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Edward Ackad, co-chair, Coalition for a Unified Falschool System

The Chair: Welcome back to the committee. The next presestdr. Edward Ackad.
Good morning, sir. You have 20 minutes. You maytsta

Mr. Edward Ackad: Good day to the committee. Thank you for receivitey My name
is Edward Ackad and | am here to urge you to daitite thing and stand up for the
principles of equality and justice by includingBill 107 a repeal of section 19 of the
Ontario Human Rights Code.

I'll give a quote from the Canadian Conference athGlic Bishops: "Religious
discrimination is an offence against the dignityled human person; a contradiction to
the sincere respect which is owed to other fadhs, an offence against charity."

Section 19 of the Ontario Human Rights Code vogisaétreatment before the law and is
contrary to the very intent of the law. The souwtéhis is subsections 93(1) to (4) of the
Canadian Constitution, which enshrined Ontaridlgioeis discrimination in 1867. It is
time to change that.

The injustices and human rights violations that nmesaddressed:

(1) The separate school system can discriminataesathn to their publicly funded
institutions based on the student's religion ugremle 9. This is an absolute right.

(2) The separate school system can hire or firehtxa based on their adherence to the
Catholic faith. This is the subject of a brand rfewnan rights court challenge based on a
teacher from Toronto and Ottawa.

(3) People of all or no faiths must subsidize ttieosl teachings of the Roman Catholic
Church. The funding formula pays for children opea capita basis with some
modifications for geography and other situations, ot including their religion.

(4) Canada's credibility on human rights issugb@UN is compromised because of
Ontario's separate school system. We have twice foeed in violation, in 1999 and
2005. In 2005, we were condemned because we ddahything about it.

Lastly, probably most disturbingly, the constitut#b protection for this injustice may no
longer exist, and no one has looked into this.

| will quote from a report of the special joint conttee to amend section 93 of the
Constitution Act, 1867, concerning the Quebec sthggtem. Some expert withesses
expressed the opinion that Roman Catholic and Stestedenominational school boards
and schools would be declared unconstitutional time@mendment was made, unless



section 33 of the Canadian charter was invokedupport of their arguments, the
witnesses referred to recent court decisions hglthat, without the denominational
education guarantees in section 93, publicly furidechan Catholic schools in Ontario
would be unconstitutional because such schoolsdvowhitravene the Canadian charter's
freedom of religion and equality guarantees. Thaisistices will not be addressed in any
way with the proposed Bill 107, and the religioiscdmination against 66% of Ontario's
population will continue.

Common excuses for inaction: The Constitution adi@ntario to fund these schools.
This | hear a lot. While section 93 of the Canadiamstitution does oblige Ontario to
provide Catholic schools --

Mr. Zimmer: On a point of order, Mr. Chair: With due respéthought the gist of the
submissions was to be on the provisions of Bill 4@ whether that bill should go ahead
or not go ahead, rather than -- | say this withglreatest of respect -- a submission
regarding a particular complaint under the act.

Mr. Kormos: Chair, to that point.

Mr. Zimmer: | would be quite interested in hearing the comm@ehthe witness on what
he thinks of Bill 107 as a vehicle to resolve thiesels of issues that he's raised.

Mr. Kormos: No, I'm sorry. You don't get to pick and choose, Kimmer. At debate

are amendments to the Ontario Human Rights CoddeWguite frankly do not share
this presenter's views on this issue -- again,ishiszarre. This goes from wacky to
wackier. First you impose time allocation, and n@u're trying to shut down people
who come here who maybe express an opinion -- dod't know whether you agree
with it or not; that's your business. I'm not adraf this man's point of view. We're
discussing the Ontario Human Rights Code. Is heniglabout particular sections of Bill
107 as they relate to the structure of the com&sNo. But he's certainly talking about
the application of the Human Rights Code from luspof view. Damn it, he has a right
to be here. Let him talk. Why are you trying to rezpeople?

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Kormos.
You may continue.

Mr. Ackad: Thank you. To address that, | again ask for amament to repeal section
19 specifically.

The Constitution obliges Ontario to fund these sthid/Vhile section 93 of the
Constitution does oblige Ontario to provide Cathgkhools, other provinces have
amended the Constitution to abolish this requirdmeQuebec and Newfoundland, for
instance -- through a bilateral agreement withfélgkeral government. So it's possible.



The second argument | hear is that it has beertHikesince Confederation. This is the
tradition argument. By this reasoning, women wawt have the right to vote.

Third, Catholics pay for the system themselvesylp should we mind? This is an
outright lie. The funding formula, as an exampheegi, does not have a section that
allocates money based on school support, makingdheol support relevant only to the
election of school trustees. So everybody pay#system.

Other motivation: We talk about the e"ducation Regrh It was found by the UN Human
Rights Committee that the current system is intilgdvasteful. | will quote from the
decision of the human rights committee in 1998:c¢@ding to counsel, the additional
costs to maintain the separate system next touhkcpsystem have been calculated as
amounting to $200 million a year for secondary sthalone." As you'll see, my
estimate brings that total today to $463 milliom ypear. This is probably the biggest
amount of government waste in the system.

| submit to you that the only way a society canrhsgticultural is to treat all people
equally. In terms of religion, this requires tha government be religiously neutral. The
only way for our education system to do this ib&itto fund all religions or none.
Funding all religions would be disastrously expeasind would let the provincial
government decide what constitutes a religion,@@mnever be fair due to the
population and economic disparities in differerigieus communities. Also,
Newfoundland has tried this experiment and abandidneet us not make the same
mistake.

Ontario must follow Quebec and Newfoundland andpadaone-school-system policy
where all Ontarians can send their children, rdgasdof their religion. Religion is a
personal matter and should be left to the paremttoa community of the child. History
has shown us that government involvement in ratigiorts both.

The government of Ontario must stand up and ersdnustice for all Canadians and set
an example to the world on human rights issuesa@ians pride themselves on being a
world leader in human rights. Let's make that true.

The Chair: Thank you very much. We have about four minutefigéthere are any
comments.We'll begin with the government side.

Mr. Zimmer: | understand your concerns on the school fundiege. What | was trying
to get to in my earlier comments was, what do yooktof Bill 107, as it's drafted, as a
vehicle that would enhance the protection of hunngints in Ontario?

Mr. Ackad: Considering that 66% of the Ontario populatiopaging for a system they
cannot use, and are discriminated against usimgtt,section 19 not repealed in these
amendments, it's incomplete and should not go fiatwEhis is a huge injustice, and to
put forward a human rights bill which does not eotrthis injustice is incomplete.



The Chair: Mrs. Elliott.

Mrs. Elliott: 1 don't have any questions. I'd just like to thgolk very much for taking
the time to present to us today, Mr. Ackad.
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Mr. Ackad: Thank you.
TheChair: Mr. Kormos?

Mr. Kormos: You display an ability to stay on message thatyrexperienced
politicians haven't acquired after 10, 15 and 2&ryeGood for you. It's an admirable trait
when you're promoting a particular theme.

Look, | understand the argument. There's a commonit there. Heck, | think people
with similar views managed to get into the pit thélarings -- didn't they, Mr. Zimmer? --
and talk about the same issue.

But look, | hear you. | have no doubt that theee @@ople who agree with you; | don't.
Quite frankly, | believe the existence of the stlethCatholic system, the publicly
funded Catholic system -- and it was publicly fushaee!l within my lifetime; |
remember New Democrats playing a leading role enGbnservative government of the
day in acquiring full funding for the Catholic sgst -- to be a historical anomaly that
nonetheless enriches our publicly funded educadtcmamunity.

So you and | disagree; that's clear. But | say ek to the committee, and | thank you
very much for taking the time, effort and energgoone here. Once again, excellent spin
skills. Staying on point in response to Mr. Zimnaexrs a model.

The Chair: Thank you very much.



