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Opening Prayer by Mr. Speaker. 

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS 

1763 

MR. SPEAKER: Before we proceed, I should like to direct the attention of the Honour­
able Members to the Gallery where we have 50 students of Grade Six standing of the La Veren­
drye School, These students are under the direction of Messrs. Allan Friesen and Russ Foster. 
This school is located in the constituency of the Honourable Member for Crescentwood, 

We also have 70 students of Grade Eleven standing of the West Kildonan School. These 
students are under the direction of Messrs. Froese and Penner. This school is located in 
the constituency of the Honourable Member for Seven Oaks, the Minister of Colleges and 
Universities. 

We have ten students, Grade nine standing of the Sansome Junior High School. This 
school is located in the Constituency of the Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 

On behalf of all the Honourable Members I welcome you here today. 
MR . SPEAKER: Presenting Petitions; Reading and Receiving Petitions; Presenting 

Reports by Standing and Special Committees; Ministerial Statements and Tabling of Reports; 
Notices of Motion; Introduction of Bills. The Honourable Minister of Municipal Affairs. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

HON. HOWARD R. PAWLEY (Minister of Municipal Affairs) (Selkirk) introduced Bill 
No. 46 , an Act to amend The Municipal Act (2). 

MR. SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried, 
MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Education. 
HON. BEN HANUSCHAK (Minister of Education) (Burrows) introduced Bill No. 14, an 

Act to amend the Teachers' Pension Act, 
MR. SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried, 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance. 
HON, SAUL CHERNIACK, Q. C. (Minister of Finance) (St. Johns) introduced Bill No. 

35, an Act to amend the Insurance Act. 
MR. SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried. 

MATTERS OF URGENCY AND GRIEVANCES 

MR . SPEAKER: Oral Questions • . • The Honourable Member for Emerson. 
MR. GABRIEL GIRARD (Emerson): Mr. Speaker, before the Orders of the Day, pursuant 

to our standing order No. 27 I move, seconded by the Member from Brandon West that the 
business of the House be set aside for the purpose of discussing a matter of urgent public im­
portance, namely the closure of the Columbia Forest Products Plant at Sprague this morning; 
the resultant hardships created for the people of the area, the lack of communication and 
information being given the employees of the plant, the detrimental impact of this action on 
the economic life of Sprague, Piney, Vassar, Middleboro and surrounding areas. 

MR . SPEAKER: According to our procedures, we will now have five minutes of repre­

sentation on behalf or against the motion being introduced. The Honourable Member for Em er son. 
MR . GIRARD: Mr. Speaker, on Friday last a statement of claim was filed by the Mani­

toba Development Corporation against the Columbia Forest Products and against GNC for a 
total amount of approximately 4. 6 million dollars, Included in the statement of claim, or 
because of the statement of claim, the bank accounts, the working capital and the receivables 
from major , • •  

MR. SPEAK:ER: Order, please. I should like to indicate to the Honourable Member, I 
want debate on whether the motion should be proceeded with at the present time, not on the 
substance of the motion, The Honourable Member for Emerson. 

MR. GIRARD: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I'll try and stay within those guidelines, but because 
of this action the mill was given absolutely no working capital and therefore was compelled to 
close its doors this morning. This morning when the workers arrived at the mill they were 
advised that the mill was closed and that should they wish to remain on as employees of the 
mill they could work for the remainder of an ungiven period but could not necessarily expect 
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(MR .  GIRARD Cont'd) • • •  to be paid for it.,, Mr. Speaker, this places approximatel�60 people 
who were employed at the mill out of work totally and it places another approximately 30 people 

MR . SPEAKER: Order, please. Again, I should like to iri.dicateto the Honourable 
Member whether he didn't understand what I was indicating .to him. I want him to debate 
whether the motion should be proceeded with at the present time or not, not the substance of 
the motion. The Honoirrable Member for Emerson. 

· 

MR . GIRARD: It is vitally important, Mr. Speaker, that the government of Manitoba 
advise immediately the people of the area and the people affected of how long this closure will 
remain, what are they to· do, are they going to be expecting to be re-employed, are they going 
to be looking to move ? For those people who are purchasing equipment to work in the bush 
cutting, are these people going to be expecting contracts, are they going to buy new equipment, 
are they going to let their ·employees off work? I suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, that it's im­
portant that they be notified immediately of the steps that can be taken in order to assure those 
people that they are not left without any direction at all. 

I would suggest further that it's important that the government notify immediately those 
people who have been paid by the mill, should they be able to cash their cheques that they have 
in their :Possession or will they be honoured? There has been absolutely no communication 
this far of any substance� between GNC or between the government with the people of Sprague, 
and they don't know whether . . • 

·MR . SPEAKER: Order, please. I have requested twice of the Honourable Member to 
apply himself to the motion before us. He'll have ample opportunity to debate the motion 
afterwards. Now if he does not wish to adhere to our rules, I have no opportunity except to 
rule him out of order. The Honourable Member for Emerson. 

Jl.ffi. GIRARD: Mr. Speaker, it is absolutely urgent that the government advise the 
people of that area as to whether or not there will be a Receiver appointed, and it's important 
that that kind of information be given to them now. 

MR .  SPEAKER: The Member's five minutes are up. The Honourable First Minister. 
HON. EDWARD SCHREYER (Premier) (Rossmere): Mr .  Speaker, in deciding whether 

or not Rule 27 can be applied in the case of a particular problem, it is necessary not only to 
determine whether the subject matter is important but also whether it is urgent that there be 
debate- and I believe that the proposed subject matter of the Honourable Member's motion 
does not lend itself to a valid application of Standing Order 27. 

It is true that there is a problem of considerable importance with respect to the oper­
ation of the Columbia Forest Products Plant at Sprague. It is also true, Sir, that there are 
a number of rather complex legal difficulties involved; but that, Sir, whether or not there are 
eomplex legal problems is not in itself something that lends itself to an application of Rule 
27, which is that it is urgent that a particular subject matter be debated so as to avert a diffi­
culty or to take immediate remedial action. I can advise you, Sir, that the matter is one 
which the Crown has in hand. The Manitoba Development Corporation upon formal notice and 
advice that the plant's operation has in fact been terminated by Great Northern Capital will 
obviously have to move in any case in order to secure the assets against which the security 
for the loan was taken. That being So, Mr. Speaker, there is no particular value in further 
debate on the matter. I can also advise honourable members that with respect to the indi­
vidual employees that are adversely affected, that through the offices of the Minister of Labour 
and the Department of Labour, these matters are being taken in hand in the interim while the 
necessary legal steps are being followed by the Manitoba Development Corporation and its 
solicitors. 

MR. SPEAKER: I should like to thank the honourable members for their contributions 
to the procedure. I should also like to thank the Honourable Member for the Notice he issued 
to me under our Rule 27. I should like to indicate the first criteria for acceptance of a motion 
of urgent debate is that it must involve the administrative responsibility of the government. 
The Chair was not able to determine that in the one hour's notice that I had, so I had hesitancy 
there. The second point of hesitancy occurred in that the matter may be before the courts. 
The Honourable Member for Emerson indicated that this was a possibility as of Friday morn­
ing. Beauchesne's citation 100 subsection (10) states that the Speaker is bound to apply to 
motions made under Standing Order 31 the established rules of debate and to enforce the princi 
ple that subjects excluded by those rules cannot be brought forward thereon, such as a matter 
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(:MR .  SPEAKER Cont'd) under adjudication by a court of law or matters already dis-
cussed or appointed for consideration during the current session, whether upon a substantive 
motion, upon an amendment or upon an order of debate. I should therefore like to draw to the 
attention of the Honourable Members that on April 21st upon reaching Orders of the Day to go 
into supply the Honourable Member for Emerson spoke on thiS matter as a grievance. Con­
sequently for all the various reasons cited by the Chair, I cannot accept this motion at the 
present time. This does not preclude the subject being proceeded with by the various alter-
native ptocedures.offered under our rules; 

. 

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 
MR . SIDNEY SPIVAK Q. C. (Leader of the Opposition) (River Heights): Mr. Speaker, 

my question is to the First Minister or the House Leader. I wonder if he can inform the House 
whether the Standing Committee on Public Utilities will be called so that representatives of 
the Manitoba Telephones may be present and the Telephone System report presented and the 
representatives of Headingley be also asked to appear. 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
MR . SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, as the Honourable Leader of the Opposition is 

aware, the House Leader has the responsibility of co-ordinating the timing of the various 
Standing Committees of this House that may be called; and thus far the arrangements have 
been proceeding rather well in the sense that there have been two committees of the House 
meeting, if not simultaneously, at least during the course of the same week. I would suggest 
to the Honourable Leader of the Opposition that if there are already two or more Standing 
Committees of the House meeting and have not yet completed their consideration, then it is 
not particularly workable nor desirable to add yet another Standing Committee to the list of 
those that are already active, that is to say, holding meetings from time to time. 

MR , SPIVAK: Yes, I have another question for the First Minister. In view of the fact 
that there is interest by the Headingley community, I wonder whether it would be possible for 
the House to have the Committee meet in the evening, so that the representatives from 
Headingley can be present. 

MR . SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, the difficulties that are being experienced by­
and the sense of grievance that is felt by some of the residents at Headingley, I should think 
are quite similar to the difficulty and the sense of grievance which they experienced in years 
gone by, and I don't know that the matter has taken on to it any greater sense of urgency than 
it did when my honourable friend had some responsibility. 

MR . SPIVAK: Supplementary question to the First Minister - has the government been 
able to determine whether there was an undertaking given by the Manitoba Telephone System 
to the residents that in effect their grievance would be remedied? 

MR . SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, the decision as to whether or not telephone service 
should be extended or varied or upgraded to any particular community or group of residents, 
is a decision which is taken in the normal course by the Board of the Manitoba Telephone 
System. We do not anticipate any need to val'y this long standing practice. 

MR . SPIVAK: Another question to the First Minister. In view of the fact that the 
Teliflone Board has already approved the change, may I ask why the • . •  

MR. SPEAKER: Order, order please • . The Honourable Member has had two supple­
mentaries on the question. The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 

MR. STEVE PATRICK (Assiniboia): Mr. Speaker, I have a question for the First 
Minister. Can the First Minister give assurance to the House that a committee from the 
Headingley Telephone Committee would be able to present a brief to the Standing Committee 
on Public Utilities? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
MR, SCHREYER: Mr • .Speaker, the group of residents involved may make their proposal 

to the Manitoba Telephone System, its Board and its officers. And may I say, Sit, that I am 
not aware that the Board has taken a definitive decision in this respect as yet, so it would be 
misleading to imply that it has. 

MR . PATRICK: A supplementary, is the answer affirmative that they will be able to 
make their presentation? 

MR. SCHREYER: I have said, Mr. Speaker, it would be in order, I should think for the 
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(lVIR. SCHREYER Cont'd) delegation to arrange to meet with the Telephone System, its 
Board and its officers. 

l\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance. 
l\ffi, CHERNIACK: Mr. Speaker, on a matter of - I believe I have a right to raise a 

privilege on a news report in relation to the matter that is now being discussed. I believe 
the Winnipeg Tribune this morning had a story on a meeting attended by the Leader of the 
Liberal Party and the Leader of the Opposition, and at that meeting the report is that - and 
I quote: "The meeting was told that as recently as last Thursday a meeting had been arranged 
with the Minister of Finance, Saul Cherniack, and Mr. Cherniack had failed to show." I believe 
I have a right to categorically deny any that any meeting had ever been arranged with me and 
that whatever statement is reported to have been made is untrue. 

l\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Oppositon. 
MR . SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the First Minister. I wonder whether 

he can ir)form the House whether the government would consider free bus transportation for 
pensioners in the urban areas in Manitoba. 

l\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
MR .  SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, any proposal or subject matter which appears on surface 

to have some merit - and in this particular case the suggestion that has been made over 
actually recent months if not years that some policy ought to be evolved which would take 
greater cognizance of the financial problems of old age pensioners to enable them to have more 
realistic access to transportation - this is something which has been and can be taken under 
policy consideration, ·but no policy decision has been taken on that to date. It is also a subject 
matter which relates pretty directly, Sir, to the area of jurisdiction of the City of Winnipeg 
Corporation. 

Ilffi. SPIVAK: A supplementary question to the First Minister. I wonder whether he can 
inform the House whether it's likely that a policy will be determined this year. 

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as my honourable friends weren't able 
to evolve a policy in that respect in a decade I should think that a year might not be unreason­
able. 

Ilffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell. 
l\ffi. HARRY E. GRAHAM (Birtle-Russell): Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is 

for the First Minister. Can the First Minister in evolving that policy also consider providing 
free bus transportation for rural senior citizens as well? 

I\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
l\ffi, SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, I would have to know more precisely in what respect 

the honourable member is referring to the need as it exists in rural areas. It may be, it may 
well be that in some areas there is considerable need comparable to the urban area of Winnipeg. 
On the other hand, as between Binscarth and Foxwarren there may not be enough potential 
utilization to warrant a bus. 

Ilffi. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Public Works. 
HOL'\. RUSSELL DOERN (Minister of Public Works) (Elmwood): Mr. Speaker, with leave 

I would like to file the reply to an Order for Return No. 24 on motion from the Honourable 
Member from Fort Rouge. 

I\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel. 
l\ffi. DONALD W. CRAIK (Riel): Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct a question to the Acting 

Minister of Mines and Resources. I understand he made a major announcement of government 
policy regarding pipelining of oil from Saskatchewan to the U. S. Could he advise the House 
of the details of their plans in opposition to this line? Could he indicate whether there has 
been communication with the Saskatchewan Government in arriving at this decision? 

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

Speaker, the honourable member is under some disillusionment because it is not within the 
jurisdiction of the Province of Manitoba to make any judgment or decision with respect to 
interprovincial or international pipelines. 

llrffi, CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, I think then there's probably some clarification required. 
I understand that the government is making representation to the National Energy Board in 
opposition to the application for licence by Waskana to transport oil from Saskatchewan through 
Manitoba to the U. S. 
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MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister, 
MR . SCHREYER: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker. I think it's necessary to get clari­

fication on the rules of procedure of the House perhaps. The Honourable Member for Riel is 
suggesting that just because there may be some misapprehension on the part of an honourable 
member opposite that it is in order to ask a question of the Minister. If that rule were applied 
consistently, Sir, then Ministers would be kept busy every day since I don't believe, Sir, 
that misapprehension alone is sufficient reason for deciding that a question is in order. 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morri:;; on that same point. 
MR . WARNER H. JORGENSON (Morris): On that point of order, Mr. Chairman. One 

of the reasons that we ask questions in this House is because we're apprehensive about the 
actions of this government and surely, surely that is a legitimate function of the opposition to 
ask questions about which they are apprehensive. 

· 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader. 
HON. RUSSELL PAULLEY (Minister of Labour) (Transcona): Mr. Speaker, may I on 

the same point of order refer to Beauchesne as I have done recently on a number of occasions; 
and the apprehensions of the opposition or the apprehensions of any member of this Assembly 
unless they relate to something under the jurisdiction of the Assembly, Mr. Speaker, I say 
in all respect are not the subject matter of a proper question directed to the government of 
this Assembly. 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel on the same point 
MR . CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, might I ask the Minister in light of the debate here whether 

the article which appeared in • • • 

MR . SPEAKER: Order, please. A point of order was raised. I would concur that there 
is some validity. Honourable members have not been doing their reading in regards to Citation 
171, 172. I should also like to indicate that I would also like the co-operation of the members 
who are answering to read Citation 181 as well. And I think that our question hour will probably 
come down to a half an hour instead of an hour. The Honourable Member for Riel. 

MR . CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, might I ask if the article which appeared in Saturday's 
Tribune with regards to the question I asked previously is incorrect and if • • • 

MR . SPEAKER: Order, please. Order, please. That's precisely one of the points in 
our rules in respect to articles in the press. The honourable member just has to peruse 171. 
The Honourable Member for Morris. 

MR . JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, may I ask the First Minister a question, and ask him 
if the statement made by the Minister of Industry and Commerce respecting applications or 
briefs to the Energy Board are government policy? 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
MR . SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, if I may say so the form in which that question was 

asked, I believe, is well in order in accordance with the rules. In replying to it, I would say 
simply that the statement made or the announcement given through the Minister's office with 
respect to the filing of a brief of intercession before the National Energy Board is in accord­
ance with government policy. 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel. 
MR . CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, might I direct a question to the Acting Minister of Mines 

and Resources. Is additional · considera tion being given to the restriction of production from 
the Manitoba oil fields ? 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce. 
MR . EVANS: No, Mr. Speaker. 
MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Emerson. 
MR . GIRARD: I'd like to direct a question to the Honourable Minister of Industry and 

Commerce. I wonder if he will be able to advise the people of Sprague how long the mill will 
be closed down. 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce. 
MR . EVANS: Mr. Speaker, I advise the Honourable Member from Emerson to ask the 

executives of Great Northern Capital. 
MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Roblin. 
MR . J. WALLY McKENZIE (Roblin): Mr. Speaker, I had a question for the Minister 

of Agriculture. I guess he's out. I'll direct it to the Acting Minister of Agriculture. I wonder 
if the Minister would be prepared to solicit and apply for compensation for those farmers who 
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are suffering losses downstream from the Shellmouth 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, a question very similar to this was asked by the honour­

able member last week, at which time the Acting Minister of Mines and Resources and I both 

indicated that the water levels downstream of the Shellmouth Dam are approximately at the 

same level as occurred on six previous years in the past two decades. We have no evidence 

that any oompensation was paid at that time. Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, the honourable 

member was advised that a meeting was held last December as between officials of the govern­

ment Water Resources Branch and local residents, municipal representatives, at which time 

they were advised of the mode of operation of the outlet. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Churchill. 

MR. GORDON W. BEARD (Churchill): I'd like to direct a question to the Acting Minister 

of Mines and Natural Resources. I wonder if he could advise us if the polar bear denning area 

south of Churchill was made into a game sanctuary or a special reservation area. 

A MEMBER: You mean the bears that came back? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce. 

MR. EVANS: Mr . Speaker. '11 have to take that question as notice. 
MR. GORDON W. BEARD: A supplementary one then. Could the Minister 

advise us whether the Armed Services have asked for permission to hold their maneuvers 
in that area which is going on at this time? 

MR. EVANS: I'm not sure whether I heard the entire question, Mr . Speaker. I find 

the acoustics rather poor especially when people are talking around one. If he's asking me 

a question with regard to the activities of the Armed Forces in Canada, I would have to answer 

that this is beyond the jurisdiction of any provincial gqvernment. 

MR. BEARD: Then I'll rephrase it. Is there no control over the jurisdiction in that 

area in the activity that takes place as far as groups of people going through the denning area 

of the polar bears ? 

MR. EVANS: Mr. Speaker, the Province of Manitoba has control over regulations per­

taining to wildlife in Manitoba. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell. 

MR. GRAHAM: Mr. Speaker, my question is for the Minister of Mines and Natural 

Resources and Environmental Management. Can the Minister indicate to the House how much 

oompensation was paid to the farmers whose property was flooded by the operations of the 

Fairford Dam? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce. 

MR. EVANS: Mr . Speaker, I'm not in a position to do so. 

MR. GRAHAM: Will the Minister indicate to ascertain that information and advise the 

House? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rupertsland. 

MR. JEAN ALLARD (Rupertsland): A question for the Minister of Mines and Resources. 

Could he tell the House how much compensation was paid to those who lost funds through de­

struction of wildlife caused by the control of the Fairford Dam? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister. 

MR. EVANS: Well, Mr . Speaker, I would advise the honourable- both the Honourable 

Member from Rupertsland and the Honourable Member from Birtle-Russell - if they want 

detailed statistical information that they file an Order for Return and we'll be pleased to comply 

with the detailed information they're asking. Obviously I do not have that information at my 

fingertips; we'll be pleased to accommodate honourable members if they would use the usual 
procedures of the House and file an Order for Return. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris. 

MR. JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, I should like to direct my question to the Attorney­

General if I can find him behind that mound of files. Will his department be conducting a 

survey of consumer prices in order to determine the extent of price increases as a result of 

the application of the tax increases contained in Bill 21? 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General. 

HON. A. H. MACKLING, Q. C. (Attorney-General) (St. James): Mr . Speaker, I take it 

in the statement that •s contained in the question that the honourable member recommends some 
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(MR. MACKLING Cont'd) degree of consumer price control and I'll take that suggestion 
under advisement, 

!viR, SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. The Honourable Member for Riel, 
!viR, CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, might I direct a question to the First :Minister. He has in­

dicated that the announcement by the Minister of Mines and Resources represents government 
policy regarding the pipe lining. Would he advise the House then of some of the details of this 
government policy, the backup reasoning behind and the background to whether there has been 
negotiation with the Province of Saskatchewan in taking this move. 

IviR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
11IR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, I think it should not be difficult to infer from the 

intercession that's being filed by the Province of.Manitoba that the policy position is that non­
renewable resources and fossil fuels which are of the nature of non-renewable resources ought 
not be regarded in the same light as renewable energy in terms of export and the export thereof 
to any other jurisdiction. 

11IR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the Minister would indicate if there is any answer 
to the second part of the question as to whether there's been discussion with Saskatchewan or 
Alberta on this particular move? 

11ffi. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 
MR. PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, I have a question for the Honourable Minister of Health 

and Social Services, Last week the First Minister declared a Big Brother week in Manitoba. 
M\· question is: Will the government or the Minister be making a grant or giving any financial 
association or financial assistance to the Big Brother Association in Greater Winnipeg? 

1\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health. 
HON. RENE E TOUPIN (Minister of Health and Social Development) (Springfield): Well, 

Mr. Speaker, last year, in the last fiscal year the Department of Health and Social Develop­
ment did make a grant to the Big Brother Association; we've had numerous meetings with the 
executive and members of the Big Brother Association; I'm happy to have noticed the great 
interest of the honourable member in the Association itself and I'm hoping, Mr. Speaker, that 
a lot will be actually accomplished through private donations instead of future increased 
government grants. 

11ffi. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day, The Honourable Member for Thompson. 
rtiR, JOSEPH P, BOROWSKI (Thompson): Mr. Speaker, I have a question for the 

Minister of Health and Social Development. In view of the statement made by International 
Nickel over the weekend of having 100 available jobs unfilled will be consider cutting off able­
bodied men in Winnipeg who refuse to take employment up north? 

11IR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health and Social Development. 
MR. TOUPIN: That's a loaded question if I ever heard one. If the jobs are available and 

if some able-bodied welfare recipient is able to do those jobs they will be offered to them and 
if they do not accept them they will be taken off welfare. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Portage la Prairie. 
1\IR, GORDON E. JOHNSTON (Portage la Prairie): Mr. Speaker, my question is for 

the Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce. This is a question that he has twice 
taken as notice so I'll re-ask the question. Will the government tell us whether they've signed 
an agreement with Sherritt-Gordon Mines with respect to the development of the Leaf Rapids' 
mine? 

1\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
1\IR. SCHREYER: l\lr. Speaker, I believe another honourable member asked the same 

question a few days ago and at the time I indicated that the agreement would definitely be 
tabled when we are in a position to do so. I can't advise the honourable m.ember at the moment 
whether the agreement has been finalized in every last detail - certainly it has in principle -
or whether there are some matters of relatively small detail that are still remaining to be 
worked out, But in any case by the time that the Estimates of the Department of Mines and 
Resources are before the House I should think that the agreement would be in a form where 
it could be tabled. 

IviR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rupertsland. 
MR. ALLARD: I have a question for the Minister of Health and Welfar(;l. In \'iew of the 

jobs in Thompson will he consider tightening up on welfare up north? 
11ffi. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health and Social Development. 
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!\'ffi, TOUPIN: Mr. Speaker, that's another loaded question; that we're not only-talking 
of the north, we're talking of the Province of Manitoba, and those that are in need of social 
allowance anywhere in the Province of Manitoba are given social allowance; those who are able­
bodied citizens of this provice and are offered work and are acceptable by individual members 
or corporations of this province and refuse, they are taken off welfare, We're wanting to 
tighten up and cut down abuse across the province. 

:MR .  SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Emerson. 
!-.ffi; Gm.ARD: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct a question to the Honourable Minister of 

Industry and Commerce, I wonder if the Honourable Minister would be prepared to meet with 
the people of Sprague to discuss the future of that industry, and if so, when? 

:r-.m. SPEAKER: The Honourable !-.Iember for Ste, Rose. 
:r-.m. PETER ADAM (Ste Rose): Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have a question for the 

Minister of Agriculture. I was wondering if he could indicate if he had any information as to 
why the wool producers have not received any payment except the initial payment of nine cents 
a pound for last year's wool production. 

:rvm. SPEAKER: Order, please. There's too much talking going on in the House, includ­
ing the galleries. The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 

HON. SA!vlliEL USKIW (Minister of Agriculture) (Lac du Bonnet): Mr. Speaker, not 
having been given notice, I will take the question as notice. 

l\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside. 
l\ffi. HARRY El\"'NS (Lakeside): Mr. Speaker, in the absence of the Honourable Minister 

of Cultural Affairs, I direct a question to the Honourable First Minister. I wonder, Sir, if 
the First Minister could indicate whether or not the government would entertain the suggestion 
of having the Board of the Manitoba Theatre Centre appear before a committee of the Legis­
lature prior to further approval of public funds in order that the Legislature can determine 
whether or not • • • 

:r-.m. SPEAKER: Order, please. The Honourable Member's debating the question. 
The Honourable First Minister. 

:r-.m. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, I must confess to my friend, the Honourable Member 
for Lakeside that I am not as cultured a person as he, and therefore I am not as intimately 
aware of any problems or difficulties which some of the more exotic performances of the 
Theatre Centre have caused us, if in fact we have any problems with them, I don't know. All 
I can do, Sir, is to take the question as notice and transmit it to the Honourable Minister of 
Tourism, 

l\ffi. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside. 
:r-.m. EJ\""NS: l\Ir. Speaker, a supplementary question. The question arises out of the 

controversy of the recent resignation of l\Ir. Turnbull as artistic director, and I wonder if the 
First Minister would take as further notice the question, to what extent does the Provincial 
Government support the budget of the Manitoba Theatre Centre at this time? 

l\ffi. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, on the last part of the question the answer is that the 
honourable member should and could as he well knows submit an Order for Return, the precise 
figure would then be provided to him, On the second part of the question, I do believe that the 
well-knov.11 and long standing rule of procedure is that the committee can decide what persons 
or documents it wishes to call before it; if in fact the committee does decide to call anyone 
before it in this respect. It seems to me, Sir, that matters of internal disagreement among 
artists and patrons and afficionados of the arts is something that ill-beehoves the Legislative 
Assembly to get involved with, 

l\ffi, S PEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 
l\ffi, SPIVAK: l\Ir, Speaker, my question is to the First Minister, In view of the Prime 

Minister's comments this weekend with respect to the foreign investment and ownership and 
provincial policy, will the province now develop its own policy, and will it be forwarding it 
to the Federal Government? 

:r-.m. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
i\ffi. SCHREYER; l\lr. Speaker, that is obviously a matter of substantial policy which 

will have to be arrived at after due and careful consideration. 
l\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourabl.e Member for Roblin. 
:r-.m. l\IcGILL (Roblin): Mr. Speaker, my question is for the First l\Hnister. I wonder 

over the weekend if the Honourable the First Minister has now been able to give us the name 
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(MR. McGILL Cont'd) • • •  of the new Minister of Mines and Natural Resources. 
:MR. SPEAKER:. The Honourable First Minister. 

. 

l\ffi, SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, it certainly won't be the Member for Roblin. 
MR . SPEAK ER: The Honourable Member for Brandon West. 
A MEMBER: Why not? Anything. wrong with it? 

1 7 7 1  

MR. GIRARD: Mr. Speaker, m y  question i s  for the Honourable Minister o f  Industry and 
Commerce. In view of the evidence supplied by Dr. Briant this morning in respect to aircraft 
sales by Saunders Aircraft, could the Minister now supply the answer to my questions previously 
put just for the record? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Indristry and Commerce. 
MR. EVANS: Mr. Speaker, when 1 receive a commucation from the MDC I'll be pleased 

to inform the member. 
MR. GIRARD: I would like to direct a question to the Honourable the First Minister, I 

wonder if the Premier would consider meeting with the people of Sprague to discuss the future 
of that industry and if so, when? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. 
MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, as the Honourable Member well knows, I have over the 

course of the past few weeks, few months and few years, been happy to meet with groups of 
people in virtually every region of the province, and certainly the people of Sprague are no 
exception. I will be happy to meet with them at the earliest possible opportlinity, and in the 
meantime everyone can rest assured that all possible action that can be taken by the Crown to 

secure its loan involved in this case, and to take other appropriate action; this will be acted 
on quickly. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 
l\ffi, JACOB M. FROESE (Rhineland): I know the First Minister has had a lot of questions 

but would he kindly answer one more. Will the Standing Committee on Agriculture be convened 
before the session ends and will it be given the same opportunity of hearing the Chairman of 
the Agricultural Credit Corporation as that of the Development Corporation? 

l\ffi. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 
MR. USKIW: Mr. Speaker, that's a matter that will be announced in due course. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

MR. SPEAKER: Orders for Return. The Honourable Member for Portage la Prairie. 
l\ffi. GORDON JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, could I have this matter stand? 
MR. SPEAKER: (Agreed) The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 
l\ffi, PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, I beg to move, seconded by the Honourable Member for 

LaVerendrye, 
THAT an Order of the House do issue for a Return with respect to husband and wife team:s 

working in the Manitoba Civif Service or as Consultants to the Government, showing: 
(1) Names of the persons in the above mentioned husband and wife teams. 
(2) Position and salary received in each case. 
(3) Tl:le date on which these people were hired in each case. 
(4) The method of hiring in each case. 
(5) The name of the Department and/or Consulting Firm for which each of the above work. 

MR. SPEAKER: Page- pick up that notice. Mr. Speaker presented the motion. The 
Honourable Minister of Labour. 

1\ffi, PAULLEY: Mr. Speaker, I rise in my capacity as the Minister responsible for the 
Civil Service Commission. I am at a loss to understand what my honourable friend means by 
"husband and wife teams; " therefore unable to accept the Order for Return in that form. 

l\ffi. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 
l\ffi, PATRICK: Perhaps I can explain- one person married to another person, that's 

what I mean by wife and husband; not somebody else's wife. 
MR, SPEAKER: Order, please. Does the Honourable Minister of Labour wish to . • •  

l\ffi, PA ULLEY: I cannot accept that verbally, Mr. Speaker, therefore decline the Order. 
l'vffi. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister for Assiniboia. 
l\ffi, PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, I request the House to have it transferred for debate. 
l\ffi, SPEAKER: Very well. The Honourable Member for Fort Garry. 
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�m. L. R, SHERMAN (Bud) (Fort Garry): Mr, Speaker, I move, seconded by the 
Honourable Member for Riel that an Order of the House do issue for a Return showing: 

(a) The number of insurance companies or underwriters in Manitoba who had responded 
up to May 3, 1972, to the specifications for a group insurance programme for the 
employees of Manitoba Development Corporation subsidiaries, submitted to the 
Manitoba DeveJc;.pment Corporation during April by l\Ir. R. E. Fisher of Montreal; 

(b) the names of tbose companies or underwriters. 

l'tffi, SPEAKER presented the motion. The Honouratile Minister of Industry and Commerce. 
l'tffi, EVANS: Well, Mr. Speaker, this information is easily available. I don't know 

whether the Honourable Member needs an Order for Return; he could ask it at the next Legis­
lative Committee on Economic Development or he can ask me during the estimates of Industry 
and Commerce, I can.assure the Honourable Member that all Manitoba companies in this 

-

area of business have been solicited and many, many Returns are being provided, I can accept 
the Order but we are prepared to give it even quicker in the Estimates or in the Legislative 
Committee. 

MR . SHERMAN: Well, the Minister's response is acceptable to me, Mr. Speaker, 
1\ffi. SPEAKER: Very well, In that case, do we wish to vote the Order down? We'll 

just drop it? Very well. The Honourable Member for Crescentwood. (Stand). The Honour­
able Member for Minnedosa. 

l\ffi, DAVID R, BLAKE (Minnedosa): Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Honourable 
Member for Fort Rouge: 

THAT an humble address be voted to His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor praying for 
copies of all correspondence between the Honourable Russell Doern, MLA and the Honourable 
Robert Stanbury, MP relating to the purchase of the S_ymbionics computer. 

1\ffi. SPEAKER presented the motion. 
1\ffi, SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Public Works. 
1\ffi, DOERN: We accept the order, Mr. Speaker. 
1\ffi, SPEAKER: Very well, The Honourable Minister of Labour. 
l\ffi, PAULLEY: Do I understand that both of the Orders for Return standing in the name 

of the Honourable Member for Crescentwood are standing? 
l\ffi, SPEAKER: Are standing - that's right, since he's not here, 
l\ffi, PAULLEY: Fine, thanks, Mr. Speaker, will you now kindly call the Resolution, 

Third Reading, Bill 21. 

GOVERNMENT BILLS 

1\ffi, SPEAKER: Proposed Motion of the Honourable Minister of Finance. The Honour­
able Leader of the Opposition. 

l\ffi, SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, on Friday I terminated my remarks because of the closing 
hour. I did not complete it - and as I indicated then, my purpose in speaking first on Third 
Reading was to give me the opportunity to be able to talk out the bill to provide the weekend 
for an examination of the amendment that has been introduced by the government; and in doing 
so I would like to if I may at this time express the position that was not expressed at the time 
the amendment was brought in, because I'm not sure that the full impact of the amendment was 
understood, 

One of the most controversial provisions of the 72/73 budget is the proposal that we are 
dealing with to extend the sales tax to cover production equipment and supplies, and this was 
the portion that I completed last week. �ow many of us have criticized this proposal on the 
grounds that it would increase the cost of production, raise the relative price of goods pro­
duced sold and consumed by Manitobans, and further would discourage investment in this 
province. 

The Minister's intentions as expressed Bill 21 may have been constructive; he may have 
sought equitable additions to our tax structure on the assumJtion that taxes had to be increased 
and we dispute that particular fact. But unfortunately the careless assembly of this tax package 
known as Bill 2 1  does not reveal the Minister's intentions to advantage, Mr. Speaker, it's: a 
clumsy exercise in tax raising, The arguments presented by those of us who were worried 
about the adverse effects of taxillg production equipment and supplies appear to have produced 
a limited change in the measure. 
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(1\ffi. SPIV AK Cont 'd) 
On Friday in committee, the Minister of Finance tabled an amendment to Bill 2 1. This 

amendment was apparently intended to permit him to determine when the tax on production 
machinery leases would be actually applied. By this means he has for the time being sus­
pended the retroactivity feature, a feature which would have resulted in the taxation of leasing 
transactions which had been entered into even before the new tax was announced. 

Now the objective of a tax on production equipment was apparently to hit big business. 
The Minister seems to think that everyone who earns his own living is a fat cat. He probably 
felt that those obliged to pay this tax might squawk a bit, but would have no difficulty in absorb­
ing the tax or passing it on to the consumer. He seems completely to have ignored the real 
victim of this tax is the small businessman in Manitoba, the restaurant owner as an example, 
whose economic circumstances forced him to lease yet who cannot pass on added cost because 
he is facing stiff competition. If the Minister's accomplishments were to be interpreted in a 
song, Mr. Speaker, it would be that "You Always Hurt the Ones you Love". 

Friday's amendment gives the Minister the power under certain conditions, to refund 
the sales tax collected on production equipment leases and to establish the length of time for 
which any particular lease arrangement will be entitled to a refund. This tax recommendment 
is obviously, 1\Ir. Speaker, an effort on the part of the government to buy time. The Minister 
will require time to figure out what to do next, be.cause the amendment he has introduced is 
potentially worse that what it has replaced, in that the government's decision creates the 
power to suspend the production equipment tax in certain circumstances. It amounts to of­
ficial recognition of the basic weakness of such a tax. 

Xow there are many obvious shortcomings to this bill. Their combined effect demon­
strates the undesirability of the tax in the first place. First, it adds a further layer of tax­
ation in this province which is already the highest taxed in the country; second, it makes the 
production of goods and services in the province more expensive, consequently raising prices 
for :Manitoba consumers and making our exports less competitive; third, it acts as a disin­
centive to the investment in Manitoba at a time when the provincial economy is trying to pull 
out of an investment slump but is still facing the highest unemployment in years. 

The government's move to freeze - - so far undetermined amount of investment from 
this tax is a concession, Mr. Speaker, and we believe it is a concession to the province's 
economic need for gro'l\th and for jobs. It is also an inadvertent admission that the whole idea 
of a tax on production machinery is unnecessary from a revenue. standpoint and potentially 
harmful to our economic prospects. 

Now unfortunately, the mere recognition of weaknesses does not provide solutions. The 
government's hal.f..hearted attempt to clear a small path through the tax jungle it itself is 
creating, deserves some praise because it could result in the elimination of the discrimina­
tory and retroactive treatment of production equipment leases. However, the government's 
revised approach as embodied in Friday's amendment may create several new problems, and 
these include: 1. The Minister now has ample power to protect those who lease production 
equipment. The same protection does not exist for those who purchase such equipment. 
Depending on how the Minister uses his power, purchase transactions may be subject to 
discrimination rather than lease transactions as is now the case. A tax differential between 
purchases and leases is till possible even under Friday's amendment. For instance.a res­
taurant owner, small cafe owner, might contemplate the acquisition of a cooler worth about 
S2, 500.00. If he had bought it last month rather than leasing it he would have been clearly 
better off. However if he has JX>StJX>ned his decision he now will not know what to do. 
His lease payments depending on the length of contract and interest rates might range from 
S50. 00 to SBO. 00 and he will pay an additional penalty in the form of a sales tax. But he may 
be entitled to a refund if his equipment falls into certain classifications or if he happens to 
become one of the Minister's pet specific cases. In a nutshell,he will not know whether to 
buy or lease because he will not know whether there is a tax differential between buying and 
leasing; or whether the differential will favour buying or leasing, or how long the differential 
will be available in this particular case. 

Second, the Minister will within certain limits be able to decide who will pay and for 
what length of time. In addition, if the amendment passes, these decisions could be made at 
any time without reference to the Legislature. The Minister therefore has created extensive 
arbitrary taxation JX>Wers for himself. Third, becal,lSe of these arbitrary powers an additional 
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(l\ffi , SPIVAK cont'd) • . . • .  element of uncertainty will be added to the province's already 
uncertain economic climate, Clarity in our tax laws is a fundamental principle which the 

government I suggest is violating in this Legislature, Fourth , the ability of the Minister to 
prescribe tax liability in what the amendment refers to as "any specific case" is particularly 

· objectionable. Why is it necessary to isolate particular transactions · and bestow what could 
be considered tax favours on particular corporations or individuals ? What criteria will the 
Minister use ? Age ? Sex ? Political affiliation ?  We have not been told. And what is more 
important , neither have the taxpayers of this province, Fifth, the basic undesirability of a 
tax on production equipment has not been eliminated, because Friday's amendment did not 
eliminate this tax but only modified it. The real solution to the problems which this tax will 
create is to eliminate it entirely. Although we are firmly convinced that the elimination of 
this tax is the best way to avoid the uncertainty , and harm it in terms of the actual cause, we 
do not realistically expect the government to adopt so direct a solution. 

The next best thing is to amend the bill, The government has demonstrated a flexibility 
to bring in amendments .  L'nfortunately amendment in respect of leasing transaction is far 
from satisfactory. In fact it is a serious step in the wrong direction. Since the rules prevent 
us from introducing amendments to tax bills and particularly at this time , the best I can do is 
to suggest guidelines for any future amendments the government may introduce, And I believe 
we could if we wanted to refer it back to Committee of the Whole , and amendments could in 
fact be brought forward at that time. I suggest that the Minister withdraw and replace Friday's 
amendment to Section 3 (18) . Its replacement should be constructed according to the following 
principles. 1, All transactions, that is both leases and purchases , entered into prior to the 
date of coming into force of this tax provision should be totally exempt from the tax, 2, The 
tax payable in respect of leased equipment should be five percent of the normal purchase price 
of the equipment rather than five percent of the rental payments. The combined effect of these 
two suggestions would be to totally eliminate the retroactivity which Friday's amendment only 
partially suspends , and to eliminate the tax differential between purchasing and leasing which 
Friday's  amendment cannot accomplish. 

Now , Mr. Speaker, we present this for consideration of the government , recognizing 
that we believe that we have contributed to a large extent to the consideration by the govern­
ment of exactly what was covered by the legislation and the consequences . We reiterate again 
that the tax is a tax on production which will have the effect of both being a tax on jobs ; and 
undue hardship on many people who either will have to absorb it - or in other cases raise their 
prices in which case they will be harmed by competition that takes place in their particular 
industry, or in the service sector depending on the exact nature of their business. We offer 
this as a constructive criticism, and recognize that the government is not going to accept our 
basic proposition -- and I don't think I have to repeat it again, it 's been repeated over and 
over again. We would seriously hope that the government entertain this provision, and if i.t 
agrees , provide the procedures which would allow us to be able to bring in the amendments 
as we have suggested. 

�m. SPEAKER : Are you ready for the question ? The Honourable Member for Fort 
Garry. 

z.m. SHERMAN: l\Ir . Speaker , when I spoke on this bill on second reading on the 25th 
of April, I suggested that it was one of those measures that could lead to the decline and fall 
of a government, a tax measure that would be unacceptable to the community, And after the 
past two weeks of debate on the legislation -- but even more important than that, after the past 
two weeks of response and feedback from the community and from the economy, I'm more than 
e\·er convinced of the prophesy of that suggestion of mine. The fact of the matter is, Mr. 
Speaker, that it took substantial time for small businessmen and manufacturers at large to 
understand the ramifications of the bill and to come into a full comprehension of all that it 
would mean to them and to the business climate of the province; and that the two week scrutiny 
and assessment and study that the opposition has given it and those part icipants in our economy 
have given it ha\'e only served to confirm the conviction of many of us - certainly my own per­
sonal conviction - that it is as has been suggested illogical and insupportable in the light of 
the economic condition of �Ianitoba at the present time. 

The overriding impression that one gets from the bill is that the government is persist­
ing in a kind of anti-business bias that contains the possibility, the seeds of setting back the 
economy in the. province for years to come. The approach of the government , the philosophy 
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(MR, SHERMAX cont 'd) . . • . . of the government on the legislation seems to be that in order 
to meet their fiscal and financial requirements ; in order to meet their budgetary requirements 
and in order to meet their philosophical requirements the entrepreneur , the small businessman, 
the manufacturer is going to be for.ced to cough up. The entrepreneur, the &mall businessman" 
the manufacturer is going to be squeezed and squeezed again until the government obtains from 
him every last possible drop of re\'enue to meet the particular position that they have staked 
out for themselves , and that can only be supported by grinding every possible cent and dollar 
of support out of business that they can possibly accumulate. And that , Sir , as has been em­
phasized again and again in the past two weeks is damaging in the extreme to our economy; 
destructi\·e not only to the operations that exist at the present time but to the whole approach, 
the whole psychology of people engaged in the economy and in making our economy go, 

The Minister of Finance has suggested in the course of the debate that he doesn't know 
the philosophy today of the Conservative Party on the subj ect of taxes. But the only conclusion 
that he can draw , the only message he can draw from the Conservative posture on taxes as 
articulated during this debate is one of give, give , give to industry. And I suggest that if 
that 's the conclusion he has taken from the position that we have attempted to outline , then he 
has either not heard us or he has badly misunderstood us, badly misinterpreted the message 
that we have tried to develop and to impress upon him in this Chamber. 

The former Minister of 1\Iines and Resources, the Member for Inkster , in the course of 
the debate accused us in the opposition, particularly in the Progressive Conservative Party, 
of saying that in order to hold industry here in Manitoba we would reduce taxes. Well once 
again, l\lr. Speaker , this is a direct misunderstanding and misinterpretation, whether in­
advertent or not is irrelevant ; it : s  a direct misunderstanding and a direct misinterpretation 
of what we have said. Our position has never been one of hold industry here at any cost by 
reducing taxes. What we have said from the beginning of this session, from the beginning of 
all the fiscal measures that have come up for consultation since this House went into session 
on the 9th of March , is that the people and the economy of :Manitoba cannot at this time stand 
increases in taxes. What we have said is don't increase taxes. We did not ever at any time 
suggest that particular holidays or exemptions or considerations should be given to individual 
industries or manufacturers in the form of reductions just to buy them off; just to content 
them and just to seduce them into staying here in Manitoba because we don't want to lose them 
out of our society and our economy and we're willing to go to any lengths to keep them. That 
has not been our position or our philosophy and it has not been so stated, and I fail to see 
where the argument or the line we have taken could have led to that kind of a misinterpretation. 

We have said don't increase taxes at the present time. The individuals who make up 
Manitoba society, the individual manufacturers,  entrepreneurs and small businessmen and 
working people who make up lllanitoba.'s economy cannot absorb increases of taxes or increases 
in their cost of living at the present time. We're in a competitive position that makes it very 
difficult for our economy to thrive and survive with the kind of health and strength that we 
want it to and in the framework of that competition, in the framework of that environment we 
are opposed unalterably to increases in taxes. We have advocated cuts in spending so that 
taxes can be reduced but that has been part and parcel of a package approach to the budget , Illr. 
Speaker , that has not been a direct ingredient of the argument we have used where increases 
in sales tax for industr�: are concerned. We ha\'e talked about over-all reductions in spending 
so that the over-all budget can be reduced and the over-all tax load can be reduced, true. 
But when it comes to the manufacturers and the small businessmen creating the input and the 
job generating ingredient in the economy we ha\'e not said otherwise than do not confront them, 
do not burden them with additional taxes , don't increase their taxes. That has been the 
message. 

l\Ir. Speaker, in the same section of his debate the Minister of Finance asked us , ap­
pealed to us not to refer to specific situations having to do with s pecific industries in Manitoba 
as being isolated in the Canadian context ; not to cite the uilhappiness or the suggested departure 
in whole or in part of certain industrial and manufacturing operations from Manitoba as being 
in themselves harmful to .the Province of 1Ianitoba. What he said was that because of the 

J)IS_C Program in the l'nited States; because of the tax concessions being offered industry: and 
the attractive position that industry in the Cnited States is being put in w ith respect to exports ; 
that this is a problem that is creating a severe difficulty for all Canadians in all parts of 
Canada ; and that it is not fair to say that because one particular industry or one particular 
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(MR. SHERMAN cont 'd) . • • • •  manufacturer in Manitoba is implying that he is fed up v.ith 
conditions here and is going to shift part of his operation to another province or another 
country, that that is injurious to Manitoba. The thing that' s  injurious is the thing that 's in­
jurious to all of Canada - not just Manitobans but everyone in all provinces of Canada - the 
L'nited States trade policies of the present day and in particular the DISC Program. Well 
that's an acceptable thesis from the Minister of F inance. I don't argue v.ith the position that 
he takes when he says that these are the factors , the overriding factors that have created the 
individual problems in Manitoba; and that it ' s  not so much the individual manufacturer 's 
decision that's hurting us , it 's the overriding effect of U . S . policy and other external policies 
that's hurting us. I don't quarrel v.ith that argument. 

There is one we think irrefutable rebuttal to that , and that is that given the economic 
position we 're in in l\lanitoba, given the disadvantages that we have in terms of competition 
with other parts of the North American continent - many of which have been mentioned by my 
colleague , the Member for l\lorris and others on this side - that a special creative kind of 
consideration should be forthcoming from the Manitoba Government where Manitoba entre­
preneurialship in Manitoba industry is concerned. What we believe, what we feel is that it ' s  
not good enough t o  hide behind the blanket difficulty created b y  L' .  s .  trade policies and in 
particular the DISC Program. It 's not gopd enough to say that this kind of thing is hitting all 
kinds of Canadians, it 's hurting all provinces and therefore , you know , Manitoba is just a part 
of it. That may be substantially true as a fact but it's not good politics ; it ' s  not good philosophy : 
it 's  not good economics; and it's certainly not good Manitobanism -- because we here in this 
province have to construct and create special thrusts , special initiat ives , special programs 
to help compensate for some of the disadvantages in terms of trade and economic competition 
that we have long suffered from; that we have long been susceptible to and therefore faced with 
the kind of difficulties that L . S .  trade policies and the DISC Program proposes. Faced with 
the kind of tax advantages that American exporters are given under DISC where Canadian 
markets are concerned, it behooves this government and this opposition and this economy and 
this province in total collectively as a society and as an economy to frame policies and pro­
grams and approaches that take into consideration the advantages the U .  S. exporter is being 
given; the disadvantages that the Manitoba manufacturer has always had to operate under and 
produce an approach and an initiative that keeps Manitoba in the fight; that keeps Manitoba 
competitive; and in fact that retains for Manitoba the one or two advantages in economic terms 
that it has always had and this is where our basic quarrel with the imposition of the sales tax 
on production machinery , Mr. Speaker , rests. The fact that the surrounding environment , 
the states and the provinces around us have such a sales tax, should not be cited by the Minis­
ter as a rationale for our introducing such a sales tax. It was rather in our view , the strong­
est argument , or one of the strongest arguments that could be mounted for our refraining from 
that kind of a measure , just as long as it was humanly and economically possible , because it 
was the fact that we did not impose that kind of a tax that retained for ::\Ianitoba a peculiar and 
a unique kind of economic advantage which compensated to some extent , at any rate , for some 
of the competitive difficulties and disad,·antages which we have always faced. 

So the challenge to our government and to our economy here in :\Ianitoba is one not of 
either trying to conform to the kinds of economic programs and fiscal programs employed 
around us , nor of trying to rationalize the steps we are taking or justify the steps we are 
taking by saying these are steps that have to be taken because external forces and pressures 
are working disadvantages to our economy and we have no control over them; that' s  the easy 
way out and it's the defeatist way out and it's a way out that 's inj urious to our economy; the 
challenge to this government , and it was taken up by this Opposition in this debate is to look 
at those external forces , factors and difficulties and say all right , all right, those external 
factors like the DISC Program are having an effect that is slightly harmful and injurious to the 
economies of other provinces in Canada - now perhaps we can take advantage of that situat ion 
and compensate for some of the disadvantages we have long had, by developing and devising a 
different kind of approach and thrust here in Manitoba where our manufacturers are concerned 
so that they do not see a move out of ::\Ianitoba as a, and particularly a move into production 
capability in the t:nited States , as a solution to their economic problems . If there were some 
kind of tax protection or some kind of tax incentive offered to them so much the better , but 
we never asked for that - all we asked for was an even fighting chance and reprieve from 
additional tax loads and tax difficulties. 
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(:!lffi . SHERMAN cont 'd) 
So I say, ::\Ir. Speaker , that the Finance Minister's argument although factually accept­

able is not philosophically acceptable, and it 's not economically accertable, and I think in 
terms of Manitoba and :\Ianitobans , it 's not acceptable from the point of view of our society. 
We now surrender to the kinds of economic environment that surround us and we now throw 
up our hands and say that because of these pressures from outside , we are going to have these 
difficulties and we have to live with them , when the fighting and imaginative approach would 
be to say, all right , now that that 's the case, let 's look for opportunities to take ad\·antage and 
enjoy some competitive advantage against those provinces and states adj acent to us who have 
burdened their manufacturers "l"lith this kind of a tax. 

l\lr . Speaker, the date that this legislation actually becomes , or became law May 1st , I 
think will be a signal and a significant one in terms of the history of this administration. They 
will look back - the members of this administration, Sir , I think will look back at Monday, 
May 1st as being something of a black day in the history of their economic planning , a day on 
which they failed either to recognize or to take heed of the storm warnings in the economy that 
had been up for some time. 

The approach that they have taken by going ahead with their insistence of implementing 
this kind of measure to meet the budgetary commitments that they have staked out, which takes 
into no account the condition of small businessmen and manufacturers in Manitoba, I suggest 
will be one that will come back to haunt them in much the same way in terms of costs that 
some of the other programs they have implemented are coming back, and will come back to 
haunt them. In this connection, Mr . Speaker, I was disturbed by the fact that the government 
benches offered a considerable amoung of laughter , and derisive laughter , the other day when 
my Leader suggested that the effects of this tax bill 2 1  will be borne out in the future in the 
cost of living statistics. He suggested that by next year the statistics on.the cost of living in 
Manitoba as related to the total Canadian picture, will demonstrate that this piece of legis­
lation was a damaging and an injurious measure. The response from the go·vernment benches 
to that suggestion was laughter and derision. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, one doesn't have to cast one's mind back very far in this Chamber 
to recall another similar situation and another similar warning from this side of the House 
which came up on repeated occasions a year ago , when Members of this House were discuss­
ing the bill that unified the twelve municipalities in the Greater Winnipeg area into one muni­
cipal jurisdiction. At that time, at that time the warnings rung out loud and clear from every 
seat on every bench in this side of the Chamber , :\Ir. Speaker , that said it can't be done with­
out spending millions of dollars and costing the taxpayers millions of dollars .  As a: matter of 
fact there were clear-cut predictions by people not necessarily inside this Cbail1.ber but by 
reputable authorities .in municipal government , outside this Chamber , that before unification 
in the municipal area became an established, and successful , and complete fact , it would cost 
the taxpayers of the Greater Winnipeg area S17 million and I suggest , Mr. Speaker , that the 
way things are going .that prediction may not be that far off the target. By the time it' s  done , 
by the time it's properly completed, by the time it 's effected and efficient , and that's the key 
word in .the whole exercise, it may come to S17 million, it may be more than that. 

::\ow what happened, ::\Ir. Speaker, what happened, :\Ir. Speaker, when members on this 
side last year attempted to suggest to the government that they were going too fast , that they 
weren't taking into account all the difficult and different and professional decisions that had to 
be made to amalgamate.or unify twelve municipalities into one municipal core. When it was 
suggested that the costing formula were beyond .the immediate determination, of the govern­
ment and its advisors ,  . . •  

!\ffi , SPEAKER: Order please. I do believe we are on Bill 2 1  not on the municipal bill 
from last vear . The Honourable l\Iember for Fort Garrv. 

l'lm : SHER:MAN : Well that 's correct , Mr. Speake� , We are on Bill 2 1  but I'm talking 
about the effect of the planning and the speedy implementation, hasty implementation of govern­
ment measures , and I believe the same thing is happening in the case with Bill 21 ,  and I was 
simply tr�ing to draw a parallel. When that measure having to do with unification of the muni­
cipal area was implemented last year and when the storm, the warning sounds , the warning 
cries went up from this side about costs,  we were met on the other side of the House with a 
barrage of derision and laughter . The government said they kitew how to do it , that it wasn't 
going to cost this kind - the kind of money we were tlllking about , that they had the formula all 
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(::\IR .  SHERMA..'\ cont'd) • • • • •  worked out . Well what has happened, Mr. Speaker , every­
body in the whole municipal area , the whole total greater Winnipeg area is going to know fairly 
soon when they get their tax bills , and so are the members on that side of the House , and I 
suggest to you then, Sir , they won't be laughing , there won't be cat calls of derision coming 
from that side of the House , when those tax bills come out. And you know, Mr. Speaker , one 
of the ::\!embers on the other side who is going to have to do much of the most desperate 
answering , and ·most desperate rationalization and explaining to his constituents ,  is going to 
be our good friend the Attorney-General in the constituency of St. James. 

So today we come , ::\Ir. Speaker , to a situation where when my Leader , or my Deputy 
Leader , stands up and suggests that the effect of this Tax Bill 21 is going to make itself felt 
in the cost of living statistics next year , what do we have ? We have the same blind , ignorant , 
insensitive reaction from a government that has ·refused to learn its lesson from the programs 
they have tried to ram through too fast before, the same insensitive reaction from that kind of 
bulldoz ing tactics and technique , and it 's  going to happen again, l\Ir. Speaker. It 's  going to 
happen again and when the cost of living statistics are available next year, ::\Ianitobans will 
find as we have suggested from the beginning of this debate ,  that the imposition of this sales 
tax is really a pe6ple tax. It 's  really a tax against people. It 's  going to cost the manufacturer 
mor e ;  it 's  going to cost the producer more ; it 's going to cost the operator more; and it 's  ·going 
to be passed down the line to the point where the consumer �-ill feel it just as surely and just 
as effectively, as if it were imposed on him in the first place. �ot because, not because the 
process of passi ng on that kind of a tax is inevitable , not because of that , but because many 
of the people, many of the industries that are being most severly and onerously hit by this 
legislation are industries in which there is a very small margin of profit and the additional 
taxation implicit in this legislation is sufficient to all,but wipe that margin out and I suggest 
that in some industries, Sir, such as the one on which my colleague from Swan River spoke, 
there are many operators who will be wiped out by it . So they are doing it all over again, ::\Ir . 
Speaker , and one can only wonder at this point in the life of this Legislature and this govern­
ment , how many times they are going to do it all over again and make the same mistake all 
over again. 

Two weeks ago , ten days ago , ::\Ir. Speaker , my Xational Leader , Robert Stanfield , was 
speaking to a fund raising dinner of Conservatives and referring to the disenchantment and the 
disillusionment that had set in across the land "l'.ith the government and the policies of the 
present Prime :\Iinister , the Right Honourable Pierre Trudeau , and :\Ir . Stanfield quoted an 
old Canadian proverb , or maybe it ' s  an old English proverb, but I prefer to think of it as an 
old Canadian proverb . He said that the Canadian voter, the Canadian electorate would not be 
stung again by the kinds of promises implied and otherwise that the Trudeau steam roller and 
band wagon of 1968 had tried to deliver across the country - that 's not a Hungarian proverb , 
and l\Ir . Stanfield said that the message and the feeling of Canadians was clear on this point , 
that their position was ' "fool me once , shame on you, fool me twice, shame on me' " .  And 
that , :\Ir. Speaker , that , :\Ir. Speaker , is the developing , the growing mood of the ::\Ianitoba 
electorate with respect to this government that has done nothing to ease the economic diffi­
culty, the cost of li\·ing, the cost tax price squeeze that :\Ianitobans are in except , except , 
:\lr. Speaker • . . 

:\IR. SPEAKER : Order please .  The Honourable ::\!ember for Thompson. 
:\IR . BOROWSKI: :\Ir. Speaker , I wonder if this is the proper place to start the kick­

off of the Federal Campaign ? 
l\IR . SPEAKER :  Order please . �ot a point of order . The Honourable Member for 

Fort Garrv. 
MR: SHER::\rAK :  Mr. Speaker , in response to that question I can only say that it 's  my 

understanding that the Honourable :\lember for Thompson kicked off his federal campaign 
several months ago , in three different const ituencies. I wish he'd name the one he 's finally 
going to pick, except - and I give him credit for this one thing , ::\Ir. Speaker, - excep: shift 
the burden of medical premium payment s off the people who were less equipped to pay and 
onto a more equitable basis. It would not have been necessary to undertake that program had 
some of the suggestions from this side of the House been followed , but I 'm not quarrelling 
with that program. I say that that is one constructive , financial and fiscal step they have 

taken but I can't think of another one. They haven't created a fund of jobs ; in fact , I would 

doubt that they• ,·e created as many as 200 jobs in this province since they took office. 
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(::\IR . SHER::\IAK cont 'd) . . • • . -- (Interj ection) - - With one major exception. With one 
major exception and I ' m  sorry that I didn't mention it before the Honourable ::\lemher for 

Thompson did, the civil sen·ice , which has certainly grown in healthy bounds and proportions . 

So here we have , ::\Ir. Speaker , a society and an economy which has been slowed to a 

halt , which has now been faced with an additional burden which deprives ::\Ianitobans of the 

competitive economic advantage they had which not only has an effect on Manitobans today, 

but has an effect in the future because who can tell - there's nobody on that side of the House 

who can tell , Mr . Speaker , with any degree of accuracy what number of manufacturers , or 
small businessmen, are discouraged either from coming into ::\1anitoba or from expanding 

their operations in Manitoba by the tax measures like Bill 2 1  that have been introduced since 

this government came into office, Kobody can accurately fathom that potential loss. It 's  not 

just a loss actual , it 's  a loss potential, and so I leave that message from the people of my 

constituency , and I believe most of the people of ::\Ianitoba with the government , Mr. Speaker, 

"fool me once , shame on you - fool me twic e ,  shame on me". And they on that s ide will have 

to live 'l"lith it when those tax bills come out in two weeks , and when the cost of living statistics 

come out in a year , and then the evidence will be clear that this government far from saving 

Manitobans money, far from saving them worry , difficulty and anxiety, is costing them 

money, Mr. Speaker , with every measure they introduce, every day of this and any other 

session. 

. • • • •  continued on next page 
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:'lm . SPEAKER: The H onourable Attorney-General. 

:'lffi . :\IACKLING: Mr. Speaker , I would like to spend a few moments reflecting on the 

collective �isdom that we ha\'e heard emanate from the side of the opposition during the course 

of the debate on Bill 2l .  And I hesitate to catalogue . you know . the summary of the erudition 

that has been demonstrated because I find it difficult to get past a first page . We ' ve had a great 

cacophony of sound but the re ' s  really no harmony on the other side . no concerted and unified 

approach to this legislation with one exception , with one exception. They recognize . Mr. 

Speaker , that in the area of production machinery taxation that they might be able to win some 

fr iends in industry if they make a lot of sound and fury about what otherwise is a \'ery reason­

able form of taxation in other parts of C anada and considered so for many years .  But simply 

because they ducked this issue in this province in 1967 , and that was traditional because after 

all they wouldn't want to offend the friends in industry, that now for a government . a Kew 

Democratic P arty Government , to look at taxation in a broad perspective rather than trying to 
single o.ut areas where fr iends might be somehow annoyed,  for us to look at taxation in that 

pragmatic way to them is somehow heinou s .  I sugge st, :\Ir. Speaker . that what we' ve heard 

is really a lot of sound . they have really large ly emptied their spleen of invective in respect to 

this taxation bill in a rather haphazard manner.  They really weren't convinced of their argu­
ments that they advanced in respect of this so- ca lled people ' s  tax .because the attack on the 

additional taxation in respect to tobacco and liquor was only half-hearted. They realize these 

are drug taxes and these taxes ha\·e been recently increased substantially in their be loved 

sister province , and our beloved sister Pro\·ince of Ontario .  1\hich happens to ha\·e a Pro­

gressive Consen·ative Go\•ernment , and they realize , the official opposition at least . that they 

would be skating on extremely thin ice in the late spring to argue ,·ehemently in respect to 
· 

those areas of taxation. But somehow . somehow . :\Ir . Speaker.  their ambivalent attitude , or 

their ambivalent style of debating . allows them to attack the taxation on production machinery 

ignoring the Ontario precedent. 

And I would like to put on the record again , :\Ir. Speake r ,  the total effect of these changes 
in taxation. As much as it has been asserted in this House by the :'llinister of F inance and others 

who have spoken, the Opposition continues to argue somehow that this is a substantial increase 

in ta.'Cation in :'llanitoba. Kow they be lieve that if they keep on saying things like that often 

enough and loud enough . that people will accept that there has been a substantial change in tax­

ation for the worse. But the fact i s .  :\lr. Speaker.  that the Budget Speech indicated that there 

was going to be a substantial tax shift and there was going to be a tax reduction and this bil l ,  
Bill 2 1 ,  reflects adjustments in sales tax but the totality of the tax change h a s  been well ad­

vised during the speech of the :\linister of F inance and others. We have outlined in some detail 

the magnitude of the shift . the educational tax credit plan will cost S28 million. The incr-ease 

in the pro\·incial share of the education Foundation Program from 75 percent to 80 percent will 

cost another estimated S 6  million. a total of S34 million in additional provincial government 

re \·enue into educational payment . a shifting away from direct municipal taxation to taxation 

found from the many resources of the provincial government. 
But we ha\·e to find the basis for those funds , so ''here do we look. Surely the honourable 

members opposite are not arguing that we increase our personal income tax. No. They skate 

away from that one . They argued \\hen we increased personal income tax and corporation tax 

that wl!' d  have corporations fleeing from :'llanitoba like bees to sunny Alberta or some other 

place where they would find their capital headquarters. And they decried any change in personal 

income tax and they still do. But they'll promise all sorts of things , all sorts of benefits that 

they will gi\-e to the people of :\lanitoba by educational tax relief, but they won't tell us where 
they're going to find the money. The one faint effort that we heard here in the House so far 

during the consideration of the E stimates of the Attorney-General was a nonsensical sugge stion 

about a movement away from taxation or supplying of police forces through consolidated re ,·e­

nues of the province . and shifting additional taxation on to municipalities that already ha\·e a 

gra\•e difficulty in meeting other municipal services ,  a c omplete ly nonsensical argument. They 

keep on talking about finding economies by eliminating boards and commissions but they ha,·e 

j'et to come up with anything specific. So where will they find the money for the shifts that they 

say can be done ? We have offered some specific tax changes . changes in the R e\·enue Tax Act 

which will pro\·ide an excess of tax cuts 0\·er tax increases of S l-1 . 7 million because the changes 

in The Revenue Tax Act will only yield an e stimated S l5 million. The increase in the Tobacco 

Tax about four million , the increase in the mineral acreage tax. ''hich I' m sure is a terrible 
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(l\m . l\IACKLING cont'd. ) . . . . . thing in the eyes of the opposition , that is currently esti­
mated to produce only about a third of a million dollars.  So we are actually taxing far less , 
S 14 . 7 million less in fiscal 72/73 and shifting . shifting away from real property taxation to the 
tune of S 3-l  million and this is progressive budgetting. 

:t\ow, l\lr. Speaker. there ' s  no que stion but the magnitude of these changes has left the 
Offic ial Opposition aghast. They ha\•e been endeavouring to come up with some basis of con­
certed argument against what is recognized as an excellent budget on the part of this govern­
ment and \"ery fair pragmatic tax change s.  And I will wish to assure you . 2\lr. Speaker.  that the 
kind of representation that we ha\-e been receiving does not reflect the hysteria and nonsense 
that \\"€' \'e been hearing from the opposition benches .  The fact that the Honourable Leader of the 
Opposition could sugge st that the change s that The Re \•enue T ax Act encompass amount to a one 
percent sales tax is sheer fabrication. I don't know how the Honourable ::\!ember of the Oppo­
sition . I don't know what arrangements he makes with the re search monies that are available 
to the Official Opposition. but obviously they're wasting their money because their research 
staff can't calculate the basic arithmetic that' s  involved in these changes .  How they could 
suggest that the totality invoh-ed amounts to a one percent of sales tax I don't  know. But the 
honourable member s don't pay any recognition to the fact that there are some substantial 
changes being made in sales tax , changes from mean . petty impositions that a Conservative 
Government in 1967 imposed upon the people of 2\Ianitoba. Imagine taxing used clothing; 
imagine taxing toothpaste . This is the kind of ta.x that the honourable members opposite fe lt 
was ,·ery reasonable and moderate . 

:t\ow. now the Honourable ::\!ember from Fort Garry shakes his head; he "'asn't part, he 
wasn't part of that nest of people who passed that kind of legislation. But the Honourable 
Leader of the Opposition was . and for him now to put on that righteous demeanour in this House 
that this go\·ernment , this government would impose a tax on production machinery. how 
terr ible. And )"et his government saw fit to tax little people in a substantial way in respect to 
heating , in respect to cleanline ss - and then they have that kind of half-hearted attack on what 
after all has to be considered a very reasonable and pragmatic approach to changes in taxation. 
You know and , 2\Ir . Speaker . they say that business under New Democratic Government is 
going down. And I ' m  sure that the honourable member s may be responsible for producing that 
sign, will the last business leaving 2\lanitoba shut out the light and so on. That ' s  the kind of 
thinking , that' s  the kind of thinking that the honourable members opposite seem to delight in. 
And yet . and yet what do the forecasts indicate , 2\lr. Speaker ? What do the forecasts indicate ? 

:-.m . SPEAKER : Order , please. I do be lie \·e we're not in Committee yet. I see members 
smoking; I see members talking all o\·er the place . I do wish we'd have some decorum so that 
the Chair could hear what' s  going on. If we intend to go into Committee the Chair would like to 
be infor med so I can get out of the Chair . The Honourable the Attorney-General. 

l\ffi . ::\lACK LING: Well I' m sure,  2\Ir. Speake r .  that the brains of the opposition smoke 
sometimes with the heat of the argument that is addressed their way when they can't find it 
within their wit to find the answers. And. you know . it' s  delightful to be able to smoke them 
out , l\Ir. Speaker. Because they parade as the champions of little people but that was an ad­
ministration , I say the Progressi\•e Consen·ative administration, that imposed some of these 
mean petty taxes against the people of l\Ianitoba.  And they cry, they cry foul ,  they cry gloom 
and doom, they cry hysteria; they say that there will be great losse s of industry and entre­
preneur ship from the Province of l\lanitoba. But the forecasts , what are the forecasts from 
one part of Canada to another in respect to development prospects, new investments ? And the 
statistics that are available indicate that l\lanitoba,  the expectations are that it will be second 
highest in all of the ten provinces in new investment s .  in developments in the whole of the 
Dominion of Canada. And . you know . faced with that kind of factual demonstration I wonder 
how anyone really would accept at anything like face value the kind of arguments that have been 
addressed all during the course of this debate in respect to this bill. Obviously the honourable 
members are trying to make a lot of confusion . make a lot of noise to take away from the 
effecti\·ene ss of what is a fir st class budget and certainly reasonable pragmatic steps to pro\·ide 
re venue s to meet an extensi\'6 tax shift. 

:t\ow what about production machinery tax ? You know that ' s  really the onl�� tax that the 
honourable members. opposite ha\'6 really had much to say in a \"ery concerted and coherent 
manner . But what about Ontario ? Why don't they consider what their brother politicians in 
Ontario ha\'6 said about production tax ? Is it so terrible ? \\'e ll let's hear what a Progressive 
C onservative in Ontario said in 1969, the former Ontario Provincial Treasurer. He stated -
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(:� m .  ::'IIACKLING cont'd. ) . . . . . when describing his government' s plans t o  introduce sales 

tax on machinery and equipment in the spring of 6 9 ,  and in hi.s budget address this is what he 
had to say. And I commlmd it to the thinking of the honourable member s  opposite: "\\'e have 

studied this area thoroughly. We have reviewed the practices in other jurisdictions and exam­
ined the fairness of various options in terms of the over-all equitable tax structure which we 
hope to de \·elop. As a result I now propose to remo\'e the existing exemptions for machinery 
and equipment used in the production of goods and the provision of taxable services .  The exist­

ing exemption on machinery for use in farm production will be continued. I am quite aware 
th at the ta.'i:ation of production machinery is a major mo\'e by this government , but I hope to 

explain why after much consideration we ha\<'e decided to do so. We fee l  that the withdrawal of 
this exemption will remo\'e a substantial grey area of doubt and administrat i \'e incom'enience 
both for the government and the private sector . We also consider this extension of the tax base 
a fair and equitable one. As you will realize this additional tax on corporations will become an 
allowable expense under corporation income tax , which is automatically shared by the federal 
and provincial go\'ernments to the extent of some -±0 percent by the Federal Go\'ernment and 
12 percent by the Ontario Government. " 

Now that wasn't said by someone on this side of the House in defense of this ta..x change . 
It w-as said by a Progressive Conservative in the Pro\'ince of Ontar io in 1969 in defense of 

fairness and equity in respect to taxation. 
And I suggest to you that for the honourable members opposite to suggest that their argu­

ments against taxation of production machinery is not only out of keeping with progre ssi \·e 
consen·ative thinking in the rest of C anada , it shows how base and how reactionary is their 

thinking and how out of step they are with any progre ssi\'e thought in any part of this country. 
To suggest . to suggest that taxation on production equipment and machinery is something that 

will be a crippling imposte upon business and enterprise is absolutely false .  The honourable 
members know . the honourable me mber s know that they. those poople in business are able to 

charge against their operating expenses that kind of cost and that isn't the kind of crippling 
thing that the honourable members make it out to be at all. As a matter of fact they know . 
they know if they would talk to any entrepreneur - and their lack of awarene ss of entrepreneur­
ship in this prm·ince is amazing for a group that feels that they have some kin and some af­
fection for business in this pro\·ince . is startling. Any businessman that has any degree of 
business sense will tell you that a production machinery tax is an insignificant factor in the 
decision as to whether or not a particular business is viable or not ; The most important thing 
is the cost of borrowing. the cost of borrowing to set up production equipment and machinery. 
And the honourable members know that we have been suffering under inflated interest rates and 
cost proble ms . costs of distribution, costs of fre ight which are long- standing . .extre me ly \'exing 
- and we in this pro\·ince ha\·e done our utmost to try and omrcome the imbalance s that are 
imposed from a Federal- Provincial relationship that has seen us suffer for many, many }'ears. 
Kow to suggest that this factor . the factor of production machinery tax is significant in respect 
to the production or the de\•elopment of busine ss in this pro,·ince is farcical . 

Xow the Honourable ::\!ember from R i \'er He ights , the Honourable Leader of the Oppo­
sition. he has spent many many hours during the course of the disposition of the Committee of 
the \\bole House and other members \\ith him making a lot of statements . Today we heard 
some more suggestions from him. and you know when you hear them quickly they don't sound 
all that unreasonable because after .ail he didn't seem to indicate that they were \·ery unreason­
able and one would think that with his business expertise that you know they were \·ery logical 
and reasonable arguments.  He suggested that instead of taxing the person who rents production 

machinery we should tax on the basis of an assumed purchase price. But you know the adminis­
trati\·e malaise that would be inmh'ed in trying to determine what would be the reasonable ta..x 
particularly when production equipment and machinery may be used for periods shorter than 
their full depreciatable lifetime , it is justincredible . How would ·you work through this awfully 
difficult maze when you consider that proble m ?  Also the \·ery logic of the rentals . the tech­

nique. and the principal of us ing machinery on rental rather than purchasing , surely has to 
indicate something to the Honourable Le ader of the Opposition. The businessman \\ho wants to 
rent equipment doesn't want to be forced with a substantial capital outlay. He is prepared to pay 

by installments the use . .  and charge that complete ly off for tax purposes. the use of equipment 
that is necessary in his busine s s .  Kow . why should he want to pay a lump sum tax surely he 
would want to do the same thing. Pay his tax by installments because if .he pays a lump sum 
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(::O.m . ::O.IACKLING cont'd. ) . tax he is going to be losing the benefit of interest on that 
lump sum that he is going to be paying. Now surely the honourable member of the Opposition 
isn't doing anything for the renter of production machinery. The renter of production ma­
chinery would tell the Honourable Leader of the Opposition . no thank you to his suggestion. 

Further more the Honourable Leader of the Opposition said that there was something 
terrible about the timing of this imposition of taxation in respect to production machinery. and 
the other tax changes.  He suggested that - part icularly in respect to the renters of 
production machinery that we shou ldn't impose the tax until  we presume the bill is fully passed. 
Well , I don't know, he would rather that we never passed it . and never imposed the tax. but at 
least he would like it deferred until finally after protracted debate that it had actually been 
given royal assent. Well the Bill does make provision for this taxation not to be imposed until 
October 31st ,  and there's still some flexibility with the ::O.linister in respect to some categorie s .  
And let me re mind members of the Opposition that i n  1967 when the Progressive Consen·ative 
Government of the Pro\·ince of ::O.Ianitoba imposed Sales Tax they didn't provide for any deferrals 
or extensive delays. They didn't provide that it was only come into effect v.ilen the legislation 
was given R oyal Assent. It was effective immediately and I would like to remind honourable 
leaders if they want to check on that that our tax department apparently imposed this Sales Tax 
on a fleet of fancy white Cadillacs that had been brought in for the Pan- American Games. How 
do you like that one ? That was a sensitive . reasonable , very fair Progressive Conservati ve 
administration in 196i . They even forgot about their wealthy fr iends v.no were going to be 
driving white Cadillacs .  

So you see , ::\lr. Speaker . the Opposition although they have been saying a great many 
things about, and there have been a great many similar things about this legislation , really 
haven't been scoring any points of any significance in respect to this Bill. 

Now the Honourable :\!ember from Fort Garry in his wide- ranging, in his wide-ranging 
review of the possible effects of legislative changes ignores the very substantial shift away 
from Real Property Tax that \\e have made provision for ,  and he thinks that somehow the people 
in my constituency and other parts of Wmnipeg are going to feel very annoyed ,  and \'ery up­
tight , and very antagonistic towards this Government. Well I want to assure the Honourable 
::O.Iember from Fort Garry and others that many of my constituents will  receive a benefit of 
close to S 140 in tax shift , and they would not have received this kind of tax relief under a Pro­
gressive Conservative Government because that government . that government made no imagi­
native tax change s ,  they made no imaginative tax changes since the 1950s . 

And you know the noise . the noise that they make in respect to production equipment . and 
I don't know I didn't hear too much about the mineral tax. ::\Iaybe I missed some of the heated 
moments over there , but I ' m  sure that they hope identifies them close to the people from whom 
they expect to get major campaign contributions and. you know . big busine s s  of course . I 
mean you have always wanted to be \'ery close to them and you are \'ery sensitive to the views 
of the io.Ianufacturers Associations and Chambers of Commerce . and so on, and I am sure you 
want to be aligned on the side of those whom you expect will be very warm towards you come 
election time . 

But you know the people of Manitoba in recognizing the shifts that have taken place in 
taxation , the cuts in taxation that have been brought about under this administration will 
recognize \'ery responsive , very progressive and �'ery sincere efforts on the part of this 
Government to bring a greater measure of equality in the imposition of taxation in this pro­
vince and a fairer quality of life to all. 

:-.m . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside . 
:-.m . E!\'"NS: :c\Ir. Speaker . summoning up a few remarks on Bill 21 at this time let me 

say at the outset how delightful it is always to hear the speech delivered by a 19th Century 
socialist in this chamber . and I should say to the Honourable Minister of F inance I think he 
had reasonable hope s  at this stage of the game that his Bill was progressing onto that point 
where it in fact will become law. The fact that it probably suffered a set-back of some 50 or 
20 years by his colleague's contribution. just now , will of course I am sure be taken 
into account if we now feel reinspired to reintroduce some of the arguments that we may ha\·e 
forgotten or that we hadn't completely and totally underlined in our first go around. 

::O.lr� Speaker , the problems that we hear from the other side they are indicative of the 

fact that they have not listened to what we have been telling them on this side, and I suppose that ' s  
part o f  the game .  They are, a s  blind and a s  deaf to our sugge stions a s  we are perhaps to s ome 
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(�m . E l\'1\S cont'd. ) . . . . . of their guidance from.time to time , except that in this particular 
area ·we be lieve that some knowledge , some understanding of what it is all about has perhaps 
some advantage . 

�lr. Speake r ,  I don't know which speaker it was whether it was the Honourable :Minister 
of Finance , or the :Ministe r .  or the ::\!ember from Inkster indicated, took some pain s ,  in fact 
did a bit of research that indicated that we had certainly in our tenure and during our steward­
ship of government on more than one occasion increased taxation indicated, and correctly so, 
underlined the fact that on more than one occasion and more than one budget a Progressive 
C onservative administration had indeed imposed \"ar ious le \•e ls of taxation on the people of 
l\lanitoba. l\lr . Chairman , l\lr . Speaker , that certainly is a statement that no one would want 
to deny. if one casts back only briefly to the fact, fairly commonly known fact . that the time 
the administration of the Progre ssive Consen•ati ve Party took office the total budget of this 
Province was some S85 millions of dollars and during our stewardship the revenues raised to 
some what , 400 , 370 ,  400 million dollar s ? In the inter vening years of course .this government 
has real,ly shov.n us how to accellerate that rise . But it would be foolish , it would be foolish 
for any spokesman of the former administration to suggest that the administration that we at 
one time .informed was not responsible for tax rises. 

l\lr. Speaker . the question at hand is more important as to how the. money is be ing spent, 
and secondly. the question that has already been raised, but totally ignored by the other side . 
is the question of balance , where that fine line is dra\m .  where the private sector in our eco­
nomy can and indeed will and will with some degree of enthu s iasm operate in our economy . or 
whether it will choose to pull in its horns . choose not to exercise the entrepreneurship owner­
ship that it inherently has , or at worst choose to leave this pro\•ince . Those two areas . l\lr. 
Speaker , are really the thrust of this debate and the thrust of the message that we ha\'e been 
trying to bring across on this floor . 

I am not prepared to say, l\Ir . Speaker , I am not prepared to sugge st at what particular 
le ve l  taxation is acceptable to any group in our society. The average man , the rich man , 

busine s s .  the farme r .  I think that' s a leve l ,  that' s a line that will be a constant changing line . 
Certainly we are at a line now that was dreamed of as COJ?pletely unacceptable 30 years ago . 
or 40 years ago. The que stion is . is the degree , or is the taxation that we impose , or go\·ern­
ments impqse from time to time , when does it become punati ve and when does it become a 
penalty, and when does it deter development both private as a private individual person. or 
corporate company, or corporate structure . or indeed in the whole public sense insofar as it 
make s it possible the availability of a government to operate effectively and discharge its re­
sponsibility for the people . 

l\lr. Speake r .  that is where the argument lie s .  and of course that' s  \\here we have a real 
philosophical problem with members opposite. The members opposite do not . and I repeat, do 
not particularly care how the pri\·ate sector operate s .  And I make that fundamental statement 
that . that although they mouth words , sweet sounding phrases of the desirability of the pri\·ate 
sector working harmoniously with the public sector . but in actual fact and in actual practice , 
given a choice their decis ion will always fall in favour of the public sector. If it is a question 
of a housing policy for this Province then certainly the pri \'ate housing sector is expendable as 
compared to the public housing enterprises put forward by this government. That sure ly, l\lr . 
Speaker . has come through loud and c lear from the me mbers oppos ite . 

l\lr. Speaker . we are dealing with a socialist government. I say that not to throw labels 
around. I say that because I belie \•e them when they tell me their intent and v.hen they tell me 
their purpose , and when they te ll me their direction and guidance. 

WelL l\lr . Speaker . the arguments as to \\hether or not the imposition of the taxation 
measures in Bill 21 are indeed going to be that onerous , that it will cause this or :hat effect , 
cannot be t aken in an isolated you know position just as they relate to Bill 2 1 .  The Honour able 
the Attorney-General he took great delight in reading to us .certain sections from previous 
budget speeches,  or policy of the Progre ssive Consen·ati\·e GO\·ernment of the Province of 
Ontario , and it is true in . the Pro\•ince of Ontario we ha\•e Production l\Iachinery Tax but, l\Ir . 
Speaker , what I. ha\·e been trying to say in this House is you don't isolate , and certainly the 
businessman in this.community doesn't isolate. You ha\·e to put down in column .form what is 
the c orporate ta." paid by bus iness in Ontario and what are they paying in l\Ianitoba ? \\bat is 
the personal income ta.x paid by the e mployers as we ll and e \·erybody else in that enterprise , 
and what is the personal income tax in l\Ianitoba ?  \\bat are the Succession Duty Tax:e s ,  and 
what are the other disad\·antages of doing business and then you' ll really - and what is the 



May 8 ,  1972 1785 

(:1\ID . E NNS cont'd. ) . . . . .  production tax on production machinery ? And it's only that way 
that you add up and, ::\Ir. Chairman. did the Attorney- General suggest to me that Ontario is 
paying a higher Corporate T ax ?  Did the Attorney- General mean to suggest to me that the 
Ontario employer is faced with his employees having to pay a higher personal income tax in 
Ontario ? Is he --(Interjection)-- We ll  :i\Ir. Speaker , that ' s  the whole point, and that' s  the 
whole suggestion that is being made from this side of the House .  The reason why we have 
taken such strong opposition to this Bill is that in view of the steps already taken by this govern­
ment in the last three years.  You know, and I will - you know they have made - what is that 
phrase that is in current use in the Southeast Asian War Pursuit and - Search and 
Pursuit . . .  

A ::\IEl.IBER: Search and De stroy. 
:\ID . ENNS: Search and Destroy , or Search and whatever it i s .  They've searched out 

those spec ific areas that would in any way tarnish the Province of :Manitoba from not being the 
highe st taxed province in the C ountry. And given a few more budgets I can assure you , 1\lr .  
Speaker , that they will have found all th e  loopholes ,  all those areas where perhaps we are . 
either at par , or we are below some other sister province in the country. And Mr. Speake r ,  
they do so \\ith the kind of speech , the kind of response that the Attorney-General, that the 
Attorney-General just made in this Chamber. They say, No. 1. We were afraid to tax the rich 
castes and our friends in industry, and so we overlooked this thing for so many year s ,  and they 
are going to correct that social - you see they approach taxation in this manner certainly as not 
so much as a revenue raiser but as a program of social reform ,  as a program of social reform, 
and that has certainly a considerable amount of merit to it if you want to look at taxation as a 
whole . It becomes very dangerous if you look at it in bits and pieces isolated from the \\hole 
and isolated from what is happening nationally in this country because certainly Canada as a 
major trading nation of this world. C anada would not exist today. We would not be 

talking about the kind of things that we are encouraged to think we can do for our people in 
ways of health and medicare services , what we think we can do for our aged in ways of housing 
units , in terms of pension allowances ,  what we think we can do for our sick, and what we are 
in fact doing in all these fields. Because of the ability of our nation to produce and to produce 
competitively, and to sell competitively in the world markets .  

Now, l\lr . Speaker , to forget that fact a s  these gentlemen oppos ite are forgetting it 
every day in this Chamber does spell a bleak and dismal future personally for this pro­
vince , more important for our nation as a whole because unfortunately , unfortunately the dis­
tinguishing marks between the honourable members to my left here , that is of the Liberal 
party, and the New De mocratic Party become just about non-existent \\hen one pursues 
it from this point of policy, or tries to deter mine \\here their intentions and \\here their con­
cerns actually are . Mr. Speaker , let me then for the record at least put it very straight and 
very plainly. I want to refute the suggestions made several time s ,  and they're ma de  de liber­
ately, and they're made politically in this Chamber by members opposite , that the Progres sive 
C onservati ve Party , the Progressive Conservative Party exempted production machinery from 
taxation for reasons that have been given in this Chambe r ,  for reasons that we did not want to 
offend those who may from time to time have supported our cause . or may in the minds of the 
Attorney-General automatically support our party politically. That of course is blatant 
nonsense . The reasons for the exemption were as valid then for this province as they are now 
for this province , and quite aside '\\-hat is being done e l sewhere in the country this constant 
refusal to recognize the unique position that manufacturer s ,  business community face s  in this 
province in attempting to .be competitive , in attempting to expand their facilities in this pro­
vince , you know is a source of amazement because there must be at least a few persi:ms on that 
side of the House that have some understanding of business costs . costs of productions , com­
petitive factor s that our secondary manufacturing industry faces in this province as compared 
to Alberta or to B. C .  or Ontario. Freights - surely if nothing else you've heard the farmers 
cry enough about problems of freight. our freight structure here in this country to know that 
the same applies and is applicable to our entire secondary industry in this province . 

::\lr. Speake r .  the question then is - and that ' s  the point I want to cover - is the inability 
on the part of the government.  the lack of any sensitivity to at least expres s  that concern that 
I have expressed. They need not accept my analysis; they need not say that the line \\hich 
we're saying is dra\\n here . it can and will be harmful; it' s  going to cost job s; it's going to 
slow do\m development , but this in isolation . but this in total with the other measures that you 
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(l\ffi . E li."'NS cont'd. ) . . . . . have taken. Now you can dispute that ,  you can argue that , you 
can say no , " the line isn't there ,  the line is way up there and we haven't reached it yet and we 

intend to reach it. But they don't argue that way , Mr. Speaker. They don't e ven argue that 
way. Mr . Speake r ,  and all that leads me to be lie ve is the truth of my earlier statement that 
they essentially imd basically don't care . You see they put on a show about having a concern 
as the Attorney- General did about will the last business meeting in Manitoba , please close the 
lights .  c So the truth of the matter is they don't give a darim· if they leave , and I don't think they 
even worry if they leave the lights on because the way we're going at our Hydro power develop­
ment right now, you know who worries about economies when we can spend and waste 50 . 6 0 ,  
7 0 .  8 0  million dollars at a crack. So why should anybody worry about turning lights off. 

The other point , l\lr . Speaker , that I wanted to make at this time was how the govern­
ment spends the money. l\lr . Speaker , the government that I was fortunate to be part of 
certainly had to accept the responsibility of from time to time imposing new taxations and tax­
ation measure s on the people of ::\lanitoba. I would suggest to you , 1lr . Speaker,  and I haven't 
heard it from the other members opposite . that the reasons for the progressive government 
th at the Progressi\'e Conser vative Party provided this province O\'er a decade were not for 
raisingtaxes. E s sentially, ::\lr. Speaker . the people of Manitoba scrutinized and saw how their 
monies were being spent. ::\lr. Speaker . the people of Manitoba wanted and accepted thee reve­
nue measures that had to be undertaken to build and bring this school system of Manitoba into 
the 2 0th Century. Now we hear a lot of talk, and a lot of politics are being made now about 
every time the Foundation Program is r aised up five percent from 70 to 75 percent or 60 to 6 5 .  
or 6 5  to  70 percent. ::\lr . Speaker , it was the Conservative government that started the 
Foundation Program that had to get it fr om 0 to 60 to begin with , and money had to be raised 
for that. Mr. Speaker . we hear all kinds of guff from the other side about their social and 
their health programs , ::\lr. Speaker. Let me tell you , Mr. Speake r ,  the hospitals originally 
had to be built in this pro\•ince for any hospital care or any hospital program to operate in this 
province , and those hospitals were built by a Progressive Conservative government. l\lr. 
Speaker , let me tell you the 1Iedicare scheme would not be operating today unless we had the 
ability, the teaching beds available the University of ::\Ianitoba built to the medical staff, the 
medical colleges built to the le\·e l it was . For all of these reasons , 1Ir. Speaker , we raised 
taxations ,  we raised revenue s for the . 

:.m . SPEAKER: Order . please. Would the honourable member address himself to 
Bill 21. 

:.m . ENNS: Mr. Speaker , I believe I 'm cover ing it. ::\lr. Speaker . I 'm referring to the 
fact that people , an enlightened public by and large will e ither accept or reject taxations im­
posed upon them by governments if the people so exposed accept the use to which those taxes 
are put. ::\Ir. Speaker , I obj ect to the use that this government with s ingular exception is by 
and large putting to the increased taxes that they are putting on the people at this time. ::\lr . 
Speaker , I Object particularly in the many minute ways that they are wastirg the taxpayers 
people money at this particular time. 1Ir . Speaker . this is a re venue . this is a tax measure 
designed to raise re venue so that the government can operate how they see fit . :Mr . Speaker.  
I suggest to  you that it ' s  rather ironic that the expenditure of  this kind of  money on an ad­
vertisement, on an advertisement , a tax theme you can pocket. ::\Ir. Speake r .  you know this 
kind of an advertisement in the daily papers ,  you know running - you know there ' s  only one 
thing \\Tong with it of course . It wouldn't be that there 's  a proposed Wolseley by-election 
coming. I suppose the next ad will have a little square on the bottom with mark you X with 
Schroeder or something like that. -- (Interjection)-- You know my brother Ernie Enns is 
running in Wolseley and I suspect he' s  going to be running a difficult . . . 

:.m . SPEAKER: Order , please . Order . please. Ii m reminding the honourable 
member once more , we ' re on Bill 21 and no by-elections. 

l\m , ENNS: ::\lr . Speaker , I 'm suggesting to you . Sir , Bill 2 1  deals with a measure to 

raise re venue for the Province of ::\Ianitoba. The Province of ::\lanitoba is expending its re ve­

nue in this fashion , authorized by the Honourable H .  R .  Pawley , 1linister .  on an ad that must 
cost at least what - fi \'e , siX hundred dollar s ? Five ,  six hundred dollars ? \\'e ll .  l\lr. Speaker,  
we' ve heard this befo�e in the Autopac debate . One of  the reasons why the premiums \\'ere 
going to be lower because there would not have to be any advertising. ::\lr. Speaker . we ' ve 
been bombarded with ad\·ertising e\·er since . Bombarded with it ever since . --(lnterjection)-­

R ight. But does a person pay for that ? The public ever pay for that ? ::\lr. Speaker , I don't 
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(:�m . E NNS cont'd. ) . . . . . want to be diverted by the Honourable :\linister of Municipal 
Affairs \\hose name appears . whose name appears at the bottom of this ad. as 1 suggested it 
will probably be another name next time . Schroeder or something like that , but- ! do want to 
br ing it to your attention , l\lr. Spe aker . that that is \\hat is exercising the people of Manitoba 
when they see their tax money so being spent. 

l\1r . Speaker , \vhen the Honourable :\Iember for Fort R ouge raised the queS:ion in this 
House that the increase in the use of taxicabs has just skyrocketed out of all proportions , out 
of all proportion in the area of the Department Health and \Ve lfare. That is \\hen the pe ople of 
:\lanitoba start getting concerned about how their taxes are being spent. :\lr . Speaker , when 
we see no effort . no effort on the part of the government to in any way contain themselves from 
hiring and ballooning up the civil service -- (Interjection)-- Well ,  :\lr. Speaker . I don't e ven 
want to say that. I'm just saying that in fact as I m id on an ear lier debate , indeed there seems 
to be an apologia from the government that if anything the civil ser vice hasn't grown large 
enough. 

:\lr. Spea,ker , I suggest to you that the manner and the way in which the increased re­
venues are raised by this government is one thing. The manner and way in which they are 
be ing spent is another thing . and that , :\Ir. Speaker , undoubtedly will prove to the Achilles heel 
for this government. 

The Honourable Member for Fort Garry raised probably the most important point in this 
question again about how the tax money is being spent. Do the honourable members now begin 

to realize that their total medicare shift for which they're so justly proud, and their total tax 
shift for which they're spending thousands of dollars to advertise . is going to be wiped down 
the drain by the hasty, ill-thought out bill that we passed in such a rush last session, Bill 3 6 ,  
The Unicity Tax Bill .  :\lr . Speake r ,  fortunate ly this year the city council .  the Unicity C ouncil 

was able to hold the line and there was no appreciable increase in taxes this year. Understand 
me those tax increases announced for Charleswood and St. Jame s  would have to be s o  interpreted 
as be ing fortunate that they held the line . There ' s  only 20 or 30 mill increases this year . Next 
year as the Minister of Finance knows is when the c linch come s .  Next year the clinch come s .  

If anybody thinks in Unicity that this year their taxes ar e  going u p  they have another think 
coming to the m because this Unicity operation has only been going for three month s .  They 
ha\·en't started unifying the police forces:  they haven't started unifying the fire force s ,  they 
haven't started filling in the ditche s in Brooklands and in Charleswood and providing them with 
the same services that the rest of the city has and they now deserve .  They haven't brought in 
Headingley and brought in the same service s that they quite correctly demand. These , l\lr . 

Speaker . are all the things that we told them last year about that bill . the se are the things that 
are going to put on a 25 or 30 million tax bill on the people of this city , and. Mr. Chairman, all 
that come s on top of the measures that the Finance :\linister introduced earlier that brought this 
province into its highest corporate structure , tax structure in this country. All this comes 
along with his Succession Dutie s Tax .  all this comes along with his Gift Tax . all this comes 

along with his personal income tax \\hich he still argue s is by some strange reason lower at 42  

than it was at 39.  --(Interjection)-- :\lr . Speaker , :\Ir. Speaker , let me simply say this .  - ­

(Interjection)-- That they will  convince the mselves of the righteousness of  their cause , the 
people of :\Ianitoba will see the fruit of their workings and they will make their decision in due 
cour se . 

:.m . SPEAKER: The Honour able :\lember for St. Vital. 
:.m . WALDING: :\lr . Speaker , I thank the Honourable Member for Lakes ide for his fine 

analysis of the government' s  present position. I am sure that he would welcome a similar 
analysis from this side as to the Opposition's  present position on this tax bill. Now I note from 
Vote s and Proceedings that we' \'e been debating this bill for just about two weeks, and there 
have been suggestions from this side of the House , and also from the Pre s s ,  that the Oppo­
sition is involved in some form of filibuster on this. And the :\lember for Fort Garry told us 
very virtuously that this was not so, that in fact it was the duty of  the Opposition to subject e very 
bill , particularly the more controver sial ones . to a very c lose and keen scrutiny. That hope­
fully they could prevail upon the government to make some changes to bring about some re lax­
ation in its position , and that hopefully it' s  the position of the Opposition to present a reasonable 

alternative , some other platfor m that they hope can take the place of the government ' s  pos ition. 
While I am inc lined to agree with the :\lember for Fort Garry that this is the function of the 
Oppo sition and they are justified in taking all this time in subjecting Bill 2 1  to the c lose scrutiny 
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(l\ffi. WALDING cont'd. ) . . . . . that they have done . And I tell them to take all the time 
that they wish on this , take all the time in the world because they need that time. 

And just to put the present situation into perspective, Mr. Speaker , let us look back for 
the previous three sessions and note the effectiveness of the Opposition in those three sessions .  
and we find that in 1969 the first major program that the government brought in  was its me di­
care shift and to pay for it it necessitate d an increase in both personal and corporate income 
taxes.  At that time the Opposition mounted a very bitter and prolonged attack on those tax 

increases and that was an effective Opposition at that time , Mr. Speaker. They made a lot of 
noise and they put the point across to the public but their position was essentially a negative 
position opposed to something positive that the government was bringing forward. 

And in the following session of 197 0  when the government brought in its second major 
policy position that of Autopac , the Opposition mounted an even more prolonged and even more 
bitter campaign against that and that time they were effective too with the help of the insurance 
companies and the insurance agents .  and I 'm told something like half a million dollars that was 
donated by the insurance industry, they practically brought the government dO\m. But again 
they were effective in a negative manner when they were opposing a progressive and forward­
looking government measure . 

In the follo"-ing year in 1971 .  which has been mentioned by the last speaker,  the govern­
ment brought in its third major progressive measure the Unicity Bill and again the Opposition 
was effective in its opposition to that and they debated for a great length , and again they were 
effective in that they were a negative force when the government brought forward a progres sive 
and forward- looking measure. 

Now we come to this session in 1972 which is readily admitte d to be the year before the 
next pro\·incial election. When this go\'ernment had been told that it was moving too quickly , 
that it should slow dov.n for the 72 session , that it should force and consolidate its gains and 
really not make any major moves in this session. And this was readily admitted; the Oppo­
sition had prior knowledge of this .  And I suggest ,  �Ir. Speaker . that this ga�·e the Opposition 
a golden opportunity to come forward with its 0\\TI platform, to bring forward its O"-n principle s ,  
and t o  show th e  people of �Ianitoba that it was indeed a viable alternative t o  this government. 
And this is indeed what was expected by the members on this side . But they didn't come through 
with that policy decision , �Ir . Speake r ,  they blew it. They produced no new statements of pol­
icy .  no new platform. The only minor things that they have come up with is the �!ember for 
�!orris who says that maybe we should tax hot air . and the :Member for Fort Garry who says 
that we should not pay for the R oyal Canadian �lounted Police until he found out that it would 
cost twice as much otherwise , and that's  all we've heard,  except the usual - the perennial 
bleat from the Leader of the Opposition who tells us that somehow they would trim the fat from 
government expenditures. And the voters of Manitoba can justifiably be cynical when they hear 
that, �lr. Speaker , because in the ten years that they were in opposition , they were not able to 
do it and in fact, no other government in this country was able to do it. .They have come up with 
absolutely no tax proposals at all and I suggest, �Ir . Speaker , that the ir perfor mance in this 
se ssion so far has been totally ineffective . 

The lack of thrust from the opposition benches has been characterized by widespread and­
consistent nitpicking. We have heard the �!ember for Fort R ouge stand up in righteous indig­
nation and ask the government why persons of lower status should be allowed to ride in taxicabs. 
Other members of the opposition have wanted to know about some buses that this province is 
building and providing jobs for �lanitobans. The new Hydro critic from the Conservative back­
bench, the �!ember for Pembina who stands up and tells us that he doesn't know anything about 
Hydro but he knows all about $2 million Indians .  And the �!e mber for Roblin stands up and tell 
us that this tax is going to hit the businessmen - the small businessmen of �Ianitoba. And his 
colleague , just behind him from Sturgeon Creek stands up and says "Oh that ' s  not true - it's all 
going to be passed on to the consume r .  it' s  the man in the street that's  going to pay this tax. " 
I suggest that they get together with the ::-.Iember for Birtle-Russell because he doesn't agree 
with either of the m. He's against all taxes .  At least he has no trouble in being consistent on 
this. I \\·ould just like to hear him at the next election "'hen he goes round to his constituents 
and tells them that he' s against all taxation and that they'd better pay for their o"'n roads and 
their ov.n drainage and their O\\n medical ser vice s and their O"-TI hospitals . because the govern­
ment's not going to pay for it any more. 

So . ::-.Ir. Speake r ,  I ' m  suggesting that the opposition has blov.n whatever chance it's had 
so far and that if it has a new policy ,  an alternative to put before the voters of �lanitoba . that 
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(1\ffi ,  WAI,.DING cont' d . ) . . . . . now is the time to bring it forward , to forget all this long­

winded prattle that it' s  been indulging in for the last two years and put something before the 

people that they can really compare with . But if they h aven't,  and if they agree \\ith me that 

the only time that they can be effective is when they are in oppos ition to something , and that 

the more negati ve they can be ,  the more effective they can be , then I suggest they take all the 

time in the world , bec ause they need it , as time is r apidly running out for them. 

. . . . . continued on next page 
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MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member from Morris. 

MR . JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, I am prompted to rise by two people who. spoke this 
afternoon on the government side -- the Attorney-General who, Sir, is a compulsive speaker. 

The Attorney-General has to inflict his views upon all and sundry on every conceivable subject 
that is raised in this House, and I am sure much to the dismay of his colleagues, because one 
just had to watch honourable gentlemen opposite behind the Attorney-General when he was 
speaking to get the impression that they were wishing that once in his life that he would shut up 

and sit down. 
The Minister of Finance, the Minister of Finance was doing reasonably well in defending 

a rather indefensible matter bE;�fore this house and I give him credit for the patience that he has 
exhibited in listening to gentlemen on this side of the House in their efforts to point out to him 
the error of his ways. All that list of credits that he had built up as was pointed out by the 

· Member for Lakeside, was destroyed by the Attorney-General who offered a rather ridiculous 
defense, and I won't deal with it because my colleague the Member for Lakeside, handled it 
very well and I think nothing more needs to be said about that. But it's a characteristic of 
the Attorney-General who suffers from a very bad case of foot and mouth disease, and seems 
to be incapable of allowing his colleagues to carry on a debate in which they are doing reason­
ably well. He doesn't seem to be satisfied unless he has destroyed all the creditability of the 
government with his rather asinine arguments. But as if that wasn't enough, the Member for 

St. Vital whose contributions to this Chamber have bordered on the ridiculous, the kind of con­
tribution that is always interesting to listen to because he continues to drag up these old social­
ist arguments, these dogmas and characteristic of socialists when their initial direction gets 
them into difficulty, they have the answer to that, and that is to move further in the same 
direction, like curing a dose of strychnine poisoning by doubling the dose, th8.t is the essence 
of the arguments that's presented by the Member for St. Vital. 

One of the reasons the Member for St. Vital mentioned a filibuster, Sir, he doesn't know 
what a filibuster is. He has never seen one. Well now there is the Member for Thompson, 
saying that this still is a filibuster. Sir, I will give a definition of a filibuster. I will give a 
definition of a filibuster. That is the sort of thing that the former Minister of Highways, now 
the Member for Thompson, indulged in in presenting his estimates to the House last year. 
That sir, was a filibuster. It had no point other than to take up the time of the House to pre­
vent other people from speaking. That's a filibuster. 

Sir, the contributions that have been made on this s ide of the House by members all were 
directed to draw to the attention of the government one salient factor, and that is the increase 

in the cost of living that Manitobans are going to be subjected to as a result of the imposition of 
this tax. These people across the way, Sir, are continuously trying to fool the people into 
thinking that they're soaking the rich, and that the little fellow is going to be left unscathed, 
that he is not going to be affected by these tactics. Sir, during the Budget Debate I read into 
the record a letter from a pensioner in Middlebro, the south-eastern part of this province. 
The Minister of Finance asked me to table the letter so he was able to read it. And in that 
letter this gentleman, who is typical, who is typical of all Manitobans, indicated how the cost 
of living, how his costs had been increasing s ince this government came to power. Increasing 
as a result of the so-called tax shifts, as a result of the so-called decreases in taxes, as a 
result of all the beneficial things that all my honourable friends opposite are saying they are 

doiDg in order to help the little fellow. Well, Sir, what they are doing is making it more and 
more difficult for him to survive. What they are doing is making it more and more difficult 
for the businessmen to survive in an economic climate that lends itself to big government, big 
business, big union, and big everything else. That, Sir, is the result of the kind of things that 
honourable gentlemen opposite are doing. 

Now the Member for St. Vital mentioned three important policy directions that this gov­
ernment undertook and criticised us because we had opposed them. I wonder what he thinks an 
Opposition is on this side of the House for. He doesn't even understand the prime function of 
the Legislature, and I would suggest to him that maybe he go to a lecture and listen to one -­
as a matter of fact, I am speaking at a school in Altona on Thursday and I would invite him to 
listen to it. I invite him to listen to it; maybe then he will learn the real purpose of the 
Legislature existing. He seems to think • . 

MR . SPEAKER: Order. 
MR . JORGENSON: He seems to think, Sir, that the purpose of the Legislature and the 
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(MB . JORG ENSON cont'd) . . . . . purpose of the Oppos ition, is to stand up and cheer the 
government, and that if we don't cheer loud enough and if we don't cheer loud enough, then 
somehow or other the economy is going to be adversely affected. -- (Interjection) -- Yes and 
I knew he'd respond. The Member for Inkster said you are us ing my speech Warner, and 
that ' s  precisely what I'm doing. I was waiting for that kind of a response because that' s  what 
the Member for Inkster said when he was on this s ide of the House. -- (Interjection) -- Yes, 
that's  right. I know all about it, I read the speech. Now you s ee, my honourable friend, the 
Member for St. Vital should be reading the M ember for Inkster ' s  speeches because although 
I disagree with the Member for Inkster on many issues there is one thing I will say for him, 
he knows the function of this place. He knows the reason why we the Opposition are here, and 
that duty, not only the responsibility but the duty that they have in opposing, in drawing to the 
attention of the public matters that they should have their attention drawn to. 

The Minister of F inance s eemed to be in an unseemly hurry to get this legislation through 
and one reason for that, Sir, is because the public were not informed of the implications of 
this tax. They are now, Sir, and that is one of the functions of an Oppos ition. But the Member 
for St. Vital, the Member for St. Vital talked about the Medicare shift and went on to say how 
this has s aved the people of this province such a considerable amount of money in their Medi­
care premiums. Well the people are still paying for it, they are paying for it in increased 
costs and I asked the Attorney-General this afternoon a question that I thought was very pert­
inent, and I too would l ike him to undertake, or have the Consumers Bureau undertake, a sur­
vey of increases in the prices of consumer goods as a r esult of the imposition of this tax, and 
he will find, he will find that rather than saving the ordinary taxpayer money, that their costs 
are going to be increased as a result of the impos ition of this tax and that, Sir, is the point 
that we have been trying to make. It hasn't got through to the Member for St. Vital because 
he' s all wrapped up in his idealogy, and his philosophy, and wouldn't choose to believe any­
thing if it were pointed out to him in black and white, He has his mind made up and he doesn't 
want to be confused with the facts.  

Then he talked about the -- he said the second major policy shift of this government that 
was of such tremendous importance was the automobile insurance program, and I ask him has 
that saved the taxilayers any money ? Well it certainly hasn't saved the automobile drivers of 
this country any money. Well my honourable friends opposite said, "Ask them". "Ask them ", 
they say. Well I have been talking to a number of people in my constituency, and I have my 
own insurance policy. I'm paying more for less, for less coverage. Paying more money for 
less coverage today. This major instrument of the government, the major instrument of the 
government at least stated by the Member for St. Vital does not mean anything to the average 
motorist. The average motorist is paying more money, and particularly from the rural areas. 
Paying more money for automobile insurance premiums and getting less coverage, and that, 
Sir, -- (Interjection) -- You know the Minister of Municipal Affairs is going to have an oppor­
tunity to reply when I'm through. I invite him, I invite him to get up and defend that which is 
indefensible. 

Then the third major policy that the Member f� St. V ital po inted out to this House that 
he thought was such a major piece of money saving equipment for the people of Manitoba, is 
going to result in increased .taxes to the people of Winnipeg. It doesn't m atter which direction 
this government moves, the end result is always increased cost to the taxpayer and to the 
residents of the people of Manitoba. That, Sir, is the inevitable result of the philosophy of 
these people. It' s  inevitable. And it doesn't matter how they attempt to define it; it doesn't 
matter how they attempt to twist it, the fact i s ,  the fact is, Sir, that socialism and this govern­
ment reap higher costs, higher costs, greater expenses for the taxpayer, less take home pay, 
and less freedom. 

Now then, I want to deal for a moment also with that newspaper advertis ing that appeared 
in the newspaper. Sir, that is not, that is just not something that is reprehensible. Sir, 
talk about wasting the taxpayer 's money; it's worse than that. It' s  wors e  than that, because 
the implications are even greater. This government pas s ed  a bill restricting the spending of 
money during an election campaign. This, Sir, is nothing more than a deliberate attempt to 
by-pass that knowing full well that a by-election is going to be called and that they're going to 
get in free advertising at the expense of the taxpayer. Sir, that is not only a waste of taxpayer s '  
money, that is a reprehensible practice on the part of the government i n  an effort .to u s e  the 
taxpayers '  dollar� to cover their advertising. 
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(MR. JORGENSON cont'd) 
Sir, when the government have to pay for advertising like this in order to tell people 

something that is compulsory, or will be compulsory when it's passed, then it goes beyond the 
bounds of reason. -- (ll:lterjection) -- Well here is the Member for Thompson, here is the . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order. 
MR. JORGENSON: Here, Sir, is the Member for Thompson who sets such high moral 

standards for everybody but himself. When the Member for Thompson's moral standards 
starts reaching the level of his expatiations and the- expatiations of others then I'll start listen­
ing to him. He is great setting moral standards for everybody else and conduct for everybody 
else. I only wish that his own performance could match that which he tries to set for every­
body else. Now, Sir, . ; • 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. The Honourable Attorney-General on ·a point of order . 
MR. MACKLING: Yes, Mr. Speaker. I think it's a recognized fact that we're dealing 

with Bill 21. · If  the honourable member yields to discus sion of other matters other than Bill 
21 I think it is a point of order that he return to the subject matter of this debate. 

MR. SP EAKER: Order, please. Order, please. ORDER ! I've been trying to maintain 
order. I've suggested this particular fact to both sides of the House, but I am in the hands of 
the House. The Honourable Member for Morris. 

MR. JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, I apologize for allowing myself to be diverted by the 
comments from the Member for Thompson. I was attempting to deal with the subject matter 
of the bill that is now before us and I only want to conclude my remarks, Sir, by saying that 
the substance of our criticism on this s ide of the House has been well documented. We believe 
that it will not achieve what the government maintains it will achieve, that indeed it will result 
in increased costs to the people of this province, and instead of attempting to create the im­
pression that they are soaking the rich for the benefit of the poor, what they are doing in effect 
is making it more difficult for those who are at or near the poverty line by the increasing of 
cost to those people. 

Sir, it's typical of honourable gentlemen oppos ite that they try to convince people that by 
soaking the manufacturers in this country that they do not affect the working people or the 
people who are living at the poverty line. We know better ; they should know bett er and they 
should stop trying to fool the people of this province with that kind of nonsense. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Municipal Affairs.  
MR .  PAWLEY: Would the honourable member who just completed his remarks permit 

a question ? In the cours e of the honourable member's remarks he indicated that he was now 
paying more for less coverage. Would the honourable member be prepared to submit his 
policy to the scrutiny of myself? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris. 
MR. JORGENSON: . . .  asked me to answer the question and now we get that goon 

squad in the back row coming to the defence of the awkward squad in the front row. The 
Minister of Municipal Affairs asked me if I would be prepared to submit my insurance (Dlicy. 
Sir, I submitted my insurance to the government once and I got stung; I don't want to do that 
again. I'll wind up by paying more money when he gets through with it becaus e I know what he 
thinks of me and I know what he'd like to do to me. No, Sir. 

MR� SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Municipal Affairs. 
MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, I would just like to make a few comments arising out of 

those that we've just heard from the-Honourable Member for Morris. I'm indeed -- and I 
would just l ike to make one comment -- indeed very disappointed in the Honourable Member 
for Morris because he and his friends often participate in this frequent repeated claim that 
when it comes to insurance that they are paying more for less coverage. His reaction is so 
typical, so typical of so many like hirii that refuse to permit a proper evaluation. -

However, I would like to simply deal with another area that the Honourable Member for 
Morris dealt with in the course of his argument. He dealt at considerable length at what he 
suggested was undue spending on the part of this government and made particular reference to 
an advertisement which ran in the . . . 

MR .  SPEAKER : Order; please. I'm again going to appeal to all members that we stay 
with Bill 21. I'm not referring to what was said by anyone else before. The rules are cogent 
enough that we stay within the rules. Bill 21 is the message before us . The Honourable 
Minister of Municipal Affairs. 
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MR. PAWLEY: No -- I'm prepared to let the matter go to a vote, Mr. Speaker. I 
wanted to deal with the questions raised by the honourable member but if I'm not able to do so 
then . . .  

MR .  SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 
MR. FROESE: Mr. Speaker, before we allow this bill to go to a final vote I would like to 

make a few comments myself before it becomes law. 
Bill 21 is a bill to amend The Revenue Tax Act, The Tobacco Tax Act and The 

Amusements Act, and many things have been said over the last week and better than a week as 
to the various implications that it will have and the arguments have gone forth as to what it 
w ill do, what it may do in respect to development in this province and to what extent it might 
curtail activities both in the private and the public sector, although I imagine as far as the 
public sector is concerned this has been already established by government in its program 
that they have outlined for this session or for this year. But when you take a look at the 
private and public investment in "Canada Outlook" for 1972 which is put out by the Department 
of Industry, Trade and Commerce and the Honourable Jean Luc Pepin, Minister of Industry 
and Trade and Commerce at Ottawa and look at the investment tables for the Province of 
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and B. C. you find something that is quite interesting. For 
instance, the capital expenditures for machine equipment . . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. I wonder if the honourable gentleman, too, would 
address himself a little more closely to Bill 21.  

MR . FROESE: Well I'm talking of the Bill 21.  Naturally this is  the tax that we will be 
imposing on equipment and therefore when we look at the outlook as to 1972 as what is to 
happen I think we already have a reflection in this Outlook that Manitoba isn't doing so well. 
In fact when you look at Manitoba, the amount spent on capital machine and equipment for 
1970 was 81. 4 m illion, Saskatchewan 130. 3 million, Alberta 227 million and B. C. 179 million, 
we are way way low behind the others. Even Saskatchewan is almost double that of Manitoba 
for 1970. But then take the figure for 1972 and it is quoted here for Manitoba as 90. 7 million; 
for Saskatchewan 167 million; Alberta 260 million and B. C. 185. 6 million. Again way below 
Saskatchewan. And how come when Saskatchewan's population is more along the line of ours 
that we should be tl:e.t far behind ? 

Take construction. Construction is also listed in the same manual, We find that as far 
as construction is concerned -- and I can give you the 1970 figures -- 71 and 72 are the 
figures that are quoted in here. For Manitoba the 1970 figure was 66 million; for Saskatchewan 
77.  3; Alberta 462 million, and B. C. 294 million. We're way down the ladder again. And if I 
give you the 72 figures which is the contemplated expenditure for this year in construction, it 
says Manitoba 55, 1 million. It's down 11 million from 1970, Saskatchewan 71.  6 million; 
Alberta 455 million. Their population is about twice ours yet they have about nine times the 
amount of capital going into construction in Alberta than what we get in Manitoba. A 900 per­
cent increase over Manitoba' s .  B. C. ' s  is 353. 9 m illion. This is construction. Then we take 
a look at capital and repair expenditures, which is the combined figure and we will be taxing 
capital and here I can give you the . . 

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. The hour being 5:30, I'm leaving the Chair to return 
at 8:00 o'clock. 




