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9:30 o'clock, Tuesday, July 27, 1971 

Opening Prayer by Mr. Speaker. 
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MR . SPEAKER: Presenting Petitions; Reading and Receiving Petitions; Presenting 
Reports by Standing and Special Committees. The Honourable Member for The Pas. 

REPORTS BY STANDING COMMITTEES 

MR , RON McBRYDE (The Pas): Mr. Speaker, I beg to present the Second Report of the 
Standing Committee on Agriculture. 

MR , CLERK: Your Standing Committee on Agriculture begs leave to present the follow-
ing as their Second Report: 

Your Committee has considered Bills: 
No. 94 - An Act to amend The Natural Products Marketing Act. 

No. 113 "'" The Farm Machinery and Equipment Act. 
No. 120 - An Act to amend The Animal Husbandry Act. 
And has agreed to report the same with certain amendments as adopted by the Committee. 
All of which is respectfully submitted. 
MR . SPEAKER: Ministerial Statements and Tabling of Reports. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines and Natural Resources. 
HON. SIDNEY GREEN, Q.C. (Minister of Mines, Resources and Environmental Manage

ment)(Inkster): Mr. Speaker, I wish to make a brief report relative to the Fishermen's 
Income Maintenance Program. In view of the interest in this matter and also in view of the in

definite statements which have been made in the past, I believe that I should present a brief 
report on the progress of the program initiated by the Province of Manitoba relative to the 
maintenance of income for fishermen who have been affected by mercury contamination of 
Manitoba lakes. 

The program devised by the Manitoba Government and proposed to the Federal Govern

ment in April 1970 consisted of the following elements: 

(1) A commercial fisheries development scheme for southern Manitoba lakes which 
provided for a program of coarse fishery development, fish culture development (aqua culture), 
and research and monitoring. 

(2) A program which allowed for the retirement of older fishermen from the fishery. It 
was recommended that those fishermen who are unable because of their age to seek alternative 

employment be eligible to receive a sum of money as a monthly pension. 
(3) A work program similar to that offered during the winter months was designed to 

provide employment opportunity for unemployed fishermen in various communities throughout 
the province. 

(4) As announced earlier, there was also a selective whitefish fishery on the north 
portion of Lake Winnipeg which provided employment for some 200 fishermen and helpers. 

We have succeeded now in establishing the following: 
1) The Federal Government has accepted 100 percent of the responsibility for and under

taken the administradon of the first item, that is the commercial Fisheries Development 
Scheme. This aspect of the program will provide employment for Manitoba fishermen at total 
federal expense. It should be emphasized that although this program is being administered 
federally, it is a program which was conceived almost entirely by the Provincial Government 
which willingly accepted the fact that the Federal Government would fund it 100 percent and 
administer it, thereby resulting in considerable savings for the people of the Province of Mani

toba. I note from the Winnipeg Tribune, dated June 28th, 1971, that the Manitoba Federation 
of Fishermen is much satisfied with these three programs, which I repeat were devised, 
initiated and requested by the Province of Manitoba. 

2) With respect to the second part of the program which we recommended, the Province 

of Manitoba is unable to proceed on its own volition to provide pensions or early retirement 
pensions for people in the fishing industry. Although the Government of Manitoba did commit 
itself to paying 50 percent of the cost of the program if Ottawa would participate with us, the 
Federal Government has refused to involve itself in cost-sharing such a program. 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) 

3) The Government of Manitoba is now engaged in providing employment to local public 
projects in various areas in Manitoba, with an estimated total program cost of $1,550,000. 
The amount of monies already committed is approximately $900, OOO for special summer works 
projects which will provide employment f9r 309 fishermen in approximately 50 communities. 
The Federal Government has undertaken to provide 50 percent of the cost of these programs 
where they employ Treaty Indians, but has refused to commit itself with regard to people who 
are non-Treaty. 

To the best of our knowledge, all eligible fishermen who required and requested employ

ment have been given jobs, and as of the last report which I received, the number of fishermen 
involved in various projects are as follows: whitefish fishing, 200; (156 helpers and 44 
licenses). Commercial Fisheries Development 76; Summer Fishermen's Work Projects 309; 
Accommodated within programs being carried in various departments of the Provincial Govern
ment 125; Forebay projects in Easterville 51. Provincial employment programs, that is the 
PEP program 8; Canada Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development Housing 
Projects 10; Found employment in Industry - these are people who found their own employment 
111; Self-employed people 28; Deceased fishermen 13; Receiving Old Age Assistance 50; 
Moved out of the province 26; Unaccounted for 31; for a total of 1, 038 fishermen who would be 
eligible. It would be appreciated that these figures may vary frequently for obvious reasons 
such as death, mobility of the working force, etc. It should also be noted that the figures aren't 
100 percent meaningfµl because people can change from one position to another or a person 
having employment today could be seeking it tomorrow. But this is a general outline as to how 
the program has worked. 

At a meeting with Federal Ministers responsible for the Department of Environment held 
in Ottawa on Tuesday, June 29th, 1971, I again raised the question of assisting fishermen ex
periencing a loss of income because of the mercury situation. The Honourable Jack Davis was 
unable to commit the Federal Government to any additional participation in our program. I've 
also written to Mr. Davis this week indicating that Manitoba's responsibility in regard to the 
summer program of income maintenance for fishermen is being carried out and expressing 
hope that the Federal Government will be assured by contributing funds to this program which 
was earlier agreed was a re�ponsibility to be assumed by both governments. I have impressed 
upon the Federal Government our concern for a commitment as to the federal share of the 
program so we would not be faced with a situation whereby the wor k  program might have to be 
terminated should the large financial input by the province become exhausted. 

In connection with longer range programs for the fishermen, I have expressed to Ottawa 
our concern for a favourable reaction to our five-year commercial fisheries development 
scheme for southern Manitoba lakes which is a continuance of the program commenced this 
summer and which was funded by the Federal Government. We are optimistic to this accept
ance of the program, that the acceptance of this program as well as other proposals presently 
under discussion with federal authority will provide a satisfactory source of income to fisher
men in those areas presently affected by mercury contaminated waters. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel, 
MR. DONALD W. CRAIB: (Riel): Mr. Speaker, if I can just reply formally on behalf of 

our side to the Minister's announcement. First of all, I wish to thank him for reporting this. 
There was concern expressed earlier in the session and a great deal of debate took place to 
ensure that adequate support was provided for the fishermen. 

We'll look with interest at detail in the Minister's report because it is quite long and 
quite detailed, but one of the features that seemed to come out of it was that the vast majority 

of the fishermen are still employed on projects which ready them to go back into the fishing 
business. I would gatherout of the 1, 038 that he has listed here that the smallest percentage 
of these have actually relocated in other industries or in other occupations and tha.t most of 
them, the large numbers are associated with fish in one way or another. - (Interjection) -
Well, perhaps then we can examine your statistics in more detail when we get the finalized 
figures; from the titles given it sounds as though most of them are still associated one way or 
another. 

The main question I think that comes out of it is whether there's any indication that the 
mercury level has subsided sufficiently that the fishermen can expect to go back on to the lake 
another year. There is speculation among them that in 1972 they may well.be back on the lake 
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(MR, CRAIK cont'd) . and I don•tknow if the Minister can indicate whether this specu-
lation is well-founded or whether there are any indications as to when the fishing can resume, 

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS 

MR. SPEAKER: Any other Ministerial Statements? Tabling of Reports, Before we 
proceed, I should like to direct the attention of the honourable members to the gallery where 
we have 13 members of the Walsh County 4H Club of North Dakota under the direction of Miss 
Arlene Olson, 

We also have 24 Sea Cadets from Great Britain, Sweden and the Netherlands under the 
direction of Mr. George Hanna, of the Navy League of Canada. 

On behalf of all the Honourable Members, I welcome you here this morning. 
Notices of Motion; Introduction of Bills; Oral Questions; The Honourable Member for 

Riel, 

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD 

MR, CRAIK: Mr, Speaker, if I might direct a question to the Minister of Mines and 
Natural Resources, Can he indicate whether there are any mercury level indications that will 
indicate when fishing might resume ? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines. 
MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I did respond to this question on Saturday but I will again 

today. That there is nothing that can be announced in this connection, 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rhineland, 

MR, JACOB M, FROE!E (Rhineland): Yes, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to address a question 
to the First Minister, Since CFI is under receivership, the government most likely will know: 
Does CFI operate on a deficit, and if so, how much? Or if they are in the black, how much? · 

MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister, 
HON,· EDWARD SCHREYER (Premier) (Rossmere): Is the honourable member asking 

whether the receiver is operating the complex at a surplus or a deficit? For what time period 
is my honourable friend thinking. 

MR , SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rhineland, 
MR. FROESE: For the last month or so, Since the operation started, 
MR, SPEAKER: Order, please, I wonder if the honourable member realizes that a 

Minister cannot carry statistics around in his head continually. Did he provide any notice for 
the question? I've requested this before, If we're going to proceed so that we can have 
some definite meaningful relationship I thmk that this would be necessary. The Honourable 
Minister of Agriculture, 

HON. SAMUEL USKIW (Minister of Agriculture)(Lac du Bonnet): Mr, Speaker, I think 
on a point of privilege. In yesterday's Free Press on Page 4 it is reported that I had said fol
lowing: "Mr. Uskiw said the bill would facilitate formation of Marketing Boards to fit in with 
the Federal Government's proposed federal marketing legislation Bill C-176," I never made 
such a statement. I would hope that the Free Press would correct that. 

MR, SPEAKER: Any further oral questions ? The Honourable First Minister. 
MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, I'm rather reluctant to rise, I'm not sure if you 

ruled on the question of the Member for Rhineland. If you haven't, Sir, I was merely going to 
inform my honourable friend that about the closest way that I could answer his question is to 
say that since operations co=enced, near the beginning of the calendar year, the pulp and 
paper operation has been working at somewhere in the neighbourhood of 60 to 65 percent of 
capacity which is considered quite good for a first year of operation, 

MR, SPEAKER: . The Honourable Member for Portage la Prairie, 
MR. GORDON E, JOHNSTON (Portage la Prairie): Mr, Speaker, I direct my question 

to the Minister of Industry and Co=erce, When is he going to table the Order for Return 

with respect to the information asked by the Member for Rhineland, who has had an Order in 
now for two months? 

MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce, 
HON. LEONARD S, EVANS (Minister of Industry and Commerce)(Brandon East): Soon, 

Mr. Speaker, 

MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry. 
MR, L, R, (Bud) SHERMAN (Fort Garry): Mr, Speaker, I'd like to direct a question 
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(MR. SHERMAN cont'd) • to the Minister of Urban Affairs and ask him whether its 
likely before the next session of the Legislature a start will be undertaken on a proposed Con
vention Centre for down town Winnipeg? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance. 
HON. SAUL CHERNIACK, Q.C. (Minister of Finance)(St. Johns): Mr. Speaker, there are 

almost constant meetings going on reviewing the convention centre with the Metro Committee 
and the architects. I don't want to make any assurances except to say that we are looking at what 
can be done within a budgetary constraint limit and one which will still be consistent with what 
we've said as long as a year ago and longer, that this in itself, a convention centre in itself is 
not sufficient; it also has to be a stimulus to further development. All that is part of the pack
age we 're looking at and I'm not prepared to make any prognosis. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry. 
MR. SHERMAN: Well, Mr. Speaker, a supplementary to the Minister. Can he.assure 

the House that the plans for a convention centre have not been shelved or abandoned? 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance. 
MR. CHERNIACK: Were the last few words, "have not been shelved?" 
MR. SHERMAN: Have not been shelved or abandoned. 
MR. CHERNIACK: Mr. Speaker, they're almost daily - if we weren't in this House, 

even in spite of being in the House - they're being looked at and reviewed almost daily, it's one 
of the ongoing pressing programs with us now, but we don't want to be rushed into making a 
decision which will be costly without proper investigation. No such thought as shelving but there 
is a cautious approach to it. 

MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. The Honourable Member for Arthur. 
MR. J. DOUGLAS WATT (Arthur): Mr. Speaker, before the Orders of the Day, I'd like 

to direct a question to the Minister of Agriculture. I'd like to ask the Minister, since he's had 
time to peruse his own Order for Return on my motion, No. 3, would he not now agree that the 
Hail Insurance Corporation in the Province of Manitoba did lose money in thousands of dollars? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 
MR. USKIW: Mr. Speaker, I never said that they didn't. 
MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. The Honourable Member for Arthur. 
MR. WATT: I understood that the Minister did say yesterday that they did not lose money. 

May I ask a question. Is there federal money involved in the Hail Insurance Program? 
MR. USKIW: Mr. Speaker, to help my honourable friend, yesterday he posed a question 

as to how much money the taxpayers of Manitoba lost and I said none; because the Corporation 
is self-sustaining. That is his answer. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Arthur. 
MR. WATT: If the Corporation is self-sustaining, then where is the somewhat odd 

$25, OOO coming from? 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 
MR. USKIW: I would presume, Mr. Speaker, in the normal insurance way. They will 

load their premiums accordingly. 
MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 
MR. FROESE: On a subsequent question to the Minister of Agriculture. Are the hail 

insurance monies kept separate from other insurance funds and that this is not going to come 
out of their reserves? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 
MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Speaker, I think I should indicate to members opposite that we 

did have a bit of difficulty, and are having some difficulty with the Government of Canada with 
respect to the apportionment of cost to the hail insurance program. They are insisting we 
charge eight months of the year for the program and we are insisting that it should be about four, 
and that has not been resolved at this point. 

· 

MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. The Honourable the House Leader. 

GOVERNMENT BILLS 

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if we could proceed with third readings of the two 
bills that are on the Order Paper for this morning, if the members of the House are agreeable, 
and only if they are agreeable, because it would require leave that we proceed with the other 
bills on the Order Paper for third reading; but in any event proceed with Bill 37 and 75. 
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BILLS N os . 3 7 and 75 were read a third time and passed. 
MR. SPEAKER: I would now ask, do we have agreement to concurrence to proceed with 

the other bill s ?  (Agreed) 
MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, can we deal with 111 first. 
MR. SPEAKER: Well, first of all I wanted to hear whether we have it . (Agreed) The 

Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 
MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Chairman, I don't think we'd have any objection to proceeding provid

ed that we're in a position on the reporting stage to be able to submit our amendments verbally 
at this point because they're not in a written form and some latitude in being able to explain the 
position . . .  

MR. GREEN: Well, Mr. Speaker, would you call 111 first . 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Municipal Affairs . 
BILL No. 111 was read a third time and passed. 
MR. SPEAKER: Bill 94, the Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 

MR. USKIW: Mr. Speaker, I beg to move, seconded by the Honourable Minister of 
Education, that the House concur in Bill No . 94 an Act to amend The Natural Products Market
ing Act, be now read a third time and passed . No, this isn't right . I don't need thi s .  I'm 
sorry, Mr. Speaker. I beg to move that the report on Bill 94 be concurred in. 

MR . SPEAKER presented the motion . 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Gladstone. 
MR. J .  R .  FERGUSON (Gladstone): Thank you, Mr. Speaker . I don't think that any of 

the farmers in rural Manitoba, I'm not saying any, but the vast majority, or the farmers that 
are representing productions in Manitoba, can allow this bill to go through without at least com
menting on it once more. It's a flagrant violation of what went on during the hearings of the 
Agricultural Committee at our 18 meetings . I think the majority of opinion was that the farmers 
did not want the hand of government in the marketing board s .  Here we have a bill gone through, 
more or less gone through last night, and even the Minister said in committee that it was pos
sible that also a Hog Marketing Board could be formed without the producers having a chance 
to vote on it, and it seems to be a perfect example of this so-called people' s  government that 
we have before us . They have just about the same kind of government I think in Rus sia and in 
China; and I think the end results if we keep on at our present reate won't be too much longer in 
coming, we'll be just about on the same level . -- (Interjection) -- Not too far from it, Mr. 
Minister, not too far from it . 

Now I don't really know what more we can comment on this bill except to once more voice 
our strong objections to the bill, to the way it's being boarded through as usual , and the produc
ers that the government is supposed to be representing or co-operating with, are being run over 
rough shod, and apparently last night in committee none of our amendments were accepted, not 

even down to one small word in this Bill 120; it's all frozen; this wasn't even allowed. 
So I think, Mr. Speaker, that was all I had to say at this time on this Bill 94. 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell . 
MR. HARRY E. GRAHAM (Birtle-Russell): Mr. C hairman, I would like to move an 

amendment . Do you want this at third reading or on the report stage of it? The report stage. 
MR. SPEAKER: Well, let me indicate that I was remiss in accepting a motion from the 

Minister. We are at the report stage, and therefore amendments are admissible . I think it 
was agreed that amendments could be made orally since there wasn't enough time to have them 
written, so therefore I will entertain amendments at the present time, and the motion to concur 
will come later in the report stage . The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell . 

MR. GRAHAM: Mr. Speaker, I would like to move that Section 13(1) of Bill 94 be 
amended by inserting at the beginning of the first line the following words: "Subject to the ap

proval of producers"; and also in Section 23(1) that 23 ( 1) be amended by inserting at the be

ginning of the first line: "Subject to the approval of producers. 11 

In speaking to this . • . 
MR. SPEAKER: I wonder if the Clerk would approach the Chair so I could check this 

item with him . Moved by the Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell, seconded by • . .  
MR. GRAHAM: . . . the Honourable Member for Roblin . 
MR . SPEAKER: • • •  the Honourable Member for Roblin . The amendment as read -

shall I read it ? Are you ready for the question ? The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell . 
MR . GRAHAM: Mr. Chairman, in moving this amendment this is consistent with the 
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(MR. GRAHAM cont'd) • . . . . thoughts put forward in the federal bill on marketing boards 
that the producers will be consulted and at the same time when the Minister introduced this bill 
he indicated that the reason for the amendment to The Natural Products Marketing Act at this 
time was to make it, bring it in line with the federal legislation so that the other nine provinces 
could co-operate with the Federal Government in their Act which covers natural products in the 
Dominion of Canada. It's rather significant, Mr. Speaker, that this is a concept in marketing 
that has always been consistent with modern-day thinking that whenever a marketing board is 
established that the producer will be consulted; we leave the machinery in the hands of govern
ment; they can establish the type of vote that they want with the producer; they can establish 
what the majority shall be, whether it'll be a two-thirds majority or a 51 percent majority; we 
leave that machinery up to the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council. All we ask is that the 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council in bringing forward their machinery for marketing commis
sions, etc. , that this be subject to the approval of the producers -- and quite frankly, Mr. 
Speaker, I was thunderstruck last night when members of the government indicated that they 
were not willing to consult with the producer in the establishment of marketing boards. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 
MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Speaker, I think I have to rise and take some exception to the 

remarks that were made. The Member for Gladstone seemed to stress on the area of compul
sion inherent in the procedures which have been followed over the years in the introduction of 
marketing boards in Manitoba, and I want to remind my honourable friend that his argument 
doesn't hold too much water in that ever since the Conservative Government came into power 
the ACt was amended in 1964 in order to allow the establishment of producer boards without a 
referendum. Prior to that time the act made it mandatory that a referendum had to be held 
and that two-thirds of the voters had to support it, or to support any proposal put before them. 
It was a Conservative government that removed that �removed that right from the producers. 
-- (Interjection) -- That's right, because they thought that they were the ones that had the 
divine right to decide what is good for the province. Now that the government has changed 
hands they seem to assume that another government isn't capable of, or may not use the kind 
of discretion that they were using at that particular time. It's a matter of not trusting the 
government in power today -- and I can appreciate the concerns of the members opposite in 
this regard, because philosophically, of course, there is quite a difference. But I can assure 
you, Mr. Speaker, that we will be much more cautious and will use a great deal more disc re
tion than did the previous government of Manitoba in the last 11 years. 

The Member for Gladstone talked about compulsory hog marketing being brought in with
out a vote and that this legislation in some way is going to make that possible. Well, let me 
remind the House, Mr. Speaker, that this Act is not required to do that; that the Act as it now 

.stands, which the Conservative Government put on the statute books, is sufficient to do that 
without a referendum. We don't need this amendment for that purpose, so let that be clear -
and if this is Russia it was Russia since 1958 when my honourable friends took over the reins 
of government in Manitoba. No more today than it was for the past 12 or 13 years. 

The Member for Birtle-Russell suggested that, or indicated that he was appalled at the 
fact that the government voted down a motion in committee yesterday, a motion that would 
provide that a vote be held before any marketing board was established in the province. And 
he implied that there was a rejection of the idea of consultation with the producers on the part_ 
of the government. We voted against making it mandatory that a vote shall be held, but I want 
to inform my honourable friend opposite that in all the meetings that we had with the egg produc
ers, and the broiler producers, and the Federal Government, and the provincial governments, 
that the producers were very much involved in those meetings and in those discussions. 
-- (Interjection) --

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. 
MR. USKIW: We were talking, Mr. Speaker, to all ten from all of Canada as late as 

only a week ago, and that we were very much aligned with the producer interest, and we had 
producer representation at those meetings. So my honourable friend is wrong when he suggests 
that the Government of Manitoba is not prepared to take into account the feeling of producers. 

May I point out that if we were to accept the kind of amendment that is proposed here, 
and which was proposed yesterday in committee, it would make it virtually impossible for 
Canada, or for the ten provinces in Canada to enter into any kind of agreement if every prov
ince had to have a vote on the part of their producers to support that agreement. Most likely 
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(MR . U SKIW cont'd) . . . . . one out of the ten may say, well we 're not prepared to go that 
far, most likely. There will always be a problem of trying to get referendums held across 
Canada in ten different provinces in order to get concurrence, and that would not lend towards 
speedy solution to crisis situations that develop in the industry -- I would hope that my hon
ourable friends opposite would appreciate that insofar as the eggs are concerned and the broil
ers we've been in a crisis position for the last year and we have finally come to the point where 
we can see a bit of daylight, and where we can arrive at some agreement which is fair to all 
producing regions in Canada . And if we can arrive at that kind of agreement in concert with 
our producers , or representatives from our producer groups, then there 's  no reason in the 
world why this kind of agreement should be held up and why chaos cannot be eliminated simply 
because my honourable friend wants to go through the motions of having a referendum . 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morri s .  
MR . WARNER H .  JORGENSON (Morris): Mr . Speaker, it 's  rather amusing to-listen to 

the Minister in attempting to explain away the action that he is proposing to take in this parti

cular bill . He complains because we are regarding this government with some suspicion and, 

Sir, we have every reason to regard this government with some suspicion . Before the end of 
last week the Minister came to me and suggested that what they were going to do on another 
bill, The Farm Machinery Bill, Bill 113, was to introduce it for second reading, then refer it 
to the Standing Committee on Agriculture for consideration during the recess, so that the 
people who are concerned would have the opportunity to make representations before this com
mittee . No sooner had they got second reading and -- (Interjection) --

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please . The Honourable Minister on a point of order ? 
MR . USKIW: The Honourable Member is suggesting that I had caucused with him and 

given him some assurances .  That is not correct. My comment was that there was a possibil
ity that that might be considered and not that that is what we were going to do . 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris . 
MR. JORGENSON: Well, I've never heard such a ridiculous withdrawal in all my life, 

from a position that he made very clear to me, and a position that I agreed with and thought 

was the proper course of action to be taken under these circumstances .  And they wonder why 
we regard them with suspicion, when a government will give the assurance, and their word, to 
the people of this province and then the moment our backs are turned they change their minds, 
and that's what we fear in this legislation, Sir . 

Now he went on to say that the legislation has been on the statute books since time im
memorial and was brought in by the Conservative government . What we have attempted to 
point out, Sir, is that during the time that we were responsible for the administration of gov
ernment in this province , on one occasion did we try to implement the provisions of the Act as 
they now exist; and there never was a greater problem than occurred in marketing in this 
province than under The Vegetable Marketing Board , and it had to be withdrawn because we 
failed , because we failed to get the approval of the producers on that occasion. -- (Interjection) 

That's  not a marketing -- The Minister says, what about hogs? Sir, that is not a mar
keting board; it is a marketing commission and no one is compelled to sell to the Marketing 
Commission. -- (Interjection) -- They are free to market their hogs in any fashion that they 
choose . There 's a great deal of difference between a compulsory marketing board and a vol
untary marketing commission, as the Minister should know if he doesn't . We ' re not concerned 
if they want to implement a marketing commission because then only those producers who want 
to sell through a commission may do so -- (Interjection) -- that is not compulsion . -
(Interjection) -- What I am trying to point out to the Minister is that we made a mistake under 
The Vegetable Marketing Commission by bringing in that compulsory marketing board . . .  

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please . 
MR. JORGENSON: . . .  and we're trying to prevent that same mistake from happen

ing by ensuring that the producers of this province have the opportunity and the right to have 
some say in the development of a marketing plan for their products . Sir, throughout the hear
ings that we had in the Agriculture Committee during the past year, time after time represent
atives of the Pork Producers A ssociation came before the committee and said if it is the wish 
of the producers, the majority of the producers, to have a compulsory marketing board, we 
then will live with that marketing board . But on almost every occasion, it was suggested that 
the producer should have the right to determine whether or not they would enter into agree
ment or would enter into such a plan for the marketing of their product. We want to be able 
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(MR. JORGENSON cont'd) • • • • . to give the producers that assurance that if a plan for 
marketing of hogs in this province, or any other commodity, is to be introduced that the prod- . 
ucers themselves are going to have the opportunity of making that decision. Now the Minister 
says it would be virtually impossible to enter into agreements with other provinces and for 
this reason the government requires the authority that they're seeking in this particular piece 
of legislation. · 

Well, Sir, the Supreme Court of Canada made a decision in this country just a while ago 
and it is my honourable friends opposite that wanted that decision made. No sooner had it 
been made than they got together and tried to find a way, and are now seeking ways ,of circum
venting a Supreme Court's decision. In other words, the Supreme Court says that there 
should not be such a thing as the prohibition and restriction of trade between provinces. And 
what my honourable friends opposite are doing in concert with other governments, other prov
incial governments across this country, is to say well now that the Supreme Court has made 
that decision is very clear that we can't do it. Let's agree amongst ourselves that we will do 
it. And that's the ridiculous position we find ourselves in today. Governments who are sup
posed to be upholding the law are getting together and deciding that they're going to circum
vent the law, and the Minister wants the authority to be able to do that,

. 
at the dictates, Sir, 

at the dictates of the two provinces that stand to gain most from the Balcanization of this 
country. And the Minister very neatly is falling into line and making sure that he is going to 
be subjugated by those two provinces. -- (Interjection) -- Well, the Minister says, non
sense. That's exactly what it is. Nonsense. That a government that purports to be represent
ing the thinking of the producers of this province would lead them down the garden path and 
lead them into oblivion because that's exactly what will be the results. 

Sir, to limit production of hogs in this province to what can be consumed in this prov
ince, and that's going to be the effect of what they're proposing, will reduce two-thirds of the 
hog producers in Manitoba. The Minister says, let's eliminate them all. And that's precise
ly what they want to do. That's exactly what the objective is, in both in Bill C, whatever it 
is, Bill 94 and in Bill 113 before we got into committee last night. They are determined to 
eliminate every free-thinking person in this province, every independent-minded person, any 
independent businessman they want to eliminate, and they were trying to do it with their Farm 
Machinery Bill, and they most certainly are going to try and do it with this bill,. to make sure 
that there are no independent thinkers in this province. People who want to do their own 
thing and go out and make their own living without any crutches to lean on from the govern
ment - that kind of person is not wanted in this province. And it's very obvious from the 
kind of legislation that is being brought in here at the last moment that this is the sort of thing 
that they are attempting to do to the people of this Province. 

Sir, when the Speed-up motion was brought into this House, I asked the government how 
many more bills were to be brought in after Speed-up and I was told that there'd be less than 
five and only those, only those, Sir, that had already been indicated were going to be intro
duced. We have had 15 bills since Speed-up and everybody knows that when you introduce a 
bill under those circumstances there is no opportunity to get the kind of advice that you want 
to from the people who are concerned; there's no opportunity to mobilize the kind.of forces 
that you should mobilize to give it the proper study; there's no opportunity for the Press to 
communicate the Opposition to any piece of legislation that is a part and parcel of a responsi
ble government. They want to make sure that they get those things through this House without 
anybody in the Province knowing anything about it. And, boy, if that isn't the -- if that doesn't 
carry with it the trademarks of totalitarianism, I don't know what does. And all we have done, 
Sir, in this amendment is to suggest that there are some safeguards that the producers of 
this country are going to have the assurance that they're going to have something to say about 
the implementation of programs that's going to affect their very ability to earn their livings. 
�- (Interjection) -- The Minister says they're going to have lots of say. Yes, they'll have 
lots to say after the fact that's been accomplished. Not before. And we're suggesting, Sir, in 
in this amendment that this government give the producers an opportunity to voice their op
inions through their votes as to whether or not they want to be involved in such a marketing 
program. I contend, Sir, that the producers of this province don't want marketing boards in 
the manner in which the honourable gentlemen opposite want to impose them. on them. I con
tend, Sir, that the producers of this province would much prefer to take their chances on a 
free market rather than be eliminated by a marketing board as is planned by the government 
opposite. 
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MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question? The Honourable Member for Arthur. 
MR. WATT: Mr. Speaker, I think the honourable member, my colleague from Morris, 

has pretty well covered the waterfront and I just wanted to make a few remarks in regard to 
this bill, and in regard to what took place in committee last night. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. I would suggest to the honourable gentleman that we 
have an amendment before us, he should direct his remarks to the amendment, not to the 
bill or to last night's committee meeting. The Honourable Member for Arthur. 

MR. WATT: Well, it's directly connected with what was debated in committee last 

night, where it was pointed out that it is a fact that the Conservative Government brought in 
the bill in 1964, and it was pointed out that we learned from trial and error whether a bill will 
work or not, and we found that it would not work in its present form and I just want to point 

out to honourable members that the last two marketing boards that were established in this 
province were established through referendum at the request of the producers . • • 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 

MR. USKIW: Could the honourable member indicate to me how long it was after a 

producer vote was held with respect to broilers and turkeys that the government then proceed

ed to establish it? Just how much time went by? 
MR. WATT: Well, Mr. Chairman, I'm not quite clear on the month, Sir, the exact 

time that it took, but I want to point out to members of the committee that we did permit a 
referendum and that the regular . . . governing the Board actually were negotiated with the 
government to the satisfaction of the members of the Board and the associations of both the 

broiler and turkey people. 
The Minister says that we regard them with suspicion. All we are asking for in this 

bill is that they continue to operate in the same manner as the Conservatives did insofar as 

the Marketing Bill is concerned. 
MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question? The Honourable Member for Roblin. 

MR. J. WALLY McKENZIE (Roblin): Mr. Speaker, I'd like to add a few remarks to 
the amendment that has been submitted by the Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell and 
voice my opposition to the type of legislation that this government has brought in in the dying 

days of the session. In reading the Minister's presentation of this bill at reading, I find it 

very amusing to try and follow his frame of thought. I was absent on that particular day, and 
in trying to summarize the remarks I find he says there was also an extension, not an exten
sion, and he corrects himself in two other, three other places. But a very simple question I 
would like to ask the Minister. Have you been in touch with the honey producers of this 

province;have they asked for this legislation? 
MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. 
MR. McKENZIE: When I sit down the Minister can answer. I wonder if the livestock 

producers of this province - has the Minister been in touch with the livestock producers" 
Because evidence in Ottawa in Bill C-176 came out loud and clear that the people of western 
Canada don't want this type of legislation at this time; they want it subject to their approval 
not to the approval of the Minister, not to the approval of government, subject to the approval 
of producers and I quarrel with the Minister's approach to the philosophy that they are follow
ing at this particular time. ·And no doubt as the Honourable Member for Morris has said, is 
the chicken and egg war started that whole exercise and now this type of legislation likely will 
come about by all governments across the country, but I don't think it is the answer and I 

again ask the Minister to take it easy, don't get excited and let the producers, subject to 

their approval, and let them guide you as we try to resolve this difficult situation with the 
markets. 

He said in the introduction of his remarks in second reading that the interest of the fur 

ranchers - oh, it's the wild fur farmer. I wonder if the Minister has had any definite study 

with a fur marketing type of marketing system. Is that the answer to the problems of the fur 
people today? I doubt it very much. And I think that if we take it easy and work with these 
people that possibly we can come up with a much better system than we have in the past. So 

I again urge the Minister and the government to take a very sincere look at those amendments 
that were brought in by the Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell, subject to the approval of 

the producers. 
MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question? The Honourable Member for Rhine-

land. 
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MR. FROESE: Mr. Speaker, before we put the question on the amendment I would like 
-

to comment on it as well. The amendment provides that before the Lieutenant-Governor-in

Council makes a regulation that a vote be conducted to get the producers' approval. I think 

this is quite in order; I see nothing with it. I don't see why the government should take issue 
with this, or is it the intention to go against the producers? Is that what they have in mind? 

A re you trying to impose something that the producers don't want, that this is why you will not 

agree to the amendment? C ertainly this is not being democratic, and when this government 
prides itself with having more participatory democracy certainly this is just the opposite that 

-- (Interjection) -- yeah, that's a joke, becomes a joke if you're not agreeing to this, because 

this is really in line with participatory democracy where we ask the people to join in and take 
part in the decision. Now we are going the very opposite way and not accepting this principle. 

Too, why take the objection at this particular time because we now find that the Federal Gov

ernment has passed legislation and is it just because to accommodate them? Has it nothing to 

do with it? C ertainly I would like to hear from the Minister on that very point when he closes 

debate on this very matter. 

I certainly feel that the amendment would improve the Act rather than be the opposite, 

because I for one would like to have the producers involved and give me their advice as to what 
action should be followed and what their desires are. In the meetings that we had during the 

committee, or during the committee meetings last winter - I attended some of them - I was 

not a member of the committee at that time but I realized what many of the producers indicat
ed and certainly it is not one of compulsion. They took very strong opposition to compulsion 

of any form in this respect and I think this was also brought out in committee the other day 
that they do not want compulsion in their marketing, especially the livestock people. And this 
is one of the bright spots in the marketing arena today that livestock prices have held their own 

and have a good price at the present time, and have had so for quite some time. Mr.Speaker, 

the thing is this that marketing you have valleys and you have hills, prices rise and prices go 

down, but it seems to me when you have compulsory marketing you don't have the hills you 

just have the valleys, and that your prices remain low constantly. This has been the experience. 
I feel that we need a free hand; we need the freedom that prices can go up occasionally so that 

producers need not have a low all the time. And this is happening in most cases where you have 
compulsory marketing. So, Mr. Speaker, I strongly advocate the amendment that it be brought 
in and that producers have a say when marketing boards are being set up. 

MR. SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion lost. 
MR. SHERMAN: Yeas and Nays, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: Call in the members. Order, please. The question before the House 

is the amendment by the Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell. 
A STANDING VOTE was taken, the result being as follows: 

YEAS: Messrs. C raik, Ferguson, Froese, Graham, Henderson, G. Johnston, 

F. Johnston, Jorgenson, McGill, McKellar, McKenzie, Moug, Sherman, Spivak, Watt and 
Mrs • Trueman. 

NAYS: Messrs. Adam, Allard, B arrow, Borowski, Cherniack, Desjardins, Doern, 

Evans, Gonick, Gottfried, Green, Hanuschak, Jenkins, Johannson, McBryde, Mackling, 
Malinowski, Miller, Pawley, Peturrson, Schreyer, Shafransky, Toupin, Uskiw, and Walding. 

MR. C LERK: Yeas 16; Nays 25. 
MR. SPEAKER: In my opinion the Nays have it; I declare the motion lost. 

The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 

MR. STEVE PATRICK (Assiniboia) : Mr. Speaker, I was paired with the Honourable 

Minister for Labour. Had I voted, I would have voted for the motion._ 

MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 
MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, I beg to move, seconded by the Honourable Member for 

Riel, that Section 5 be amended by deleting everything after the words "royal assent." 

MR. SPEAKER: I would like to indicate to the honourable member I cannot accept the 

amendment because I c an't fathom its meaning. We're trying to figure where it fits in and 

doesn •t make sense. -- (Interjection) -- Order 1 That's uncalled for.. The Honourable 

Leader of the Opposition. 
MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, I refer to Section 5 of Bill 94, under the Natural Products 

Marketing Act. If you'd examine the bill, Sir, you 1 d find that I'm deleting everything that 
comes after the words "royal assent, " so that Section 5 would read: "This act comes into 

force on the day it receives royal assent." 
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MR. SPEAKER: In other words, you're deleting Sections 1 ,  2 and 3 in respect to 
retroactivity, is that my understanding ? 
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MR . SPIVAK: Yes, unless -- the Honourable Member from Rhineland indicates that 
there was an amendment to this section -- is he correct on that ? -- (Interjection) -- Well , in 
any case it 's  at this point eliminating the retroactivity, Mr . Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. The Clerk will indicate the amendment that was 
made in committee and maybe that will put us on an even keel . 

MR. SPEAKER presented the motion . 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition . 

MR . SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, if I 'm correct, the government moved an amendment 
which I guess came under Section 5 as well which would then embrace the amendment proposed 

by the government plus the retroactivity and royal assent portion that's in the act itself. Well , 
I think I'd like this to be clear because I don't want any misunderstanding, because the purpose 
of moving this amendment realistically, Mr. Speaker, is to try and get some explanation 
from the government of the necessity of the retroactivity portion that was asked for in this 
legislation . 

Now I gather that the government moved an amendment which was not an amendment to 
the present act but which was an addition . . . I 'm sorry . Mr. Speaker , based on this 
amendment, I am actually amending Section 6 ,  or clause 6 of the act -- clause 6 of the act, 
not clause 5, based on the amended act; and that will make it clear, Mr. Speaker. 

Section 5 as printed became Section 6 yesterday in the amended act .  
MR. SPEAKER : Let me clarify i t  s o  that - - the amendment that was done in committee 

became Section 5 and therefore the Honourable Leader of the Opposition now wishes to amend 
Section 6 ?  

MR. SPIVAK: That's right . 
MR. SPEAKER: Do we all understand the The Honourable Leader of the 

Opposition . 

MR . SPIVAK: Well, Mr. Speaker, again , there was no explanation as far as I know on 
the retroactivity and the purpose of introducing this amendment was to try and get some ex
planation . I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that there is an explanation . l would suggest, Mr. 
Speaker, that there is an explanation but I think that explanation should be given, but there is 
a principle involved here and I have to mention it , Mr.  Speaker; it would be a very serious 
thing if we were to in principle agree to an act that would be retroactive for seven years . I 
just cannot see the justification . 

We have already had one situation in the Minister of Highways ' presentation of his par
ticular bill in which, not in a technical way, in a real way, the act undertaken by the govern

ment was illegal , yet we had to in this House retroactively okay it. We already had the ac
knowledgment by the Minister that what he was doing was illegal , but in effect we had to, by 
our legislation, retroactively, Mr. Speaker, retroactively, Mr. Speaker . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please . The Honourable Minister of Transportation . . .  

matter of privilege ? 
HON . JOSEPH P .  BOROWSKI (Minister of Public Works and Highways) (Thompson) : My 

point of privilege is that the statement the member is making is incorrect .  I said "technically" 
illegal; there 's  a difference and as a lawyer he should know it . 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition . 
MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, fortunately I do not have to counsel the Minister of Trans

portation , and I 'm not sure that I would really want that onerous duty, but may I say, Mr. 
Speaker, so it  will be clear: that the action by the government was illegal , not technically il
legal , it was illegal , and we in this House have to pass an act retroactively making it correct; 
and there's a principle involved and the First Minister knows it . -- (Interjection) -- Well I 
wonder if the First Minister can cite a situation where we 're retroactively referring to some
thing back seven years ago ? 

It's very interesting, Mr . Speaker, to refer to the Leader of the New Democratic 
Party's  position at the time that the bill was first introduced in 1964, and as to what he said, 
and I quote . This is on Page 1376 , March 23rd of 1964: "Mr. Speaker ,  I regret that I 've held 
this bill for some time now before proceeding with the second reading . I might say that at the 
time the bill was introduced for second reading by the Minister I sort of smelled a rat, to use 
a phrase , with this piece of legislation . "  And you know , Mr. Speaker, we 've been getting the 
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(MR, SPIVAK cont'd) • •  , • •  impression that we're smelling a rat as far as the legislation 
is concerned, because notwithstanding all the promises that have been made and sort of, you 
know, goodwill undertakings, but not substantial undertakings, one really doesn't know what the 
devil the government's going to do with the legislation it has before it, 

My purpose in moving the amendment realistically was to try and determine a reasonable 
explanation for why this was necessary, which has not been given, and I would be prepared once 
the explanation is given, on the basis of that, to make a judgment as to whether the motion 
should be withdrawn or not, 

MR ,  SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris, 
MR. JORGENSON : Mr. Speaker , I should like fo raise one more point before the Minister 

replies because he might be able to incorporate that answer into the reply that he's going to 
make, 

With seven years' retroactivity I'm sure there are going to be a number of occasions 
where people will have violated the law during that seven-year period. Now I wonder if the 
Minister could explain what's going to happen under those circuµistances, because I don't know 
whether the government are aware of the ridiculous position that they could place themselves 
in with a clause that has a retroactivity period of seven years. Does it mean now that they're 
going to search the records to attempt to find out how many people have broken the law during 
that seven years because of this retroactivity clause; are they going to be prosecuted; are there 
going to be actions taken because of the fact that they have violated law by virtue of their retro
activity clause ? 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture, 
MR. USKIW: , , • the honourable members opposite, I simply want to indicate that this 

was not done on my instruction, but rather on the recommendation of the Attorney-General's 
Department which brought it to mind, that the legislation as drafted several years ago by 
members opposite was very poorly drafted and the intent was not quite clear, or at least am
biguous , and that this is just a matter of clarification, It was their view that the marketing 
boards that have operated for the last several years may have not had the kind of authority that 
was intended and that it could be argued in the courts one way or the other , and this is just to 
clarify it so that we don •t run into any difficulty, 

MR , SPEAKER : The honourable member may ask a question, The Honourable Leader of 
the Opposition, 

MR . SPIVAK: I wonder if I can ask the member a question. When you say that it would 
improve the act specifically, you're referring to Sections 1, 2 and 3 of the Bill 94 ,  I wonder 
if you can indicate in some way where those sections would in fact improve the act over the way 
in which it was first drafted and passed with respect to the operation of the marketing boards. 

MR. SPEAKER : The Honourable Minister, 
MR ,  USKIW: I'm afraid, Mr. Speaker, I don't have the information at hand, I can get 

it for the honourable member if he wishes ,  but I don't have it at the present time. 
MR , SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition, 
MR , SPIVAK: A supplementary question, or another question to the Minister. Is it not 

true that Sections 1 and 2 realistically extend the Natural Products Marketing Act over a dif
ferent category and I don't see how those sections specifically in any way would improve the 
act, 

MR . SPEAKER : Order , please. I would like to indicate to all honourable members that 
we're into a new procedure now and we can't have it the same as we had it before in committee 
where the questions and answers could be up and down all day long. I allowed one · question 
hoping it would be just on a matter of clarification. All it was was an :extension of the argu
ment, The second question is in the same vein. Therefore I cannot have it carry on, 

The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 
MR, FROESE: Mr, Speaker, we have in the past criticized whenever legislation was 

passed whereby it was made retroactive and now we have this bill having a clause subjecting it 
to seven years, I think it is , retroactivity and the government is now coming and asking us to 

protect them, to have it protected, I just wonder under our consumer protection law whether 
we shouldn't make sure that the producers or consumers ,  whatever the case may be here, that 
they are protected as well, because if the law is going to apply now to them retroactively may
be we should rather see to it that they are protected and not just the government. I'm j ust 
wondering whether the Minister has checked into this and whether we should not have protection 
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(MR. FROESE cont'd) • • • • • the other way round rather than what we are trying to do here, 
I do not support the matter of retroactivity in bills <>f this type, 

MR. SPEAKER : The Honourable First Minister, 

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr, Speaker , let it be clear that the purpose of the amendments 
with respect to the retroactive features, they're for the purest of technical reasons , Frankly, 
Sir , the Member for Rhineland is wrong if he thinks that that's been included in the bill in order 
to protect the present administration. Frankly, the present administration couldn •t care less 
in that specific regard, The reason it's there is in order to clarify the past operation of the 
marketing board and to clarify its legal competence to have done any one thing or series of 

things in the past seven-year period, And you know the alternative, frankly, I would have pre
ferred, which is to simply let sleeping dogs lie and let any individual or group take legal action 
against the marketing boards, That would have appealed to me more, However , litigation is 
costly and it does draw out and this was considered to be the better of two alternatives, 

The Member for Morris expressed concern as to the fate of individuals under the terms 
of the retroactive clause or clauses, I can assure my honourable friend that the purpose of the 
retroactive feature is not to have it relate to individuals but rather to have it relate to the board, 
and it was a case of anticipating lawsuits against the board and not a case of anticipating litiga

tion by the board against individuals . I can assure him that no prosecution is anticipated or to 
be countenanced �or that period, 

MR. SPEAKER put the question and after a voice vote declared the motion lost. 
MR , SPEAKER: Is the House ready to move concurrence in the report ? The Honourable 

Minister, 
MR, USKIW : Mr, Speaker , I beg to move , seconded by the Honourable Minister of Mines 

and Natural Resources and Environmental Control, that the House concur in the report of Bill 
No, 94, 

MR. SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried, 
MR , SPEAKER : Does the Honourable Minister wish to move third reading ? 
MR ,  USKIW: Is it third reading ? 
MR .  GREEN : On Bill No , 113, 
MR. SPEAKER : Report stage of 113 first, 
MR. GREEN: Well, have we proceeded -- I'm sorry, Mr. Speaker, have we had third 

reading on Bill No, 94 ?  
MR .  SPEAKER: No, The Honourable Minister of Agriculture, 
BILL No, 94 was read a third time and passed, 
MR .  SPEAKER : Report stage of Bill 113 -- any amendments ? The Honourable Member 

for Birtle-Russell, 
MR .  GRAHAM: Mr, Chairman, I have an amendment to 113, Unfortunately I haven't got 

it with me, If you give me two minutes, I can get it, 
MR , SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister, 
MR , SCHREYER: If I understand my honourable friends , they would like us to call 

another bill , 117. 
MR . SPEAKER : The report stage of Bill 117 -- any amendments ? The Honourable 

Member for Rupertsland, 
MR , JEAN ALLARD (Rupertsland) : Mr, Speaker, I move, seconded by the Minister of 

Transportation, that Bill No, 117, an Act to validate By-law No, 559 of the C ity of Thompson, 
be now read a third time and passed, Oh, Seconded by the Member for Crescentwood, 

MR . SPEAKER : Well, actually I believe that the first motion should be of concurrence 
in the report and then third reading, Is that correct ? 

MR .  GREEN : Mr, Speaker , I believe that the practice is that when there is no amend
ments or amendments contemplated that third reading can proceed normally, which is the way 
we did it with all of the other bills, 

MR. SPEAKER : All right for now. The Honourable Member for Morris, 
MR , JORGENSON: Mr, Speaker , on that point of order, I think perhaps that may be the 

normal practice when the rules are followed, The House Leader knows that leave was given 
to introduce those bills without the formal notice being given so we don't know until the bill is 
called for at the report stage whether or not there are any amendments , so I believe under 
these circumstances the report stage should be called for. 

MR, ALLARD: Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Member for Crescentwood, that 
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(MR. ALLARD cont'd) • • • • • the report of the committee be concurred with in Bill 117. 

MR ,  SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried, 
BILL No. 117 was read a third time and passed, 
MR. SPEAKER : The Honourable House Leader . 
MR. GREEN : Bill No, 120 , Mr, Speaker. 
MR. SPEAKER: The report stage of Bill 120 -- any amendments ? The Honourable 

Leader of the Opposition. 
MR . SPIVAK: I believe there is an amendment , and I wonder if we can just wait until 

• • • -- (Interjection) -- Well, if you can call something else to allow us to • just one 
second, Mr • • • •  

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Gladstone, 
MR, FERGUSON: Mr. Speaker, I have an amendment to 119 (2) of Bill 120. 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris, 
MR , JORGENSON: If I may help you with that, You might have some difficulty because 

this was drafted in a hurry. '.!'he purpose of this amendment is to remove the words in clause 
119, subsection 2, remove the words "sole charge of" and replace them with the words "has 
the responsibility for the distribution of livestock semen in this

. 
province;" in other words 

the amended clause would read: "The distribution agency has the responsibility for the distri
bution of frozen livestock semen in the province. " 

Sir , the purpose of this amendment is to remove the monopoly clause that the distribu
tion agency will have by virtue of this particular clause in the bill. We feel that, and as was 
pointed out in committee yesterday, to make clear amongst the producers themselves as well 
as people who have been engaged in the business of artificial insemination throughout the prov
ince, that they -- if this clause is left in the bill there's possibility that the types of semen 
that are wanted by the producers in this province will not be made available to them and for 
that reason we are moving the amendment to ensure that the best quality and the best oppor
tunity is provided for those who are engaged in the practice of artificial insemination have 
available to them the best quality that is available on the North American continent. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 
MR .  USKIW: Mr. Speaker , • • • 
MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for La Verendrye. 
MR. LEONARD A. BARKMAN (La Verendrye) : I guess he wouldn't really be closing the 

debate except on the amendment. However , I think this amendment that was just proposed is 
very reasonable. I think it takes out the sting of trying to say that this is absolutely and the 
only sole distribution, the type of distribution, and I just wish to let it be known that I think 
this ifl the only way that it can be run successfully from my point of view and I do hope that the 
government can accept this amendment, 

I thought it was rather comical last Saturday when there was a write-up in the Winnipeg 
Free Press that Bill 120 had been passed as to the increase of indemnities for MLAs. How
ever , I think we know by now that Bill 120 has still not passed ani I'm sure that if there are 
going to be any increased indemnities that they will not be because of the contents of Bill 120 , 
and I'm sure all of the MLAs, the members ,  are quite certain of that, However, I think this 
is a good amendment and I hope the government can support it. 

MR .  SPEAKER : The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 
MR. USKIW : Mr. Speaker , the concerns that have been expressed by the two gentlemen 

who spoke this morning are concerns which we have and are the concerns for which this bill 
has been brought into being, There has been sufficient reason because of the lack of proper 
programming in the A, I, industry in Manitoba, the lack of proper servicing of the users of 
A . I . , there is a need for that reason, Mr. Speaker, to bring about some centralization of the 
operation, and that the intent here is that the producers be given control through the develop
ment of a central agency which will be a co-operative owned and operated by the users. 

Now, not too many minutes ago , Mr, Speaker , members opposite on another bill argued 
that producers ought to have control, and now they are arguing in reverse. One of the con
cerns that has been expressed in committee and in some of the hearings that we had is that the 
technician which services the farm community is the one in a most advantageous position to 
sell the product and to convince the farmer or the customer which product is the best of his 
catalogue; and you know, that is the area where members opposite have expressed some con
cern and that is whether indeed the farmer has the ability to select or whether he is simply 
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(MR. USKIW cont'd) • • • • •  taking the advice of the technician. The technicians now are in
volved with the distribution of semen as representatives of some five or six different distribu
tion companies in Canada, none of which are Manitoba operated, and it's important from our 
point of view that the user in Manitoba exercises a great deal of influence as to the kind of cata

logue of product that is going to be available to the Manitoba user. 
Manitoba has been lax in developing this industry; we're at the bottom of the totem pole 

as compared to the other provinces in Canada in terms of utilization of A.I. , really in the 
cradle stage; and the reason we are there, Mr. Speaker, is that there has been no legislation 

that could effectively deal with the kind o f  information that is required by the user, the kind of 
promotion that is  required, the kind of selection of sire that is required, and the intent of this 
legislation is to do just those things. It is our hope that the producer agency is going to be 
representive of the producers in Manitoba and that their wishes will be fulfilled by their own 
control of this agency. So although I appreciate the concerns of members opposite ,  the bill here 

is to deal precisely with those concerns. 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 

MR. FROESE: Mr. Speaker, since members are required to vote I think it's only fair 
that we give our position. I think as social creditors we oppose monopolies wherever they are 

to be brought into being. I rather like the amendment that was proposed in committee last 
night where it said instead of using the words as the bill states, "sole charge" that we rather 

inserted "the responsibility of facilitating". This in my opinion would be a great improvement 
to the bill. Certainly, as I did point out at that time, that as a government and as the Province 
of Manitoba we should assist wherever possible the industry to improve it, but certainly not 

that we acquire a monopolistic state of affairs where the government will dictate; and this is 
exactly what we're doing by this , that the board that will be established will have full powers 
to -- (Interjection) --

MR. SPEAKER : Order, please. It's not a point of privilege. I think the Honourable 
Minister should know. The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 

MR. FROESE: Mr. Speaker, there will be an agency appointed and this is going to be 
appointed by the government, and it will impose its direction through that board, so that we're 
still talking in terms of a monopoly. This agency will have a monoply under the bill and will 
have sole discretion, and -- (Interjection) -- yes, I don't approve of it. I feel that producers 
should have a greater say and should be able to give direction to the industry in this province 

and that it should not just come from the top down; that , as again we were talking before of 
participatory democracy, and again they're overruling that very fact , that we should try and 
get people involved and that they will help in making the decisions. By just having one agency 
this means that there is no room for an alternative, that if there is a group that would like to 
see a different way of improvement brought in that there is no room for them, and this is why 

I feel that the amendment deserves support and I certainly intend to support it. 
MR. SPEAKER put the question and after a voice vote declared the motion lost. 
MR. SPEAKER : Any further report stage of this bill ? Motion for concurrence of the 

report. 
MR. USKIW: Mr. Speaker, I beg to move, seconded by the Honourable Minister of 

Transportation,that the report on Bill 120 be concurred in. 
MR. SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried. 
MR. SPEAKER: Third Reading. 
MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Honourable Minister of Transporta

tion, that Bill No. 120 , an Act to amend the Animal Husbandry Act be now read a third time 

and passed. 
MR. SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried, 
MR. FROESE: Yeas and Nays, Mr. Speaker, on this one. 
MR. SPEAKER : Does the honourable member have support ? Call in the members. 

Order, please. The question before the House is third reading of Bill 120. 
A STANDING VOTE was taken, the result being as follows: 

YEAS: Messrs. Adam, Allard, Barrow, Borowski, Cherniack, Desjardins, Doern, 
Evans, Gonick, Gottfried, Green, Hanuschak, Jenkins, Johannson, McBryde, Mackling, 
Malinowski, Miller, Pawley, Petursson, Shafransky, Schreyer, Toupin, Turnbull, Uskiw, 
and Walding. 

NAYS: Messrs. Barkman, Craik, Ferguson, Froese, Girard, Graham, Henderson, 
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(STANDIN G VOTE cont'd) • • • • •  F .  J ohnston (Sturgeon Creek) , G. Johnston (Portage la 
Prairie) , Jorgenson, McGill, McKenzie, McKellar, 1".{oug, Sherman, Spivak, Watt and Mrs . 
Trueman. 

:MR . CLERK: Yeas 26; Nays 18. 
:MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 
:MR . PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, I was paired with the Honourable Minister of Labour ; had 

I voted I would have voted against the bill. 
:MR . SPEAKER : In my opinion the Ayes have it, I declare the motion carried. 
Report stage of Bill 113. The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell. 
:MR . GRAHAM: Mr, Speaker , I beg to move, seconded by the Member for Morris , that 

Section 14 (3) of the Act be amended by deleting the following words at the beginning thereof: 
"where the fault for the late delivery of parts for farm machinery and equipment is the fault of 
the vendor and not of the dealer", and substituting therefor the following words : "where the 
dealer has promptly and properly ordered parts for farm machinery and equipment from the 
vendor and has executed reasonable pro cedures to effect preparation and delivery of said parts 
for farm machinery and equipment". 

MR. SPEAKER presented the motion. 
:MR , SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell, 
:MR , GRAHAM: Mr. Speaker , the reason for this change is that I believe that the duty of 

the Board that will be set up is to undertake differences of opinion between the farmer and the 
dealer or vendor. As this section was presently worded - and I regret that we did not catch it 
last night in co=ittee - it would indicate that differences between the dealer and the vendor 
would arise in many cases because of the inability to determine where the fault lay. If the fault 
lay with the dealer for not ordering at the proper time then the Board quite justifiably can act 
between the dealer and the farmer ; but if the dealer has takeri all due care and caution and 
ordered his parts promptly and the failure for delivery is in the hands of the vendor, then the 
dealer can quite justifiably carry out the other procedures and supply the farmer with the neces
sary parts and that, However , he may have difficulty in collecting same from the vendor which 
may in turn cause the dealer to go to the Board to act on his behalf with the vendor. It could 
lead to poor relations between the dealer and the vendor, I don't believe that this is the proper 
function of the Board and I would think that this section as suggested here- would probably recti
fy an inequity that exists · at the present time, 

:MR , SPEAKER : Are you ready for the question ?  The Honourable Minister of Agricul-
ture, 

:MR . USKIW : Mr. Speaker, I think the section as it is tries to do the very same thing. 
I don't know that the change in wording is going to alter the section at all and I'm not sure of 
the legal draftsmanship of the suggestion of my honourable friend, 

MR . SPEAKER put the question and after a voice vote declared the motion lost, 
MR . SPEAKER: Report stage of Bill _113 - any further amendments ? Motion of concur

rence is in order. 
MR , USKIW : Mr. Speaker , I beg to mov e that the report on Bill 113 be concurred in. 

Seconded by the Minister of Transportation, 
:MR . SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried. 
BILL No , 113 was read a third time and passed. 
MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable First Minister. 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, we are now at that position on the Order Paper where 

there are no further bills to call, although I seem to recall Mr. Clerk telling me yesterday 
that there were two bills which are ready for third reading. 

:MR , SPEAKER: We covered those earlier , We covered those. 
MR . SCHREYER: Oh, they have been passed ? Mr. Speaker, I .would ask you then to call 

the resolution standing in my name, the adjournment standing in the name of the Member for 
Riel, to establish the Standing Co=ittee of Utilities and Natural Resources to sit inter
sessionally. You could call that resolution, 

GOVERNMENT RESOLUTIONS 

MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Morris. 
MR , J OR GENSON : I wonder if we could just hold fire for a second and the Member for 

Riel will be here. 
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(MR. JORGENSON cont'd) 

I wonder if in the meantime I may make a motion by leave of the House. During the 
course of the sitting of the Agriculture Committee two members who are on that committee, 
Mr. McGregor and Mr. Einarson had to leave for parliamentary conferences in Halifax and 
their names were replaced by the Member for Lakeside and the Member for Birtle-Russell. 
I wonder if I may move, Mr. Speaker, that those names now be replaced again so that the 

Member for Virden and the Meinber for Rock Lake will take their proper places back on that 
committee. 

MR. SPEAKER: Agreed ? The Honourable First Minister. 

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, there is some question as to whether that is neces
sary, it may be redundant, but just to. make sure I suggest that we do accept the motion of the 
Honourable Member for Morris. And in that same connection, Mr. Speaker, I suppose now 
would be an opportune time to deal with other committee membership changes, so that that 
being so, with respect to the Agricultural Committee, I move that the Member for Radisson be 
substituted for my name on the Agricultural Committee; and also that the name of the Member 

for St. George be substituted for that of the Member for Flin Flon on the Agricultural Commit
tee; and that the name of the Honourable Minister of Tourism and Recreation be substituted for 
that of the Honourable Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs on that same Agricultural 
Committee. 

With respect to the Municipal Affairs Committee, I would move that the Member for 

Winnipeg Centre be substituted for the Member for St. Vital on the Municipal Affairs Commit
tee; the Member for St. George be stubstituted for that of the Member for Point Douglas; the 
Member for Radisson be substituted for that of the Honourable the Attorney-General; the 
Member for Ste. Rose be substituted for that of the Minister of Education; the Member for The 
Pas be substituted for that of the Honourable the Minister of Finance; and finally, that the Hon
ourable the Member for La Verendrye be substituted for the Member for St. Boniface on the 
Municipal Affairs Committee. I believe that takes care of the requests made. I move this, 
seconded by the Honourable the Minister of Agriculture. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable the Member for Morris. 
MR. JORGENSON: While we're at it, I have one further substitution that I wish to make, 

and that's on the proposed resolution setting up the committee proposed by my honourable friend 

the First Minister. I should, by leave, ask if the name of Mr. Weir could be replaced by the 
name of Mr. McGill on that committee. 

MR. SPEAKER: Is it agreed ? The Honourable First Minister. The Honourable Member 

for Rhineland. 

MR. FROESE: Mr. Speaker, I would move, seconded by the Honourable Member for La 
Verendrye, �h'lt debate be adjourned. 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. There is no motion before the House; this is done by 

agreement and by consensus. · 
MR. FROESE: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order then, I haven't got the sheet before me, 

I can't make the comparisons. I would like to know just what is happening here; there are so 
many changes and this is why I am adjourning just so that it will appear on the Order Paper in 
the afternoon so that we'll know exactly what we're doing. 

MR. SPEAKER: Well I'm afraid that the request of the honourable member for the after
noon's Order Paper just is not possible; our machinery doesn't move that quickly. But my 

understanding, and this has been the practice for some time now, that these announcements 
were accepted without motion and were agreed to, and I don't see that there is any necessity 
for any change at the moment. If the honourable member is desirous of knowing the names 

I'm sure that a list can be supplied to him without any difficulty from the Honourable First 

Minister. The Honourable First Minister. 
MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker; the Honourable Member for Rhineland, if I may say, 

Sir, cannot have a point of order for the reason that the ratio of membership on the various 
committees is not being altered here at all; that the ratio of memberships is something that 

was agreed to by the Committee on Committees that met near the beginning of the session and 
that the ratio is now being kept constant; we are not changing that. All we are doing is making 
internal caucus substitutions and that cannot be a matter for comment, can't become a point of 
order for anyone else. 

MR. SPEAKER: The point is well taken. The Honourable Member for Rhineland is speak
ing to what ? 
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MR . FROESE : I do take exception. I don't agree with the • • •  
MR . SPEAKER : Order , please. Order please. I don't know what the honourable 

member's taking exception to , but there is no point of order and there is no motion before the 
Hous e .  If he wants to raise a point of order , I wish he would name it and then we could discuss 
it. The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 

MR . FROESE: Mr. Speak.er , on the point of order , I j ust • • •  
MR . SPEAKER: What point of order ? 
MR . FROESE: I j ust named it. Under Rule 47 I do have a say in the appointment of com

mittees and I think you should • • • 
MR. SPEAKER : Order , please. I just indicated that the statement of the Honourable the 

First Minister was well taken, that there was no further appointment, it was strictly an ex
change of the same members; the committees were not being altered at all in respect to the 
number of members. 

MR. FROESE: Mr. Speak.er, on the point of order . It was not the same members , it was 
the Provincial Government • • •  to opposition and certainly there is a change. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable F irst Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker , out of all of the substitutions that were made they were 

all internal to the respective caucuses. I don't feel that it would be a point of order or pr ivilege 
or any point whatsoever for any comment on this side as to whom the official opposition decided 
to substitute within their own caucus, that is an internal matter ; so out of all of the substitu
tions made only one was transferring a committee membership position from one party to 
another and that was the transfer of the membership of the Member for St. Boniface on the Com
mittee of Municipal Affairs, where that was dropped, and the Member for La Verendrye was 
incorporated into that committee. I believe that that is in accordance with the ratios agreed to 
by the Committee on Committees which met near the beginning of this session. Therefore, 
S ir ,  I fail to see what possible point of order there could be. 

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the Honourable First Minister . Before I 
allow the Honourable Member for Riel to proceed, I should like to indicate that this resolution 
creates a slight difficulty for the Chair in that it opens up an area of debate which at the pres
ent time is also in respect to our r ules partly in an area where it cannot be debated, that is 
that the report of the Public Utilities Committee still has not been made; so I shall h�ve to 
trust to the integrity and the judgment of all honourable members when they are debating this 
question to not refer to items in respect that are still not reported on but they may discuss the 
motion, the resolution in respect to creating the committee and its work it's going to do in the 
future. The Honourable Member for Riel. 

MR. FROESE: Mr. Speak.er , on a point of order . 
MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 
MR . FROESE : I see there is a change in the motion, inserting the word "consider " for 

the words "hold public hearings with respect to ". When was this made and was this agreed to ? 
MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable First Minister . 
MR . SCHREYER : Mr .  Speak.er , in speaking to the point of order raised by the Member 

for Rhineland, I simply make the following observation to him. T hat yesterday when I intro
duced this resolution I indicated that I wanted leave to change the last few words in the second 
last line and to substitute the word "consider". 

Honourable members surely understand that the wording of this resolution is ours to be
gin with and therefore it's perfectly understandable if we ask for leave to substitute one word 
for another word. If we had simply done so in the first place no leave would have been re
quested, but it 's our own wording that we desire to change. I asked for leave and there was no 
objection so the change was made. 

MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 
MR . SPIVAK: Mr. Speak.er, it may be the wording of the government, but the truth of 

the matter is that our r ules prevail and in effect if the motion that's on the Order Paper was to 
be amended it should have been moved properly. When the First Minister suggested leave was 
given, I suggest that no one understood on this side that leave was given. -- (Interjection) -
Well, I'm sorry, and I suggest to the Honourable Minister of Mines and Natural Resources and 
to the First Minister this is an -- well, it's a slippery way of attempting to alter this, be
cause to suggest at 12:30 yesterday that i.n his closing remarks he received leave from this 
House is mistaken. 
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MR . GREEN: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order . 
MR . SPEAKER: Order, please. There can be no point of order on a point of order. 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR . SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker , again, on the point of order , I suggest that there was no 
leave given from this House, that there was no understanding at all that this resolution was 
being changed and to suggest that's our tough luck is mistaken. I'm suggesting that' s  a very 
slippery way in which to alter the basic intent of this resolution. 

MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable First Minister. 
MR . SCHREYER: I think, Sir , that I have a point of privilege at this point, because 

when the Leader of the Opposition uses a word "slippery" I believe that does constitute a point 
upon which privilege can be raised, The precise point at time, yesterday, in which I asked for 
leave to make that change in wording was when I was introducing the resolution, not during the 
course of my remarks. 

MR . GREEN: That's right. 
MR . SCHREYER: • • • subsequent to the introduction of the resolution. I remember 

very clearly, Mr. Speaker , that I asked for leave and there was no obj ection, leave was granted. 
My honourable friend the Leader of the Opposition has been around long enough to know at the 

time when the question as to whether or not leave was granted comes up it has to be dealt with 
there and then, it cannot be raised 24 hours later ; because theoretically one could, in every 
case where leave is granted, get up 24 hours later and allege that it was granted because of 
improper or incomplete understanding, and therefore theoretically there could neyer be such 
a thing as leave being granted if it was subject to 24-hour subsequent hassling or debate as to 
whether or not the circumstance was understood. 

MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Portage la Prairie. 
MR. G. JOHNSTON : On the point of order , Mr. Speaker. 

MR . SPEAKER: Same point. 
MR. G. JOHNSTON : On the same point of order. I think it is customary when anybody 

moves a resolution or a private member bill, if there's a word that he would like changed, it's 
common to sat by leave and make the change at the time; but the point I would like to make, Mr. 
Speaker , is that any member of the House can amend this resolution by amendment to saywhat they 
wish included and then a debate can take place and a vote be held. 

MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable House Leader . 
MR. GRE EN :  Mr. Speaker, a question has arisen as to when leave was requested. The 

honourable member, the Leader of the Opposition said it was requested in the dying moments 
of the First Minister 's speech. The F irst Minister says that it was requested when the reso
lution was read in the usual way, by leave, by request. Mr. Speaker , I'm willing to resign 
my seat in this House if the honourable member is correct, if he will resign his seat in the 
House if I am correct . 

MR . SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, I rise on • • •  
MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 
MR . SPIVAK: I rise on a point of privilege, Mr. Speaker, on a matter of privilege. 
MR . SPEAKER :  Well I wonder if we can deal with the point of order first and then we 

can take up the matter of privilege. 
MR . SPIVAK: Well, Mr. Speaker , on the point of order then. I have no intention, I have 

no intention • • • 
MR . SPEAKE R :  Order. Order , please. I have heard debate from all sides of the House, 

I don't think we want to belabour the point. The Honourable Member for Rhineland did raise 
the question first on the point of order. All members have contributed. I thank them for their 
contribution. I should like to indicate that I would be of the opinion that a matter in respect to 
leave should not be entertained as a point of order 24 hours later. It just is not -- (Interjec
tion) -- Order , please. Is the honourable member challenging my ruling ? That' s  his privi
lege. I have not completed it. -- (Interjection) -- Order , please. 

I'd like to a sk the honourable members to at least give the Chair the courtesy of letting 
him finish his statement before they want to challenge it , They're all entitled to challenge it, 
56 of them, but let's have some procedure which we can all agree with. I have indicated that 
I do think that we cannot entertain leave retroactively 24 hours later. -- (Interjection) -
There is no question at the moment . The question is that we are going to debate the resolu
tion. The Honourable Leader of the Opposition had a matter of privilege, I'd like to hear that, 
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MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a matter of privilege; because, Mr. Speaker, in 
essence, the Mlnlster of Mines and Natural Resources has threatened this side and I suggest, 
Mr. Speaker,_  I suggest, Mr. Speak.er, that we are not going to be threatened by a Minister who 
has deceitfully handled the Hydro matters throughout the whole hearings of this session. 

MR .  SPEAKER: Order, please. I would suggest to the honourable member while he's 
rising on a matter of privilege he's creating a matter of privilege for another honourable mem
ber of ibis House, and I don't think that that ls the way to proceed on a matter of privilege. 
I'm not going to rule on either matter of privilege because I think both members are offensive 
in that sense. Therefore ,  I'm going to leave_ it up to the two gentlemen themselves to settle 
their differences in another area if they don't want to settle it properly in this House. The 
question before us at the present time ls resolution • • • The Honourable House Leader. 

MR .  GREEN: Mr. Speaker, on a matter of privilege. If! have done something offensive 
in the House I'd be happy to w ithdraw. If I've done something offensive I want what I have 
done offensive to be noted, I will withdraw it, and I ask tlie Leader of the Opposition -- I rise 
on a matter of pri'vilege -- he said that I have deceitfully handled a question in the House and 
I aak. him to withdraw that statement. 

MR .  SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 
MR . SPIVAK: On the matter of privilege, I suggest the Mlnlster of Mines and Resources 

has handled the Hydro matter in this session deceitfully. 
MR .  SPEAKER: Order, please. Order, please. I asked the Honourable Leader of the 

Opposition that that should be withdrawn. I gave him the privilege; he does not wish to do so; 
he leaves me no recourse if he doesn't do that. The Honourable Leader of the Opposition 
should reconsider what he's going to say to this House, how he's going to proceed in respect to 
this House. . There is ample opportunity for discussion and debate on the question that the hon
ourable member raised in regard to privilege and I'm certain that he can find the words that 
are necessary so that we can proceed with the normal decorum and the procedure ofthis House. 
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, if it's necessary I will withdraw that, but I again suggest 
that the government, in my oplnlon, has handled this matter deceitfully. 

MR. SPEAKER : I would suggest that the Honourable Leader of the Opposition is equivo
cating with me. He withdraws something which is attributed to. an honourable member and then 
he says the same thing is possible of the government. I would suggest that a withdrawal should 
have no qualifications with it; either one does or does not withdraw what ls not correct. The 
Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 

MR . SPIVAK: On this basis, I must then withdraw my statement with respect to the 
Minister of Mines and Natural Resources. 

MR. SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Riel. 
MR. c;:RAIK: Mr. Speaker, I first ask on a point of order, if you, Mr. Speaker, yester

day at any point during the First Mlnlster's motion asked the House if there was leave. I think 
it's a legitimate question, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Mlnlster. 
MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, speaking again to the point as to whether or not leave 

was requested and granted, I simply make the following two points, Sir. That in the normal 
course of introducing this resolution I distinctly did ask for leave for the substitution of one 
word for several words and there was no objection. Now Hansard will show and I suppose this 
ls a very easy point to deal with, Hansard will show -- Hansard will show whether or not re
quest was made and whether any objection was raised. 

And the second point, Mr. Speaker, if I may, Sir, just as the Member for Portage la 
Prairie so appropriately pointed out, that it ls the most normal procedure in this and any other 
Assembly, that in the introduction of a resolution by the member who has drafted the resolution 
and has brought it to the Order Paper, it ls the normal course of things to ask from time to 
time for the substitution of words, when the member moving the resolution is merely asking 
for the substitution of words, of a wording that he himself has drafted. It is so commonplace, 
so ordinary, so clearly and well understood that I'm really amazed that any kind of point should 
be made about it, because it happens frequently. 

MR. SPEAKER: I should just like to indicate to the Honourable Member for Riel.who 
asked a question of the Chair, I think I indicated earlier in this session that if anyone had ques
tions in respect to procedure of the Chair they could ask the Speaker in prl vacy. The Honour
able Member for Riel on the resolution. 
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l\Ill , CRAIB:: Mr. Speaker , the present terms of the resolution make a world of differ

ence to the resolution, and the First Minister has said move an amendment which we'll most 

certainly do , but it's pretty obvious what the outcome will be with the present attitude of the 

government . If no public hearings are included in the provisions of the motion that has been 

presented, the resolution that's been presented, we're basically back to square 1. 
We've argued this topic for the last two or three months and it 's pretty obvious that the 

problems inherent in the debate is the lack of factual information presented by people who we 

know can present factual information, and it is expecting very much to expect the members of 

the Legislature alone to be able to present the type of information that's required to properly 

assess the question, and of course the provision of public hearings makes it entirely different. 

It means that we're back to a type of enquiry that was provided two years ago on the same 

general topic when all types of information were available to the hearings and, by virtue of that, 

the members of the Legislature and the members of the committee were able to dig out the 
type of information that should be dug out on a decision of this type. 

Now what we're provided with, Mr. Speaker , here, is simply a continuation of what we 

have had in the Public Utilities Committee. This means , essentially, that we go back to hear 
the presentations by one man, the chairman of the Manitoba Hydro Board, who has left the 

province, either at the wishes of the government or by his own wishes , for a period of six 

weeks at a time when the Legislature sits and at a time when normal decency would say that 

this person should be available. This whole sequence of flouting, basically flouting the purpose 
of the Legislative Assembly and the purpose of one of its most important committees, should 

hang heavily on the necks of the government . The fact that they could see fit to allow the chief 
person involved to leave the province for a period of six weeks during the crucial period, is 

one net factor. The further factor is that they could grant what they call an interim licence and 

then let a 50 million dollar contract on the granting of that licence is even worse; and so we've 

hammered away to try and get hearings for the people on Lake Winnipeg; to try and get hearings 
so that we can get the proper technical information before us ,  and to properly have hearings to 

find out whether or not there should be a permanent licence granted, although we know that the 

interim licence is in fact a permanent licence when you let a 50 million dollar contract on an 

interim licence. And then -- ah well, you know, have it your way -- you let the $12 million 

on the first 50, like you're going to take back the 12 when you change your mind. You know, 

how ridiculous and utterly stUpid type of a decision is this ? There's a big difference; there's 

a big difference. 

The type of questions we want to ask • • • the F irst Minister alluded to yesterday; he'd 
discovered a dredgemaster that endorsed the principle of digging a channel for Lake Winnipeg, 

Did the dredgemaster also tell the First Minister that a permanent dredge is required in the 

channel ? Did Mr. Cass-Beggs tell the First Minister the present value of operating a fulltime 

dredge for the next 20 years that's included in the capital costs ? Well that'd be interesting to 
find out, and it 's certainly interesting to find out now that the 50 million dollars capital cost 

includes the price of operating a full-time dredge in the channel for the next 20 years. -- (In

terjection) -- No, Now he says it's not included, Well, this is the type of information that 

we'd like to find out if the government has apprised itself of in making the decisions that have 

been made, 

The handling of this issue has been the most Machiavellian piece of footwork that any 

government has ever used in the Province of Manitoba, right through to the refusal to report 

even on the Manitoba Telephone System from its committee. All the way. E very Machiavel

lian trick that could be pulled out of the master's book has been used by this government to make 

sure that the issue of water power development in Manitoba did not get discussed in the open 

forum; and somehow the draftsman that drew up this resolution made a mistake and he said in 

that that there's going to be public hearings, And the First Minister said, ''No dice. We're 
not having any public hearings ; we're going to pull that out of the resolution, There's not going 

to be any nonsense like that, We're going to let you go back to Public Ut111ties Commit.tee 

where there's a motion on the table that has priority over any other motion that was put there 

by the Minister of Mines and Natural Resources , which says that the report be now received; 

put the question, get it out of the way, but don't have public hearings," That ' s  what this motion 

says, 

So you manage to choke off the discussion, close off the session, let Mr, Cass-Beggs go 

on his holiday for six weeks in the face of the most major decision that has been made in water 



3206 July 27, 1971 

(MR. CRAIK: cont'd) • • • • •  power de�elopment in Manitoba in the last fifty years. It's 
bigger than the Winnipeg River; it's bigger than any steam plant you ever thought about build
ing. It involves also the public treasury; it involves the public treasury because you know po
tentially that there's $8Q_million worth of export sales tied up in the Nelson River power de
velopment if you want to utilize them in the United States9 All of these questions are important; 
all of them we've had to pry and prod to get the information out of the government and get it out 
of the Manitoba Hydro chairman who, on the matter of export power in the initial instance at 
the hearing, said, ''We haven't got anything to do with that because the Federal Government 
does not look kindly upon the export of power. " 

MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable First Minister on a point of order. 
MR. SCHREYER: It seems to me, Sir, that there is a point of order if a member makes 

a statement presuming to quote someone else, and I may say, Mr. Speaker, that the quote that 
the Member for Riel attributes to Mr. Cass-Beggs doesn't even remotely, doesn't even re
motely resemble what was said by that person. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel. 
MR . CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, the information about the American export possibilities 

came out in the Public Utilities hearing, but it was only after a great deal of prodding at the 
beginning of the hearing by the members of the Opposition, who were able to get information 
from the United States, that indicated that there were negotiations going on and that then this 
excuse, or whatever it was, used about the Federal Government was in fact nothing but -
whatever it was , it certainly wasn't factual. The fact was that the Americans were planning 
on certain imports and that the· Manitoba Hydro had in fact, was carrying on negotiation.S which 
would see about half of the present capacity of the total of Manitoba being exported to the United 
States by 1980. In all 01 these issues, the water power question , the recreation value, the 
future of exports to the United States are all keyed in 1970 and 1971, and the government says , 
''We're not going to talk about it; you guys just mind your own business. We're going to run it. 
We'll grant an interim licence that allows you to go ahead and do it under the guise that there 
may or may not be a permanet licence granted at a later date. Water Commission - you have 
no position in all this. Manitoba Water Commission, you go mind your own business. " 

The people who were the most vociferous two years ago, the people that stood on their 
chairs in the Public Utilities Committee, were then pointed to the Manitoba Water Commis
sioner. Where are they now ? Well, they're over trying to find out from Hydro - they're over 
trying to find out from Manitoba Hydro just whether or not they're going to be able to control 
Lake Winnipeg. And I've got news for you. Manitoba Hydro doesn't know either, They don't 
know whether they can control Lake Winnipeg, There's been no model study done. The Min
ister knows this. There's been no computer study done on natural diversion out of Lake Win
nipeg other than pumping that was done by the consultants two years ago. The government 
knows this. There's no valid computer study unless it's been done in the last months, It cer
tainly wasn't done when that interim licence was let: 

What about the questions asked by the people oil Lake Winnipeg ? The government knows 
very well that there's a surge of desire on the part of people around Lake Winnipeg to kn.ow 
whether this system is going to work or not, The government doesn't want to hold the hearings, 
They're not sure it's going to work. They think they can regulate between 811 and 815, 

And the First Minister comes in and says , ''But the programrnhig board away back when 
said Lake Winnipeg's an alternative. " What the First Minister didn't add was that most of the 
field work was done after the programming board report was brought in, and that field work 
and the result of it, in none of the trials that were done on the basis of the field work did Lake 
Winnipeg ever show up as a reasonable alternative, Never once. And. it was after his so-called 
programming board, and he still comes in here and says that it's based on the original thinking 
and findings of the programming board, and there wasn 1t one bit of work other than the analysis 
put on the Task Force's report by Mr. Cass-Beggs that ever said that Lake Winnipeg was an 
economic alternative. 

A MEMBER : That's right, 
MR . CRAIK: That's right. Absolutely right, There's no -- (Interjection) -- I'd be 

pleased to entertain a question when I'm finished. 
Now, the upshot of it all is that the decision that has been made on Lake Winnipeg has 

been a political decision by the government ; it has not been a technical decision by Manitoba 
Hydro, But Manitoba Hydro has been forced to carry the brunt of that political decision - not 
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(MR. CRAIB: cont'd) • • • • • based on technical fact, but based on the desire of the govern
ment to not get into a hassle on South Indian Lake, and it's being done at a severe cost to the 
people of Manitoba, a very severe cost. At a time when we're in a deficit budget position now, 
they've decided to blow the wad and go for a very expensive proj ect on Lake Winnipeg that could 
present recreation value but isn't even guaranteed of doing that. -- (Interjection) -- Well, 
Mr . Speaker , the upshot of it all is • • • 

MR. SPEAKER : Order , please. 

MR. CRAIB:: • • • it may very well be too late for even public hearings to rectify what 
has to be done. Nevertheless, public hearings , as were originally provided for in the motion 
that was before us , and which everybody thought the Minister was speaking to - the First Min
ister - thought he was speaking to yesterday, there was a possibility of some restitution being 
introduced into thi s topic and this issue and this problem that is before property owners and 
taxpayers in general, and only the introduction of some form of public. hearing is going to allow 
that the proper democratic process be allowed towrk on this . The government at this point has 
made every move it could possibly make to refrain and restrain any possibility of knowledge
able people being able to make their contribution to this very, very llnportant debate. 

These topics, Mr. Speaker , are the things that should be covered and, if we have to be 
satisfied with what is there, I would like to amend the motion that is there, the resolution, by 
first of all moving -- I would like to move, seconded by the Honourable Member for Fort 
Garry, that the resolution be amended by adding after the word "work" in the sixth line, the 
words "and that sittings begin within one month , "  and secondly , that the second paragraph in 
the resolution be amended to read as originally written on the Orders of the Day of Monday, 
July 26th. I haven't got that latter part written down because I assumed it was there ,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: Well, I find the amendment in order but I also find that it has two dif
ferent topics . If we're going to be able to take proper cognizance of it, it should really be two 
amendments , and it would be much easier to settle the question. As one, it may be negatived 
with some members still wanting the other half. T ake the amendment as is ? By leave , 
agreed ? (Agreed) 

MR .  SPEAKER presented the motion to amend the resolution. 
MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question ? The Honourable First Minister. 
MR. SCHREYER: May I ask the Honourable Member for Riel a question ? When he re

fers to the Nelson River programming board and its reference to Lake Winnipeg regulation, 
the member, when he indicated today that the reason that Lake Winnipeg regulation was dropped 
after the programming board had submitted its initial report, did he mean to imply that the 
reason that Lake Winnipeg regulation was dropped after the initial report in 1965 or 1 66 was 
because of technical problems in cost, or was it dropped perhaps because someone got the 
bright idea that by adding 29. 5 feet of water to South Indian Lake you could avoid Lake Winnipeg 
regulation ? What was the real reason ? 

MR. SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Riel. 
MR. CRAIB:: The real reason, Mr. Speaker , was based on the technical grounds that 

the studies on the diversion of South Indian Lake , that the problems -- no , either at 869, 
whatever it was, or 854, is still a more feasible alternative -- (Interjection) -- Well, yeah. 
Thank you. Thank you; thank you very much. The information that was presented after the 
programming report was done, the questions that were asked at that time were that they knew 
neither the technical information about the so il conditions , whether it was rock, or whether it 
was overburdened, or whatever it was , on either Lake Winnipeg or the South Indian diversion. 
And after the work was done, they came back and said that they had the information on the 
Churchill diversion, and furthermore, the most recent report , which is the T ask Force report, 
says all the technical information available on the Churchill diversion is known and it's feasible. 
They did not say the same thing about Lake Winnipeg. And you shouldn't have -- (Interjec
tion) 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. 
MR. CRAIB:: The most recent work, even which Hydro did, in its T ask Force report 

says that all the technical information required on Churchill diversion is available, is known 
and . , • -- (Interjection) -- No , it says it in the report ! That the same thing cannot be 
said - it doesn •t put it in these words but basically it says that the same thing cannot be said 
about Lake Winnipeg because, number one, there's nobody knows yet for sure whether Lake 
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(MR. CRAIK cont1d) • • • • • Winnipeg levels can be controlled. Now it makes sense that if 
you're going to add another ditch out of Lake Winnipeg you should be able to control the lake, 
Fine. _ If you're going to do it purely from a recreation point of view, that's fine, but if Lake 
Winnipeg is going to be a: power lake, a hydro lake, the way it is going to be right now, spon
sored by Hydro with the permission of the government, with their licensing and all the rest, if 
youire going to justify Lake Winnipeg and the cost you're putting in there from a power point of 
view, there's no guarantee that it will do anything but harm for the residents of Lake Winnipeg, 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines and Natural Resources, 
MR . GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I was asked a. question in the House yesterday by the Honour

able Member for Fort Rouge who wanted to know what yesterday's levels, I think, were, or two 
days' ago levels on Lake Winnipeg, and I did have the occasion in the afternoon, later that 
afternoon, to advise my honourable friend the Member for Fort Rouge as to what the levels 
were. I'm going to read them to the House: 

The level for the week ending July 3 - 716. 09. The level for the week ending July 10 -
U6, 04. The level for the week ending July 17 - 716.10. 

And I would think, Mr, Speaker, that it would be fairly well agreed by all of the members 
in the House that the first two weeks in July is the height of the vacation season around Lake 
Winnipeg. 

I think I was also asked by the Leader of the Opposition, can I tell him the estimate of the 
damage ? Let's look at the reasonableness of my honoiirable friend's question, The estimate 
of the damage - and I think this was Monday - he aaked me whether I could give him the esti
mate of the damage that occurred on Saturday night on Lake Winnipeg - on the weekend, excuse 
me, Saturday night and Sunday. That makes it better for my honourable friend's position, Well, 
the storms that he was referring to occurred, as I recall it, on Saturday night, There were no 
storms on Friday night, Mr. Speaker, I take it that the storms that took place in Manitoba, 
the heavy wind storms, were predominantly on Saturday night, If there were heavy storms on 
Friday night and my honourable friend is therefore making his question better1then let's give 
him the best interpretation on his question because my honourable friend has problems and if 
he wants to be put into his best position, let's put him in his best position, that there were 
storms on Friday and Saturday. This is now his contention - I'll accept it even though I don't 
believe that it's true. 

But on Monday morning, he says to the Minister of Mines, "Can you give me an estimate 
of the damage that occurred on Lake Winnipeg on Saturday night ?" On the weekend, excuse 
me. And on those days , Mr. Speaker , the lake was 716, roughly, point one, Under Lake 
Winnipeg regulation as contemplated, the level of the lake on those weekends would have been 
something under 715 feet on each of the dates concerned, and if someone will explain to me 
how that makes ifa worse_ position for the people of Lake Winnipeg, they will be able to, Mr. 
Speaker, if someone. could explain that to me, they would be able to convert me to Buddhism 
or Confucianism or any other type of religion which is completely foreign to me and which I'm 
not about to be converted to, -- (Interj ection) - Well, Mr. Speaker, -- That's right, They 
would be able -- I agree with the Member for sturgeon Creek, If they could make me believe 
that, they could make me a m.ember of my honourable friend's society, the Flat Earth Society, 

The fact is ,  Mr, Speaker, that my honourable friend keeps talking about hearings , as if 
in fact they weren't taking place, because he would have a pretty good case if the government 
said that they were going to regulate Lake Winnipeg and people were not going to be able to 
discuss as to how that regulation would take place; they'd have the government in a very sensi
tive position and they would hit us that way, And therefore they have chosen to ignore that in 
December of 1970, the Water Commission indicated that they would hold hearings, that in this 
House on at least a dozen occasions - and I suppose that this will now make it thirteen which I 
suppose is an unlucky number but we'll risk it for the purpose of the debate - that they have 
been told that the Water Commission, the very people that they are attacking, have been look
ing at the questions since the interim licence was granted, and have said that they are going to 
hold hearings for the purpose - threefold: for the purpose of advising the public of what the 
Hydro plan actually involves, what is envisaged by the plan; secondly, for receiving informa
tion from the public as to what they say, not about whether or not the lake should be regulated, 
but the pattern of regulation; and thirdly, for hearing other matters from the residents insofar 
as what they claim would be damages, or what they claim would be the problems, or what they 
claim would be any othe� effect of Lake Winnipeg regulation. 
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(:rvffi. GREEN cont'd) 
It has been announced in this House on at least, I repeat, a dozen occasions - and I'm 

sure I'm not being hyperbolic in my prediction; it would be at least a dozen times - that this 
was taking place, and the honourable members, because that announcement helped their position, 
choose to ignore that announcement. Well, Mr. Speaker, as I've said for the thirteenth time, 
these type of hearings will take place, and these type of hearings are now being planned by the 
Water Commission and will be proceeded with by the Water Commission, and I can assure you, 
Mr. Speaker, that the Water Commission has been very solicitous, has been very solicitous 
about the interests of the residents of Manitoba, including those of Lake Winnipeg. 

Now my honourable friend says that these Lake Winnipeg residents, they're not satisfied 
with what is happening on Lake Winnipeg. Unfortunately, he has never been able to translate 
that suggestion with real information on the part of the residents. And I'll tell you why, Mr. 
Speaker. Because the residents have never really been opposed to the regulation scheme. The 
residents of Lake Winnipeg, the cottage owners - and if the honourable members will listen 
then maybe they will have some additional information - have been interested in regulating Lake 
Winnipeg for years and years because of the problem that has arisen there. The Department 
of Mines and Natural Resources has always wanted to regulate Lake Winnipeg. When my hon
ourable friend, the Member from Riel, was the Minister, when the Member for Lakeside was 
the Minister, and for Ministers dating back, I suppose, until the 1920's,  they have always 
wanted to regulate Lake Winnipeg. They were never able to do so because they were never 
able to get the government to put that kind of money into regulation which would justify the bene
fits that were achieved. In other words , you'd have to spend $50 million of money to receive 
$2 million in benefit - or $3 million in benefit. Therefore, no government would go ahead with 
it. And the only thing that has made Lake Winnipeg regulation possible is the fact that Hydro 
sees that regulation could be of value to them, and therefore one can add to the resource bene
fits of Lake Winnipeg regulation all of the Hydro benefits. And therefore there has never 
been -- my honourable friend has never been able to justify the suggestion that the residents 
are complaining, with action. 

As a matter of fact, there was an attempt to create some type of scare. There was an 
attempt to herd .all of the residents of Lake Winnipeg to the meetings to show how the Manitoba 

Government was flooding the lake by taking two feet off the top of the highest flood level; by 
going from 717 to 715, we were flooding the lake. And, Mr. Speaker, the residents came and 
they listened, and at the next meeting they just didn't bother showing up. And I'll tell you why. 
Those residents had been to my office and had been discussing -- the Lake Winnipeg Cottage 
Owners Association have attended at my office on at least six occasions -- well, I withdraw 
that; I would say at least four , and the other occasions would be by telephone and by written 
letter. On none of these occasions did they say, 'We don't want the government to go ahead 
with the regulation program. "  Not on one. E ach time, what they said was , 'We think that 
Lake Winnipeg regulation is a good thing but we think that, instead of regulating 711 to 715 
and taking two feet off the top of the lake, you should regulate 711 to 713 or 711 to 714. " In 
each case they've tried - and I give them full credit for doing so because I expect them to do 
so ; I would expect people would want that regulation to be used to their best advantage - they 
have tried to get the government to reduce the top level of th� lake to one which is more ac
ceptable to them. But they have never said that they wanted to stay at 717. They have always 
said, ''Bring it down some, or if you're going to go to 715, then we want breakwaters; we want 
dike protection; we want other things to help us with our problems on Lake Winnipeg. "  And 
we've been prepared to listen to those things . 

And, Mr. Speaker , the latest communication to my office from those people is a letter 
from their solicitor who says that he is satisfied, that they are satisfied that the government 
has every good intention of proceeding with Lake Winnipeg regulation in doing what we are do
ing, and he also says that they are interested in dealing with this matter without publicity. 
And my answer to them is that we are not worried about the publicity. We don •t want to inhibit 
publicity and we don't want to inhibit the opportunity for political contributions to this debate. 
That is not what we are concerned with. 

But they, Mr. Speaker, now feel that the publicity on this matter is not to their advan
tage, so that my honourable friend has never been able to really get to .them behind his fear 
with regard to the project, because his fear with regard to the proj ect is that we are flooding 
the lake and that we are destroying thousands - ''hundreds and thousands" I think his words , 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) • • • • • were, because I went and checked them and if I repeated them 
wrongly before I will now apologize and repeat what I checked in the record - hundreds and 
thousands of people - I can see that he used the word "people" and not "cottages" - would be af
fected by the Lake Winnipeg regulation. 

Mr .  Speaker, because -- (Interjection) -- yes, I found it and I checked it and I acknowl
edged that you said "hundreds and thousands of people". Mr. Speaker , I acknowledge, I ac
knowledge that I incorrectly quoted my honourable friend and I regret having done so, because 
I thought he said ' 'hundreds and thousands of cottages". He said ''hundreds and thousands of 
people". Yes, I was -- yes , I was mistaken. Yes. That's right . Mr. Speaker, I freely ac
knowledge that I can be mistaken. It's my honourable friend who thinks that he can never be 
mistaken. The fact is, Mr. Speaker , that this is his suggestion. 

Now let us go back. The problem with the existing opposition with regard to this question 
is that they refuse to recognize that what is being done is an administrative act of government 
whiuh they have every right to criticize, which they have every right to launch a political attack 
on the government-andwhen l use theword 1political' , by theway, Idon• t us e it in the sense that 
my honourable friend the Member for Riel uses it. He says this is a political decision. Mr. 
Speaker, I speak for myself - and I speak for myself very carefully - that I have no hesitation 
in saying that everything that I have done since I have gone into politics has been based on mak
ing political decisions. I believe that making political decisions is the highest form of human 
endeavour that one can make. Making political decisions means making decisions in response 
to public need. Well , Mr. Speaker, if tl�at is something which my honourable friend considers 
to be reprehensible, then let him get out of the Legislature, because what he is doing in here is 
being involved in making political decisions . And the political decision is one which we have to 
be able to stand up to and say that we have made a decision which we believe is in full response 
to meeting the needs of the people of Manitoba. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, we have taken the responsibility for making that decision. The gov
ernment has never, has never said that they are not responsible for the actions of that Crown 
corporation, but we do say that that Crown corporation is in a position where it can make ad
ministrative decisioni;i from time to time. It made a decision with regard to Lake Winnipeg 
regulation, I believe it was in August of 1970. The decision was announced in September of 
19'10. The decision was announced in September of 1970 , and they could have let the contract 
the following week before the Legislature ever came into session. The letting of the contract 
had nothing to do , nothing whatever to do with the meetings of the Public Utilities Committee. 
And my honourable friends have tried to make it appear , and possibly with some success, 
they've tried to make it appear that what is going on at Public Utilities Committee is to deter
mine whether or not we should regulate Lake Winnipeg. Now that's absolute nonsense. Almost 
all, virtually all of the important deCisions that were made by the Manitoba Hydro , . I  suppose 
within the last umpteen number of years, have been administrative decisions which they have 
come then and reported to the Public Utilities Committee, and which the Committee could then 
use for whatever purpose they wanted to. 

If, at the meeting, the Member for River Heights , or the Leader of the Opposition, or 
the Member for Riel, felt that the government should be brought down on the basis of what 
Hydro has decided, they could come back into this House, they could move a want of confidence 
in the goverllm.ent for permitting Hydro to proceed in the way in which they have proceeded, 
but the meetings are not the place in which administrative decisions of Manitoba Hydro are 
made. And that has been pointed out time and time again. The honourable members of the 
opposite side would like to make it as if that is not the case , but the fact is that it is so . And 
the Telephone Company, Mr. Speaker, which reported to the same Committee, made numerous 
administrative decisions of major importance of that nature, during the same year and, if they 
were found to be objectionable to my honourable friends, they could do whatever they think 
about it. But it is not the Hydro Committee that makes that decision. The Hydro Committee 
receives the report or it doesn't receive the report. And then, certainly, the government's 
action with respect to Hydro is accountable to the public and they can make whatever point of it 
they want in the Manitoba Legislature. 

But my honourable friends insist that they want those administrative decisions of Hydro 
to be made at the Public Utilities Committee. And really, that is the difference of opinion be
tween us. Our suggestion is that those decisions are not going to be made at Public Utilities 
Committee. My honourable friends feel they haven't had enough time to review them. What is 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) • • • • • the motion that we are now making ? The motion we are mak

ing is that members of the Opposition apparently feel they haven't had sufficient time to look at 

the Hydro decision, so we'll let them look some more. Let's look to see whether they've had 

enough time, I believe that the Manitoba Public Utilities Committee met this year on four oc

casions; that the Chairman of the Hydro appeared, I believe , three times ,  spoke at length, 
answered questions ; and, Mr. Speaker, how did the hearings end ? The Member for Riel moved 

that they adjourn, -- (Interj ection) -- That is exactly what happened. With Mr. Cass-Beggs 

giving evidence and them asking questions , the Member for Riel moved that they adjourn, 
(Interj ection) -- What difference does that make ? 

MR , SPEAKER: Order , please, 

MR, GREEN: What difference does that make ? 

MR , SPEAKER: Order , please, Order . I did suggest, when the debate was going to 

proceed in this resolution, that I would have to rely: on the integrity of the members of the 
House not to mention matters in respect to what took place in the Committee, as it is one of 
our rules of procedure that until a co=ittee has reported these matters are not utilized in 

debate.  Therefore , I would again respectfully remind the Honourable Minister of Mines and 
Natural Resources that he use his integrity to stay away from that area. 

The Honourable Minister of Mines, 

MR. GREEN : Mr , Speaker , the honourable members wish to deal with the Manitoba 

Water Commission in a manner which is disparaging of those people on the Co=ission, I 

tried to indicate, in the best way that I can, that the members of the Manitoba Water Co=is
sion have been ever so careful and ever so critical of every move which they feel is being made, 

or would be made , or could be made, which would in any way adversely affect the people of 

Lake Winnipeg, They don't consider Lake Winnipeg regulation as such , to be such a move, 
Nor has anybody considered it in the past , nor was it considered by the Member for Lakeside 

who described the decision when it was announced as being "dead right ". Nor did any member 
of the Opposition between the period of September until D .  L. Campbell said - well, Mr. Speaker , 

that is a fact. There was never any criticism of the regulation program until D , L , Campbell 

said that he thinks that South Indian Lake at levels of 854 should be proceeded with first. And 
that's an opinion which is worthy of respect and attention, and I'm sure that it was given 
respect and attention, but the decision to proceed was the other way, 

My honourable friend the Leader of the Opposition, in support of his position at various 
times in this House, has suggested that Mr. Campbell is supported by Dr, Kuiper , a hydraulics 
engineer , • • a very - I use the words of David Cass-Beggs , he said that he is an eminent 
authority in this area -- (Interjection) -- and so did Mr. Cass-Beggs , so did Mr, Cass-Beggs, 

(Interj ection) -- Mr, Speaker , , • • 
MR . SPEAKER: Order , please, 

MR, GREEN : . •  , I could tell you that if my honourable friend thiilks - and you know, 
you have to go one way or the other. If you are saying that you can eliminate Lake Winnipeg 

regulation and you still want a Hydro proj ect in Manitoba, you still want the basis of Hydro to 

proceed, then you have to say that you're going to either the 854 on South Indian Lake or 869, 
one of the two, You have to go to 854, -- (Interjection) -- Mr. Speaker , I have a letter from 

Dr . Kuiper - it came in even before the program was announced - saying that he hears that we 
are intending to flood South Indian Lake to a level of 850 feet and that he is very much objecting 
to that kind o f  program, So if my honourable friend says that Dr. Kuiper supports his position, 

I can say that Dr. Kuiper would be, from my knowledge of him and my discussions with him, 

manifold times more against any program to flood South Indian Lake than to regulate Lake 

Winnipeg; and Dr. Kuiper has expressed himself to an interviewer of the Winnipeg Free Press 
that they should proceed with Lake Winnipeg regulation, -- (Interjection) --

Mr. Speaker , my honourable friend, the Member for Riel, says that we are going to 
flood it anyway. The fact is that, again, Mr. Cass-Beggs when he was questioned with regard 

to Hydro - and he said why do you choose Lake Winnipeg regulation prior to South Indian Lake 
- is because Hydro has co=itted itself to the government and the government has asked for a 
co=itment from Hydro , That's one of the reasons - and just one - that you are proceeding 
with Lake Winnipeg regulation first, It' s  to see whether you can come down still further on 

South Indian Lake, That was said to see whether, given the time, that you proceed with Lake 

Winnipeg regulation first , that there are ways and means, if you will look for them, of coming 
down from even 850 on South Indian Lake, That has been the commitment of Manitoba Hydro ; 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) • • • • •  that has been the commitment that the Water Commission has 
requested, and that is the commitment that we have requested. And that's one of the reasons 
- it's not the sole reason; a strong condition to this reason is that proceeding in that sequence 
as against the other sequence would not be significantly or even scientifically measurably more 
costly than proceeding in the other direction. 

As a matter of fact, if one uses the normal amount of error that is permitted in scientific 
discussions then the Chairman of Hydro has demonstrated that one could even show that Lake 
Winnipeg regulation first, with the South Indian Lake second, could be a least expensive pro
cedure, but because the difference in cost is so insignificant he does not make a point of that , 
He does not make -- (Interjection) -- Well, Mr, Chairman, the Member for Riel says it's 
the way we keep books. We had an opportunity of watching you keep books -- (Interjection) -
and the people had an opportunity -- they balanced, eh ? They didn't balance on June 25th of 
1969. The balance was the other way. And of course ,  the honourable meniber will say well, 
the reason they balanced the other way is that the people of Manitoba don't know what they're 
talking about. Well we think that the people of Manitoba knew what they were talking about and 
we let thein j udge, we let them j udge how good your bookkeeping was; and in several years' 
time if the Honourable First Minister's commitment holds forward, which I see no reason why 
it won't given the last assessment of bookkeeping that took place on April 5th of 1971, there 
was another bookkeeping audit done by -- and there will be an audit, you know, the last book
keeping in Riel showed a very small suplus balance '-- a very small black balance, And there 
will be another bookkeeping -- (Interjection) -- there was an adjoining constituency ? 
-- (Interjection) -- That's right, that's right. 

The honourable meniber knows that in order to keep books more carefully next time, he 
has to join with the meniber for -- the Leader of the Liberal Party in the House, I'm not even 
sure �- but the Leader of the Liberal Party outside of the House, he has to join with him, and 
he is a good bookkeeper, too, He figures that they have to have, Mr. Speaker, two sets of 
books, they figure that they have to have two sets of books to make them come out right. We'll 
welcome the audit of the books when that audit takes place and at that audit the honourable 
meniber will be able to make his point, 

Mr. Speaker , I merely want to say that the regulations require, not because I think that 
it was .correct to do it -- when I say 'correct' - not because I think it is the way it should be 
but because the regulations require -- the project to proceed with Lake Winnipeg regulation 
was advertised, people were invited to make their objections to the program if they had objec
tions. To my recollection there was no objection from the Lake Winnipeg Resident Properties 
Association, There were, on a program which the honourable member has said is the most 
terrible kind of procedure followed by the government, as I recall it, there were in the neigh
bourhood of 11 letters received in response to the advertisement with regard to the regulation 
of Lake Winnipeg. 

And if my honourable friends are really suggesting that anything other than the difference 
of opinion on the board has been the inspiration for these recent discussions, I suggest that it 
really tends to stretch the credibility of the people of the Province of Manitoba, that they would 
believe that anything other than the difference of opinion on the Hydro Board was what did it , 
Mr. Speaker, I for one don't apologize for a difference of opinion.on a Board, I think it would 
be possible for the government to appoint boards like the pre\rl.ous administration used to ap
point them, where we could be sure that there would be no differences of opinion on the board. 
And I suppose from the arguments that my honourable friends are now making, they would say 
that that's the correct thing to do , 

A MEMBER: Who's on the Water Commission • • •  
MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, on the Water Commission, we have the political hacks, long

standing New Democrats , never known to our menibership, of Dr. Cass Booy of the Engineer
ing Department of the University of Manitoba, one of the best people in that area; Professor 
Lansdown ? -- (Interjection) -- the honourable friend refers to it as the South Indian Action 
Committee- None of these people, other than the Meniber for St. George, Mr. Uruski who is 
an MLA ,  Mr. Kawchiik a New Democrat, was in this House, and the other person, I really have 
to apologize for not being able to remember all the names of the Water Commission. But may
be my not being able to remeniber the names , Mr. Speaker, proves that they weren't New 
Democratic Party hacks, as my honourable friend would like you to believe. 

Mr. Speaker, I repeat -- All right, I'll continue my remarks • • •  
MR .  SPEAKER: The hour being 12:30, the House is adjourned until 2:30 p. m. this 

afternoon. (Tuesday) 


