way to go.

I would suggest to my friends that there are more private members’ bills that are going to be able to be brought to this Legislature. If the Conservative Party wants to bring one forward—and I’m not saying that I agree entirely. We would have to see what it is, we would have to have a discussion, our leadership would have to sit down and look at that, and we’d have to talk to some people. But if you’re talking about arbitration, well, we’re in the ballpark. We can talk about that. But I will not stand in this House and vote in favour of essential services legislation. I just can’t do that. It’s against all of my principles.

I come out of the Steelworkers. I’ve negotiated collective agreement after collective agreement for the Steelworkers. I was a staff member of the Ontario Federation of Labour. As a person who comes out of the labour movement, has worked for the labour movement and has been part of it all of my life, I cannot go down that road at this point. I just think it would be a little bit too much for me to do. I understand we walk a fine line in this Legislature as legislators and sometimes we have to do things that we don’t like doing because it’s the right thing to do. But I would just suggest to the member that if he had amended his bill right from the beginning and said, “We will have arbitration,” you would have had a better chance for us to do it.
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The problem we now have is if we say, “Oh, yeah, we’ll support you,” nod, nod, wink, wink, and all of a sudden we vote for what is essentially an essential services bill, and the member or the government doesn’t agree to an amendment, then where am I? I’ve essentially supported back-to-work legislation that has essential services.

I just say to the member: I know you’re trying to do the right thing. You’re an honourable member, sir; I say that with all sincerity. You’re trying to do what’s right for your community. I get it. You’re trying to move this thing forward, but this is a method that I cannot support.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Further debate? The member from Oak Ridges–Markham.

Ms. Helena Jaczek: Thank you so much, Mr. Speaker, and it really is a pleasure to see you in that seat. I have observed you over the last few days since we returned here, and it appears we have a mellower Miller in the House.

Now, to address the very real concerns expressed in what we see as Bill 7 before us, brought by the member from Thornhill: I always like to be as positive as I can, and I will certainly say that I share your concerns about the difficulties that our constituents, in fact, are facing, given the transit disruption in York region. My constituency office has been in receipt of a number of phone calls. The particular hardships of students and seniors are certainly there; we hear about them.

But we have been able to explain to our constituents exactly the process that is being undergone here. We on this side of the House—in this party—clearly believe in collective bargaining and negotiations in good faith as being the best way of settling this type of situation.

My office has been in regular communication with the regional chairman, and that individual, of course, has reported to regional council on the situation and the progress of negotiations. We have no request from regional council to go any further at this point. They are very pleased with the fact that our Minister of Labour has appointed a provincial mediator. I understand there’s even a federal mediator involved in the situation. This is a crucial difference that we face between our situation in York region and the situation in Toronto.

I not only respect my constituents, but I respect the duly elected members of regional council. They have not requested that our government move forward. They have not made the type of deputations that the city of Toronto did in the disruption of services from the TTC. The situation, according to the regional chairman—and I have a letter he sent out, actually, at 2:44 today—

Mr. Jeff Leal: At 2:44?

Ms. Helena Jaczek: At 2:44, just some 20 minutes ago. His position is, and I quote directly from his letter, “The transit providers have substantial offers on the table that include increases in salary, sick days and benefits; however, the unions have refused to consider them.

“The union leadership has ignored offers by the transit contractors, asking instead for arbitration. The contractors and the government of Ontario have both rejected calls for arbitration and the region is not in a position to force this option on any of the parties involved.”

I think that the regional chairman has made it very clear he does not consider the situation as at an impasse. He wants both sides to get back to the table.

I’d also like to make a few comments in terms of the solution proposed here. It may seem like a very superficially attractive proposition. I would suggest that it’s a really quite simplistic response to a very complex issue.

It’s very much what we saw in the election only less than two months ago from the PC Party. It’s very easy to call for a simplistic measure like tax cuts when you don’t consider where the service cuts are going to come from. We know that the people of Ontario rejected, on October 6, those politics of division. This is precisely where negotiation and a nuanced response are what is required. And I would suggest to you that regional council is also the representative of our constituents, and they have not requested that our government take any further action in this regard at this point in time. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Further debate?

Mr. Frank Klees: Speaker, this message that we’ve just heard from the member from Oak Ridges–Markham is the reason that some 40,000 victims of this strike are today suffering hardship—financial hardship, personal hardship. Seniors can’t get to medical appointments. People with disabilities can’t get from their home to their place of work. And we hear from this member that the reason that she and the government are refusing to act here today on this legislation that could end this strike is because she hasn’t heard from the regional government, that they have not requested this. The reason that we are here and that the member from Thornhill has tabled this legislation is precisely because no one else is taking any action.

I stand here with my colleagues and I say to the regional government of York region: You have failed the people who elected you. I stand here and I say that whether it is the union, who at least is saying, “Bring in an arbitrator so that we can resolve this”—we now have a Liberal government here, probably all four members who are representing people in York region, who are saying, along with the regional government, “We will wash our hands as well.” Shame on the people who are hearing on a day-to-day basis from the people who are suffering.

To the member from Oak Ridges–Markham: Here is an email, which is among many, that I received as a copy. I read for the record, and I’m happy to deliver it over: “My local MPP Helena Jaczek has not taken trouble to return my many calls made to her office. Kindly table a bill to back to” work “legislation and make YRT an essential service.”

Speaker, we can speak nicely here about how we want to follow process. We are elected, all of us here, to represent the people in our ridings who look to us for leadership. I am not going to wait for the regional chair—who, by the way, was never elected by anyone; he was appointed by some regional councillors, and that’s another issue. If anything, what I’ve heard here and the lack of initiative on the part of our regional chair motivate me to bring forth another private member’s bill that calls on the regional chair to be elected so that the regional chair can in fact be accountable to the people who elected him.

I believe that we have a responsibility in this House to ensure that the regional public transit system works for the people who pay for it, the people whose tax dollars pay for it, who you, member from Oak Ridges–Markham, represent—and the member from Richmond Hill and the member from Vaughan. I have some emails relating to the member from Vaughan, too, but I won’t read them.

If we cannot come together here in this Legislature and do the right thing—as the member from Thornhill has so rightly said, it took us less than 48 hours to bring back-to-work legislation in for the city of Toronto and the TTC. And yes, there was leadership from the city of Toronto, but the fact that there isn’t from the region of York doesn’t mean that we shouldn’t be doing our job. That’s why we’re here with this legislation today.

I say to the government: I read in the throne speech the importance of an integrated transit system throughout the greater Toronto area. I suggest it begs the credibility if on the one hand we call for an integrated, seamless transit system throughout the GTA and yet have it fragmented because of fragmented labour legislation that relates to it.
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I will not shrink from the fact that I believe that transit should, in fact, be an essential service; that no one who relies on public transit should be held hostage through and as a result of a labour negotiation. I, too, believe in collective bargaining, but collective bargaining—ask the gentlemen here who are on the union side—is not working, and that’s why we’re here.

We’re saying, “Bring in the arbitrator,” and that’s exactly what this bill does. It brings in an arbitrator. It sets down some conditions and some guidelines for that arbitration, such as the ability to pay; such as the fiscal condition of York region and the province. But what it does is it ensures that the people who need transit have it while the negotiation is taking place with the assistance of an arbitrator.

And so, here we are. We have four Liberal MPPs who refused to sign a letter that we sent to the Minister of Labour on November 10, simply asking the minister to bring in legislation so that this matter could be resolved. The spaces are blank, and I suggest, from what I’m hearing, that when we vote this afternoon on this bill they will be blank one more time. They won’t vote for this. But they will have to answer to their constituents, to the people in their ridings—

Mr. Greg Sorbara: We’re going to miss you, Frank. We’re going to miss you.

Mr. Frank Klees: You’re going to miss me?

Mr. Greg Sorbara: Yeah, we’re going to miss you when you’re gone.

Mr. Frank Klees: I defer to the member—you see, for those who are watching this and who can’t hear, the member from Vaughan is suggesting that I will be gone. Well, I suggest that if I am gone, I will at least have done my job here today in standing up for my constituents.

Interjections.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): May I suggest that we don’t get personal and that we stick to the issue, please. And no personal comments. Thank you.

Mr. Frank Klees: I’m done.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Further debate?

Mr. Taras Natyshak: Mr. Speaker, it truly is an honour and a privilege to rise here today in this House. If you’ll indulge me, I’d like to thank the members of my community of Essex, who put their faith in me as their representative, as their member of provincial Parliament. I carry their hopes and their aspirations each and every day when I walk into this wonderful building, so thanks to them as well.

Congratulations to you, Mr. Speaker, on your new role. That seat certainly looks comfortable, and it suits you.

From the first couple of days that I’ve had the ability to be in this House, I can already tell by the tone that we will all be wonderful friends by the end of this session.

It is indeed a pleasure to rise and speak to the content of this bill, and in my role as the critic for labour for the New Democrats, it’s an issue that’s near and dear to my heart. I want to also thank my colleague from Timmins–James Bay for sharing his time with me.

The riding of Essex is a wonderful place. It is a mix of urban and rural, small hamlets: Lakeshore, Kingsville, LaSalle. As well, Leamington is in the riding of my good friend from Chatham–Kent. We have no public transit system, so you can imagine my wonderment as a new member coming to Toronto and finding out how efficiently and effectively you move so many people around.

It is really that issue, that effectiveness and the importance of a wholesome, healthy public transit system, that we’re discussing here today—all the more important to have arbitration; to have collective agreements that make sure the system works; to make sure it runs safely, effectively and cleanly. That’s why we have some issues, obviously, with the content of this bill, as my honourable colleague mentioned.

If it were not for the special designation, the essential services designation, we might actually indicate some support for it. We know that the members of that community are affected. We also know that the negotiators, too, are coming to the conclusion that there will not be any headway made on negotiations.

I can tell you as a labourer, someone who has come out of the trade union movement myself, that I rely on my union to bargain on my behalf. It is a role they play to ensure that I have a good standard of living, that I have safe working conditions and that I am truly appreciated in my career. Knowing that, our union has always had the ability to negotiate with whom we call our contractor partners. These are construction firms in the Windsor and Essex county area. Some are large, some are small, but typically they’re family firms. By the nature of their being family firms—you know, local history—I think they have some stake in the game; they have some skin in the game.

What I believe we’re dealing with here is a conglomerate of multinational companies that are some of the largest private providers of transit in North America. For instance, Veolia—I don’t know if I’m pronouncing that right—had 2010 revenues of $50 billion. Now, that’s not your mom-and-pop operation. The United Kingdom-based FirstGroup had $10 billion in revenue in their last fiscal year.

I guess what we’re dealing with here too is fairness. In comparison to other jurisdictions, and in comparison to workers who are doing similar work in and around the GTA, workers in York region are receiving roughly $7.42 less for the same work that they are doing. We just don’t think that is fair. Of course those workers are going to stand up for their rights and stand up for equality.

Also, the Conservative caucus mentioned that it is a program that is subsidized by York region taxpayers to the extent of $4.11 for each ride. It makes that fare one of the highest in Ontario. We may actually want to break into a discussion of value for money when it comes to integrating private companies into our public transit system. I think that was mentioned earlier as well.

All told, the push toward deeming this an essential service is something we’ve seen not so long ago at the federal level with the Conservative government attempting to deem Air Canada workers and postal workers as essential and forcing them back to work. It’s something that, in my mind, is not productive. It’s an affront to the process of collective bargaining, a process that is enshrined in our rights here in Canada, enshrined in our charter. If we move toward that, I would submit that the NBA is in a lockout position today; let’s deem them essential too, due to their massive payrolls and the fact that they contribute so much economically. Let’s not move down that path. Let’s let this process evolve. Let’s let the negotiators at the bargaining table work through the process.

Also, recently a telephone poll of roughly 2,100 residents of the York region showed that 71% of those residents wanted the regional government to intervene. Seeing that the regional government is not prepared to do that, I think it is incumbent on us to try to figure out how we can help this process. Maybe just by the nature of us talking about it here may push the agenda.

I’ll end, Mr. Speaker. This has been a wonderful inaugural speech. It really feels good; it feels comfortable. I like it here. It’s fun. It’s as fun as I expected it to be. I don’t know how productive it will be, in the end.

Mr. Rosario Marchese: Please, please.

Mr. Taras Natyshak: Well, if we set the bar low enough, we can achieve anything, right?

I will end by saying that New Democrats stand firm with the transit workers and call on all parties to end the strike, get back to the table and enact binding arbitration with a neutral arbitrator.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Further debate?

Mr. Reza Moridi: Mr. Speaker, I would like to begin by congratulating you in your position as Acting Speaker.

It’s a pleasure to rise in this House to speak on An Act to provide for the resolution of labour disputes involving companies that provide public transit services to The Regional Municipality of York.
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We all know that public transit is one of the major tools for moving people around from one point to the other, particularly in large municipalities, and York region is no exception. The residents of my riding of Richmond Hill live in the municipality of York region, and they are also affected by the strikes over the past five weeks. Thousands and thousands of residents of York region, including Richmond Hill, every day use public transit to go to work, to hospitals, to doctors, to dentists, shopping, to schools and to universities, and they’re all affected by this strike.

That is why our government, the Minister of Labour and the Ministry of Labour, since the beginning of this dispute, have appointed a provincial labour mediator to bring the parties to the table and to assist them in coming up with a resolution to this issue, and they have been working very hard. In the past, the mediator has been very effective and efficient in solving and resolving labour disputes. Actually, last year, Mr. Speaker, 98% of labour disputes were resolved by the mediator.

We believe in negotiation. The parties should come to the table and negotiate and come up with an acceptable solution to this issue. That’s why our Ministry of Labour and our government are encouraging people to come to the table and negotiate. Here, there are three contract companies, as our honourable member from the third party mentioned: Miller Transit, Veolia Transportation and First Student Canada. These are the contract employers in the region—and also the unions; they have to come to the table. They have to negotiate. We believe in collective bargaining.

We cannot, Mr. Speaker, for every strike bring a solution in this House and come up with back-to-work legislation. And when it comes to this particular case, York region, who is somehow the employer, although they are not directly the employer, should come to the House. They should come to the Ontario government and ask for help. They have never done that. In the case of the city of Toronto, the city of Toronto and the mayor of Toronto came to the Ontario government and requested our assistance, for our help, this House’s help. York region hasn’t done so.

So the process should continue. We hope that both parties will come to the table and will agree on a mutually agreeable solution to solve this problem so that people can use public transit in a way that they should be doing.

Thank you.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Further debate?

Mrs. Julia Munro: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, and I’m pleased to join my colleagues the MPP for Newmarket–Aurora and the MPP for Thornhill to call on this government to take action to end the York region transit strike.

In the course of the debate that has taken place so far today, there are a couple of things that I want to refer to, and one of them was in the remarks made by the member from Oak Ridges–Markham. The point that she made, as I understand it, was that we should do nothing because the chair of York region hasn’t asked for the province to get involved. At the same time, there is an indication from the same chair that no headway is being made in the negotiations as they currently stand, and I think that’s exactly why we’re here. You’re missing the point. We are here because no one else is listening. I’m listening to my constituents. I’m listening to those people whose lives are interrupted; who can’t get to work, who can’t get to school, who can’t provide themselves with the facility of getting around, and they do feel like victims because there’s no one at the table that represents and speaks on their behalf.

We have a letter from the York region separate school board where they outline the kind of problems that their students have run into as a result of this. We also have the position that was taken in the election platform of the Liberals: “Public transit helps move people and goods faster; but it also keeps our air clean for ... children and seniors.” You even claim to have made the largest investments in Ontario’s history. Well, I have to ask you: What good are any of your words and promises if there is no transit system for people to use? What does it matter if we have lots of buses and infrastructure if the buses do not run?

We know that there have been meetings taking place at different times in the last five weeks, but they have not reached an agreement. York region, up to this point, has not become directly involved. The three MPPs have—and we have, in the absence of the kind of leadership that others could take. I think it’s most important for people to understand that our purpose is to bring this strike to an end, to raise that awareness, to provide the opportunities for the parties to come together.

I want to also speak briefly about the member from Timmins–James Bay’s concern. I would say to you that, in fact, the bill does ask for an arbitrator to be appointed to facilitate a fair and neutral agreement. I would also remind the member from Timmins–James Bay that one of the purposes of second reading is, in fact, to continue the conversation; it is not there to provide a final position. That’s why amendments can be brought in after second reading. So I would urge the member for Timmins–James Bay to look at this as an instrument and as a process; if there are parts of this bill, as he suggests, that he does have sympathy for, that he would take those into consideration in supporting the bill at second reading, which would then keep it on the table and allow for such kinds of amendments as he wishes.

In the meantime, speaking on behalf of my constituents, I feel this debate is essential to being able to provide them with a sense that we do care, we are interested in their livelihood and their well-being, and we are there to represent them. For that reason, we have no option but to bring this on the floor of the Ontario Legislature when no one else is.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Further debate?

Mr. Greg Sorbara: It’s unfortunate that my first opportunity to deliver remarks in this Legislature is on this subject, because it’s a difficult subject. All of us from York region know that, in our community, it’s not just students, it’s not just workers, but it’s a whole community that is having to put up with a transit strike that is really affecting the community. I agree with my friend from Thornhill: This is very disruptive. We are very concerned that that transit system begin running at full force as soon as possible.

I was frankly offended by my friend’s remarks when he said that it was only himself and my friends from Newmarket–Aurora and from York–Simcoe who were doing anything about that strike. That’s patent nonsense. It’s just foolish to say that, and it’s offensive. My friend from Richmond Hill, my colleague from Oak Ridges–Markham and myself are equally involved in trying to find a settlement to this strike and making representations as forcibly as any member on that side. I want you to remember that.

The second thing that he needs to know is this: This strike will be settled, and it will be settled when the parties reasonably come together and, perhaps, send outstanding issues to binding arbitration, just as is proposed in my friend’s bill.

But the great irony here is that my friend the finance critic for the Progressive Conservative Party is part of a party that, every single day since the election, has been demanding a public sector wage freeze. That is, they want every public sector worker in this province to have their contracts frozen—remember that? Zap, you’re frozen—for two years. You’re talking about public sector workers, people who are driving our buses.

On the one hand, you stand up and make great speeches. This morning in question period, your leader was demanding once again—and I’m quoting—that we instruct the Minister of Finance “to bring in a mandatory wage freeze for public sector workers.” That’s what you’re asking for. Well, bus drivers are public sector workers, and when it’s bus drivers, you say, “Oh, no, no, no, we don’t want a wage freeze there. No, no, no, we’re getting calls from our constituents.” You’re saying, “We want binding arbitration, back-to-work legislation.”

Interjections.
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Mr. Greg Sorbara: I’m just telling my friend that it’s so inconsistent, it’s so offensive, that on the one hand you would be—all that puffery about a public sector wage freeze—

Interjections.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Thank you for your indulgence. It’s getting a little loud in the chamber. I would recommend that some of the members cut it back a little bit.

Mr. Greg Sorbara: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think I’ve touched a nerve over there.

I just want to say to my friend that he knows, all the members from York region know and all the members in this Parliament know that it will not be long before these parties get together, as happens almost invariably in labour negotiations, and they will sit down and resolve their differences.

This is not a situation, tough as it is for our residents, where we need to bring in legislation, as my friend from Timmins–James Bay says, that makes it an essential service or provides for legislated binding arbitration. Arbitration will happen. This strike will end, and York region will get back to good bus service sooner than you think.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paul Miller): Further debate?

The member from Thornhill has up to two minutes to respond.

Mr. Peter Shurman: I want to thank all of the participants in the debate: the members from Timmins–James Bay, Oak Ridges–Markham, Newmarket–Aurora, Essex, Richmond Hill and York–Simcoe, and especially the member from Vaughan. I want to say, in reference to his recent comments, I’m not really interested in what is offensive to you; I’m interested in getting the buses back on the roads of York region.

We have a common concern. Regardless of from what direction you come, the NDP, the Liberal Party and the Progressive Conservative Party are united in one thing: We all want to see those buses running again. We have union leaders sitting in the gallery here today who are looking for the binding arbitration that this bill puts on the table so that we could have those buses running again.

We have an opportunity here to pass this bill through second reading, take it to committee and do whatever we have to to make it work. The fact that we have word, through the member from Oak Ridges–Markham, on what the regional chair says are substantial offers on the table doesn’t matter one whit. The reason it doesn’t matter is because that represents one side of the equation. Obviously, the other side of the equation has no interest in whether or not those offers are good, bad or indifferent, because it won’t come to the table, which means we’re at a stalemate.

That’s why we’ve had this debate here today. We need to publicly air what the people of York region want and what the people of York region need. We, in the absence of any action from the government or anywhere else, have to bring this legislation through second reading so that we can see to what we want. And what do we want? We want good public transit service for the people of York region, just as we want it for Toronto or any other part of the province.

I urge all members to recognize that what they’re doing is accepting that premise by voting for second reading of this bill, and we’ll deal with the rest of it in committee.

YORK REGION TRANSIT LABOUR
DISPUTES RESOLUTION ACT, 2011 /
LOI DE 2011 SUR LE RÈGLEMENT
DES CONFLITS DE TRAVAIL
AU SEIN DES SERVICES
DE TRANSPORT EN COMMUN
DE LA RÉGION DE YORK

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Mr. Shurman has moved second reading of Bill 7. Is it the pleasure of the House that the motion carry?

I heard a no.

All those in favour of the motion, please say “aye.”

All those opposed to the motion, please say “nay.”

I believe the ayes have it.

This will be postponed until the moment of the end of the session.

I’ll have to defer to my friend from Simcoe–Grey, who has this down pat.

YORK REGION TRANSIT LABOUR
DISPUTES RESOLUTION ACT, 2011 /
LOI DE 2011 SUR LE RÈGLEMENT
DES CONFLITS DE TRAVAIL
AU SEIN DES SERVICES
DE TRANSPORT EN COMMUN
DE LA RÉGION DE YORK

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Mr. Shurman has moved second reading of Bill 7. Is it the pleasure of the House—

Interjections: Same vote.

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): Same vote?

Interjections: No.

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): All those in favour, rise and remain standing, please.

Ayes

· Arnott, Ted 

· Bailey, Robert 

· Barrett, Toby 

· Chudleigh, Ted 

· Clark, Steve 

· Dunlop, Garfield 

· Elliott, Christine 

· Fedeli, Victor 

· Hardeman, Ernie 

· Harris, Michael 

· Hillier, Randy 

· Hudak, Tim 

· Jackson, Rod 

· Jones, Sylvia 

· Klees, Frank 

· Leone, Rob 

· MacLaren, Jack 

· MacLeod, Lisa 

· McDonell, Jim 

· McKenna, Jane 

· McNaughton, Monte 

· Miller, Norm 

· Milligan, Rob E. 

· Munro, Julia 

· Nicholls, Rick 

· O’Toole, John 

· Ouellette, Jerry J. 

· Pettapiece, Randy 

· Scott, Laurie 

· Shurman, Peter 

· Smith, Todd 

· Thompson, Lisa M. 

· Walker, Bill 

· Wilson, Jim 

· Witmer, Elizabeth 

· Yakabuski, John 

· Yurek, Jeff 

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): All those opposed, rise and remain standing, please.

Nays

· Albanese, Laura 

· Armstrong, Teresa J. 

· Balkissoon, Bas 

· Bartolucci, Rick 

· Bentley, Christopher 

· Berardinetti, Lorenzo 

· Best, Margarett 

· Bisson, Gilles 

· Bradley, James J. 

· Broten, Laurel C. 

· Campbell, Sarah 

· Cansfield, Donna H. 

· Chan, Michael 

· Chiarelli, Bob 

· Colle, Mike 

· Coteau, Michael 

· Crack, Grant 

· Damerla, Dipika 

· Delaney, Bob 

· Dhillon, Vic 

· Dickson, Joe 

· DiNovo, Cheri 

· Duguid, Brad 
· Duncan, Dwight 

· Flynn, Kevin Daniel 

· Forster, Cindy 

· Gerretsen, John 

· Gélinas, France 

· Gravelle, Michael 

· Horwath, Andrea 

· Hoskins, Eric 

· Jaczek, Helena 

· Jeffrey, Linda 

· Kwinter, Monte 

· Leal, Jeff 

· MacCharles, Tracy 

· Mangat, Amrit 

· Mantha, Michael 

· Marchese, Rosario 

· Mauro, Bill 

· McGuinty, Dalton 

· McMeekin, Ted 

· McNeely, Phil 

· Meilleur, Madeleine 

· Miller, Paul 

· Milloy, John 

· Moridi, Reza 

· Murray, Glen R. 

· Naqvi, Yasir 

· Natyshak, Taras 

· Orazietti, David 

· Piruzza, Teresa 

· Prue, Michael 

· Qaadri, Shafiq 

· Sandals, Liz 

· Schein, Jonah 

· Sergio, Mario 

· Singh, Jagmeet 

· Sorbara, Greg 

· Sousa, Charles 

· Tabuns, Peter 

· Takhar, Harinder S. 

· Taylor, Monique 

· Vanthof, John 

· Wong, Soo 

· Wynne, Kathleen O. 

· Zimmer, David 

The Clerk of the Assembly (Ms. Deborah Deller): The ayes are 37; the nays are 67.

The Speaker (Hon. Dave Levac): I declare the motion lost.

Second reading negatived.

