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PRESENTATION TO THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON SOCIAL POLICY 
RE:  BILL 28 – AN ACT TO AMEND THE CHILDREN’S LAW REFORM ACT 

 

Introduction 

REAL Women of Canada is a non-denominational women’s organization, federally incorporated 

in 1983.  The members of REAL Women of Canada come from all walks of life and from 

differing economic, social, cultural and religious backgrounds.  We are united by our concern for 

the family, the basic unit of society. 

Since our incorporation, REAL Women of Canada has promoted the equality, advancement and 

well-being of women, recognizing their contribution as interdependent members of society, 

inclusive of the family, the workplace and the community.   

Concerns About Bill 28 

The Ontario Government, in unseemly haste, is ramming through this revolutionary bill to 

completely restructure “family” relationships solely to please the LGBT community. 

This bill turns on its head the former understanding of “family” which was individuals united by 

marriage, blood and adoption. 

The extraordinary Bill 28 was introduced in the Ontario legislature on September 29, 2016 and, 

at a breathtaking pace, passed second reading and then was sent to committee within a week.  

This haste was rationalized by the government on the grounds that the bill was all about 

“equality”, and who would object to that?   

This latter argument, however, obscures the fact that there is a difference between children who 

are conceived by sexual intercourse and those conceived by an outside donor’s reproductive 

material.  For example, a child by adoption already exists, but in this case, a child is being 

deliberately conceived.  There is also a major difference to the child if conceived by a man and 

woman in a committed relationship using their own sperm and ovum, or if conceived by an 

outside donor with no commitment to the relationship.  There is no provision for a registry to 

record who the donor is, medical history, genetics, etc.  This will inevitably create future 

problems both for the child and its various parents, both medically and emotionally.  Bill 28 is a 

convoluted attempt to pretend, contrary to science and nature, that all situations are the same. 

If proper debate had been permitted, some of the unintentional and unforeseen consequences 

of this bill would have been aired.   

Bill 28 provides among its provisions that a child may have four parents, allowing a partner of 

the same-sex couple who has no blood ties with the child to become the parent of the child 

automatically, without adoption; sperm donors (fathers) are no longer deemed to be a parent of 

the child conceived; there is no reference, apart from a surrogacy agreement, to the relationship 

of an ovum donor (the mother) and her obligations, responsibilities and legal rights in regard to 

the child.  Although officials argue otherwise, it appears that this bill is in fact doing exactly the 

opposite of that which was intended, which is to eliminate uncertainties for the deliberately 

conceived child.  Instead, this bill is creating uncertainties. 



Bill 28 does not address practical details such as the custody and support of the child.  This 

muddled bill makes it extremely difficult to determine who is on first base in regard to the 

responsibilities and obligations to the child.  Although the bill provides that the parties may enter 

into a signed agreement on these other issues, there is no legal requirement they do so.  This, 

inevitably will lead to vague verbal agreements among the parties who, although they may have 

the best intentions, will later on experience misunderstandings, confusion and mistrust among 

each other. 

Further, if the courts currently are unable to track down one spouse for delinquent support 

payments, how are they going to track down three others?  If two parents are frequently at odds 

over the upbringing of the child, just imagine three or four parents trying to agree? 

Those drafting this muddled legislation obviously anticipate that there would be extensive 

litigation since the bill provides at Section 13(1) as follows: 

At any time after a child is born, any person having an interest may apply to the court for a 

declaration that a person is or is not a parent of the child. 

Some lawyers will be pleased with this legislation. 

Although the bill repeatedly states it is acting in the best interests of the child, pretending this bill 

is simply a change in the legal administration in the registration of a child, it has far reaching 

implications, not just for the child and the family in which he/she is conceived, but also for 

society as a whole since it redefines society’s understanding of “family” and obliterates the 

history and blood lines of the family. 

Certainly, legislation must accommodate medical reproductive changes in society.  In doing so, 

however, we must do so by way of thoughtful, careful analysis, not with the haste and lack of 

clarity and ambiguity that is prevalent in this muddled legislation. 

This bill is faulty, both in process and concept.  It will not eliminate the problems it is supposed 

to address, and will create many major new problems.  

This bill should be reconsidered. 

 


