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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA 
10:00 o'clock, Friday, May 3 1, 1974 

Opening Prayer by Mr. Speaker. 

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS 

4149 

MR. SPEAKER: Before we proceed I should like to direct the attention of the honourable 
members to the gallery where we have 26 students of Grade 6 standing of the Bannatyne Ele
mentary School. These students are under the direction of Mrs. Martin. This school is 
located in the Constituency of the Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek. 

And we have 85 students of Grade 4 standing of the Donwood School. These students are 
under the direction of Mrs. Slocomb, Mrs. McKenzie and Miss Neufeld. This school is lo
cated in the constituency of the Honourable Member for Rossmere, the First Minister. 

On behalf of all the honourable members of the Legislative Assembly I welcome you 
here today. 

Presenting Petitions; Reading and Receiving Petitions; Presenting Reports by Standing 

and Special Committees. The Honourable Member for St. Vital. 

REPORT OF STANDING COMMIT TEE 

MR. D. JAMES WALDING (St. Vital): Mr. Speaker, I beg to present the fourth report 
of the Standing Committee of Law Amendments. 

MR. CLERK: Your Committee met on May 30, 1974, and heard representations with 

respect to the Bills referred as follows: 
Bill No. 72 - An Act to amend the Clean Environment Act. 

Mr. David Weiss, 
Professor Cass Booy. 

Bill No. 55 - The Centennial Projects Tax Status Act. 
Mr. Frank Meighen, Q. C. 

Your Committee has considered Bills: 
Bill No. 7 - An Act to amend The Civil Service Act. 

Bill No. 55 - The Centennial Projects Tax Status Act. 
And has agreed to report the same with certain amendments. 

Your Committee recommends that the Report Stage on Bill No. 7 - An Act to amend 
The Civil Service Act, be not taken into consideration until such time as the Bill has been re

printed to include all amendments approved by this Committee. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St. Vital. 
MR. WALDING: Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Honourable Member for Gimli, 

that the report of the committee be received. 
MOTION presented and carried. 
MR. SPEAKER: Ministerial Statements; Tabling of Reports. The Honourable House 

Leader. 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT 

HON. SIDNEY GREEN, Q. C. (Minister of Mines, Resources and Environmental 
Management) (Inkster): Mr. Speaker, I'm suggesting unless there is serious objection that 
we have sittings of the House tomorrow in the morning and in the afternoon but not in the 
evening. 

MR. SPEAKER: Is it agreed? (Agreed) The Honourable Member for Morris. 
MR. WARNER H. JORGENSON (Morris): Mr. Speaker, I don't rise to object to sitting 

tomorrow. There is just one problem that we thought we had on this side, had resolved that 
if the House did not sit tomorrow. In Law Amendments last night I asked that a reprinting be 
done of Bill No. 7. We would like to have that before us before we proceed in discussion in 
the report stage of that particular bill. 

A MEMBER: We won't proceed with it tomorrow. 
MR. JORGENSON: And if we can have the assurance that it will not be proceeded with 

tomorrow that will at least give us the weekend to prepare some amendments to that bill, and 
if the bill can be reprinted and distributed at the earliest opportunity, it'll be of some con
siderable help to us. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Labour. 
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HON. RUSSE LL PAULLEY (Minister of Labour) (Transcona) : If I may, Mr. Chairman, 
I confirm what the Honourable Member for Morris said, and it was agreed at the committee 

meeting last night. The whole report from the committee was not read, if you noted this 
morning, but in the report there is reference: "Your Committee recommends that the Report 

Stage of Bill No. 7, an Act to amend The Civil Service Act, be not taken into consideration 
until such time as the bill has been reprinted to include all amendments approved by this 

Committee." So the intention is there, and we're going to expedite as much as possible the 
reprinting of the bill so that we'll have it before us at an early date. 

MR. SPEAKER: While we are being so amenable the Chair would like to indicate that I 
do have a conference to attend and I beg the indulgence of the House to co-operate with the 

Deputy Speaker that will be in the Chair this afternoon and tomorrow. Notices of Motion; 

Introduction of Bills. The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

HON. LEONARD S. EVANS (Minister of Industry and Commerce) (Brandon East) intro
duced Bill No, 74, The Manitoba Trading Corporation Act (Recommended by His Honour the 
Lieutenant-Governor). 

MR. SPEAKER: Questions. The Honourable Member for Lakeside. 

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD 

MR. HARRY J. ENNS (Lakeside) : Well, Mr. Speaker, I direct a question to the Minister 

responsible for T ransportation. I believe the Minister of Indus try and Commerce has that 

responsibility. My question is, in view of a statement made yesterday by Dr. Bandeen, 
President of the CN Railway, that the CNR is contemplating the purchase of a large number of 

new passenger cars, has the minister made representation to either the CNR or the Federal 

Minister of Transport pointing out that if the CNR can afford the purchase of considerably new 

passenger cars, that perhaps it was also possible to purchase and build some new grain carry

ing cars. --(Interj ection)--

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce. 
MR. EVANS: Well, Mr. Speaker, I'm pleased to inform members of the House that 

this matter was brought up at meetings over two months ago in Ottawa, and also I had the 
pleasure of discussing the matter with the then retiring Chairman of the Canadian National 
Railways, Mr, Norman McMillan, and we had the pleasure of discussing the matter again 

yesterday afternoon in the Premier's office. This is a matter that we are actively pursuing. 

We think Winnipeg is a natural transportation equipment manufacturing centre, and it's one 
we are pursuing very actively. 

MR. E NNS: A Supplementary question, Mr. Speaker, to the same Minister. I wonder 

if the Minister could indicate that he is pursuing with the same vigour, discussions of the 

same nature with the other major railroad, namely the CPR ? 

MR. EVANS: E verything in time, Mr. Speaker. I should add that we have the whole 
question of the manufacture of railway equipment. There' s a matter of discussions with other 
companies as well that may be interested in this, what is essentially a steel fabricating type 
of business. But we have had discussions with other companies as well. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside. 
MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, my question is directed to the Honourable, the Minister of 

Agriculture. I wonder, Mr. Speaker, whether the Minister can indicate in view of the an
nouncement made yesterday by the Canada Grains Council that it's their intention to have the 
Metric Conversion Committee introduce a system of metric measurements by February 1st, 
1977. Could the Minister indicate what, if any, steps his department is taking to assist farm
ers in making this conversion on Manitoba farms ? 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture. 
HON. SAMUE L USKIW (Minister of Agriculture) ( Lac du Bonnet) : Mr. Speaker, as I 

recall it, I believe there has been some introduction of the subject matter by the staff of my 
department to various groups. I'm not sure if we've had workshops on it. I believe we have 

had, but this is speaking from memory, Mr. Speaker. I'll check more fully for the benefit of 

my honourable friend. 
MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. The Honourable House Leader. 
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ORDERS OF T HE DAY - GOVERNME NT BILLS 

MR. GREEN: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I wonder if we can now proceed to Bill No. 82, on 
Page 2 of the Order Paper. 

MR. SPEAKER: Bill No. 82. The Honourable Minister of Mines and Resources. 

BILL NO. 82 

MR. GRE E N  presented Bill No. 82, The Principal Minerals Royalty Act, for second 
reading. 

MOTION presented. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister. 

MR. GRE EN: Mr. Speaker, on March 2 1, 1974, I announced in this House a statement 
of mineral policy which the Province of Manitoba intended to pursue and to implement. As 
part of that statement I referred to taxation, and I'm going to repeat the measures on taxation 
just to bring into perspective the various actions that the government has embarked on since 

that date. 

One, the existing level of royalties and taxes charged to existing operations will probably 

remain relatively unchanged. It is understood that such royalties and taxes are reasonably 

competitive with those in existence in other parts of Canada. They were based on rates that 
presumably could reasonably be expected to have been one manner for the people of Manitoba 
to receive some share of the wealth generated from the mineral resources. It is intended to 
provide greater flexibility in establishing new royalty rates by following our own practice with 

regard to oil royalties, the practice of Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia, which 

permits royalty rates to be altered from time to time by the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council. 

This will also enable the government to adjust existing royalties to realize additional revenues 
in the event that new forms of taxation hereinafter referred to cannot be expeditiously imple
mented. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, you will note that there has been some modification of the govern

ment• s position with respect to establishing royalty rates by the order of the Lieu tenant
Governor-in-Council, which is the practice which is used in some other jurisdictions. When 

that particular indication was made, Mr. Speaker, it was contemplated that we were going to 
be in a very difficult position with regard to the implementation of a new form of taxation, that 
is, the tax which was intended to achieve additional revenues on the economic rents which 

were being realized by the companies concerned rather than by the return on the investment, 

and that was a major consideration in suggesting that we would make the royalty rates flexible� 

because if we were unable to implement the new tax with the dispatch which we desired to do, 
we had no intention of foregoing the revenue possibilities in the meantime, and therefore we 
felt that since the mining companies should be making a greater contribution through taxation, 
that we did not want to lose that possible revenue by having no possibility of dealing with 
royalties during the interim. And that• s one of the reasons that the suggestion was made that 

these things would be modified through the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council. 
Now, Mr. Speaker, since that time, it became quite apparent to us that despite the fact 

that we could put into law the principle of a new form of taxation in terms of realizing the eco
nomic rent, it also became more and more apparent that we would not be able to implement 
that law in time for dealing with the 1973-74 fiscal taxation year. On that basis, Mr. Speaker, 
and the government had no desire, it is not a position that we want to be in the position to tax 

by Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council generally, although, Mr. Speaker, I'm not ruling that out 

with regard to royalty taxes. But if the issue does not arise, it is not one that we would want 

to be oonfronting either the members of the Opposition or the people involved in the industry 
with, and for that reason we said okay, that we know that we are going to not be able to imple

ment the tax on economic rent this year, therefore let us adjust the existing royalty by an 
amount, put it into the statute, and make it adjustable downwards when the new royalty tax 

comes in. And on that basis the Minister of Finance, Mr. Speaker, brought in legislation 

which adjusted the royalty rate to 23 percent, fixed in the Statute - that is, the upward limit 

fixed in the Statute - so that the amount of money that was contemplated to be realized could 
be done through a tax rate which was in the statute and fixed, and need not be adjusted by the 

Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council. So rather than the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council having 
moved it to 23 percent, the Legislature is being asked to approve a piece of legislation that 
would have that effect. 
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( MR. GRE EN cont'd) 

We still, however, Mr. Speaker, in order to implement the policy, required the flexi

bility to bring that royalty tax down when it is to be substituted for by the tax which we hoped, 
and still are of the opinion, can capture economic rent. So the policy statement to that extent, 
Mr. Speaker, is being implemented in its entirety. The manner in which it is intended that it 

will operate, is that when the incremental royalty tax becomes operative, then the additional 

revenues that are being contemplated to be achieved by the raise from 15 to 23 percent, will 

be achieved by the incremental royalty, and the 23 percent then would be reduced to 15 percent 
so that the statement in the mineral policy statement that the existing level of royalties will re
main relatively unchanged, will be carried out in accordance with its intentions. So that is the 
first level of taxation, Mr. Speaker, and that was the royalty tax. The intention when the en

tire policy statement is implemented, is that that royalty tax will be, inasmuch as intention 

can ever be, a statement as to future position which can change, but our policy as of now is 

that it will be 15 percent and that the incremental royalty will make up the additional revenues 
that are being sought. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I wish to indicate that things have changed since we issued the policy 
statement; that royalties have gone up in the Province of Ontario; royalties have changed in the 

Province of British Columbia. The Manitoba Government is of the opinion that it can best 

achieve additional revenues, not by affecting the basic royalty, but by affecting what we think 

are gains made through the improvement in economic rent rather than a tax on royalties as a 
flat income tax which is what has been the procedure up until now. 

Now the second item of taxation, Mr. Speaker, was �follows: A new tax will be intro
duced with the specific intention of providing the people of Manitoba with a fair share of the 

economic rent accruing to our resources resulting from their scarcity and enhanced value and 

not resulting from an increased cost of production. Recent events have made it quite clear 

that prices in many commodities, and in particular natural resources, have risen without re
lation to their cost of production. This phenomena has resulted in returns to the private de
velopers of such resources far beyond the kind of return which was contemplated by the origi

nal investment. In such cases, the returns become the reward, not of enterprise or initiative, 
but merely the fact that they were developing the resource at a particular moment in time. 
The Government of Manitoba is of the opinion that the real owners of the resource, mainly the 

people of the province, are entitled to a realistic share of these unpredicted enhanced value of 
their resources. To this end, the Government of Manitoba intends to introduce a tax related 
to price increases in the basic products presently being exploited by our mineral resource in
dustries. This new tax will be calculated to permit the people of Manitoba to obtain a percent

age of any price increase beyond basic levels to be established. The basic levels will be 
established in such a way as to be fairly certain that a reasonable return on original invest
ment capital will be protected. Beyond such reasonable return on original investment, which 
the government regards as a fair entitlement of any investment, the people of Manitoba will 

share the benefits of price increases. The base prices referred to and the percentage of re
turn to the people will be established in due course. In order to insure that the imposition of 

this new tax will not result in companies ignoring or abandoning lower ore grades, it is intend

ed that the tax will be modified in such a way as not to apply where ore grades would not eco

nomically justify their exploitation in the absence of such modification. It is also intended that 
this public benefit from increased prices will be levied in such a way that rising costs of pro
duction will be taken into account. 

That was the statement of policy, Mr. Speaker, that was made, and I have now tabled 
and moved for second reading that piece of legislation which is intended to implement that 

particular policy. 
Now, Mr. Speaker, in making thi s  statement, I want to now, because I think it will be 

helpful, distinguish between what the Province of Manitoba is doing and what the Province of 
Ontario is doing, and to those people who are involved in the business world I say, in all 

attempted objectivity that what we are doing is far more sensible than what is being done in 
the Province of Ontario. The Province of Ontario is imposing a graduated tax on the income 

levels of mining companies, and I believe that the graduated tax starts after a certain number 

of millions of dollars - I don't remember which - but let's take the figure of 2 0  million as 

being an example: that up to $20 million the tax is X percent; beyond $20 million the tax is 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) . . . . .  2X percent - and I've used hypothetical figures. Now anybody 
who has been involved in business would realize that that is a completely unrealistic situation. 

I have to say this despite the fact that it' s a neighbouring province. I have to put it to honour
able gentlemen that somebody who has got $200 million invested in a mine and makes $20 mil
lion, is making far less money than somebody who's got $5 million invested in a mine and 

makes $10 million. 
Now is that not plain as the nose on all of our faces, particularly my own? The fact is 

that it is completely unrealistic to suggest that there can be an absolute tax level on a realized 

profit of a corporation in the same way as there is a graduated tax as between different citizens 
in society, which is what the Government of Ontario is doing - or at least has indicated. In our 

situation we are trying- and, Mr. Speaker, I would indicate that we believe that we have come 
forward with a very good principle in legislation; we know that that principle is difficult on 

implementation, but we say, Mr. Speaker, that the results of that type of legislation that we 
are pursuing would be so beneficial as to make us want to attack those difficulties, because our 
intention, Mr. Speaker, is to proceed on the basis that an investor is entitled to a reasonably 
fair return on his investment, and if that return happens to be 8 percent or 10 percent or 15 
percent, we are at this moment not dealing with it in those terms. But let us assume that it 

could be agreed that what you should get in the mining industry is 13 percent. What we are 

saying is that once it is established that that is the return and somebody then gets 20 percent, 
the return from 13 to 20 is not a return on investment or on capital, it is really a return on 

economic rent, or the scarcity of the resource, or the fact that the person happens to have bid 

on that resource in a period when it was less scarce and therefore is getting the advantage of 
having his commodity sell at the price that is required to produce the last commodity found. 
And on that return the public is entitled, as the owners of the resource, to get a return and 

it' s that next 7 percent that we are trying to deal with. 
Now I would submit, Mr. Speaker, that that is a much fairer system of taxation than 

anything that has been brought forward to this date, and therefore if honourable members see 

problems vis-a-vis the specific legislation that we are bringing forth, I would welcome the 
fact that they would point out these problems. I would realize that we are not in a perfect sit

uation in this particular legislation, as in many others, Mr. Speaker. I cannot say that we 

looked at another province and found out what to do, or we looked at another country. To my 

knowledge, and of course I could be wrong, but to my knowledge, Mr. Speaker, the Manitoba 

Government is pioneering a form of legislation which in my view has the greatest hope of 
realizing that balance as between investment capital, a return for investment, return for 

ownership, than has thus far been presented anywhere, Mr. Speaker, that I am aware of. And 
I submit, Mr. Speaker, that that is a challenge which is worthy of the members of this Legis
lature to face and apply themselves to, because if that is not done, Mr. Speaker, I am going to 

suggest to you that whether it is a New Democratic Government or a Liberal Government or a 

Conservative Government, that there is always going to be a fight and that you will get, Mr. 
Speaker, much less sophisticated and much less equitable forms of legislation to try to deter
mine who should be the owners of that resource; that Mr. Lougheed, a Conservative Premier, 
introduced the most revolutionary changes in direct increases in oil royalties, and he did so, 

Mr. Speaker, completely without expectation from the industry. The Province of Ontario has 

done the same thing. And I am suggesting to you that what we are doing here is a new approach 

which is designed to deal in an equitable way with those problems. 
Now, Mr. Speaker, I' d like to make the following point, which is important. I have 

noticed that some people, particularly in British Columbia, are taking the position that it is 
now the fact, it is now the law, that provincial taxes on mining companies are not allowed as a 

federal deduction, which of course is a complete change. Up until now, the mining companies 

paying a royalty to the Province of Manitoba show it as an expense and that comes off their in
come tax. They indicated that that might not be the case by 1977. In Mr. Turner's suggested 
budget he indicated that, as of now, mining companies paying a tax to a Provincial Government 

do not have the opportunity of writing that tax off as an expense on their federal income tax, 
which effectively I suppose - and I'm not a tax expert - which effectively doubles the Manitoba 
tax if that were the case. Because presuming that they are paying taxes at a rate of 50 percent, 

if they can pay tax to Manitoba and have it written off their income tax, at least it is allowed 
as an expense and therefore results in the tax being that dollar value; if they cannot write it off 
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(MR. GREEN cont' d) • • .  on their income tax, then of course it effectively doubles the Manitoba 
tax, and then industry in British Columbia is particularly fighting the situation that the provincial 
government is taxing them even though the Federal Government is now not allowing that. 

We are proceeding, Mr. Speaker, on what I think is a reasonable basis that we cannot 
take the position that there is a new federal taxing provision which makes that situation irre
versible. We have a statement of federal taxing intention, but it seems to me that the present 
state of federal politics does not justify us in assuming that the budget presented by a Cabinet 
Minister who may not be the Cabinet Minister, and indeed may not be a member of the govern
ment that is involved, in six weeks' time, is a provision that should upset our intention in pro
ceeding with a certain tax policy. 

Now, we are therefore proceeding on the basis that for the moment there is no change in 
federal taxing policy. If however there is a change in federal taxing policies, we are proceed
ing in such a way, Mr. Speaker, that there remains flexibility in the Province of Manitoba to 
deal with these questions because the Act that we are now presenting does not come into force 
until it is proclaimed in any event. If the federal tax policy makes it such that we must delay 
in proclamation, or amend before the proclamation, then of course that can be taken into 
account. But it's my urge to honourable members that we not be prevented from proceeding 
with a clear implementation of what I think should commend itself to this House as being a good 
tax measure because the Federal Government may do certain things, if indeed it's the same 
Federal Government after the election comes in. So that is the first assumption that I would 
like honourable members to take into consideration in their analysis of this bill. 

The second, Mr. Speaker, is that there is an intention at the present time, and I want to 
make it known to honourable members, to amend certain provisions when the bill does come 
to Committee. I want to make those intentions known. 

In the bill, because it was intended to link in with the royalty tax there was an indication 
that it would be, that on proclamation the provisions of the bill would go back to July 1st of 
1974. It is now intended that there be no retroactivity at all, that we will not be proceeding 
with the bill in such a way as to make any of its provisions retroactive. It will be sufficient 
if we proceed with the bill that will come into force on proclamation, and when it comes into 
force the government can then amend by Lieutenant- Governor- in- Council, it can reduce the 
royalty tax, implement the incremental royalty tax in such a way as to, from that point on have 
the tax captured in those two forms rather than having it revert back to July of 1974. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I say at the outset, and I would ask honourable members not to involve 
in a confrontation which, or a potential confrontation which will not exist, there is no intention 
to use the date of July 1st of 1974 at all, and where it appears throughout the Act it will be 
amended so that effectively the provisions of the Act will come into effect on proclamation, 
and when they do come into effect on proclamation they will not go backwards in an attempt to 
reverse a tax situation which had previously existed. 

The other indication that I want to make, Mr. Speaker, is that the present husbandry 
surcharge will be complemented by a husbandry credit. The husbandry surcharge indicates 
that where a mining company goes beyond the range, or where it is indicated that the mine 
should be operating, that is to use the miners' term, where it high- grades strictly for the 
purpose of realizing the best ore, that it's going to have to pay a tax on high- grading. On the 
other hand we feel that it is only fair that the reverse should be true, that if it mines low
grade ore, and does it successfully, that there should be a credit so that the part of the paper 
which says that there will be a modification to encourage not leaving ore because it becomes 
impossible to make economic because of taxation - the Honourable Member for Brandon will 
maybe correct me, then you do not call it ore, but that the potential ore, there would be an 
incentive to the extent that people pay a penalty for high-grading and get a benefit for working 
low- grade. Now the hope is then that they will operate within the grade. I mean we don't ex
pect people to be able to low-grade and make money and we don't want people to high-grade 
and ignore the total beneficial situation. The hope and the expectation is that they will operate 
within the grade, but there is that provision, and there is an intended provision to deal with 
the possibility which is not contained now within the present bill but which we will be intro
ducing an amendment to deal with. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me then come to the principle as to how the suggested tax will 
be levelled. The Act provides that there will be a base mining year; that that base mining 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) • • . • •  year would be based on the five years between 1968 and 1973, 
and that if a company during those years, and using a weighted average made $15 million a 
year, then we are taking that as indicating that that mine was operating on the basis of a rea
sonable return to its investors, and on that figure of $15 million it will pay a basic royalty. 

The Act as worded is intended to provide a comprehensive scheme of mining taxation 
and refers to a basic royalty of not more than 33 1/3 percent. --(Interjection)-- Well, Mr. 
Speaker, if it intends to bring supply management -- if it intends to also husband in a good and 
proper manner the resources, the mining resources of the Province of Manitoba, then it even 
has more to say for it, Mr. Speaker, than I have already said. However the 33 percent maxi
mum rate of the basic royalty is there because the Act's basis of calculation is somewhat dif
ferent than the calculation that is used under The Mining Royalty Act, the Act that is adminis
tered by the Minister of Finance. But to make it quite clear that that royalty rate is not the 
effective royalty rate that is paid, the Act also indicates that the mining company has the option 
of using the 15 percent royalty charge which goes in effect for the taxation year 1973, and the 
basic royalty then effectively becomes the 15 percent rate that has been used up until now. 
And I say this because I want honourable members to know that I have had some difficulty be
cause of the two figures used in understanding it, but I believe that it is quite reasonable as it 
is now presented that effectively the mining company, although the basic royalty is stated to be 
a maximum of 33 percent, they are entitled to a 100 percent credit on the basic royalty by cal
culating what they have paid, or what they would have been required to pay under the 15 percent 
royalty rate. That's on the $15 million that we'll say is their basic mining year. If they haven't 
had a basic mining year then, Mr. Speaker, it is provided that the Minister can fix a basic 
mining year and that can be subject to appeal. 

It is intended, Mr. Speaker, to fix a basic mining year on the same basis, Mr. Speaker, 
as a mining company decides to make an investment and a reasonable return, which is infor
mation which is easily calculated on the basis of the history of the mining industry, that a basic 
mining year is fixed, that you pay your basic royalty on that basic mining year, that if then be
cause of scarcity, because of increase in prices, instead of earning $15 million, and on the 
same cost of production, which is taken into account, you earn $25 million, then we consider 
the extra $10 million to be a return for economic rent, not a return on capital, not a return 
for initiative, a return on ownership, and that the public is entitled to a fair share of that eco
nomic rent return. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I think that the public is entitled to a lot more of a share than is 
listed in this Act. The amount in the Act is stated to be a maximum of 50 percent. I happen 
philosophically to think that economic rent insofar as it occurs is something which the public 
has created and not any individual within the public, and that although a person is entitled to a 
return on his capital, although he is entitled to a return on his personal initiative, that the 
public is entitled to the greatest return on economic rent, and to this date, Mr. Speaker, they 
are getting the least return on economic rent. So that on the economic rent, which is the 
additional $10 million, there is a maximum royalty listed at 50 percent which is called an in
cremental royalty. So the effective rate of taxation would be 15 percent on the $15 million, 
and 50 percent on anything over the $15 million, on the additional 10 million. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, this proposition is entirely in.accord with the policy statement that 
we have issued. It insures that incremental royalties will be based on profit and not based on 
volume. And that's why the people who have used the term "volumetric tax", and I know that 
it has been used by people on our side as well as yours, are not correctly identifying this tax. 
There is no tax unless there is first of all a return which is based on the base mining year, or 
the base mining year as fixed by the Minister, and any additional money has to come out of 
surplus profits. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, what are these surplus profits? Every farmer knows what they are. 
Every farmer knows that on the best land he will be making more money. Let us say that 
wheat is selling at $2. 00 a bushel and the farmers who have got the best land with the most 
qualities for growth in it, qualities for producing, least problems of water, etc. , will be able 
to make a living. If a farmer is operating on land which has less qualities, he will have to 
abandon it because he couldn't produce wheat unless he got $2.50 a bushel. So he will abandon 
that land. Well the reverse is also true, that where you have a price of $2. 00 a bushel a cer
tain amount of land is in production. Where it goes up to $2. 50 we now bring into production 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) . . . • .  those lands which could not properly produce economic return 
at $2. 00, and more land goes into production. When the price goes up to $3. 00, still more 
land goes into production. When it goes up to $5. 00, we start farming lands, we start farming 
-- I think that the Member for Morris will not disagree with what I am saying - that we start 
farming lands, not only do we start farming lands that people would never have considered for 
farming, but we start draining lands, we start creating lands. And if you'll ever go to the 
country of Japan they start to try to level little ledges of mountains to be able to have a place 
to produce, and I assume that their costs of production on that basis are very high. But what 
has occurred there, Mr. Speaker? We are now paying $5. 00 wheat, you have now brought in 
the last marginal land. The one who has the land that was in the $2. 00 category now earns 
$3. 00 without any additional effort. He is now earning economic rent and, Mr. Speaker - 
(Interjection)-- I think it's 58. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, what applies with regards to lands applies in every other area of 
human endeavour and it certainly applies in the mining industry. And where we are talking 
about our natural resource industry, and now I will leave the agricultural area because the 
question of economic rent is not involved in our discussions here, but we go to the mining area, 
When a person is mining, if one and a half percent copper becomes acceptable to mine then 
mines, which have been sitting possibly undeveloped because it was uneconomic unless you 
have two percent, will suddenly come into production. There will then accrue to those who 
have been mining a higher grade, an economic rent which is based on the new price which has 
caused the other mines to come into production, because the price that you will pay for copper 
is always the price that it costs to produce your highest ounce of copper, because that's the 
last one that is brought into production, the same way as the $5. 00 wheat. In the meantime the 
person who has been mining higher grades will get a higher price with no additional initiative, 
no additional capital investment, he will get what is called an economic rent. And I suggest, 
Mr. Speaker, that one of the big dilemmas which society has faced for as long as we have been 
here, is .how to so structure ourselves that there is a fair return for capital, and I think that 
there should be; that there is a fair return for individual initiative, and I think that there should 
be; and a fair return for economic rent. And if one will look historically - and I urge the 
Member for Lakeside to now look at Page 38 - if one will look historically he will see, Mr. 
Speaker, that the return for labour, the return for labour has never moved very dramatically. 
It has moved, but in the last analysis it has not moved so that the person who merely invests 
his individual efforts gets much more than what is needed to satisfy his individual wants and 
needs for shelter, clothing, and what have you, that wages have tended to a minimum although 
there are certain things that workers have done in order to improve their bargaining position, 
but wages have tended in that direction. There has also never been dramatic changes in the 
return on capital; that interest rates they do go up, and they have gone up from four percent 
to 11 percent over a period of years; but they have only gone up to that extent, not because 
there is a bigger return on capital, but because there is insecurity in the value of the dollar. 
The 11 percent is not much higher than the seven percent was because the person who is loan
ing money is getting back cheaper dollars, and therefore the return on capital has not been 
that much higher. 

But the return on rents, Mr. Speaker, economic rents, have been enormous. It is only 
in this area, well, that there have been enormous gains; that where a square foot of land on 
Portage Avenue was -- and when I use the term "rent" I'm not using the term "rent" that is 
paid to a landlord from a tenant; I' m using the term, what makes a foot of land on Portage and 
Main worth more than a foot of land located in Churchill, and what makes a foot of land on 
Portage and Main worth, let us say, 50 times more, not like a return going from four percent 
to 11 percent, but a return going 50 times more than a piece of land that is located within four 
miles of it. And that is economic rent and that is where the major return has been accruing, 
and, Mr. Speaker, it is that area which is not created by individual initiative, it is not created 
by effort, it's not created as a return as is so often used in the free enterprise system for 
having produced something - because I sincerely believe that somebody who produces some

thing should get the value of that prodllction. It often accrues to somebody who has produced 
nothing. As a matter of fact, there is an advantage to not producing as against producing, 
because you can use yollr lot on Portage Avenue as a parking lot and take the speculative value 
rather than putting a building on it, and that has happened in the core of Downtown Winnipeg. 



May 31, 1974 4157 

BILL 82 

(MR. GREEN cont'd) . . . . .  Because people are looking for the economic rent. And, Mr. 
Speaker, I do now say that if one would read the works of Henry George in this respect they 
will see that that wealth, which is not the result of individual effort, has been the result of 
community effort; has been the results of the efforts of society; and it is that wealth which 
society should have a greater claim to. This is the basis of this legislation in trying, in the 
resource industry, to capture some share of the economic rent. 

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that if we do this thing, we will have a sensible balance between 
what one gets for capital, what one gets for initiative, and what the community is entitled to on 
the basis of economic rent. And if we don't find a sensible solution, Mr. Speaker - and this is 
just one effort to do it - then I suggest to you that there are going to be all kinds of not sensible 
solutions, and it won't depend on the label of the government that the public is demanding that 
this be done, that it'll be done by a Progressive Conservative Government, that it'll be done 
by a Liberal Government, or it'll be done by a New Democratic Party Government; and there
fore for somebody to not broach this problem on the basis that it will go away, would be ignor
ing the fact. 

I indicated earlier that this particular incremental tax is based on a return to capital; 
that the tax does not come into play until after that return has been fixed and realized, and that 
it is beyond that return which makes it, as was described by one member of the Department of 
Finance, a two-tier income tax system. Not a graduated system such as would apply to my 
honourable friend and myself, because a graduated system such as they've put into effect in 
Ontario makes no sense. This is a two-tier system based on, first of all, a basic royalty on 
the return on investment, and then a tax on economic rent or surplus profits or increases in 
prices, something which, Mr. Speaker, would not have happened, or would not have been a 
factor in making uneconomic the investment upon which the mining company was based. 

And therefore, Mr. Speaker, when we look at these two paragraphs and look at the com
bined effect of the two laws that are being proposed, the one that's proposed by the Minister of 
Finance and the one that is proposed by myself at this time, one will see that the policy state
ment of taxation is being implemented in every respect, and it's not being hedged on or depart
ed from, and if honourable members during the debate would be good enough to indicate where 
we are wrong in this respect, then I would certainly be willing to accept their criticisms and 
suggestions in that connection. 

The Leader of the Liberal Party's here now and I do want to say it to him because he will, 
I know, be interested, that we are going to make certain changes; that any feature of retro
activity is being removed. It is not necessary because the Act will only apply from the time 
that it becomes proclaimed, and that any reference to July 1st, 1974 is being removed. I want 
to repeat for his benefit that the 33 percent is effectively 15 percent because you are entitled 
to a credit for the amount on your basic royalty, for the amount that you have calculated on the 
Mineral Royalties Act as it existed in 1973, that your effective tax is therefore the present 

Mineral Royalty Tax without the additional eight percent; fifteen percent plus a maximum of 50 
percent on the economic rent that I have been referring to. That is what is intended. That, 
Mr. Speaker, is what we are seeking to achieve. I indicate to honourable members that we did 
not have anything to rely on. We believe, I believe that we are the first to make this type of 
tax advancement, and I believe it is an advancement, and therefore we are pioneers in the field. 
I believe that the benefits of this type of taxation for our society as a whole are sufficient to 
justify us on embarking on this challenge. --(Interjection)--

Well, Mr. Speaker, I did indicate that there would be a change in the section relative to 
husbandry surcharge; that there would also be a husbandry credit; that the present bill imposes 
a tax on high-grading; that there will be a complementary section in giving a credit on having 
developed low-grade ores in the hope that what we are trying to do is keep people within the 
taxation range. 

I also indicated, and I'll repeat this quickly, that we are proceeding, and the Leader of 
the Liberal Party may not like this but I have to tell him that we are proceeding as if the federal 
statement that they are going to not give a credit on mining taxes paid to the Federal Govern
ment is really a very, very hypothetical statement at this point, to say the least, and that in 
any event the tax would not come into existence until it is proclaimed; and that, therefore, if 
that does cause us to have a relook at our situations, then I would go to -- frankly, I would go 
to the Federal government and I would say, "This is the type of tax that we want you to collect 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) . • • . •  on resource industries, that there should be a fair return for 
the producing province, " and I would urge them to do this type of thing and, Mr. Speaker, I 
am not • • •  

INTROD_�_9_N OF GUESTS_ 

MR. SPEAKER: I wanted the honourable gentleman to finish his thoughts. He still has 
time although he's gone 40 minutes. But I wonder if I can introduce 25 students from Warren 
Collegiate of Grade 11 standing, under the direction of Mr. Wiebe. This group comes from 
the constituency of the Honourable Member for Lakeside. 

On behalf of all the honourable members I welcome you here today. 
As I indicated, the Honourable Minister still has time because he's shepherding a gov

ernment order through. 

BILL NO. 82 - Cont' d 

MR. GREEN: Well, Mr. Speaker, I'm not accustomed to, nor is it generally my pro
vince to introduce a tax measure. I do so with utmost confidence in the principle of what we 
are doing. I will concede that sometimes it's difficult to move from the pro's that we have in
dicated what we'd like to do, to the legislation and reading the legal language - even though 
I'm a lawyer, I'm not a lawyer for my own department - in making sure that it represents the 
intention. I therefore have indicated to honourable members that I have gone over it; in my 
opinion it fulfills in entirety the commitment that we made with regard to our Mineral Taxation 
legislation. If there are areas where honourable members can say to me that it does not do so, 
then I would want their assistance in that regard. 

The Honourable Leader of the Conservative Party, the Leader of the Opposition, sort of 
hinted at a possible type of attack, or at least criticism, when he said that there'll be a different 
tax for each mining company. There will be the same formula for each mining company, but 
each mining company may have to pay a different tax on the basis of the productivity of that 
mining company. But the same formula will apply. 

Now, I know that honourable members can raise all kinds of questions with regard to a 
new field that is now being moved into. I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that equally damaging sug
gestions as to taxation can be made to the existing and pre-existing systems. The only differ
ence between those and these, is those are on the Statute Books and this one is not. I believe 
that the principles that are being enunciated will commend themselves to the people of the 
Province of Manitoba. I believe that they represent to the mining companies, or should re
present to the mining companies - and the honourable members will note that the mining com
panies have responded in a rather, at least not the negative way - I was going to say "positive" 
- but at least not negative way to the intention of what we are doing, they have merely said, 
"How do you propose to do that type of thing?" And, Mr. Speaker, we have now put our pro
position. We believe that it is a good proposition. We believe that it will prevent frustration 
and the attempt to achieve equity in terms of the ownership of natural resources in way which 
I could quote to honourable members and which have taken place in different parts of the world, 
because I believe that it recognizes that where people have made investments on the basis of 
expectations, that a government has to have integrity vis- a- vis those positions. 

Now, as to the future, people have to link this policy with what we have also said. We, 
Mr. Speaker, don't look to taxation as being the final area for realization by the people of 
Manitoba of their greatest potentialities in mining. So we coupled this legislation with the 
suggestion that in the future the public of Manitoba, either in concert with other companies or 
by itself, will be attempting to capture the entire economic rent by involving itself in the in
dustry and doing what the industry will do. It has never been my position that you let the in
dustry go ahead and risk the money and "we'll take it when they make it. " As far as I'm con
cerned, Mr. Speaker, the industry is not to be criticized for the strides and investment risks 
that they have taken in this province, and the return that they have realized. That• s not some
thing that I would blame them for. And when the Honourable Gurney Evans was standing where 
I was, I told him that I had no criticism of the industry at all. I have criticism of him and I 
would have criticism of myself and the members of this government if they did not exercise 
the same kind of imagination, the same kind of energy, the same kind of initiative as was ex
ercised by the industry to put them in the position they are. 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) 
So our policy is two-fold. Existing mining is entitled to a fair return. They have to pay 

an incremental tax on economic rent. Future mining, the people of Manitoba are going to be 
involved. The honourable member says if you don't do it, get out and we will. That's not my 
impression, Mr. Speaker. My impression is that the industry in their brief to the government 
is very happy with this new notion that a government is willing to put up money, not just take 
money; that if we are willing to take part of the risk, they are happy to be part of our operation. 
Well, then if the honourable member doesn't disagree, I'm happy to have at least a convert, 
that he agrees that what we are doing in mineral exploration, despite the fact that we didn't 
find a mine yesterday, and as far as I'm concerned we may not find anything for a long time, 
I'm certain that if we keep digging and we keep investing that the mines will be found. And if 
the honourable member now agrees with that, I'm very . . .  

A MEMBER: A joint venture. 
MR. GREEN: A joint venture. Well, Mr. Speaker, "joint" can be 99 percent and one 

percent. I am most happy with joint ventures for one particular reason. Because, Mr .Speaker, 
I want the expertise that the industry has. Now you can get that in two ways. You can just go 
ahead and buy it or you can be involved with that. But if I had all their expertise - I'm being 
completely selfish in this connection - if we had all their expertise, then what I said yesterday 
was quite right, that 30 percent is better than 20 percent, and 60 percent is better than 30 per
cent - and 100 percent is best of all. 

However, I am a practical man --(Interjection) -- practical, and reasonable -- for the 
Honourable Member for Portage -- reasonable. --(Interjection) -- Well, determine, Mr. 
Speaker, that we try, at least try to remedy some of the problems which are blatant to every
body, which everybody has indicated they have to do something about, Conservative, Liberal, 
New Democrat, and somehow have not found the means. Now I don't know whether I have found 
it, but I believe that we have moved in the direction of finding it, and the direction that we move 
in, Mr. Speaker, is an attempt in one area of the resource industry to bring society to a state 
where there is a better distribution of that return which accrues to capital, that return which 
accrues to individual initiative and effort, and that return which accrues to the public in terms 
of economic rent, an area where the public has been on the outside for all of that period up 
until the present time. 

I commend this legislation to the House. 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Liberal Party. 
MR. I. H. ASPER (Leader of Liberal Party) (Wolseley) : Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the 

Minister would answer two or three questions. I think he'll need leave because he's probably 
-- no, no • . •  

MR. SPEAKER: No, he doesn1 t need leave. 
MR. ASPER: To the Minister, and I concede

-
that I read the Act a couple of times and 

I'm having trouble understanding it - it's a very complex piece of legislation. I wonder if he 
would clear up something I'm having difficulty with on the husbandry surcharge. Is it possible 
under that section, under that concept of the Act, with the regulations that will flow, that the 
government is going to say to a mine, that this is what you've produced but this is what we 
think you should have produced and we're going to tax you on the basis of you produced what 
you should have produced as opposed to what you did produce. 

MR. GREEN: No, Mr. Speaker, that is not the way I read it. What we will say is that 
this is the range of copper that you have been mining - let's say that that range is two percent -
that within that you are entitled to go 1. 75 or 2. 25 in order to be in that range; that if you have 
mined 2. 4 percent copper in excess, that you have been above the range, we're going to tax 
you for having produced that 2. 4. If you don't produce at all, or you produce much less in 
terms of production, as long as you are within the range you are not sort of taxed as not having 
properly husbanded it as long as you are within the range. The amount of production is not a 
part of that consideration, as I understand it. 

MR. ASPER: Should world prices dictate that you not mine a given mine in a particular 
year, there would be no tax penalty? 

MR. GREEN: You don't have a tax for not producing. What your tax is, is the tax that 
the honourable member is well aware of. That if you have fixed costs, production costs, and 
you don't produce, it means that you lose money, but there is no tax on not producing. There 
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) . . • . .  is a tax for high- grading and there is a benefit for low-grading. 
MR. ASPER: Mr. Speaker, further down in the Act there is an assessing procedure 

whereby the government establishes its claim for tax. If the mine disapproves, it has the 
right of appeal to the Mineral Board, and I believe that's where it ends. Now, Mr. Speaker, 
my question to the Minister is, would he not consider that, because the right to tax is the 
right to destroy and every taxing statute we've ever had always has an appeal to the courts, 
would he not consider including the provision that there can be a further appeal to the courts? 

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I did have that in my mind. I said- by the way it doesn' t 
stop at the Mineral Board, it goes to the Minister, which is -- (Interjection)-- It's worse, right. 
I did consider that but I am advised that that does not apply to royalty taxes and I do not believe 
that the royalty taxes - well, and it also goes beyond that. This is the only resource that is 
treated in this particularly stand- off fashion that we can tell a person who is harvesting trees 
that "you have to harvest other areas than what you are harvesting. " This is a management of 
the resource; this is not a tax. And the management of the resource has to be related to what 
is being taken. Now I do not believe, I'll have to check with the honourable member and I'm 
willing to check, I'll check with the Minister of Finance as to whether there is an appeal to the 
courts relating to the royalty tax. 

MR . ASPER: I thank the Minister for that clarification and I hope we'll get an opportunity 
to debate it a bit further. The next question is, do I read the Act correctly when I gain the im
pression that there is a very substantial incentive for exploration to the extent that the more 
exploration and development of new mines that a mining operation develops, the less its tax
able income will be? Is that correct? I' m trying to compare this to the Ontario new legis
lation. 

MR. GREEN: I wouldn' t want to use the word "incentive", Mr. Speaker, but I believe 
that certain exploration costs are considered legitimate expense, which come off the revenue. 
I really can't say at this time whether that's more than it is now the case, because mining com
panies are entitled to charge exploration costs in terms of expenses. If it' s more, then I'll 
have to check. I wouldn' t want to say that it's an incentive; it's a legitimate way of dealing 
with legitimate expenses of the industry. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr. Walding): The Honourable Member for Morris. 
MR. JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I know that the Leader of 

the Liberal Party is unfamiliar with the rules of this House, but the purpose of second reading 
of the debate is to debate the principle of the bill. The questions that he's asking are not 
questions asking for clarifications, he is attempting to get information that can be better 
achieved and acquired during the committee stage of the bill. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside. 
MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, I rose to move the adjournment of this bill, seconded by the 

Honourable Member for Riel. 
MOTION presented and carried. 

. . . . . continued on next page 
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MR. DEPUTY SPEA KER : The Honourable House Leader. 
MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if you would now proceed to the adjourned debates 

on second readings--don't take the treasury branches yet; start with No. 73. No. 73, Mr. 
Speaker. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEA KER : Bill 73. The Honourable Member for Radisson. 

COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTIONS 

MR. HARRY SHA FRANSKY (Radisson) : Mr. Speaker , I rise to ask leave to make a change 
on the E conomic Development Committee. Substitute Dillen for Osland on the Economic 
Development Committee. 

A nd, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to br ing to the attention of the honourable members that Mr. 
Speaker Fox's birthday is today. I was hoping to rise earlier to extend birthday wishes to him. 
I don't know whether he's planning to come back or not but possibly you'll convey that fact--he's 
not coming back. So on behalf of the members we do extend a happy birthday. I was trying to 
get his attention before. (A pplause) 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : Thank you. I will be pleased to extend the House's very best 
wishes to Mr. Speaker Fox on h is return. 

BILL NO. 73 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : Bill No. 73, the Honourable Member for Fort Garry. 
MR. L. R. (BUD ) SHERMAN (Fort Garry) :  Thank you, Mr. Speaker. We recognize the 

intent of the princ iple of th is b ill as a good one, Mr. Speaker. In principle we have no objection 
to it. We have some reservations, however, about the teeth of the legislat ion and its effective
ness in preventing occurrences such as the Powerview A rena collapse this past winter. The 
Minister in speaking to the bill on second reading pointed out that many of the provisions in the 
legislation are designed specifically to prevent that kind of thing from occurring in the future. 
However, it seems to us, S ir, that the whole test of the A ct is going to come in the inspection 
process and the communication that is maintained between people involved in construction pro
jects and the Minister 's departmental officials. If there is no proper communication, if there 
is no proper supervis ion, then the effectiveness of the A ct is going to be nil in that specific area. 
Admittedly, the A ct will bring a semblance of order and regulation into the area of mobile 
homes, and admittedly it will provide, insofar as is reasonable anyway up to this point in t ime, 
a uniform building code in the province. So there certainly are some meritorious aspects of the 
bill. 

A s  far as supervision of construction procedures so as to avoid possible disasters, poten
t ial disasters and near misses such as occurred in the Powerview case, we're not entirely 
reassured that the legislation is strong enough and that the power vested in the Minister and his 
inspectors is strong enough to ensure that there will be no reoccurrences of that kind of thing. 
We haven't encountered any strenuous objections from the industry to the legislation. I think 
there is a general recognition in the industry, Mr. Speaker, that some rationalization of regu
lations and provis ions in the mobile homes and public building field is long overdue, and there
fore they, that is spokesmen for the industry, generally salute, I think, and accept with equa

nimity the kind of rationalization in the field that is being brought by this legislation. They do -
spokesmen for the industry - do, however, have some concerns about the board being appointed 
under the bill, that is the Building Standards Board, and we share their reservations and their 
concern about that board and about the makeup of it. 

The industry is hopeful that there will be people there, on the board, who know, are con
versant with the field and are able to bring technical expertise, Sir, to its work. We echo that 
concern and we would say at this point that it's to be hoped that the board will be staffed with the 
proper kind of technical experts who can do the job that needs to be done in enforcing safety 
standards . We hope that it's not going to be staffed with intellectual eggheads who are removed 
from the building field and the safety field, and we hope it's not going to be staffed with under
paid backbenchers in the NDP caucus who know nothing about the field. We hope it's not to be 
staffed, either, with underpaid backbenchers or overpaid frontbenchers in the NDP caucus, Mr. 
Speaker. It seems to us that the tendency has been more and more, Mr. Speaker, for this 
government to create boards and bureaucratic agencies as a means of providing some members 
of its caucus with addit ional forms of remuneration. Here again is an additional bureaucratic 
agency, albeit certainly a supervisory agency of some kind is necessary, but I think it was the 
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(MR . SHERMAN cont'd) . . • . .  Honourable Leader of the Liberal Party the other day who 
expressed the hope that there would not be a new bureaucracy established under this bill and, 
while recognizing the fact that certainly a supervisory agency of a sort is necessary, I repeat 
that we hope it will be staffed with the kinds of people who can bring the knowledge and the ex
pertise in the field there, and that it won't just be a repos itory for members of the NDP caucus 
and political hacks. 

Hopefully, the provisions of the bill mean there won't be any future cop- outs in the area 
o f  construction fault and construction disaster. Hopefully, it will mean that there now won't be 
shift ing of respons ibility and denials of respons ibility such as was the case in the Powerview 
incident. In that case, the government threw up its hands in effect and said that it was not their 
responsibility, they really knew nothing about it. Hopefully the new legislation will fix the res
ponsibility either with the municipality involved or with the M inister, and from now on when 
something like that happens, or almost happens, it will be possible for the representatives of 
the people in this Leg islative A ssembly to  know who is responsible, where the respons ibility 
lies, and who has fallen down on the job, and there won't be an opportunity for either the 
M inister of Labour or for municipal officials or for building officials themselves to hide behind 
the jungle of excuses and cop- out on the question. We'll be eternally grateful to the Minister for 
the leg islation i f  it can prove to have that effect in application. 

The matter of the provision of a uniform building code in the province is certainly wel
come. I would hope that the code will conform to the National Building Code stipulations in 
areas, for example, like the question of provis ions for the handicapped, and that type of con
sideration. The National Building Code has spelled out provisions of that type and they've been 
endorsed, I know, by the Minister of Labour, and this uniform building code to result from this 
legislation, to be contemporary would necessarily, Mr. Speaker, I think you'd agree, have to 
conform with those stipulations and incorporate them, so I just observe in pass ing that we're 
looking for that kind of result from this legislation too. 

A s. far as the industry itself is concerned, as I say, Sir, we have encountered no strenuous 
objections from its spokesmen beyond the area of the makeup of the board itself. They're look
ing, as we are, for a board that will work and that will be able to effectively police the kinds of 
regulations and stipulations that I think the Minister is sincerely looking for in this legislation. 
The onus in a great many instances will be on the Minister himself, of course, because the 
regulations section of the bill is wide open and really allows for decisions to be made by the 
Executive Council which would effectively remove municipalities, for example, from the 
requirements laid down in this bill. In other words , the Executive Council could absolve indi
vidual municipalities and other building agencies from having to meet the requirements pres
cribed in the legislation, as I read it. So there's a heavy onus on the M inister and on his depart
ment to ensure that carefully researched decisions are made in that area, otherwise we're 
l iable to be into situations such as the Powerview one again in the future. 

But with appeal to the Minister to look to his departmental officials and look to his own 
alertness to ensure that those areas are covered, we accept the intent and the principle of the 
bill as overdue and certainly needed in the province and certainly worthwhile at the present 
time. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEA KER : The Honourable Member for A s s iniboia. 
MR . STEVE PA TR ICK (A ssiniboia) : Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the bill and the prin

ciple of the bill. I do believe that members will recall some several years ago when I presen
ted a proposal to this House to implement the National Building Code in this province and as a 
result cons iderable debate had taken place, and it was referred to the Municipal Committee of 
the House at that time, which did a cons iderable amount of work on it and tremendous progress 
has been made in this field in respect to the National Building Code, and particularly 
Supplement No. 7, as it affects the handicapped people in this province. 

I think that it was almost difficult to believe and understand that in this day and age we 
had public buildings, public buildings built by public money and still we were not making pro
vis ions, as far as the Provi ncial Government was concerned, for our handicapped people while 
in many other jurisdictions, and many other provinces and the States, not only that they were 
making provis ions for the handicapped in the public buildings but they were required in private 
buildings, such as hotels, motels, churches, that was one of the Building Code's requirements, 
that there had to be made provisions, and we don't have to go too far. Some of our schools 
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(MR .  PA TRICK cont'd) . . . . .  have not prov isions, and I know that in one area that we took 
an awful lot of persuasion and encouragement of the Minister of Education then, who is the 
M inister of Health and Social Services, and he was instrumental in one of the regional schools 

in the city to, I believe, overrule the F inance Board and see that an elevator was installed, and 
I, you know, couldn't express enough appreciation to him for that aspect, Mr. Speaker. 

But we can look at some of the other public buildings. You have the Planetarium, that 
there's no way a handicapped person can get into there, of a spiral staircase. So in that res
pect I thought we made good progress in this bill. 

I agree with the Minister, and I do have some questions to ask him on one of the principles 
involved in the bill, where a M inister may designate classes of buildings within the province, 
or any part of the province or municipality, w ith respect to permits of occupancy and which is 
issued under this A ct, and it may be g iving the Minister extensive power I don't know , but per

haps he can explain to that. I believe some regulations and the responsibil ity should lie with 

the munic ipality and maybe not directly with the M inister, but perhaps there may be some rea
son for that that I don't understand. 

I think that a mobile home is a form of housing that is here to stay and will continue to 

stay, and it is only proper that we look on their, you know, the k ind of codes that will - I think 
it should be recognized that, you know, there's many owners that are now living in this type of 

home, many, and they should not be classified as second citizens. I think that in fact this area 
where perhaps next year we could look in more deta il as far as mob ile homes are concerned in 
respect to financing, lots, and so on. Because you know that they have some advantages; a 
mob i le home can be installed1 or on leased land, and hooked to sewer and water and electricity, 
and occupied in one day, which does have many benefits and advantages and, as I say, it's here 

to stay and we have to make some provisions, and will have to live with it. I know that the 
charges are anywhere from 150 to probably 175 a month. I' m talking about connection charges, 
and so on. 

But one of the things that perhaps should be brought to light that there is in Manitoba at 
the present time, the increase in mobile homes is quite extensive which has come to my atten
tion. I know that in western Canada there was last year around 8, 000 mobile homes sold at 
some $60 million and there is expected to be, I believe, somewhere in the neighbourhood over 
25, 000 units sold this year alone that must be cutting into a large percentage of our housing, or 

a good percentage of our total housing construction with that type of figure. A nd it is under
stood that we will have at least 3, 000 units in Manitoba, sold in Manitoba as housing units, or 

used as hous ing units, I should say. I think it's a larger percentage on the farms or in urban 
areas than it is in the c ity. 

So I am glad that at least we are coming to grips with some of the problems that we have 

at the present time, but I do hope that the b ill will get sufficient publicity so the people w ill 
appear before Law A mendments Committee who it does affect because I know myself personally 
I've went thr ough the b ill a couple of times but I know that I'm not sure how it will affect the 

industry itself, you know, but I do feel it's certainly in the right direction that the Minister is 

taking. It's something that may have been done some while ago because it is now affecting 
many people. 

So I just had these few comments to make at the present time. I do hope that the M inister 

would perhaps be able to answer the question in respect to the Minister having the full authority 
to designate classes of buildings w ithin the province. Maybe th is should be in the regulations 

and municipalities should have this right. So that's one area that he may be able to explain to 
me, but I say now the mobile home industry is a very extensive and large industry in western 
Canada particularly, and as far as the units themselves I know that there's a great number of 
these now located in rural Manitoba, not only in the province but in the urban centres as well. 
So there are just a few points I wish to bring to the Minister and I hope that he will have some 
answers to the questions that I raise. 

MR . DEPUTY SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek. 
MR . J. FRANK JOHNSTON (Sturg eon Creek) : Mr. Speaker, I would like to move, 

seconded by the Honourable M ember from Charleswood, that debate be adjourned. 
M OT ION presented and carried. 
MR . DEPUTY SPEAKER : The Honourable House Leader. 
M R .  GREEN: Would you call Bill No. 64, Mr. Speaker. I wonder if one of the members 
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in the Opposition would indicate to the Leader of that Party that 

BILL NO. 64 

MR . DEPUTY SPEA KER : Bill No. 64. The Honourable M inister has 25 minutes remain-
ing. 

HON. BENE E. TOUPIN (Minister of Tourism, Recreation and Cultural A ffairs) 

(Spring field) : Mr. Speaker, in commenting again to the House in regards to Bill 64, and in 
awaiting the presence of the Leader of the Opposition, I would like to make a few additional 
points. I don't intend to make use of my total allotment of time but I believe that I attempted 
yesterday to indicate to members of the House what was my personal feeling in regards to 
Bill 64, and how I saw this bill and its contents being implemented in the Province of Manitoba. 

We can ask ourselves a lot of questions. A ll members of the House can look at legislation 
and ask ourselves what this will do to the people of Manitoba. I often feel, Mr. Speaker, that 
the members of the Opposition often look at legislation from this side of the House and say, 
well is that a boogeyman ? What's going to happen ? But if they look at the very same legislation 
in A lberta, as an example, or quite similar, they don't see any boogeyman because in A lberta 
if we go back to the years where such a bill was presented, and where the enactment of the con
tents of the bill were brought to the people and helped people help themselves, it was shown as 
a - and brought forward to the people of A lberta - as freedom of choice, like the Liberal Party 
indicated at the last election. They advocated the freedom of choice to all the people of this 
province. They went around and it was splashed in great big - of all colours - red colours, all 
over their pamphlets, freedom of choice. But freedom of choice to whom ? Who has the free
dom of choice to pick between one mode of financing his own enterprise or another ? This is 
really the question, Mr. Speaker, that we have to ask ourselves. 

What do we mean when we talk of freedom of choice between different methods of helping 
ourselves ? Do we mean that we should have the right as individuals to pick in the pot and say 

that is freedom of choice? A nd if we're refused by the Crown corporation, by the arms of 
government that are set up, to be able to pick in these pots, that we're going to say, well that's 
not freedom of choice. It's impossible for us to use the arms of government and we're going to 
set our own private enterprise. 

If we look at private enterprise as it has been seen in this province for over 150 years, 
we can question a lot of procedures that have happened in private enterprise. Was it private 
enterprise for one individual ? Was it for a group ? A nd those that became, say, more wealthy 
than others pertaining to private enterprise, was it because of their work ? Because of their 
enthusiastic work within society to attain, say, financial independency, or was it on the backs 
of people that had very little, and we actually kept the minimum wage down to the bare mini
mum. I can recall, Mr. Speaker, when I started to work as a youngster that the first wage I 
ever got was 86 cents an hour, 86 cents an hour. Now that was eight, ten-- (Interjection) - -Yes. 
Well you're a bit older than I am. - - (Interjection) - -Well again the Member of St. James is a 
bit older than I - and that was actually in the late forties. You know I'm not talking of the t ime 
of the Member for Swan R iver in the early twenties; I'm talking about the late forties. E ighty
six cents an hour, Mr . Speaker, and that was allowed by the then Liberal Party that we had in 
office. Eighty-six cents an hour. We kept them there - look at the report of my colleague, the 
Minister of Labour. What will the minimum wage be in the months ahead ? A nd who is criti
cizing ? You don't see the members of this House criticizing what is becoming a half-decent 
minimum wage. -- (Interjection) -- I didn't say that you did now. But I say that your Party back 
in the years of the late forties, the early fifties - you know that was one problem. 

But you know sincerely, Mr. Speaker, when I talk of Liberals and when I talk of 
Conservatives I put them all in the same bag. They're the very same thing. Really they are, 
very same thing. No different. They attempt to talk-- Mr. Speaker, they attempt to talk dif
ferently in this House; they attempt to relate differently in the hustings, but basically when we 
go back to the history of this country, over 300 years ago for my ancestors, it's been the same 
philosophy all the way through, the very same philosophy. A nd mind you, Mr. Speaker, I'm 
not using this Bill 64 to fight the federal election. I'm not really. I'm attempting to indicate 
to the people of Manitoba that back in 1969 when they said to themselves, we're going to change 
the direction of this province, we're going to-- (Interjection) --and they have. Yes. A nd 
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(MR . TOUPIN cont'd) . . . . .  obviously, Mr. Speaker, not to the satisfaction of the members 

of the Opposition. Why would they be satisfied of seeing a different direction, of seeing people 

control their own affairs. Is that being a socialist ? If that, Mr. Speaker, is being a socialist, 

I'm proud to be a socialist, I'm very proud to be a socialist. 
A MEMBER: Don't tell them that you are. 
MR. TOUPIN: Because the people of Manitoba back in 1969 had enough of this scum that 

we had before us for the last hundred years.  They said that is enough. We want changes, and 

have they seen changes, Mr. Speaker ? Look to our publicity. Look to our pamphlets in 1969. 
Look through all the reports that we've put before the Leader of the Conservative Party. What 
did he do with them ? He took them and threw them on the floor. A nd yet they can criticize and 

say, we don't get information. 
But we did put our program before the people in 1969 and they like what they've seen in 

the last four years because we had another program in 1973, and who came back in office, Mr. 

Speaker ? Was it the Conservatives, was it the Liberals,  that we've had in this country for the 

last 100 years ? No, Mr. Speaker . No, it wasn't the C onservatives, the Liberals - which are 
the same, I repeat, really they are - it was again the administration of the New Democratic 

Party. 
MEMBERS: Hear, hear. 

MR . TOUPIN: And in the four years , in the four years that we had before us from 1969 
to 1973 - and I challenge any member of the Oppos ition, I challenge any people in the Province 
of Manitoba to indicate to us what was not done that we said we'd do in 1969 ? Nothing. Every

thing that we said - and they got good government, and the people that elected us in 1973 know 

that. Obviously the Oppos ition will not say that they got good government. They'd be stupid to 
say that because their role is to oppose; their role as an opposition is to defeat the government, 
and it's to one day get back to this s ide of the House. Mr . Speaker , God forbid, God forbid, 
those parties to come back on this side of the House. We'll go back to the protection of those 

that have much in this province to the detriment of those who have little. A ll we have to do, 

Mr. Speaker , is to look at the policies of the Conservative Party and of the Liberal Party over 
the last 1 00 years . . .  

A MEMBER : They don't have any. 
MR . TOUPIN: . . .  and you see that the system of taxation is at all levels whether they 

be medicare taxes, whether they be the personal and corporate tax, they did favour those who 

had most in society financially; they did not favour those that are deprived financially, they 
did not. A nd there is no one member on the other s ide of the Hous e that can convince the 
people of Manitoba of that. Isn't that worth a drink of water ? 

Mr. Speaker, . . .  

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : Order please. If I can interrupt the Minister for just a 
moment to direct the attention of all honourable members to the gallery where we have with us 

80 students from West Park School in Altona. They are under the direction of Mr. Schritt, Mr. 

Kuhl and Mr. Dyck, Grade 8, and they are from the constituency of the Member for Rhineland. 

On behalf of all the members, I bid you welcome to the Legislature. 
The Honourable Member for Tour ism. 

BILL 64 Cont'd 

MR . TOUPIN: Well, Mr. Speaker , if we look at the events of the last few days and even 
of the last few months of this sess ion, and if we look at the calibre of the opposition that we've 

had in this House, you know, we can say quite assuredly that the opposition in a lot of cases in 

regards to constructive matters that have been brought to us , came more so from the back 
bench that we have here than it did from the opposition. 

A MEM BER : R ight. 
MR. TOUPIN: It really did. A nd, you know, if I go back in the years ,  and I haven't been 

in politics that long, only since 1 966 when I became active in what has now proven to be the 
best party in Canada . . . 

SOME MEMBERS: Hear, hear. 



4166 May 31, 19 74 

BILL 64 

MR . TOUPIN: We had as members of the Opposition, the Honourable Minister of Labour, 

who was sitting on that s ide of the House; we had the Honourable M inister of Finance who was 

s itting on that s ide of the House; the Minister of Mines and Natural R esources, the Minister of 

Public Works, and a few others that are not now in this House, and, going back to 1958, 
naturally our good qualified leader, Mr. Schreyer, the Premier of this province. 

If you look at statements that are made today, questions that are posed, you could be 
sure, Mr. Speaker, that these members,  Liberals and Conservatives, are going back to 

Hansard of when Mr. Paulley was in the House and trying to get him, in a sense that, you know, 
they're posing similar questions. What is the matter with the people of the Oppos ition, Mr. 

Speaker ? Haven't they got thoughts of their own ? Can't they think of anything constructive to 

try and defeat this government ? Can't they? R eally, Mr . Speaker, they dece ive me. They 

really do. You know, the Honourable Member for Morris indicates that this is a, you know, it's 
a good windmill being operated by water. Fine. One of the reasons why, Mr. Speaker, that 

this member, the MLA for Springfield and the Minister now of Tourism, Recreation and 

Cultural A ffairs, has not gotten to his feet as often as he'd like to, is for the simple reason 

that this procedure here that we're now going through and that could last for the rest of the 
summer-- (Interjection) --we're here for as long as we have to--is a procedur e to criticize this 
government, is to suggest constructive matters to the people of Manitoba through the elected 

government; that is definitely their purpose in life in being in this session. (I'll answer a ques

tion after) . . .  and the members of the Oppos ition have this role but obviously they don't, 
they're not too able, you know, to produce and come forward with these suggestions; they're 

not being very effective in convincing the people of Manitoba that they would be a better adminis

tration. 
The other role is to have the people that we have in these two back benches here - and 

I'm including myself - get up in this House and talk to the people of Manitoba by means of this 

House; indicate to the people of Manitoba through their government, through their Cabinet, 

what should be done. And when we look at Bill 64, you don't see these elected people get up 
and say, "Well this is going to hurt the credit union movement; this is going to hurt the banking 

system. " You haven't heard that.--(Interjection)--The credit unions say--(Interjection)-
through you. Do they say it through us ? Have you heard any member of this side of this House 

indicate, that has been involved in a credit union movement for many years, like I have, say 
that this is going to necessarily hurt the credit union movement ? I haven't said that. No one, 

no one, Mr. Speaker, in the credit union movement has come to my office, here or in 

Springfield, and indicated to me, "Rene Toupin, I'd like you to get up in the House or to get up 
in caucus, to get up in Cabinet and talk against this bill. " Not one of them. Not one of them. 

I did not even get a telegram asking me to not support this bill. --(Interj ection) --Maybe they do, 

yes.  Maybe they do. But I have worked effectively and the M ember for Morris should know 
that if he doesn't, effectively for 10 years in the co-operative movement. A nd I happen to be 
involved in that sector that is called the Credit Union Movement, saving and credit sector of 
the co-operative movement. -- (Interjection) --The Honourable Member for St. Boniface is 

attempting to put words in my mouth and he's quite able, he's proven that in the last few days 

that he can get up • . . 

A M EMBER: That's right. 
MR. TOUPIN: . . .  and he can speak for himself. He can either push his ideas across, 

defend himself if he has to, but you know, really, that is the purpose of having a meaningful 

discuss ion in this House on all bills. I did indicate for the benefit of the Honourable M ember 
for Riel that we are talking of Bill 64, and how this involves people, how this involves a free
dom of choice, how this actually can be integrated with the interests · of the so-called free enter

prise system that we have in the province. A nd before the honourable member had his left or 
right ear to the attention of my few remarks, I said that it is quite easy to offer this additional 

freedom of choice to the people of our province. I said yesterday, Mr. Speaker, that Steinbach 
obviously has not been hurt by having three banks and one, well, the largest credit union, 
financially, in the Province of Manitoba. They have not been hurt. They would not, in my 

opinion, Mr. Speaker, be hurt if it was so decided one day to have a treasury branch offering 

s imilar or different services. It would benefit the people of Steinbach and surrounding areas. 

It would benefit the bank or the banks that are there. It could even benefit the co-operative 
movement, that is, the credit unions that we have, the credit union that we have in Steinbach, 
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(MR . TOUPIN cont'd) . . . . .  Ste. Anne's, La Brocherie, South Junction, all through that area. 
Mr. Speaker, in the last 15 years I've had the honour, the pr ivilege, to travel this pro

vince, to go in practically every town and hamlet that we have in this province. Unfortunately, 
my previous responsibility did not ask me to spend that much time in the North but I did help 

start one credit union in the North. Today, unfortunately, because of lack of interest I'm told, 
that credit union is not doing that well. But that does not mean that alternatives should not be 

presented to the people that live in the North, and I indicated Thompson, Gillam, Cranberry 

Portage and so on. 
Mr.  Speaker, we have permiss ive legislation before us. The honourable members can, 

with all freedom, with all satisfaction of soul, vote for all provisions of this bill and be satis

fied that all or part of the sections will be proclaimed, when it is felt advisable, by means of 
the elected body of the people of Manitoba. That's all we're asking. There's no conflict 
between the M inister of Finance and the M inister of Agriculture who's responsible for the Co

operative department of government, not whatsoever. Read the bill. It could be the same 
M inister, the same M inister with the same objectives in mind, helping people help themselves . 

That's all that we have in mind. And hopefully, and sometimes we can question that when we 

look at policies like we've had for the last hundred years in regards, as an example, to the 
delivery of health care, ensuring only one level of care for so many years. What kind of poli

cies did these two parties - and I'm talking about the Liberals and the Conservatives - have in 
mind even today, after having experienced this fine administration for the last four and a half 
years ? 

Mr. Speaker, we have in Man itoba now, as all members of the House well know, the 
finest health delivery system in North Amer ica. They cover all s ix levels of care, and that is 

related to Bill 64, let's not kid ourselves. It 's all related to what we have before us, and that 
is unique in North A m erica. A nd who caused that to happen ? Was it the C onservatives ? Was 

it the Liberals ? The Liberals, by the way, in 1952, who could have picked up and had an active 

part in the Greater Winnipeg Gas Company but decided not to, was it them ? Not at all. Not at 

all. It wasn't them. It was this administration. (Applause) 
We can go back to history, Mr. Speaker, we can go back to history when we talk of the 

people that we have in this House. We can question ourselves and ask ourselves if we can live 

with one another. But we can ask every member of this House who he's speaking for . Who is 

that person speaking for ? Are we here for our personal glory? I would hope not. We're here 
because we have objectives. We're here because people of our constituency have told us, "We 

want you to sit there in the House with the few members of the opposition that you'll get in the 
next few years, and for its legislation and regulations that will help us solve our problems . "  

A MEMBER : R ight. 
MR . TOUPIN: That's what the people of Springfield have told me. A nd we're doing this, 

Mr. Speaker. We're doing this. Maybe not as fast as the oppos ition would like us to, you 

know, because they'd like us to really forge ahead so quickly that the people of Manitoba will 
say, "Well, listen, they're going a bit too fast here. Maybe we should get the Liberals back in 
for a year or so. " They'd like that. But it's not going to happen, Mr. Speaker. It's not going 

to happen with the type of oppos ition that we've had in the last few years. And I must tell you, 

Mr. Speaker, and to all members of the House, that I don 't intend to sit on that side of the 
House. No way. No way. And, you know, by the type of legislation and by the type of adminis
tration that we've seen from that side of the House for the last hundred years, my colleagues-

we're going to be here for a long time. We're going to be here for a long time. (Applause) So 

you'd better s it back and start planning for the future. What kind of planning did we see in the 

past ? A sk. You know, you can ask yourselves, what kind of planning did we see in CFI? 

C ould we predict what was going to happen today in regards to CFI ? You know, the Minister of 
Labour, the Honourable M LA for Transcona, was sitting on that side of the Hous e when that was 

discussed, and that happens to be one gentleman of this House, the Dean of the House, that I 

like s itting with because he's a bank of knowledge. He is a bank of knowledge. (Applause) 

Obviously, Mr. Speaker, being a bank of knowledge of the type--(Interjection)--let me finish-
being of the type, Mr. Speaker-- (Interjections) --

MR. DEPUTY SPEA KER : Order please. 
MR . TOUPIN: . . .  a bank of knowledge being of the type that would endorse Bill 64 

before us, is necessarily not the knowledge of, you know, the spring of knowledge that would be 



4168 May 3 1, 1974 
BILL 64 

(MR . TOUPIN cont'd) . . . . .  endorsed by the Opposition. So when we mention the name of the 

Honourab le Min ister of Labour, the oppos ition have a tendency of wanting to sit back and laugh. 

But that's their way of reacting to constructive matters, Mr. Speaker. I mean every word that 
I say and the M inister of Labour knows that. 

Now, where do we go from here ? Where do we go from here ? (Laughter) 

A MEMBER : This is the question. 

MR. TOUPIN: How do we plan, Mr. Speaker, how do we plan the future of this province 
by means of Bill 64? Do we plan by bringing to the surface, bringing to the floor of this House, 

stories written by people that the Honourable Member for Morris pointed out the other night in 
the House - what did he call it ? The little red hen, or was it the red light study that was made 

in the prairies many years ago ? I've read that book, Mr. Speaker. I've read more than one 

version of it. I th ink, Mr. Speaker, that we have more serious things to look at. We have 
problems to deal with, not to attempt to reflect personal interest like the members of the oppo
s ition have for so many years, personal inter est, but to reflect the interests of the majority. 

A nd there's not one member of the opposition that can prove that we have not done that in the 
last four and a half years. 

A M EM BER : A sk the . . . .  They know. 

MR . TOUPIN: Yes, that's one way, Mr. Speaker, that the Member for Morris can 

attempt to get his very few thoughts across the members of this House, is to talk from his 
chair. He'll have the opportunity to get up. He'll have the opportunity to get up and attempt to 

relate his ideas and his philosophy to the people of Manitoba, but obviously, Mr. Speaker, he 

has attempted that on this level for a few years. He's attempted that on the national level for 

another few years.  How effective has he been ? How effective has he been ? He's still s itting 

on that side of the House, he's still s itting there and attempting, to the best of his ability, to 
criticize this administration. 

Mr. Speaker, yes, we are people. We are fragile people. We do make mistakes. We all 

do, from all s ides of the House. The mistakes that we do, that we have made in the past, have 
been related to the public. The people know that any administration that attempts to have a 
meaningful reform in society for the betterment of the majority of our people will make mis
takes. The best way not to make mistakes is to do nothing; to s it back and be a C onservative. 

That's the best way not to be criticized. That is not our philosophy, Mr. Speaker. Our philo
sophy is to forge ahead to the best of our ability, in getting all the advice that we possibly can, 

and this is why on so many occas ions that you see M inisters of the Crown, that you see mem
bers of the Opposition sitting back and listening, but listening to what ? How can we put it down 
to concrete recommendations that could be endorsed by this government when they themselves 

could not endorse it, could not put it into effect ? So many things today - and we can go back 

to Hansard - so many suggestions that are now being made by these so-called capable adminis
trators that want to take this out of the House, are asking us to do things that they could have 
accomplished in the last 100 years. But they haven't, and now they're attempting to criticize 

us. 
Mr. Speaker, for the few reasons that I've brought forward to this House and because I 

only have one minute left, and because I'd like to listen to the Leader of the Conservative Party 

for a few minutes, I will sit down, but before I do so I would like to encourage the more, say, 
well- intended members of the opposition to really read this bill, to read Bill 64, and to talk it 

over with people in general, not the so-called elite of society. Go down to the grass roots and 

talk to your people and come back and support this bill. Thank you. (Applause) 

MR . DEPUTY SPEAKER : The M inister 's time has expired. If there is to be a question 
it would have to be by leave of the House. Does the honourable member have leave ? Does the 

Member for Fort Garry have leave to put a question ? The Member for Fort Garry. 

MR . SHERMAN: I thank the members of the House, Mr. Speaker. I just wanted to ask 

the Minister when he referred to the Honourable the M inister of Labour as a bank of knowledge 

whether he really meant that he was a bank of knowledge or a near bank of knowledge or a bank 

of near knowledge. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Tour ism and R ecreation. 
MR. TOUPIN: Mr. Speaker, the only way that I can answer this question when we talk of 

the Dean of this House, is to indicate that the Minister of Labour has, because he's got so much 
on his mind and because he has so many responsibilities, has probably forgotten more than 

you'll ever learn. 



May 3 1, 1974 4169 

BILL 64 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. 
MR . SIDNEY SPIVA K, Q.  C. (Leader of the Official Opposition) (River Heights) : Well, 

Mr. Speaker, I'm happy that the procedures of the Hous e allow me to follow the Honourable 

Minister of Tourism and Cultural Affairs, and I'm happy to hear his presentation and to make 

a comparison between his reasons for supporting this bill and the Honourable House Leader's 
reasons for supporting the bill, because I think the differences in position will give me an 
opportunity to deal in a substantive way with the problems that are involved in this bill. 

Now I want the Honourable Minister of Tourism to know that I listened to him with a great 
deal of interest as he streaked through this House with his modesty showing. -- (Interjection)-
No, because, Mr. Speaker, the interesting thing to me was the honourable member seemed to 

suggest that the members opposite are not going to be capable of in any way of alter ing or 
changing the government by the questions or the criticisms that we offer, yet I would suggest, 
Mr. Speaker, if we had the opportunity to have the Honourable M inister of Tour ism and 

Cultural Affairs appear as he just did in front of the people of Manitoba for the next period of 

time, we would be assured of success in the next election. Because, Mr. Speaker, all the 

Honourable Minister of Tourism did was to stand up and sort of relate as sertions that somehow 
or other what he is doing, and what the government is doing, is r ight because it is what the 

government is doing. A nd therefore because it is what the government is doing it has to be 

supported and that no criticism should be levelled or no questions should be asked. 
Mr. Speaker, I want to ask the Honourable M inister of Tourism, and the members oppo

s ite, if in the remarks that were presented by the Honourable Minister of F inance in introducing 
this bill that there was a case made for the need for the government to enter into another bus i

ness.  Now I examined the remarks of the M inister of F inance; I do not find any facts,  figures, 
supporting evidence for the case - assertions yes, but not for the case. I want to ask the 

Honourable Minister of Tourism whether he believes that there is an obligation on the part of 

the government to present a basis for the legislation, or are we to simply accept what the 

government does simply because they have it, they have the power to do it, and they do it. 
I want to tell the Minister of Tour ism that he's wrong about one thing, and if we had an 

election this year I think the question could be proved without a doubt. He is wrong, Mr. 

Speaker, when he suggests that the people of this province want the government to continue to 
go into one business after another. They do not want the government to go into business;  they 

want them to stay out of business for a very good reason, for a very good reason. Because 

the track record of the government in business is so bad, and the losses are so huge, that the 

taxpayer has reached the point where he's not prepared to pay for the mismanagement, the 
incompetence, the inability to plan, the waste, the ineptitude, that has characterized almost 
every department of the government, and particularly the departm ent that the former Minister 

of Health and Social Development was responsible for so many years. 

A MEMBER :  Hear, hear. 
MR . SPIVA K: The Honourable M inister of Tourism asked whether we studied the bill. 

Well I wonder how many members opposite really studied the bill, and I wonder how many of 
t hem actually made the comparison with the A lberta bill that it was copied from. --(Interjec

tion)--Well not directly. I wonder if the Honourable M inister of Tourism knows the differ

ences. --(Interject ion) --Oh, that's interesting, he knows the differences. Because the differ
ences are minor, but their subject to an interpretation, which I think can be considered fairly 

significant if one wants to assume the worst with respect to the present government. I have to 
tell you, Mr. Speaker, on almost everything that has happened you have to assume the worst 

because the government, in its interpretations of the powers that it has, executes it in such a 
way as to give the widest latitude for Cabinet to be able to decide whatever they want without 

any reference really to the Legislature or to the people. 
Mr. Speaker , we've studied the Ontario and the A lberta operations with respect to 

Treasury Branch; we find them very costly. We also, M r. Speaker , believe, and this is a 

fear that we have right from the very beginning, that really what has happened in the operation 
of the Treasury Branches, and what is going to be proposed here, and what will happen will be 

a hidden subsidization out of the Consolidated Revenue Fund, or by the taxpayer in other words, 

of the operation of the Treasury Branch who's supposed to be competing with other financial 
institutions, both banks and credit unions. A nd that hidden subsidization will have the effect of 

providing unfair competition as the government strives as best it can to draw in as much of the 
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(MR . SPIVA K cont'd) . . . . .  saving dollar for their own purpose. Now the hidden subsidiza

tion can occur in many ways . It can be involved in the joint ownership of office buildings, in 

which the Treasury Branch will operate, the use of facilities, the government - and this is not 

something, Mr. Speaker, that is being suggested that the government will do, this is something 

that I intend to indicate has been done in the other areas - in Alberta - and, Mr. Speaker, as 
a result of that the suggestion by the Honourable Minister of Finance in his innocuous presenta

tion in which he said, we, you know, will be competition; you're free enterprisers, you like 
competition. The competition that the government is going to provide will be the kind of com

petition, I suggest - and there is no written guarantees in this A ct against anything that I'm 

suggesting - so therefore I have to assume that this will be intended if the government really 

wants to try and draw the money in, and as I think it does, will be to slough off whatever costs 

they can so that hidden subsidizations can take place, so that they can compete in a way unfairly 

and thus accomplish an objective, and the objective is to get control of the financial institutions 

in this province, including the credit unions of which the Honourable Minister of Tourism 
--(lnterjection)--Well, you know, he says it's complete hogwash. 

The Minister of Mines and Natural Resources said yesterday, you know, what is happen
ing we are bringing forward the children, we are trying to get the children in front of the line 

of battle. That's what happened with the insurance agents in the fight with auto insurance and 
the suggestion is that the Honourable Minister of Tourism hasn't been contacted by the credit 

union movement, and that in effect, you know, what is happening is really a paper attack on the 
government with no substantive position on the part, or no basis for the representations that 

have been in the House, and that somehow or other it's been engendered by the Opposition. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I want to quote for the benefit of the government the Annual R eport 
of the Co-operative C redit Society of Manitoba. A nd my understanding is that this was pub

lished and came out on F ebruary of 1974. A nd what does it say in its forword: "Financial 

facility, bank committee. In last year 's annual report we ended by saying, 'We are confident 

that if we are successful in chartering a bank the Provincial Government will review its 
approach regarding treasury branches. 1 We have come quite a way in our effort to have a 
western bank chartered but at this point in time we are not sure where we stand on treasury 
branches as far as the Provincial Government is concerned. During the year as we could 

obtain the consent of the other organizations involved in the bank committee, we have released 
progress information to the delegates. Perhaps it would still be appropriate to summar ize 

the year in regards to the charter ing of a western bank. Before that though we wish to project 
some thoughts and concepts relative to the entire approach. " 

Mr. Speaker, the fear of the government entering into the treasury branches was 
expressed by the credit union movement prior to any statements being made by any of the mem
bers here in this House, and that fear was expressed in a proposal and a submission made to 
the government at the beginning of May which was acknowledged by the F irst Minister, which 

was not acknowledged by the Minister of Finance, because they're hell bent on going into the 

banking business one way or the other to get their hands on the money to be able to apply it for 
the purposes as they see fit. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, if we examine what took place in A lberta and in Ontario - and the 

s ituations are different, and the Honourable Minister of Finance pointed that out - we have to 
recognize that the reasons historically for the development are very different for the justifica

tion today. I'm suggesting to you, Mr. Speaker, that there has been no justification, no basis 

for this legislation or for persuading the members opposite to vote for this legislation that has 

been presented by the government. You know, there is an inherent belief that somehow or 

other because the members opposite control the government and have the power that they can 
execute whatever they want without any justification on the basis of their assumptions and their 

prejudices and their information, you know, not the understanding but their impression. You 

know, because the intellectual level of the remarks of the Honourable Minister of Cultural 

A ffairs - it was amusing and I think everyone applauded, they were happy to hear him speak 

his mind in such a forthright way; I think we would have been happy to have him had a saliva 
test, but that's beside the point. Mr. Speaker, the fact is that if you examine - if you examine 

his remarks, if you examine his presentation, if you examine the content of what he said, I 

want you to indicate to me where he presented any basis, any logical reason, any information, 

any statistical data that would support a posit ion that the government should enter into this 
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(MR . SPIVAK cont 'd) . . . . .  business. He says he's familiar with the credit unions. 
-- (Interjection) --Yes. 

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : The M inister of Tourism. 

MR . TOUPIN : Mr. Speaker, would the Leader of the C onservative Party not agree 
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the role of the Opposition is to convince the government to drop the legislation that they feel is 

wrong, and not necessarily the role of the majority elected government to convince the mem

bers of the Opposition to vote for a bill presented by a Cabinet Minister ? 
MR. SPIVAK: There's a very fundamental difference, if the Honourable Minister believes 

that. A nd I'd like to refer to the remarks of the Honourable M inister of Finance when he pre

sented the bill. And I'm quoting, and he said, "I don't intend to take too much time of this 
House at this date in introducing this bill. I think there will probably be some debate and that 

I will be in a position to respond after I will have heard comments of the members of the House 
in regard to the principle in the bill before us . " All right. Well I don't believe that the govern

ment has that kind of mandate to simply come in and say, here's a bill, you question us, you 

give us your arguments, we'll respond. I think that the government has an obligation to the 
people of this province, and it addresses itself to this Legislature to persuade both the 
Opposition and the people that the legislation that they are introducing is based on sound plan

ning, on sound reasoning, with facts that support the position, which in fact will result in some

thing better than what we had before. 
Now what we have got to express in the remarks of the Minister of Finance, and I've gone 

through his remarks, there's nothing. What do we have with respect to the remarks that you 
presented ? Nothing. What have we got with respect to the Honourable Minister of Mines and 

Natural R esources ? Well, his pos ition is that in this way there will be a greater public 

involvement, and insofar as he's concerned in every situation if he has to opt, he'll opt for 

greater public involvement, and in this way there will be a greater control by the people over 

the funds. But before we do that, it also is a question of what we are going to destroy in the 
course of what we are doing. A nd I suggest to you that those who have the fear, those who have 
a fear of the actions that the government has taken, both in preventing the credit unions from 

forming the banks that they have been working towards - and that's expressed in their own 
report - those are not words of the members opposite who are supposed to be putting the credit 

union members in front like little children to represent our ideological position. And those in 

the credit union movement have fear of the unfair competition that will exist, have got to look at the 
government's own action, and it's related to its words . The Minister of Finance says, well 

we're interested in competition, you know, we are interested because you're free enterprisers, 
we know there's a profit, we'll compete. And the isolated communities, the remote communi

ties and the communities that are not serviced will be better off. 
Well, Mr. Speaker, all we have to do is look at what the government did in the case of 

Leaf Rapids - government controlled, allowed one bank; when another bank wanted to go in, 

said no. Did the government allow the kind of competition in Leaf Rapids that they're now 
talking about that they want to enter in with the credit unions ? Well I want to ask the Honour

able Minister, why do they stop another bank from going in and competing? Why do they make 
the judgment that it wasn't in the interests of the community to have another bank for competi
tion ? You know, you can't have it both ways. You can't have it both ways. You pleaded with 
the credit unions to go in, and the credit unions said that there was no basis on which to go in -

but the banks wanted to go in. --(Interjection) --Yes, but another bank wanted to go in, and you 
prevented it from going in. And now you say--(Interjection) --Yes, you did. A nd if the 
Honourable M ember from Point Douglas does not believe me, he better start asking his 

Ministers because he doesn't know what he' s  talking about. --(Interjection)--Yes, well I think 
I know what I'm talking about. 

Let's look now with respect to the growth of the credit union movement here in the pro

vince and, as I say, this has to relate to the justification that has to be presented with respect 
to their involvement. In 1971, the credit union had on deposit $225 million; in 1972 it had 

$299 million; in 1973 it had $400 million. The increase in its deposits from 1970 to 1971 was 
25 percent; in 1971-72 it was 33 percent; from 1972 to 1973 it was 34 percent. That's pretty 
substantial and, if anything, that growth is indicative of a success and an acceptance which, 

Mr. Speaker , I would have believed that the New Democratic Party, who are the successors to 

the CCF Party, would have accepted as being consistent with the principles and the positions 



4 1 72 May 3 1, 1974 

BILL 64 

(MR. SPIVAK cont'd) . . . . .  that they expressed as a Party so many years ago, and would 

have been prepared to have encouraged in every possible way. 
Now, during the election, the Honourable First M inister made a number of statements 

with respect to the banking business,  and he gave the impression that he was prepared to 
encourage the credit unions in their application for a bank and the expans ion of the credit 

union movement, and it was implied in the remarks that he made that somehow or other the 
government, by its entry into the banking business if a regional bank was allowed, or a treas
ury bank system if a regional bank was not allowed, that somehow or other they were going 

to be in a pos ition to affect interest rates and to bring something better to the communities 
than they had before. I am paraphras ing at this particular time, Mr. Speaker , but I think it 

can be documented from the actual words that were used, and I think it was implied that some

how or other the government would be in a better pos ition to offer money than a bank. --(Inter
j ection) --Well marginally better. Well, Mr. Speaker, I have indicated that in Alberta there 

is a hidden subsidization and I'm going to prove that, I'm going to indicate that. A hidden 
--(Interjection)--Well, I will. There's a hidden subsidization. That the only way that the 

government could possibly offer rates of interest which would either be competitive or less 
than the rates of interest offered by banks, would be on the assumption that they did not want 

to make a profit or on the other assumption that there is a hidden subsidization. But when you 
say that, you know, you don't want to make a profit, then it concerns me. It concerns me be

cause really that's not what the Honourable Minister of Finance said. He said that the reason 

the credit unions are going into this business is because there's a profit, and they have indi

cated that to him, or some particular person indicated to him, and the banks have made a pro

fit and it's a profitable business and therefore the government will mak e the profit, and the 
people will share. But again I say, Mr. Speaker, all one has to do is look at the track record 

of the government's involvement to recognize that they have not made a profit in anything 
they've touched. 

What I am suggesting, Mr. Speaker, is that the kind of impression that may be levelled 
at this point, or may be suggested, that somehow or other the government is going to be in a 

pos ition to offer something better than either the credit unions or the banks, cannot be sup
ported by any kind of study or documentation that the government could produce. The fact is 

that treasury branches are an expensive way of operating, a branch banking system is an 
expensive way, and therefore it has been unable to compete with the credit unions, that unless 
there is going to be a hidden subsidization with respect to this operation, the government is not 

going to be in that position. And if we are talking of the isolated remote communities, if we 
are talking about those communities that are not serviced today by either a bank or a credit 

union or do not have that competition, then, Mr. Speaker, the F irst Minister is aware, and 
should have been, from the presentation that was made to him three or four weeks ago, that 

the credit union's presentation to you of May 6th - which you did not acknowledge but was for
warded to you - that in that presentation there was an indication, Mr. Speaker, of their pre

paredness to assist in those isolated communities in the development of a credit union where 

they would provide the managerial competence and staff to assist the government, or for the 
government to assist them, in trying to carry out the function in those communities that are 
not serviced. A nd, Mr. Speaker, if we were to take a map, if we were to take a map and to 
indicate on the map what areas we're talking about, what areas are not serviced in terms of 

communities, we would not have very many. 
A nd so, Mr. Speaker, the result is, as I indicated before, an argument that would per

suade us to support the government has not been presented. A s  a matter of fact it's almost 

a casual cavalier attitude on the part of the government, in which they've basically said, 
"Here's the bill which we have copied from A lberta with some changes that will give us greater 

flexibility and maybe less control and more government regulation, government power and, 
having said that, now we want you to give us legislation. " A nd they have the gall to suggest 
that we're giving them permissive legislation, which would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that maybe 
they're not going to proceed with this. I mean, the references by the Honourable M inister of 

Tourism that, you know, this is permissive legislation. Every bit of legislation is permis

s ive, but does anyone think that they're not go ing to proceed ? The argument--sure you're 
going to proceed. So then why say that you're getting permissive legislation ? You're going 
into the treasury branch bus iness. Every bit of legislation is permis sive. --(Interjection) --
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(MR . SPIVAK cont'd) . . . . .  Yes, but let's be honest about it. Don't start to give the impres
sion that somehow or other this is being postponed for another day. I mean really, at this 

point, you're being intellectually dishonest, you're being immoral in the way you . . .  

MR . ENNS: I said just for a year until they get their buildings up or until they get them 

rented or things like that. S ix months . 
A MEM BER : . . .  referring to the remarks of the M inister of Tour ism. 

MR . SPIVAK: Now let me refer to the remarks of the Minister of Tourism. He says, 
"Meanwhile, over some years we have been studying the treasury branch system which exists 
in the Province of A lberta and the Province of Ontario, with a view to seeing whether or not it 

could be a us eful function for the citizens of Manitoba in their banking needs and uses within 

the Province of Manitoba. "  Okay ? "The branches in each of the two provinces I've mentioned 

operate somewhat differently, and we have yet to study the detailed differences to determine 
the role which our treasury branches would follow." 

Well, Mr. Speaker, if they had really truly studied the treasury branches system of 

A lberta and Ontario, the detailed differences that he's talking about would have been able to 
have been spelled out here, and the role which the treasury branch would follow here would be 
understood. 

The government goes on and the M inister of F inance mentions that they're going to set 

up a task force to see how this should be handled. You know, Mr. Speaker, they want legisla
tion from us to give them authority to determine what they then will do, and then to be able to 
implement it without ever coming back to us . Well, I want to go back to the role that we see in 
opposition, the role we see in government. They had an obligation and still have an obligation 
to present to this House persuasive arguments as to why they should enter into this business.  
Secondly, to  indicate the differences between the two operations and the way in which the 

government intends to operate, and to give us an opportunity to be able to debate that. And they 

haven't done that, Mr. Speaker. What they have done is said, "We've studied it but we haven't 
studied it enough. " But on the other hand we should trust them, give them the legislation, and 

allow them to put it into operation. 
Well, Mr. Speaker, I don't think that that is the way in this matter or in other matters 

we should operate. I don't think that we should essentially accept their ability to be able to 

handle it in a way that will be beneficial to the people; and secondly, based again on the track 

record of the government, I don't think that we should be given an option which is only to accept 

that they will then study the matter rather than suggest to them that they have an obligation to 

bring in a bill which would contain the details. 

In the statement of the Minister of Finance he says the following, and I'll try and make 

this point before we close for lunch: "It could also ensure that the savings as well as the pro
fits earned on the savings of Manitobans are invested in the Manitoba economy and are not 

shifted elsewhere, be it to another part of Canada or to the world at large. Under the treasury 
branch system these profits would be retained in Manitoba. " Well, let's talk about savings, 

Mr. Speaker . In 1972, the loans of the chartered banks in this province exceeded the depos its 
by $205 million. Now let's go over this. In 1972 the loans of the chartered banks in this pro
vince exceeded the deposits by $205 million. 

MR. CHERNIA CK: Do you believe that ? 
MR. SPIVAK: With respect to the profits, with respect to the profits . . .  
MR . CHERNIACK: May I see the breakdown ? 

MR. SPIVAK: Well I looked at the Honourable Minister of M ines and Natural R esources' 
presentation or the statements that had been made before with respect to this item, and my 
suggestion is that there is an obligation on the part of the M inister of Finance to have presented 

his cas e. 

MR . CHERNIA CK: He took that out of the bank statement. 
MR . SPIVAK: Well, you know, Mr. Speaker, we have a funny situation. The govern-

ment says we're going to introduce the legislation--sit down . . .  
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : The Honourable House Leader on a point of order . 

MR. GREEN: Yes, Mr. Speaker. The honourable member has attributed to me statements. 

MR . SPIVAK: I never attributed them to you at all. 

MR. GR EEN: You just said the Minister ofM ines and Resources. You did say that. Okay. 
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER : Order please. The hour of adjournment having arrived, the House 

is now adjourned and stands adjourned until 2 :30 this afternoon. 




