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Mr. Frank Klees (Oak Ridges): Before I make my comment perhaps I could ask for unanimous consent for the member from Haldimand–Norfolk–Brant to be given some additional time. He has indicated that there are a number of areas he would like to address. I am sure members in this House would want to hear the comments he has yet to make. I’d seek that unanimous consent and I hope the members will grant it.

The Acting Speaker: Is there unanimous consent? I heard a “No”.

Mr. Klees: I’m disappointed in that because I would have expected that members 
from the Liberal party, who, it will be observed, will not be speaking to this bill tonight. I find it very interesting that they wouldn’t take the opportunity to speak to a very important piece of legislation, other than their two-minute comments, given the far-reaching implications of this legislation. So I will take my opportunity. 

I have 20 minutes, and within that 20 minutes, I want to address a number of issues relating to this bill. I will be voting against this bill, and I want to put on the record my reasons for doing so. I will start by confirming what you well know: I am a non-smoker. No one will deny—I am a strong proponent of government doing whatever it possibly can to ensure that individuals are given assistance and are encouraged not to smoke. 

As my colleague previously indicated, here is the problem that we face in this country: We have a product that is legalized for sale by the federal government of this country, we have an entire industry that is based on it and we have many people who are addicted to this drug. Now we have a provincial government that is introducing legislation here, and all the while, we have a federal government saying there’s nothing wrong with this product. In fact, we have a federal government, as my colleague indicated, that is now saying, “In addition to tobacco, we will find justification to decriminalize marijuana. We’re going to add one more product to the menu that people have to choose from, to create further difficulties and challenges in our society.”

I want to address something that is more of a general nature before I get to the specifics of the legislation. There’s a perception, wrongfully so, that it’s the Liberal Party that is the great protector of civil liberties. I’d like us to take a close look at what has happened in the very short time that this Liberal government has been in office. I think it’s important for people to understand what this government is doing to change the face of our society. 

It started off with Bill 8. You’ll recall that is a piece of legislation introduced by this government that effectively stripped hospital boards of their authority: that, in the area of health care, effectively took away any local ability to deal with health care issues. It put into the hands of the Minister of Health an authority that no Minister of Health has ever had, and effectively said, “You know something? Volunteers, citizens in this province: We’re not interested in your input. The government knows best.”

Then we move on from there, and we see a government that introduced legislation to tell the citizens of this province what kind of dogs they can own: the pit bull legislation. We have an Attorney General who, rather than deal with the many issues of community safety that we are facing in this province today—we have young people being murdered on school yards, we have all kinds of challenges within our inner cities, and this Attorney General takes the time of this Parliament to introduce pit bull legislation that tells people you can’t own a particular type of dog and totally misses the opportunity, as proposed by Julia Munro on our side, of dealing with the real issue of dangerous dogs. 

Furthermore, we have this Minister of Education, who stands in this place, and what does he do? Instead of dealing with the real issues that are facing students and parents in this province, the same Minister of Education—who while he was on the campaign trail along with his Premier, the wanting-to-be Premier at the time, promised parents in this province that their autistic children would receive support in our school system beyond the age of six—

Mr. Baird: What a lie.

Mr. Klees: —now that he is the Premier, now that he is the Minister of Education, takes it upon himself to drag the parents of autistic children into the court system to keep from giving them the kind of education they want.

The Acting Speaker: Please take your seat. The member for Nepean–Carleton made a blatant unparliamentary remark and I would ask him to withdraw it, please.

Mr. Baird: Withdrawn.

The Acting Speaker: The member for Oak Ridges has the floor.

Mr. Klees: This same Minister of Education and this same Premier who committed during the campaign period, while they were lobbying and scratching for votes in every part of this province, now are saying no to parents of autistic children, and take all kinds of time and effort and resources to go into the court of our land to challenge those parents, who are simply trying to get the kind of support for their children that they need. This Minister of Education spends his time saying there are snack foods that are off limits in the schools of our province. Banning of snacks is more important to this government than doing the right thing for the citizens of this province. 

And then we have before us the greenbelt legislation, Bill 135. That greenbelt legislation—

Interjections.

Mr. Klees: I find it ironic that these people over here, first of all, aren’t giving us the same credit that we give them when they speak, to listen to them. There are cat calls that come across the way because I want to point out—

The Acting Speaker: You’re absolutely right. I would ask the government members to please come to order and allow the member for Oak Ridges to make his points. Member for Oak Ridges, I apologize for interrupting again.

Mr. Klees: Thank you, Speaker. I simply want to make this point: We have a Liberal government that is eroding the rights and privileges of the citizens of this province incrementally. The greenbelt legislation strips property rights from landowners and tells them not what the local municipalities should be doing, but strips local municipalities of the right to rezone and do the planning, and it is this government, the cabinet, the Minister of Municipal Affairs, who now are telling people where they can live and what they can and cannot do with their property. 

Bill 136, the Places to Grow Act, is one more encroachment on the property rights of citizens in this province. Then they go on and pass regulations about how high the temperature can be in your water tank. How much more intrusive can a government become in the affairs of their constituents? 

I now want to turn my attention to this act, because it is one more encroachment on the rights of citizens of this province. As I’ve said before, I am in full support of doing whatever we can to reduce smoking and the harmful effects of that. This bill, however, does something very different. This bill encroaches on the rights of individual citizens. It places the government in a position of saying, “I know best.” But that’s consistent with how this government is going about its business, you see. The cabinet ministers know best what is good for the average citizen. The cabinet ministers know what people should be doing in the privacy of their own private spaces. 

We have veterans in this province who now attend their Legions, and it’s against the law, according to this government, for them to smoke. These are veterans in my riding of Oak Ridges who were willing to lay down their lives for people in this country so that we could have freedom, we could have rights, and this government now has the audacity to reach into their own private space in their Legions and say,  “You know what? It doesn’t matter that you’re mature. It doesn’t matter what you’ve done for our country. We’re going to tell you how to live your life.” That’s fundamentally wrong. That’s why I’m opposed to this. It’s the principle of telling individual citizens that their rights are being taken away by this government.

I want to read to you some of the comments from individual businesses within my riding. I think if we listen to the words of ordinary Ontario citizens, it may have some impact. I know it won’t on members of the government, because they’ve made up their minds. They’ve been told how to vote. They’ve been told to be single-focused on this issue and not to worry about any other facts that may be brought to their attention. But do you know what? What I’m hoping—and I’ll count on this—is that at least people in our communities who are observing this debate will be able to draw their conclusions about the type of government that they have when they hear the words of individual businesspeople within our communities.

You know well that it was government that imposed the designated smoking rooms on businesses in this province. It was government that said, “Go out and create designated smoking rooms. Spend hundreds of thousands of dollars constructing those, and we will then allow individuals in those designated smoking rooms within restaurants and within hospitality facilities to smoke. We will let those who prefer not to smoke be in a smoke-free environment.” That was government. As a result of that, there were hundreds of thousands of dollars spent in this province by business people on those designated smoking rooms.

Now this government comes along and says, “Oh, by the way, that was yesterday. That was then. We’re now going to override all that, and we’re going to force you to eliminate those. It doesn’t matter that you’ve invested all this money. It doesn’t matter that you may lose business as a result of that. We’re going to wash our hands of that, you see.”

I want to read to you a letter that I received from Imran Sheikh and Tariq Noor, who are the owners of Shoeless Joe’s, a restaurant in my riding. It reads as follows:

“Let me begin by emphasizing my support for”—

Interjection.

Mr. Klees: I’m going to ask my colleague the member from Nepean–Carleton to stop heckling.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ted Arnott): And perhaps he’ll listen to you; I would hope he might.

If the member for Nepean–Carleton and the Minister of Tourism and Recreation wish to have a conversation, would they please take it outside of the chamber.

We’ll return to the member for Oak Ridges.

Mr. Klees: With all respect, I consider this important. If other members don’t want to listen, I would at least expect some respect in terms of putting this on the record.
This letter reads as follows:

“Let me begin by emphasizing my support for province-wide legislation. However, the development and implementation of provincial smoking regulations must recognize the realities of the industry in Ontario. First, while everyone welcomes the decline of smoking in society, 20% of adults in Ontario or 1.8 million people still smoke.” That’s just simply a reality. “Second, in businesses like mine, a disproportionately high number of customers are smokers. Finally, designated smoking rooms (DSRs) have been legislated in several Ontario municipalities and hundreds of operators have invested in DSRs to accommodate their non-smoking and smoking customers and protect employees from second-hand smoke.

“In my business I have invested $60,000 in a DSR. There is no doubt in my mind that if we are not able to accommodate smoking patrons, my business will be severely impacted.”

I have another letter here from Salvatore Morra, owner of Spezzo restaurant, another establishment within my riding. 
He says this:

“I just wanted to voice my concern with the upcoming Bill 164. As a proprietor of a smoking establishment, I feel after investing in a designated smoking room we should have the opportunity to recover the money invested in such rooms. Furthermore, after discussing with staff on this issue, they have concerns about their future in the hospitality industry. Due to our large concerns about their future in the hospitality industry, I ask you to bring this issue to the attention of the government.”

I have in my possession many, many other letters from very concerned business people in my riding.

I oppose this on the principle that there should be choice in our society. In fact, there should be encouragement by the government to help people stop smoking. There should be an investment on the part of this government in ensuring that people understand the importance of good health, but simply to pass legislation that encroaches on individual rights, on personal choice, is fundamentally wrong.

I want to close by saying this—and how consistent this legislation is with this government’s encroachment on individual rights. It’s a bill that is before the House as we speak, and it’s the adoption bill. In that bill, this government once again is showing disregard for the rights of human beings, of individual citizens in this province. Even the Information and Privacy Commissioner of the province of Ontario, an officer of this House, has made it very clear to the minister and to the Premier that she opposes the legislation on the basis that it encroaches on the privacy, the right to privacy, of Ontario citizens.

That legislation is going to open up the records of any adoptee, an adoptee parent, an adopted child, for those individuals, regardless of what the circumstances were around the adoption, that they can go back years and seek and get information about the adoptive parents, about the location and the history of the individuals. I am on record as supporting an adoption system that provides access, and on a go-forward basis, if what we want to do is ensure that absolute and open disclosure, I would even support that, but for this government to retroactively interfere and encroach and take away those privacy rights is yet one more encroachment on the rights and the freedoms of the people of this province.

There is a common thread that runs through the legislation that’s been brought forward by this government, and it’s a common thread that effectively says to individual citizens of Ontario: “It doesn’t matter what you think. It doesn’t matter what your preferences are. We, as a government, don’t care about individual choice. Government knows best.” Well, that is not the Ontario that I know. It is not the Ontario that the vast majority of citizens in this province have embraced. I believe that this government is overstepping its boundaries, is overstepping by degrees incrementally, but the electorate of this province will awaken to what this government is doing to them, to their freedoms. I’m opposing this legislation on the principle that Ontarians should have choice.
