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Mr. John Yakabuski: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. You look surprised. Did you 
think your day was over? Sorry. 

Anyway, it's a pleasure to speak to Bill 203 this morning. I must say that, in a substantive 
way, we support this legislation, but I see this so many times in the way that we bring 
bills to the House, and I sometimes wonder why we do it this way. A bill is given 
unanimous consent on first reading, you get no input from stakeholders-you have to 
debate the bill without any input from stakeholders-then, if it passes second reading, you 
take it to committee, and then, and only then, do you actually hear in a substantive way 
from the people who are most affected by the bill. So I sometimes think we've got it in 
reverse in this chamber-maybe not so much on this bill, because the stakeholders are 
either cops or criminals, and quite frankly, we'll favour the cops every time. 

But we are certainly starting to get dribbles of some concerns being raised with respect to 
some of the details of the legislation, which we haven't heard much about because, of 
course, those things are sometimes not covered in a very detailed way in the bill. But the 
premise that is being sought-or the result that is being generally sought by this bill-is 
something we obviously support: allowing police more freedom to pursue criminals in 
another jurisdiction, crossing the border in the act of their duties. 

One thing that we do need some answers on is, who's going to be paying the bill? Is it 
going to be the police force where the crime was originally witnessed or whatever-
reported? Once they pursue them into another jurisdiction, whose property do they 
become? Do they become the property of the jurisdiction that has apprehended them or 
the property of the jurisdiction where the crime was committed? We don't want to have 
turf wars going on in those situations as well. One of the questions will be, of course, 
who's going to be paying the bill? Because police costs are not free, as we know. 

So there are a number of things that we want to deal with when we get to committee-and 
also have a better chance of having these discussions with the various police services that 
are going to be affected by this and get their input as well. 

I know my friend from Beaches-East York, as well as the member from Brant, talked 
about this. We do hear that there are some issues with the RCMP with respect to the 
Manitoba border, because they don't have a provincial police force in Manitoba; the 



RCMP is the one that looks after the policing for that jurisdiction. So there are some 
issues there as well that I think need to be addressed. 

We're hoping that when we get to committee and have a chance to meet with 
stakeholders, we can have some of these things clarified. Other than that, I think we most 
certainly will be supporting this bill and hoping that we can make it better when it does 
get to committee. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Jim Wilson): Questions and comments? 

Mr. Garfield Dunlop: A brief comment: I want to let you know that the member is 
correct that there has been very little response from individuals or organizations to this 
point, but I can tell you that I met recently with the Ontario Association of Police 
Services Boards, and they are one group that is looking forward to committee hearings. 
They do have some concerns around who pays for what. Some clarification is required 
and maybe even some amendments to the bill. So I'm actually glad he brought that up this 
morning, because the fact is that they're looking forward to the hearings as soon as 
possible. 

Now, I haven't had any idea when those hearings might be. I don't think we've had any 
kind of subcommittee meeting to determine any dates etc. I look forward to attending 
those meetings and getting on with this bill. 

 


