LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Wednesday, 2 June, 1982

Time — 2:00 p.m.
OPENING PRAYER by Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER, Hon. J. Walding: Presenting Peti-
tions . . . Reading and Receiving Petitions . . .

PRESENTING REPORTS BY
STANDING AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Flin
Flon.

MR.J.STORIE: Mr.Speaker, the Committee of Supply
has adopted a certain resolution, directs me to report
the same and asks leave to sit again.

| move, seconded by the Honourable Member for
Rupertsland, that the Report of the Committee be
received.

MOTION presented and carried.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS
AND TABLING OF REPORTS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Munici-
pal Affairs.

HON. A. ADAM: Mr.Speaker,| wonderifl could have
leave of the House to make a nonpolitical statement?

MR. SPEAKER: Does the Minister have leave?
(Agreed)
The Honourable Minister.

HON. A. ADAM: Say cheese, somebody said. Mr.
Speaker, we havedistributed to honourable members
a sample of cheese curds courtesy of the MANCO
cheese group. Thisisanew product whichis findinga
marketin the west and is being well acceptedin some
of our other provinces, Mr. Speaker. The MANCO
production of fine cheddar cheeses, 50 percent has
been marketed usually in the east. Unfortunately
there is an overproduction of cheese in Ontario and
Quebec and also, as well, a surplus of cheese in the
United States and because of that, there is a surplus
hereas well.

The samples you have before you is to highlight a
very nutritious source of food produced in the Prov-
ince of Manitoba at the Manco-Winkler Cheese Fac-
tory and it is to be refrigerated or eaten as soon as
possible, Mr. Speaker.

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

MR. W.McKENZIE: Mr.Speaker, | thank the Honour-
able Minister for finally waking up after weeks of
prodding here by the Opposition to get this govern-
ment off their fannies to recognize there's a bunch of
people unemployed and a dairy industry that's falling
down out there.

Mr. Speaker, | sincerely hope that the 50 employed

(sic) workers are back on the job today after we see

the governmentis goingtoreacttomy concerns and|

sincerely hope the dairy industry now will not have to

lug their milk into Saskatchewan to get it processed.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: Are there any further nonpolitical
statements? Ministerial Statements and Tabling of
Reports . . . Notices of Motion . . . Introduction of
Bills.

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MR. SPEAKER: Beforewereach Oral Questions, may
| direct the attention of honourable members to the
gallery wherewe have 54 students of Grade 5 standing
fromthe Southwood Elementary Schoolin Steinbach.
These students are under the direction of Mr. Dueck
and Mrs. Janzen. The school is in the constituency of
the Honourable Member for La Verendrye.

On all behalf of the members, | welcome you here
this afternoon.

ORAL QUESTIONS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, a question to the Minis-
ter of Mines and Energy.

In view of the comment that was made by his federal
counterpart, the Honourable Mr. Lalonde, the other
evening with respect to the “interest,” | believe the
word was, of the Federal Government in talking to
Manitoba concerning possible participation in the
Churchill-Nelson River System construction and/or
the transmission lines related thereto as they affect
the Western Inter-Tie, can the Minister of Mines and
Energy give assurance to the House that any of the
comments or any of the discussions that he has had
thusfaror will have with the Federal Minister, will not
result in any delay of the completion of the negotia-
tions for the Western Inter-Tie, a delay that might be
occasioned by virtue of the Federal Government's
apparent interest to allegedly help Manitoba
financially?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Energy
and Mines.

HON. W. PARASIUK: Mr. Speaker, in all the negotia-
tions to date, financinghas notbeen partofthenego-
tiations relating to the interim agreement or a final
agreement with respect to a Western Inter-Tie. That
wasleftto bediscussed separately fromthosenegoti-
ations and thatis whatis happening right now. We will
be pursuing the interim agreement with Saskatche-
wan and Alberta as expeditiously as possible, but of
courseitisincumbentuponManitobatoensure thatit
does haveaccess to financing to cover its significant
portion of the cost of the power plant development
and the Inter-Tie, which would be some 81 percent of
the overall development cost.
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HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, can the Minister make
any comment upon news reports attributed to Manit-
oba's Federal Minister, the Honourable Mr. Axworthy,
to the effect that the Federal Government would want
to appoint a consultant to become involved appar-
ently in the economic viability of this project, the stu-
dies on which have now gone on for some three years,
and the economic viability of which was agreed upon
amongst the three provinces well over a year ago?

HON. W, PARASIUK: Mr. Speaker, | know that there
are a lot of consultant studies available on the ques-
tion of viability. Some of the terms of the interim
agreement are a bit different from those originally
looked atby the original consultants, but nevertheless
the three western provinces believe thatitis economi-
cally viable. There are consultant studies to back that
up, in fact, there's quite a mass of consultant studies
to back that up and if the Federal Government wants
to appoint someone to take a quick look at those
consultant studies, fine, | think that might be under-
standable from their perspective. We want to expedite
that process so that we can get a quick and firm deci-
sion from them, but certainly that shouldn't be delay-
ing any of our ongoing discussions with the Sas-
katchewan and Alberta Governments.

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, | want to thank the Min-
ister for that response and for that firm attitude with
respect to any proposal for Federal Goverment con-
sultants. | think all Manitobans will be encouraged by
thefactthat thisis,aswe haveknownforalongtime, a
viable scheme and it is the intention of this govern-
ment to get on with the completion of the Inter-Tie.
CantheMinister undertake, Mr. Speaker, to consult
with his federal counterpart or with Mr. Axworthy, and
make known to the House as soon as possible the
extent of any requirements that the Federal Govern-
ment might wish in this regard. Can he concurrently
assureusthathewill betelling them precisely what he
has told the House today, that we want to get on with
the job so that Limestone can start and all of the jobs
that will be generated by that start, and that this great
regional concept of the Western Inter-Tie will become
partoftheintegrated hydro-electric system of Canada?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Energy
and Mines.

HON. W. PARASIUK: Mr. Speaker, | will be meeting
with Mr. Lalondein Ottawawithinthe nexttwo weeks,
I will certainly communicate that to him. Indeed, |
must say that was one of the initiatives undertaken by
the First Minister and myself at the First Ministers’
Conference in Ottawa earlier this year. We impressed
upon the Federal Government that the Western Inter-
Tie development was of benefit not only to the three
prairie provinces, but indeed to the entire nation in
termsofproviding atransmissionlink forourrenewa-
ble source of energy between three provinces. We felt
that this would be a great breakthrough for Canada
and we felt that since there are front-end costs asso-
ciated with this, that the Federal Government should
give consideration to financial support.

We believe that a develoment of this nature is at
least asimportant as an Alsands development. In fact,
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we were encouraged by the recent statement by the
Minister of Energy, federally, who says now that they
will include electrical energy in their discussions,
their calculations of national energy policy, and that
the Federal Government will indeed give serious con-
sideration to our request for financial support. We
believe that is a very good step in terms of a good
result, frankly, of co-operative federalism over the
course of the last six months. | think that response
from them was arather expeditiousresponse in terms
of past responses to other requests for assistance.
Hopefully they'll proceed very quickly over the course
of the next short while to ensure thatcommitmentisa
firm one.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the
First Minister. Yesterday the Manitoba Federation of
Labour urged the government to undertake the
immediateconstructionof Hydro generating facilities
in the absence of assured sales. Mr. Speaker, in view
ofthefactthatthe Public Utilities and Natural Resour-
ces Committee of this Legislature has recently been
advised by the Minister,.Chairman, Chief Executive
Officer and staff of Hydro, that to undertake construc-
tion without assured sales would be financially rui-
nous to Hydro, can the First Minister advise whether
or not he has informed the Manitoba Federation of
Labour ofthefactthatit would beruinoustoHydroto
proceed prior to conclusion of projects such as an
agreementwith Alcanforthedevelopment of asmelt-
erin Manitoba, orto conclude the Western Power Grid
or Inter-Tie? Has he advised him of that or has he
indeed continuedtoleadthemtobelieve thatitwould
be possible to fulfill the campaign promise and develop
Limestone without assured sales?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, it is not Alcan that
would trigger the development, it would be the West-
ern Inter-Tie Agreement, when it is completed, that
would necessitate the early resumption. As the hon-
ourable member knows, there is presently under way
now, orderly stepstoward aresumption of Limestone.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, my question was,
whatanswerdid he give to the Manitoba Federation of
Labour? Did he tell the Manitoba Federation of Labour
that, accordingto the staff of Hydro and the Chairman
and through the Minister, it would be financially rui-
nous to Hydro to undertake construction of Limes-
tone without having assured sales for the power?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, our position is quite
clear onrecord. It has been clear during the commit-
tee hearings, it has been made clear in this House, the
reference to Hydro construction was one of many,
many items that was raised by the MFL in their brief.
The MFL is quite conscious of the position that we
have been taking in this Legislature.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker,the Manitoba Federa-
tion of Labour brief not only calls upon the govern-
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ment to undertake immediate construction, but makes
the point that it is wiser to undertake immediate con-
struction without sales, than it is to have the sales
prior to undertaking the construction.

My question to the First Ministerremains, what was
his response to the Federation of Labour? Did he
inform them of the realities which this House has been
informed of through the testimony of Hydro officials
at the Utilities and Natural Resources Committee?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, we were there to
listen to the brief. We discussed aspects of their brief
with the Manitoba Federation of Labour. The Mani-
toba Federation of Labour is very conscious of the
position that we havetaken. Mr. Speaker, we werenot
there to argue various points in the brief, we were
there to listen. That seems to be a subject matter that
escapes the minds of members across the way because
they did so little listening during their four years that
they were in government. Mr. Speaker, we were there
to listen, we heard and the Federation of Labour is
very conscious of the position that has been taken by
thegovernmentin thisLegislaturepertainingtoHydro
construction. If the honourable member wants to
argue with the Manitoba Federation of Labour, he can
do so on his own time.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, doestheFirstMinister
intend torespondto the brief of the Manitoba Federa-
tion of Labour?

HON.H.PAWLEY: Mr.Speaker, we have received the
entire brief which deals with many, many subjects. |
must, by the way, mention it was awell presented and
very well articulated brief, very comprehensive in
nature. It is one that will be responded to by this
government, pointbypoint,insofarasthe many many
areasthat werecoveredinthatbriefdealingwith mat-
ters of the economy, dealing with matters of labour
relations and other aspects.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Memberfor Emerson.

MR. A. DRIEDGER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, to the
Minister of Natural Resources. It would appear that
the Army Corps of Engineers from our neighbours to
the south, namely, the USA, the United States, are
again promoting the Roseau River Channel Improve-
ment Project. This is creating concern and anxiety to
the councillors and residents of the southeast. Could
the Minister indicate where the project is at and what
involvement his department has had to date regarding
this matter in the last few weeks?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Natural
Resources.

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, | first of all thank
the honourable member for giving me notice of this
question. The proposal is a channel improvement on
the Roseau River in the United States and the pro-
posed cost of that was $25 million, but contrary to
some current rumour, it is not being initiated at the
presenttime. Althoughit'srecommendedbythe Army
Corps of Engineers the benefit cost ratio, when they
established it at rates of 3.75 percent interest, was

barely 1.1. Atcurrentrates of interest the re-evaluation
now in progress will give a much lower cost benefit
ratio.

Another difficulty for that development will be the
requirement of a local contribution from the Water
ManagementDistrictof $1.2 million. Atbest,as we see
it, these matters would not likely be resolved before
the fall of 1983. In any case, we expect of the Depart-
ment of State and our External Affairs Department to
negotiate an agreement because there would be an
impact on Canadaif that wereto proceed. Departmen-
tal staff are going to be meeting, | think, next week
with representatives of the RM of Franklin to confirm
the facts that we have.

Mr. Speaker, while | have the floor, | would like to
answer a question the Honourable Member for Roblin
had asked mein connection with the development of
the Grandview Reservoir. | might say, Mr. Speaker,
that in addition to the Honourable Member for Roblin,
the Honourable Member for Dauphin hasbeenurging
me to review the concerns of the Town of Grandview
in respect to the reservoir. | have had telephone com-
munication with the Mayor of Grandview, Mr. Olsen,
this morning and | confirmed to him the commence-
ment of the reservoir. | have indicated to him that we
are notifying PFRA to immediately initiate the tender-
ing process. The construction is expectedto be com-
pleted during this fiscal year.

Mr. Speaker, there were concerns about the clea-
nup of theriver channel as a possible alternative. My
department will continue to examine the concerns
about the river channel but we’re satisfied that the
reservoir will meet the requirements of the town’s
supply so, therefore, we've given it an urgent go-
ahead. | think we will continue to study the causes of
flooding upstream of the town without reference to
what is obviously a needed dependable source of
water supply for the town.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for La
Verendrye.

MR. R. BANMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have a
question for the Minister in charge of Co-operative
Development. | would ask himifthe negotiations with
the Credit Union and Caisses Populaires movementin
the province with regard to the $29.5 million loan,
have been completed?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Munici-
pal Affairs.

HON. A. ADAM: Mr. Speaker, in response to that
question, the negotiations have not been completed
atthis pointintime, butl believe thatthey arenearing
completion.

MR. R. BANMAN: A supplementary question, Mr.
Speaker. | wonder if the Minister could inform the
House when he expects the monies will be advanced
to the two systems.

HON. A. ADAM: That would depend on how soon we
can finalize the negotiations with the systems out
there and how soon we can getthe Capital Supply Bill
through the Legislature.
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MR. R. BANMAN: A question to the Minister of
Finance. | wonder if the Minister of Finance could
inform the House whether or not his department or
any people in his office are studying the possibilities
of the province opening up their own banking system?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: | don't know of anyone in my
departmentwho is looking at setting up our own bank-
ing system.

MR. R. BANMAN: Mr. Speaker, | see the Minister of
Natural Resources said they should have done it 20
years ago, but | would ask the Minister of Finance
whether or not, in light of the urgings from the Mani-
toba Federation of Labour in the brief in which they
urged the government to open up their own lending
institutions, and in light of the fact that we are now
already in the position of helping out the credit union
system, | wonder if the Minister could inform the
House whether or not he will be responding to the
Manitoba Federation of Labour and telling them that
he does not intend to open any banking institutions,
provincially owned.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Mr. Speaker, the member
indicated that it should havebeen done 20yearsago. |
guess one of the problems was that 20 years ago we
weren't in office. It had been done earlier than that in
the Province of Alberta and | believe with some con-
siderable success. | would quite frankly question
whether in the 1980s the same circumstances apply,
so that is why there is no one currently studying that
question in the Department of Finance, | suppose.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St.
Norbert.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, | have a question for
the Attorney-General. | wonder, Mr. Speaker, if the
Attorney-General could assure this House thatin the
eventof a strike by the City of Winnipeg Police Force,
something which no member of this House orI'm sure
no member of City Council would desire to see
happen, but in that unfortunate event, can he assure
this House and the citizens of the City of Winnipeg
that he will exercise his right and responsibility under
the RCMP contractto callin members of the RCMP to
provide emergency police services?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, | am of course aware
of my responsibilities in this area and | think it would
be doing a disservice to the ongoing negotiations
albeit they're at a standstill during these few days, |
hope few days, to make any premature announcement.

What would have to happen would be a complete
breakdown of negotiations followed by a strike that
created aproblem such that the City Council, through
its Police Commission, thought that it needed assis-
tance to maintain order on the streets and a request
from the City Council to myself at that time. Discus-
sions would be held between myself on behalf of the
government, the Assistant Commissioner of the RCMP
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and city officials to discuss the situationinlightofthe
situation that then pertained.

I do assure the Member for St. Norbertthat I'm fully
aware of my responsibilities, that | have kept abreast
of the situation, that | have discussed in general the
situation with the representatives from the RCMP at
my regular meetings and thatin the event of arequest
from the City of Winnipeg as I've just outlined, that
request will be dealt with at that time.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, | wonder if the
Attorney-General could be a little more reassuring to
the residents of this city who - again, | don't want to
seeapolice strike and | don’t think anybody else in the
city does - but in the event that there is one, can he not
assurethis House and the residents of this city that he
will call in the RCMP to provide the emergency police
services that are required?

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, | hope that the
Member for St. Norbert and the members opposite will
understandif I donotcareto gobeyondthe statement
that | have made. | really.am quite sincere in saying
that it is my view that if | were to make any more
definitive astatementin anticipation of what might be
the case, thatit could seriously impair bargaining. For
example, if | weretosay categorically that in the event
of some job action on the part of the City of Winnipeg
police, that the RCMP detachment would be called in
in some force, then itmight greatly weaken the situa-
tion at the table in terms of bargaining. It might be
seen as an improper intrusion in a situation which is
stillthatofbargaining albeit withsomedifficulty. Let's
just wait and see.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, whatl am concerned
about is a proper intrusion to protect the public inter-
est and the lives and safety of the citizens of the City of
Winnipeg. Is the Attorney-General saying that there is
a possibility that if there is a City of Winnipeg police
strike, he will not call in the RCMP to provide emer-
gency police services?

HON.R.PENNER: Mr. Speaker, | made avery guarded
and careful statement. | will not be provoked by
improper questions into going beyond that. | do not
want to interfere with the bargaining situation. | don't
think that my ability to act as Attorney-General need
be called into question in terms of the safety of the
citizens of the City of Winnipeg, but| am leaving it to
what | hopeis the good sense of those at the bargain-
ing table to come to an early conclusion on their
bargaining responsibilities.

MR.SPEAKER: TheHonourable Member for Tuxedo.

MR. G. FILMON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My ques-
tion is for the Honourable Minister responsible for
Housing. In view of the fact that news reports yester-
day indicated that single family housing starts in Win-
nipeg for the first five months of this year are down 76
percent over the first five months of last year, and in
view of the opinion expressed by the Manitoba Home
Builders Association and the Multi Family Residential
Council of the Housing and Urban Development
Association of Manitoba that recently announced
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provincial rent controls will make new residential
construction uneconomical, will the Minister be
recommending to his colleague, the Minister of Con-
sumer and Corporate Affairs, that the ill-conceived
provisions in the rent control bill recently announced
be amended to prevent a serious loss of construction
jobs and economic development in Manitoba?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Natural
Resources.

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, it is now public
knowledge that contained within the Budget is provi-
sion for housing stimulus in this province and that is
appropriate, given the circumstances that the hon-
ourable member has outlined, confirming the facts
that the Builders Association have commented on
publicly, but the question of the impact on rent legisla-
tion | do not agree with. There's no question but that
with a shortage of housing there will be pressure on
rents and it is very timely that we have moved to
provide rent control contrary to what the honourable
member’s suggesting.

MR. G. FILMON: Is the Minister now telling us, Mr.
Speaker, that in order to make up for the adverse
effects of the rent control program, that the govern-
ment and the people of Manitoba are now going to
have to subsidize developers to construct rental hous-
ing in this province at total public cost, which would
not be the case if it were not for the ill-conceived
provisions in the rent control bill?

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, the role of the
Opposition is to present constructive argument and
constructive questions. Whatis indicated in his ques-
tionisthat we have created a climate that has reduced
construction. That is basically false. The honourable
member knows that during their period, construction
withered and nothingwasdone in Winnipegin respect
to development. No public housing units were built at
all during their term of office that I'm aware of. The
only impetus was in respect to elderly persons’ hous-
ing. There is not a critical shortage in that area, but
there certainly is in housing. There was atremendous
slowdown in the economy of this province and that
was occasioned by the deliberate protracted restraint
of the previous government. The housing problem
that we have in this province today is directly attrib-
uted to the negligence on the part of the previous
administration. We are moving to address that prob-
lem, but | will not accept any criticism of this govern-
ment that's been in office for barely not quite six
months in respect to the lack of construction in this
province.

MR. G. FILMON: I'msurprised that the Ministerdidn’t
bring in President Reagan's economic policies as well
when he addressed theanswer,because he obviously
is groping for a problem.

Mr. Speaker, is the Minister saying that the effect of
the 6 percent vacancy rate had nothing to do with the
lack of construction and the effects of the federal
dry-up in section 43, loan money had nothing to do
with the things that have occurred in the past couple
of years?

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, the honourable
member now recognizes that he must be on the def-
ensive. Nothing was done significantly in respect to
construction during the term of their office, and the
factthat heis now alleging thatrent controls that were
deemed necessary because of the difficult vacancy
rates are a cause of the difficulty is just being dishon-
est, Mr. Speaker.

Obviously, we have a construction problem. That
problemis notunique to Manitoba. It's occasioned by
high interest rates that were supported by the pre-
vious administration, and | don't raise the spectre of
Ronald Reagan in this province, but the honourable
member does. Some of the honourable member's col-
leagues went down to applaud the installation of
Ronald Reagan as the President of the United States
and they welcomed the high interest rates that Ronald
Reagan represents and that their Conservative Party
represented in Ottawa.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON. S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, inview of therather odd
attitudesof the honourable member about his version
of the traveling habits of members of the previous
administration, | was the one who, Sir, went to the
Republican National Convention and saw Ronald
Reagan nominated for the Presidency, which he sub-
sequently won.,

Would my honourable friend think that is a repre-
hensible thing to do or did he think it was equally
reprehensible when his leader went to the Socialist
International Meeting in Vancouver with a bunch of
left-wing kooks and participated in that meeting?

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, the Honourable
Leader of the Opposition has not only been proud to
be associated with Reaganomics, he was proud to be
associated with that other pleading government in
Canada, the Conservative Government. We heard
peoplefromovertheretalking that the Crosbie Budget
that was a tough budget, high interest budget, didn't
go far enough. That's the kind of attitude they
represent.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, now that we know, Sir,
in the mind of the Minister of Resources, his relative
value as to meetings that politicians should attend,
may | direct a question to the Minister of Finance?

Yesterday he took as notice a question | asked him
astothe cost of implementing the agreement which
still is subject to ratification with the MGEA by the
taxpayers of Manitoba. He said he would take the
question for notice and indicate to the House what the
figure will be for that proposed settlement. Could he
tell the House today what that figure is please?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.
HON. V. SCHROEDER: No, Mr. Speaker, | don't have
adefinitive figure as of today yet. | expect to haveitas
soon as my department has time to work out the
figure.

HON. S. LYON: Then, Mr. Speaker, | must direct a
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question to the same Minister in his capacity as Minis-
ter of Labour. Is he telling this House that he is autho-
rizing the Civil Service Commission of Manitoba, the
negotiating team, to make an offer to the MGEA of
Manitoba without knowing what the cost of that offer
is going to be to the taxpayers of Manitoba?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Labour.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Mr. Speaker, | had indicated
yesterday that the cost, as | understood it, because of
the fact that in every year there are a number of civil
servants who retire, who quit, are promoted and there-
fore there are a large number of vacancies and large
periods of time in the year in which there are vacan-
ciesin job positions, the costisn't asimple matterof a
multiplication of the number of civil servants at a spe-
cific time plus the average settlement of just under 13
percent; rather the total cost would come out to
somewhere in the neighbourhood of $16 million,
under $20 million. | had indicated to the Leader of the
Opposition yesterday that | would try to get a more
definitive number for him.

| would remind the Leader of the Opposition, how-
ever, that last year his government entered into an
agreement with the physicians in this province that
yielded a 15 percent, more than a 15percentincrease,
15.8 percent increase, to people earning a significant
sum of money and certainly that settlement had an
impact on what the members of the Civil Service
expected to get this year. Mr. Speaker, these kinds of
backgrounds - the physicians' settlement, the Auto-
pac settlement, other government settlements,
teachers’ settlements - are things that were in the air
when we were negotiating with the MGEA. We were
notnegotiatingan avacuum. We were negotiating in a
historical perspective where there were people with
high incomes who had received significantly above
inflation increases in the immediately preceding year.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, after listening to the
circumlocutions of the Minister of Labour and/or Min-
ister of Finance, | believe we are all becoming better
aware of where the vacuum exists. But, Sir, | want to
ask the Minister that as and when he obtains this
illusive figure, which heshould have known before he
offered this amount as a final settlement, will he be
bringing this figure in as part of the Supplementary
Supply which | expect this House will be getting very
shortly? Do you suppose that he could work himself
into a position to let the House know what that figure
is before we receive it in printed form as part of the
Supplementary Supply or, indeed, is he aware of the
factthatitis customary tobringitinas Supplementary
Supply while the House is sitting?

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Mr. Speaker, | had indicated
to the Leader of the Opposition, just yesterday, that
we still don't have an agreement. We won't have an
agreement until afteritis ratified by the MGEA and the
Cabinet and | would hope that the Leader of the
Opposition could wait until we do have an agreement
in orderthat we can tell him exactly what will transpire
from that point on. But | can assure him that what will
transpire is what is customary.
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HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, for the information of
the Minister of Finance, the Leader of the Opposition
will not wait until the Minister of Finance gets around
toitin hisownincompetent way. The question that is
being put to the Minister of Finance, Mr. Speaker, is
very simply this, he and his colleagues made an offer
to the Manitoba Government Employees Association
for a two-year settlement. That offer is still subject to
ratification; we all admit that. What is the cost of the
offer to the taxpayers of Manitoba that he has prof-
fered to the MGEA? He surely knows that. If hedoesn't
know it, he should get into another portfolio.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Mr. Speaker, last year, under
that incompetent former First Minister of this pro-
vince, we were required to come forward with $80
million in Special Warrants because of miscalcula-
tions by that government, that former government, in
termsofitsspending. | have stood here andsaid that it
is approximately $16 million we aretalking about; itis
somewhere under $20 million. What we are talking
about is an area that is notgoing to be exactly to the
dollar. He well knows that, butitis not going to be $80
million out, theway his incompetent government was
last year.

HON.S.LYON: Mr.Speaker, I'lltryto makethe ques-
tion simple for the better understanding of the Minis-
ter of Finance. Mr. Speaker, we're beginning tounder-
stand that we've got to go right back to alphabet
terms. Is it true, to the Minister of Finance, that he has
provided $10 million in the current Estimates for the
increase in salary to be provided tothe civil servants of
Manitoba this year? Very simple. Is there $10 millionin
the current Estimates?

HON. V.SCHROEDER: Mr.Speaker, thereis $10 mil-
lion in the current Estimates. I'm surprised that the
Leader of the Opposition.doesn’'t know that without
asking the question again. It is the exact amount that
was in the Estimates two years ago, when there was a
situation that is similar to what we have today, where
there wasn't an agreement withthe MGEA. So there's
nothing unusual about that particular amount.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, now go to letter “B” in
the alphabet, isit true, tothe Minister of Finance, that
the total cost of the offer that his government has
made to the MGEA for the first year of the two-year
agreementwill be $16 million approximately - we real-
izethat there will be variations, afool realizes that oris
that $16 million plus the $10 million that he has in the
Estimates?

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Mr. Speaker, | didn't say that
it was exactly $16 million, | said it was somewhere
under $20 million and that amount is the total amount.
It is not an amount in addition to the $10 million and
the reason for thatis, as | had said yesterday, that we
expect with the normal attrition rates that we expe-
rience in the Civil Service that this is the amount of
extracostthat we will be incurring in addition to what
is in the Estimates.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, just to make certainty
double sure, to the Minister of Labour, can we take it
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for granted that the 400 additional civil servants which
this government is hiring in these Estimates this year,
when all other governments are trying to put a lid on
hiring, is it true that the expenses for those 400 civil
servants are not built in to the increase in salary but
arerather to be found throughout the Estimates in the
various departments in which these people will be
hired?

HON. V.SCHROEDER: Mr.Speaker, those costs are
builtinto the Estimates of the various departmentsin
which those individuals are found, but | should say to
the Leader of the Opposition that a number of those
hirings are simply replacements of people on contract
from the outside so that there is not double numbers;
thatthereis aconsiderablenumber, | believe, closeto
40 percent of the number he refers to; and secondly,
thereis a significant number of people hired in order
totakecareofthe Rent ControlProgram.Sothereare
very good and logical reasons for some of those hir-
ings. | should also say that, in terms of Civil Service
per population, we are fairly low in the country, as we
were in 1977.

MR. SPEAKER: Orderplease. Thetime for Oral Ques-
tions having expired, Orders of the Day.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, would you please
call the adjourned debate on Second Reading on Bill
Nos. 2,23,32and 367

ADJOURNED DEBATES
SECOND READING - PUBLIC BILLS

BILL NO. 2 - THE RESIDENTIAL
RENT REGULATION ACT

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the Hon-
ourable Minister of Consumer and Corporate Affairs,
Bill No. 2, standing in the name of the Honourable
Member for Fort Garry.

MR. L. SHERMAN: | am pleased to have the opportun-
ity, Mr. Speaker, to address a few comments to the
House in connection with Bill 2, The Residential Rent
Regulation Act. At the outset, Mr. Speaker, | want to
say that the subjectis one thatis extremely difficult to
address in a political arena, or a political atmosphere,
in any way that could be described as being essen-
tially objective because the whole subject of rent con-
trol has become such an emotional issue and has
become a consideration that is surrounded by so
much emotionalism and subjective feeling from all
sides of virtually all components in the community.
As aconsequence, it becomes difficultto debate the
advantages or disadvantages of specific approaches
in conceptual terms and in legislative terms to this
subject and succeed in delivering realistic messages
and meaningful messages that are properly conveyed
to the public and are properly understood by the pub-
lic. That really is one of the difficulties that the Pro-

2962

gressive Conservative Caucus faces with respect to
this legislation in this current Session, and that any
caucus and any partyfacesin dealing with the subject
of rent control at any time, when there is a specific
political thrust coming from one direction for recog-
nizable rent control legislation that meets any kind of
idealogical or political objective.

In this case, there is a thrust coming for arecogniz-
able form of rent control legislation that meets a polit-
ical ideological objective. That objective is held and
pursued by the government of the day, by the New
Democratic Party, and is a follow-up of positions
taken by the NDP during the past eighteen months,
when they were in Opposition and the Progressive
Conservative Party was in government, and particu-
larly to positions espoused and promises delivered by
the NDP during the recent provincial election cam-
paign. So it has become anideological political thrust
aimed at an identifiable conclusion to which the NDP
andits supporterscanpoint, Sir,andsay, aha, thereit
is, there is what we promised you, rent control.

Thus, as | have said, it becomes difficult for any
component, whether it be the Progressive Conserva-
tive Party or whatever group in society, any compo-
nent in society to stand up and analyze, assess and
evaluate that thrust and that objective in terms that
will guaranteedelivery of asensible, meaningful, real-
istic messageto the publicbecausetheattempt willbe
obscured under the ideological and political pres-
sures that have been brought into play, and will be
obscured by the emotionalism that surrounds the
issue since it was a central fact and central feature of
the new government's election campaign. Further to
that, the economic conditions of the day and the
social conditions that flow from today’s troubled eco-
nomic conditions, intensify the emotionalism asso-
ciated with the issue.

Many people look upon rent control as a panacea
for many many of our ills. Many of us have not looked
very profoundly beyond the superficial terminology of
the languageitself; have not perhaps evaluated all the
ramifications of something likerentcontrolas fully as
they need to be evaluated; and hence have come to
the conclusion in our own minds, and | think this can
be said of many of us, Mr. Speaker, have come to the
conclusion in our own minds that one of the major
bogeymen of the day, one of the majorevils of theday
istobe foundin thelevels of rentals being charged for
rented residential accommodation in our society and
the frequency with which those rental levels rise and
the degree by which they rise and that, Sir, a great
many of our problems would be resolved, a great
many of our difficulties would disappear if we only
hadrentcontrol. Rent controlisthe magic phrase, the
magic answer to much of the frustration, much of the
fear and anxiety in an economic and financial sense
that burdens us today.

So those two factors, the fact that a promise of rent
control was a central feature of an election campaign
that emphasized rather clearly and heavily some spe-
cific ideological points and specific ideological ambi-
tions and the fact that all of us live in troubled eco-
nomic times and have come to embrace, to some
degree, panaceas like rentcontrol, orwage and price
control, or various other forms of regulation as the
possible potential answers to some of our problems,
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have combined to make a truly objective, truly rea-
sonable and productive debate about rent control and
its merits are very very difficuit.

ButtheProgressive ConservativeParty has attemp-
ted in the debate held up to this point in time, on Bill
No. 2 atthis stage, Second Reading stage, to identify
some of those concerns relative to rent control, that
must be addressed by the legislators in this Chamber
and that must be recognized by the people of Mani-
toba, the taxpayers of Manitoba and more fundamen-
tally, the renters of Manitoba before this legislation or
anything akin toitis given complete passage through
the House because there are ramifications, there are
developments, there is fallout from legislation of this
kind.

There is in this particular bill, we feel, a package of
potential weaknesses and difficulties that could pro-
duce a situation, Mr. Speaker, where those who
embrace the concept of rent control as the salvation
for their or our problems could find themselvesinher-
iting under certain types of rent control legislation a
far more onerous burden and a far more difficult rental
environment, certainly a far more difficult shelter and
accommodation environment than either is the case
at the present time or was the case in the province
before there was any form of rent regulation or rent
control whatsoever.

Soit'sbeenimportant for members in Opposition to
try to point out to the government and through the
government, to and through the media and through
the community, to the renters beyond, Mr. Speaker,
what some of the pitfalls and difficulties are. We cer-
tainly feel strongly that a number of weaknesses and
difficulties can be identified in this legislation as it
appears at the present time and we intend at commit-
tee stage, with the aid of those spokesmen from the
general public and the public representations that will
be made, to examine the legislation in detail in an
attempt to reinforce it as fully as possible to make it
workable, to make it acceptable, to make it work and
insofar asit's possible, to make it good.

Mr. Speaker, a number of my colleagues have
spokenonthebillandit's not my intention toreview or
reiterate their conclusions or redefine the difficulties
that they identified and placed on the record where
this legislation is concerned. Suffice it to say that we
see a considerable number of difficulties and they
range across a spectrum of subjects that includes the
built-in implication of a vastly expanded and expen-
sive bureaucracy to administer and police this legisla-
tion, a bureaucracy reflected in the concept, for
example, of the rent regulation officers, rent appeal
panels and the central registry, all of which are pro-
vided for in the bill before us.

In addition to that, we see difficulties with the 9
percent threshold and considerable reference has
been made to that. | know the Minister has had that
brought to his attention, Mr. Speaker. We fear that 9
percent threshold will turn out to be more a floor than
aceiling. We havedifficulties with the provisionsrela-
tive to the pass-through that's being permitted the
landlord where his mortgage related costs are con-
cerned under the legislation as it's presently drafted.
We have concern for the impact on the development
of shelter accommodation, new shelter accommoda-
tion, the investment in new shelter accommodation
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and the improvement and upgrading of existing shel-
ter accommodation is concerned. Over and above all
that, Mr. Speaker, | think our primary concern is with
the low incomerenter, the lowerincomerenterin the
community. We feel sincerely and strongly that many
aspects of this legislation will militate againstthe best
interests of the lower income renter in Manitoba and
he or she should be put on their guard with respect to
those implicit difficulties.

Those concerns, Sir, lie at the root of a very great
deal of what my colleagues have had to say about this
legislation. We believe thatinits presentform, it pos-
sesses the capacity and the potential to be harmful to
lowincomerenters in Manitoba and tobe harmful and
disadvantageous to the development of new, and the
improvement of existing shelter accommodations
throughout the province. In fact, Sir, it appears that
this bill has been produced as the result of a rather
desperate developmental drive by the government in
order to fulfill an election promise.

On the surface of the legislation as it is presently
constituted, there would appear to have been some
rather hasty work done, notwithstanding the factthat
many of usin Manitobaawaitedtheappearanceof the
bill for some considerable time following the govern-
ment’s original promise. But | can't resist or avoid the
conclusion as | study the legislation and discuss it
withthe members of the community, Mr. Speaker, that
itreally represents simply aformalized response to, or
a formalized follow-through on an election promise
by a government that seized on this issue, as | have
said, a highly emotional issue, as one that provided it
with considerable election campaign ammunition.
Having gone into the election saying that they would
deliver rent controls for Manitobans, thatthey would
protectManitobarenters againstthedemonlandlord,
they had to deliver.

It was a promise and although it's been pointed out
in the House from time to time since the Session got
under way that many of their promises have not been
fulfilied, | must say that | think credit and recognition
must be given the government to some degree in that
area, Mr. Speaker, because they have acted and
attempted to move on some of their campaign prom-
isesand thiswas one of them. The Minister of Consu-
mer and Corporate Affairs, the Minister responsible
for Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation,
obviously possesses sufficient clout and sufficient
influence with his Cabinet and caucus colleagues to
ensure that one of the promises related to his depart-
ment was certainly going to be one that the new gov-
ernment was going to deliver on and | give him credit
forthat. Butl thinkthatthebill asit'sconstituted atthe
moment represents a pretty hasty attemptto meet that
promise, to meet that pledge. | don't think it has been
fully or carefully thought through. It simply, as | say,
provides the government with the opportunity of say-
ing, well we promised you rent control; we promised
you protection against the demon landlord; hereiit is.

Mr. Speaker, under this legislation, renters in Mani-
tobaare going to expectthattheir rentsare not going
torise.In fact, asa consequenceofthepositiontaken
by the NDP when it was in Opposition during the last
year-and-a-half or two years of the Progressive Con-
servative Government's tenure of office,and as acon-
sequence of the specific things said in the election
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campaign last October and November by NDP candi-
dates, Manitoba renters expect, as one of my col-
leagues has suggested in debate, that their rents are
not going to rise in the foreseeable future; there is
certainly not going to be any significant increase in
rents for Manitoba renters during the next one, two,
three, four years. That is the conclusion to which
Manitobarenters wereinvitedtocome, by the position
taken and the promises made by the new government
of the day, the government opposite, and the govern-
ment of the day is going to have to live with that, Mr.
Speaker.

They have raised hopes; they have raised expecta-
tions | think, falsely, and they're going to have to live
with that and this legislation certainly is not going to
enable them to deliver on that promise. So one of the
weaknesses in itis a weakness that willredound upon
the Minister himself and his colleagues themselves,
the clear and vivid demonstration in a very short
period of time, that the promise was hollow and false
and cannot be kept.

Mr. Speaker, having said all that, | wish to advisethe
Minister and the House and you, Sir, thatitis not the
intention of my caucus colleagues, or me, to stand in
the way of constructive and intensive examination
and evaluation of what the Minister is proposing in Bill
2.Wehavedeliberatedatsomelength,duringthepast
two weeks or more, on the content and nature of the
legislation. We have difficulty with some of the aspects
of the content and nature of the legislation but we do
not, Sir, have difficulty with the principle of the bill, the
principle being the protection of the renter in Mani-
toba against unfair or unreasonable rent increases,
against hardship rent increases.

There is no question that many amongus are suffer-
ing real hardship today in the renter market. There is
no argument with a suggestion, or with the point that
there are examples of true hardship among rentersin
Manitoba today, asthere are similar examples among
renters all over North America, probably all over the
world. There is no question either that there is some
realhardship, measurable, demonstrable, seen every
day, caused by general economic conditions for ren-
ters, for persons whorent their shelter and their hous-
ing accommodation.

Worse than that, Mr. Speaker, there is perceived
hardship; there is the fear of hardship; there is the
anxiety and the tension and the fear in the hearts and
minds of many renters that even though their rent
perhaps didn't go up significantly or substantially last
year, or the year before, the danger is always there
that their rents are going to go up to a degree which
theycan'taccommodate, whichtheycan'thandleand
they're going to find themselves on the street looking
fornewaccommodation. | knowthatfear, thatthought,
troubles many a Manitoba renter. Speaking for and
with my party, | want to say to him and her, Mr.
Speaker, that Manitobarenter, that we're aware of that
fear, that anxiety, that perception and in some cases,
that very reality.

We share the ambitions of all, whether inside or
outside this Chamber, to reinforce the safety net for
the Manitoba renter; to guarantee him or her protec-
tion against unfair, unreasonable hardship rent
increases. For that reason, Sir, we find ourselves
aligned with the principle contained in Bill 2. We're
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very anxious to hear the representations that will be
forthcoming from the public and others at Law
Amendments Committee or whatever committee finds
itself charged with the responsibility of clause-by-
clause examination of this bill because there will be
specificsuggestions emanating in thatprocessforthe
strengthening and improvement of Bill 2. We believe
thatit may well be possiblethatBill 2 will turn outto be
an acceptable piece of legislation with certain rein-
forcements and improvements and refinements; with
certain modifications with some of that strengthening
which I've suggested is necessary.

So we do want to move the bill on to that stage and
listen to the public representationsthat will be made,
and the expert professional representations that will
bemade and, in particular, the perspective thatwillbe
brought to that course of the legislative process by
renters themselves, by those who are most directly
affected, along with the landlords, of course, of Bill 2.
Atthat point in time | submit, Mr. Speaker, there will be
some, and not a few perhaps on our side, who will be
offering and proposing improvements to the legisla-
tion themselves.

Mr. Speaker, finally, | would just like to add the
observation that in the end what's atissue hereis the
long-range best interest of the Manitoba renter; that
obviously is a combination of a number of things, an
improved economy for one thing, improved security
in terms of job opportunities for another, but also, Sir,
it'sa combination, both of protection againstunfair or
hardship rent increases and a guarantee of a wide,
attractive choice of housing and accommodation. In
dealing with any issues such as rent control, govern-
ments and oppositions, legislators and public, the
people they represent, have to be very careful, very
careful, | submit, Mr. Speaker, notto move soemphat-
ically on one side of the spectrum, or one side of the
equation as to damage irreparably the other side.

The other side of the spectrum in this case, being
theestablishmentofaclimatethatis conducivetothe
development of attractive options, reasonably avail-
able options and alternatives, in the shelter and
accommodation field; for no renter, no matter what
his anxiety or fear, or her anxiety or fear today, with
respect to the current rate of rent that he or she is
paying, wants willingly to be boxed into a situation
where there is no alternative, there is no option, there
isnoway out, whereheorsheistrapped. Sowehadto
preserve that freedom and flexibility of option and
movementand this bill, while attempting toguarantee
and reinforce the safety net for the renter, must also
attemptto guarantee and reinforce his and her options
for freedom and flexibility in choice now and in the
future. So we will be focusing on some of those
aspects of the legislation, Mr. Speaker, and looking
forward to close examination of the bill in clause-by-
clause form at the committee stage. On that basis and
on the basis of the comments thathave already been
contributed in this debate by my colleagues | can
advise you, Sir, at this juncture that the Progressive
Conservative Caucus supports the principle of Bill 2
and wishes to see it move on to committee study.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Consu-
mer and Corporate Affairs will be closing debate.
The Honourable Minister.



Wednesday, 2 June, 1982

HON. E. KOSTYRA: Yes, Mr. Speaker, if no other
members desire to speak, I'd like to conclude debate
on Second Reading.

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I'd like to just recognize the
assistancethat| hadin preparingthis billfordebatein
the House, the assistance that | received from the
Member for Ellice who was the Legislative Assistant
working with me. He spent long hours with me assist-
ing me in the actual drafting of the bill, consulting with
various organizations and groups, and | would like to
compliment him and thank him for his involvement
which | found very productive in the drafting of the
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, when | had introduced Bill 2 for debate
on Second Reading, | had invited some constructive
suggestions from members opposite on the contents
of the bill and the general approach. Unfortunately,
Mr. Speaker, outside of, quite frankly, the last com-
ments from the Member for Fort Garry, | saw none of
that in the debate that took place in the House, espe-
cially from Members opposite.

What we saw in debate was a rerun of what was
heard during the last election campaign. Over and
over again, members opposite said that we really did
have a rent control program in effect, a rent control
program in place for thelast number of years in Mani-
toba and that the New Democratic Party was not sug-
gesting anything new, that there was a program in
placethatwasserving Manitobans well. They claimed
that experts also agreed with them that there was an
effective rent control program in Manitoba. Well,
whether or not some so-called experts agreed that
there was some form of rent control in the Province of
Manitoba, it was clear by what we heard prior and
during the election campaign, and indeed in the
results of the election campaign, that the people of
Manitoba, the tenants in Manitoba, knew and did not
believe that there was arent control program in place
in the Province of Manitoba, an effective rent control
program in place and operating in the Province of
Manitoba for the last two years.

The Member for Sturgeon Creek, in discussing the
fact that there was an effective program in place,
talked about the kind of good it did for tenants in his
constituency. Well, it was just recently, Mr. Speaker,
back last January that results of an arbitration deci-
sion withrespectto a major block in his constituency
was made known where the increases allowed by the
Arbitration Boardwere some 34 percent increase and
itwas areduction from, | believeitwas 36 percent- a
reduction of 2 percent. In fact, there was a recent
decision rendered in the same apartment complex
that upheld the increases requested by the landlord.
So for him to argue that the programwasworking, the
facts of the matter are simply the opposite.

The program didn't work, Mr. Speaker, because of
two main facts: one is that all of the onus for the
program was on the tenants. The tenant hadtoinitiate
the complaint. All of the onus was on the tenant and
the tenant could only complain and his case could
only be heard on the basis of how his proposed rent
compared with other rents in the same area. So if, Mr.
Speaker, there were artificially high rents in that par-
ticular area and the particular landlord who that
tenant had to pay rent to asked for increases to bring it
up to that already artificially high level, he had no

case; not whether or not the increase was fair or was
needed for the actual operating costs of that building
ortokeepthatbuildinginrepair, that had norelation-
ship to what the increase was going to be and what
would be determined under the legislation.

The other part of it was that it was on the basis of
comparable properties and on the availability of other
rentalaccommodation. We now know that the present
situation with availability is considerably different
than it was last fall, than it was a year ago, that we've
now gotavacancy rate as latest reported from CMHC
of only 2 percent overall in the City of Winnipeg.

I'd like now to spend a few minutes, Mr. Speaker,
discussing a few of the areas that were touched upon
by some of the members opposite during debate.
There was some discussion, some debate that rent
controls would allow units to get into disrepair, that
maintenance wouldn’'t be done on rental units in the
Province of Manitoba.

Well, firstof all, Mr. Speaker, the allowable increases
that will be allowed under The Residential Rent Regu-
lation Act will allow for landlords and owners to main-
tain their properties, will-allow.them tohaveincreases
in order to pay for the ongoing operating costs, main-
tenance costs and repair costs of keeping their pre-
mises in repair.

Second, we have within the legislation a new and
innovative section that to my knowledge does not
existorhasnotexistedin any otherrentregulation or
rent control legislation in any jurisdiction in Canada,
or in the United States for that matter, where we are
going to allow exemptions from rent controls, from
The Rent Regulation Act for units that undergo total
rehabilitation.

| can say that there is a great deal of interest in this
section, Mr. Speaker. In fact, just last week, | metwith
a Calgary developer who is in the process of buying a
number of units of apartment buildings in Winnipeg
and wanted to discuss with us how that section would
impact on it because he wants to totally rehabilitate
those units, and they are units that | am informed are
in the process of being closed down and demolished if
somethingisnot done. This developer recognizes that
he can, through the provisions that will be in the Act
and the regulations, have an exemption and is going
ahead, as | understand it, in proceeding to buy those
properties.

So | don't accept the argument that we're going to
seerental units in the province deteriorate or be dem-
olished. We have given landlords and developers the
opportunity with the legislation, with the new section,
totakeonmajorrehabilitative projects with respectto
rental accommodation in the City of Winnipeg, in the
province, because there are a number of apartment
buildings that are atthe stage where they need exten-
sive renovations, and | believe this section will facili-
tate and will allow developers toseize on thatoppor-
tunity and keep some of that much needed rental
housing units on the market.

There was also comment in debate with respect to
the new provision for a registry. It was stated by the
Member for Tuxedo that here we're going to have
government keeping track and keeping lists of every
renter in the province and where he moves and when
he moves. That's simply not true, Mr. Speaker. The
purpose of the registry is, for the first time in the
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Province of Manitoba, to have an effective catalogue,
an effective base data bank of rental accommodation
in the province because only one small part or one
part of the rental units are under survey right now
through CMHC, but there is no actual statistics deal-
ing with allrentalaccommodations in the Province of
Manitoba. Thatis the sole purpose ofthatregistry, Mr.
Speaker.

" INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. If | might interrupt the
Honourable Minister foramomenttodirect the atten-
tion of honourable members to the gallery where we
have 60 students of Grade 8 standing from the Virden
Junior High School. They are under the direction of
Mr. Plaisier and they are from the constituency of the
Honourable Member for Virden.

On behalf of all the members, | welcome you here
this afternoon.

ADJOURNED DEBATES (Cont’d)
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister.

HON. E. KOSTYRA: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The
concept of having a registry, of having information
available to government with respect to rental hous-
ing is not new. That is done in many other sectors of
oureconomy so that government can better plan with
respectto particularindustries or particular sectors of
our economy. | think it'll be useful for us to have that
information and to be in a better position torespondto
the needs of the rental housing industry and to
tenants in the Province of Manitoba by having the
actualinformation with respect torentalaccommoda-
tions in the Province of Manitoba.

There was also a great deal of discussion in fact as
late as Question Period today, Mr. Speaker, on the
effect of new construction. There is, as previously
indicated in the legislation, an exemption period for
new construction for newly constructed units. I'm
informed by developersthatthe averagerental period
forapartment blocks has been atthe mosta four-year
period and that was when vacancy rates were at a
higherlevel than they are today. So it would be fair to
assume that new units, if they were to be constructed,
to be rented up in a shorter period of time given the
low vacancy rates that exist in the province at the
presenttime, that would givedevelopersthe opportu-
nity to rent up their buildings so that they could
achieve near or full occupancy, butalsoallow themto
establish rent levels at a level that they would feel is
sufficient to meet their requirements with respect to
financing the building and then would allow those
buildings to be again controlled after that initial
period.

The problem with the lack of new construction, and
I think it would be recognized by members opposite
though they would care not to say it, and it certainly
hasbeenstatedto me by the many developersthatwe
have met with, is that the major problem is the high
interest rates that exist in the country at the present
time. That is the greatest deterrent to any develop-
ment, including the development of further residential
rental units in the Province of Manitoba andindeed all
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across Canada, and until high interest rates come
down, that we are going to seevery little construction
in Manitoba or in other parts of the country.

The other factor that has a great impact on that is
the lack and the removal of the federal incentives that
existed for rental housing construction throughout
the country. Therewasa flurry of building when there
was a number of federal incentive programs available
for developers. It's certainly true that rent controls,
rent regulation has some impact on it, but to suggest
that's the sole reason that there isn't going to be any
and hasn't been any construction of new units in the
provinceis simply not true, Mr. Speaker. Infact, over
thelasttwo years when there was noreal effectiverent
controls, there was very little construction. In fact, if
one looks back over a period of time when we last had
rent controls in the Province of Manitoba, we had in
excess of 4,000 units of rental housing construction
being constructed during a period of rent control, of
pretty restrictive rent controls, far more restrictive
than what is contained in this legislation.

Thelastareal wanted to comment on, Mr. Speaker,
that was mentioned in debate and was mentioned by
the Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek with
respect to statements reportedly made by myself to
the media with respect to possible changes in the
legislation, and suggesting that | was not open and
was not prepared to consult with interested people,
individuals and organizations in the province with
respect to the legislation. —(Interjection)—

Well, first of all, Mr. Speaker, | can tell youthat with
the assistance of the Member for Ellice as my Legisla-
tive Assistant and myself, we have consulted exten-
sively with many people throughout the province on
this legislation. When we first assumed office we met
with many of the groups and continued that through
to the presentday. | have met on at least four occa-
sions with the Executive of the Manitoba Landlords
Association and had extensive meetings with them
and have met with their general membership ontwo
occasions, Mr. Speaker; | have met with the Manitoba
Home Builders Association on three different occa-
sions dealing specifically with this legislation; | have
had meetings with six of the major developers in the
Province of Manitoba who are active in this area; I've
met with many individual landlords, tenants and solic-
itors who act on behalf of both tenants and landlords.

So | have been very open to listen to the points
raised by many that are interested in this legislation.
We've been receptive, Mr. Speaker, to the suggestions
that have been put forward and | have found them
particularly helpful as we've developed this legisla-
tion, as we've gone through the onerous job of draft-
ing the legislation, and many of those concerns that
wereraised have been embodied in the legislation. So
for him to suggest that I'm not open, | take great
offence to.

My comments were in relation to the last meeting
that | had with the Manitoba Landlords Association.
They asked meifthegovernment would be proposing
major changes to the basic policies contained in the
Act. | responded, Mr. Speaker, that no, | did not
believe that the government would be making major
changes to the legislation, that | did not indicate |
would not be open to public representation and
indeed the representations that would be made in
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committee by members opposite to particular sec-
tions of the bill. Inthat regard, | was quite heartened to
hear the positive and constructive comments for the
first time from the member opposite, the Member for
Fort Garry, with respect to the Opposition's attitudeto
this legislation. He was the first member that spoke
that way but I'm not going to leave any false expecta-
tions to the Manitoba landlords.

We are going to make major changes. We have
discussed over and over again those points with them,
but we havebeen open with them, we have been sin-
cerewith them, outlining the provisions to the bill and
have taken into account their many representations. |
might add, Mr. Speaker, that some of those groups in
meeting with us have told me that it is much easier to
see members of this government than it has been in
the pasttomeet members opposite when they werein
government, that they had a much more difficult time
eveniftheycouldgetintomeet and discussissues. So
we have been very open, Mr. Speaker, to —(Inter-
jection)— if the member wants figures, | will give him
individuals who told me that, if he would like, but
those are the facts and | will stand by those state-
ments. Mr. Speaker, | will conclude shortly so that we
can getinto committee and discuss section by section
of the Act.

Ithink though, generally, we haveto look at housing
and this legislation in a particular fashion. Housing is
not the same as other commodities in the market-
place. Housing is affected in a different way with
respect to supply and demand. It's not like when
someone goes to buy a commodity at the grocery
store, be it a bar of soap, and if the price goes up, the
person can either try to buy acheaperbarofsoapor
indeed useless. Thatisthesame withothercommodi-
ties. Housing is different, Mr. Speaker, it is not that
easy to suddenly move into another apartment block.
Thereis the cost of moving; there is the disruption to
children who may be in school and the thought of
being thrust out of one neighbourhood into another.
So there is need to have some controls on this sector
of the economy more so than others, particularly
when you get situations where there is little competi-
tion in the marketplace as we have at the present time
with vacancy rates at a low level.

It does and it has been proven over time, Mr.
Speaker, that rent increases move up and we have
seen thathappening over the pastyear,increases well
in excess of the costof living, in excess of the costof
operating those complexes. | made mention of the
increases of 34 percentin one apartment block in the
Member for Sturgeon Creek’s constituency. I've had
calls of increases of 45 and 50 percentthat are taking
place over the past six months to a year. So we are
seeing a situation that is unique to the housing sector
that doesn't exist in other marketplaces where people
don’t havethe opportunity and thereisn’tthe competi-
tion that exists in other marketplaces, so there is no
question that there is a need for the government to
take the kind of action that is being taken by the
introduction of this legislation.

In closing, Mr.Speaker, | would hope, given the last
comments of the Member for Fort Garry, that we will
havesomeaswegetinto clause-by-clause considera-
tion of the bill, some constructive suggestions from
the Opposition with respect to particular sections of
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the bill; so that we can have the best legislation that's
possible, the best that can be operated and adminis-
tered for the betterment of both tenants and landlords
in the Province of Manitoba.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

BILL NO. 23 - THE LEGAL AID
SERVICES SOCIETY OF MANITOBA ACT

MR. SPEAKER: On Bill No. 23, the proposed motion
ofthe Honourable Attorney-General, an Actto amend
The Legal Aid Services Society of Manitoba Act,
standing in the name of the Honourable Member for
Virden.

MR.H.GRAHAM: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.
| have had the opportunity to peruse the Hansard
which carried the remarks of the Honourable
Attorney-General when he introduced this bill to the
House. | alsohadthe opportunity of sittingin Commit-
tee of Supply where we discussed to some extent
some of the ramifications that are quite apparent by a
change such asthat thatis proposed in this particular
bill.

One of the things that causes me a fair degree of
concern is the power thatis granted to the Legal Aid
Society to investigate and make their decision on
whether or nota certificateisissued and the ramifica-
tions that are inherent in that investigation. It seems
quite clear and the intent of the legislation is to give
the society the power of investigation, to look at a
group in society to determine the individual financial
status of members of that group and whether or not
they have sufficient funds to pay the legal costs in
respect to the application that is submitted. That is
quite clearly spelled out in the legislation proposed. |
want you to think for a minute, Mr. Speaker, of the
implications thatareinvolved and whatit might do to
society.

There are certain people, | am sure, that would love
to be involved in a proposal say, for example, an
environmental study on the hazards of acement plant
inthecity,butthey knowthatiftheyjoinedthatgroup,
because of their financial status, that it might affect
detrimentally the objective of the group that are apply-
ing for legal aid. Probably the Attorney-General hadn’t
considered that when he brought forward this legisla-
tion. It could prevent people with some financial
means from taking an active partin atype of program
which obviously the Attorney-General is thinking it
would be in the interest of the public to have those
groups active.

It also, by its very nature, by having aninvestigation
into the financial affairs of each and every member of
that group, comesdangerously closeto aninvasion of
privacy. Now | realize that when you were asking for
assistance from the state, the state has a right to that
kind of investigation and that’s why | say it comes
dangerously close. But the thing that concerned me
was the detrimental effect that it could have if, say,
there was one wealthy person involved, the Society
and its committee could say, “Well, there’s a man
that's got the bucks; he could afford it.” Does that
deny the rest of the members in that group the right
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to Legal Aid?

| suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, that if this goes
through, you are going to be creating quite a night-
mare for the members of the Legal Aid Society in
determining whether or notany particular group qual-
ifies for Legal Aid. | ask you, Mr. Speaker, do we really
wantto createthatkind of nightmareorisit betterthat
we confine the activities of Legal Aid to helping indi-
viduals? Obviously, the Attorney-General has consi-
deredthat problem. I'm sure he must have considered
thatproblem before he decidedto bringin thislegisla-
tion but!1'm not convinced in my own mind that he has
chosen a wise course.

It's quite conceivable that the harm that could even-
tually grow through society in having some groups
eligible for funding and some groups not eligible
because of the appearance of a certain name in that
group, may do more harm to public action than it
would ever do good. It places on the shoulders of the
members of the Legal Aid Committee, who are study-
ing all applications for certificates, a very particular
onustotryand be fair, because |l cantellyou, Sir, that
in very few cases is society unanimous in the particu-
lar direction it wants to go, on a consumer point of
view, oran environmental point of view. Those are the
two fields that the Ministeris attempting to control at
this time.

If a committee grants Legal Aid to one group and
refuses to grant Legal Aid to another group, then it
could be construed thatthere was the intention of the
government only to fund those that were trying to
influence public opinion in a certain direction. | sug-
gest to the Honourable Attorney-General that if he
persists in carrying through with this type of legisla-
tion, those kinds of charges can be laid and those
kinds of attempts might very legitimately be employed.
I would think it would not be in the interests of all
Manitobans should that occur.

Mr. Speaker, the more | look at this bill, the more
concerned | become about the intention of the
Attorney-General when he brought this in. | know his
history of intimate relationship with Legal Aid; | know
his activities in the start-up of Legal Aid in this pro-
vince. | would like to ask the Attorney-General if his
intentions wereasstrongatthevery start of Legal Aid
tofund certain groupsin society forpublic legal activ-
ity or has that belief grown later on.

Mr. Speaker, |lhavebeensomewhatcritical of Legal
Aid in the past but | have never really opposed the
concept in totality. One of the fields that | think is
probably building a “Cadillac” out of the Legal Aid
system is expanding it into this field of public sector
support. | think it's quite valid if a group in society
wants to take legal action in any particular direction,
thatthey should havearesponsibility amongst them-
selvesto fund it. | think that's an admirable cause and
on top of that, when a person digs into their own
pocket, they become more convinced that they are
actively taking part in what is occurring. But if you go
to any shopping centre, hang up a petitionand geta
whole bunch of signatures on it and say, “This is the
group that wants to oppose a certain thing and now
we're applying for Legal Aid,” how much commitment
and involvementis there in thetotalnumber of people
who have signed that petition? | suggest to you very
little and it's only a self-interested few, a half-dozen or
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so that are behind the whole thing, that really have an
interest at heart.

So, Mr. Speaker, | suggest to you that this bill in
particular in my opinion does not move Legal Aidin a
direction which | would like to see it go and | would
hope that members would have somber second
thoughts before we pass this legislation.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER, J. Storie: The Honourable
Attorney-General.

HON. R. PENNER: If there are no other members
risingto . . .

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of
the Opposition.

HON.S.LYON: Mr.Speaker,| begtomove, seconded
by the Honourable Member for Lakeside, that the
debate be adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of
the Honourable Minister of Municipal Affairs, Bill No.
32, an Acttoamend The Municipal Act, that standsin
the name of the Honourable Member forSwan River.
(Stand)

The Honourable Government House Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, it had been my intention to
haveyou call BillNo.36.1 noticed thatitis standingin
the nameofthe Honourable Member for Pembina and
he is not available to speak on that motion this
afternoon.

I would ask you to call Second Reading on Bill No.
21.

SECOND READING - GOVERNMENT BILLS

BILL NO. 21 - THE COMMUNITY
CHILD DAY CARE STANDARDS ACT

HON. L. EVANS presented Bill No. 21, The Commun-
ity Child Day Care Standards Act, for second reading.

MOTION presented.

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Community Services.

HON. L. EVANS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This par-
ticular Bill No. 21, The Community Child Day Care
Standards Act, is a fulfillment of a policy thrust indi-
cated in the Speech from the Throne earlier this year
andit's part of the government’s thrust to develop and
ensure high standards of child day care in the Prov-
ince of Manitoba. There are some very specific rea-
sons for this legislation coming forth at this time.
One, of course, is to clear up some public confusion
which has resulted from the involvement of both Pro-
vincial Governments as well as Municipal Govern-
ments in the licencing of day care facilities.
Secondly, the licencing jurisdiction split that |
referred to has resulted in different terminology and
standards applied in different parts of the Province
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of Manitoba.

Thirdly, the municipal and provincial licencing
requirements currently usedin the day care program
regulations were developed back in the mid-1950s
and do, in our opinion, require updating to recognize
new developments and monitoring and enforcement
of needs.

So therefore, Mr. Speaker, the Act has been to
develop, todefine clearly what day careis, who needs
alicence to provide that service and who is responsi-
ble for the administration of the legislation.

I'd like to take this opportunity to outline the main
features of the Act for the members of the Legislature.
| would begin by referring to the categories of day
care facilities which will require licences to operate.
There are four types of facilities:

(1) aday care centreis defined as a facility for more
than eight children or to more than five children, all of
whom are less than six years old, orto more than three
children who are less than two years old;

(2) family day care homes are for up to eight chil-
drenin a private home of whom no more thanfiveare
less thansix yearsold andnotmorethanthreeareless
than two years old;

(3) group day care homes for eight to twelve chil-
drenin a private home of whom not more than three
are less than two years old;

(4) occasional day care centresoradaycarecentre
providing intermittent or casual day care services.

These categories and licencing requirements, Mr.
Speaker, will apply to both nonprofit and to the com-
mercial day care centres that now operate in the prov-
ince or may operate in the future. A licence to operate
will be optional in a private home where up to four
children are receiving care, including the children of
the operator and other children of whom not more
thantwo areundertwoyearsofage. The provisions of
the Act will not apply to care provided to children by
relatives, by public schools or Sunday schools, by
hospitals, by recreation programs or in summer camp
programs.

The Act states clearly that the Provincial Govern-
ment is the sole licencing authority for the day care
services in the province and in addition sets out gen-
eral conditions governing the issuing of licences and
provides the authority to pass detailed regulations for
staffing, health, nutrition and program activity stand-
ards. The Actalso provides for the refusal, suspension
and relocation of licences if licencing requirements
are not met and outlines the right of appeal for licenc-
ing and subsidy decisions to the Social Services Advi-
sory Committee. Where a licence has expired or has
been revoked and where day care services may be
withdrawn, the Minister may appoint an administrator
to operate the centre for up to 90 days while other
arrangements are made.

Another feature of the legislation, Mr. Speaker, in
directresponsetothe needs of the day care commun-
ity, a nine member Staff Qualifications Review Com-
mittee will advise the Minister on staffing matters and
will act as an appeal body for day care staff who
disagree with departmental qualification decisions.

The last point | would make in terms of the essence
of the bill, the Act authorizes grants to nonprofit day
care centres and licenced family and group day care
homes and the payment of subsidies on behalf of
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families using nonprofit day care services.

Mr. Speaker, there has been a great deal of interest
expressed in this proposed legislation by the com-
munity at large and particularly by the many many
child day care associations thatexist in the province. |
have spoken to many individuals myself in my travels
around the province and | know there are great expec-
tations being held up for this particular legislation. |
think generally the community at large in Manitoba
welcomes this thrust on the part of the government.
They welcome our concern about providing adequate
child day care provisions -and in this day and age,
where more than one member of the family happens
to be working, there seems to be an increasing need
for this type of service and | think it'sincumbentupon
government at this point to ensure that we have
nothing but the best standards in the Province of
Manitoba.

So I'm confident, Mr. Speaker, that this Community
Child Day Care Standards Act, together with this
year's budgetary provisions, where we increased the
monies available for day care substantially, these
together will make day care in Manitoba among the
best to be found anywhere in Canada. Thank you.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for La Verendrye.

MR. R. BANMAN: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by
the Member for Tuxedo that debate be adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.
ADJOURNED DEBATE - CROW RATE

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Govern-
ment House Leader.

HON. L. DESJARDINS: Mr. Speaker, | understand
that the members of the Opposition are willing and
anxious to take partinthe debate onthe Crow Rateso
would you call that. We wouldn't want them to wait
any longer, if they shut up we can call it right away.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of
the Honourable Minister of Highways and Transporta-
tion; the motion is standing in the name of the Hon-
ourable Member for Virden.

The Honourable Member for Virden.

MR.H. GRAHAM: Mr.Speaker, | ajournedthis debate
for my leader.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, I'm happy to seethat the
members of the government have finally screwed up
their courage and have called this item again even
though, Mr. Speaker, we have not heard anything
from them on the Crow since the late, and by them
only, lamented demise ofthe Socialist Government of
Saskatchewan. | think thatthe Member for Virden, Mr.
Speaker, did the House a singular service yesterday
by using up his grievance on the motion to go into
Supply, to bring to the attention of this government
andto bring to the attention of the people of Manitoba,
the depth of sincerity that was attached to this motion
when it was brought in by the Minister of Transporta-
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tion some two or three months ago. The urgency that
was attachedtoit by the First Minister who was, only a
matter of five or six weeks ago, goading the Opposi-
tion about not speaking on the issue and then of
course he, Mr. Speaker, taking the fugitive’s role and
striking for cover himself once the real purpose of the
resolution, which had been to serve the partisan inter-
ests of the Premier of Saskatchewan, had been
defaulted by the people of Saskatchewan. So, Mr.
Speaker, all | can say is that the sincerity of the hon-
ourable members with respect to this motion, is clear
for everyone in Manitoba to see, particularly the farm
community.

| intend, Mr. Speaker, to take some time today to
talk, not so much about the history of grain transpor-
tation in Canada because that is available in tomes
that are freely accessible to all members of the House.
Suffice it to say that these historical pieces do exist
and they are extremely valuable for theinsight into the
totality of the problem of grain transportation which
they provide. | would suggest,notonlytomemberson
the far side of the House but to all of us, including
myself from time to time, that we do ourselves, we do
the public of Manitoba a service if we go back to
review the well springs of how the grain transportation
system started in western Canada.

If we recount, as we should as citizens of Manitoba,
that on the walls of this very building there exists a
bronze plaque commemorating the first export of
grain from western Canada, from this Province of
Manitoba late in the final quarter of the 19th Century,
in 1876 orthereabouts. That historic perspective, Sir, |
think is something that all of us need to be reminded of
from time to time, and in the context of that historic
perspective we come to deduce the reason for the
statutoryrate, we can see as well some of the benefits
which are certainly measurable and some of the dis-
advantages which have flowed from it over the years.
All of us need this refreshing of memory from time to
time lest all of us, including myself, get carried away
with some of the mythology and some of the emotion
that builds up necessarily, from time to time, on an
issue so subject to both.

But it is not my intention at this portion of the
debate, Sir, to rehearse all of the earlier history of this
topic but rather to confine my remarks today to the
more recent past and, more particularly, what is of
interest to the farming community in western Canada,
the future. Where are we going to be in the future?

So, Mr. Speaker, in dealing with the recent past |
think it is evident from what has transpiredin the last
three to four years, that the statutory rate is only one
ofabroadsystem ofinterrelated problems which form
partofthe challengethatfacesthe farm community in
western Canada and it is something that we must
acknowledge, namely, that the statutory rate, while
being an important part of this array of problems, is
not the whole problem in itself.

It is my intention, Mr. Speaker, to move at the con-
clusion of my remarks today a substantive amend-
ment which we have attempted, Mr. Speaker, to couch
in terms that we hope will be noncontroversial, even to
my honourable controversial friends opposite, and
terms which we hope, Sir, can broaden the approach
that is taken in the amendment that we are presently
faced with and will broaden the spectrum of view so
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that hopefully we can gain support from all sides of
the House for the amendmentthat | will be proposing.

Mr. Speaker, in dealing with the recent past | start,
first of all, with the First Ministers Economic Confer-
ence in November of 1978 and | must say, Sir, that on
Manitoba'’s initiative there was added to the commu-
nique that emerged from that First Ministers Confer-
enceinNovember of 1978, asummary of conclusions,
one of which was as follows - | quote for the record.
“The First Ministers,” that is the Prime Minister and
thetenPremiers of Canada as they then were, “agreed
that there should be a meeting at the earliest practical
date to discuss the grain transportation and handling
system. Participants would include the First Ministers
of the four western provinces, the Federal Minister
responsible forthe WheatBoard, the FederalMinister
of Agriculture, the Presidents of C.P. Rail and Cana-
dian National Railways.

Well, Mr. Speaker, following upon that agreement,
which was part of the communique issued from that
conference which by the way, Sir, wasone of the most
positive economic conferences that had been held up
tothat time and | must say, even having regardtothe
conference that the First Minister participated in, in
February of this year, | think it was a more productive
conference than even that because there were a
number of initiatives that were dealt with at that
conference.

Well, following upon that agreement between the
Federal and the 10 Provincial Governments or the
Provincial Governments involved, Manitoba took the
lead in convening a national conference on grain
handling and transportation here in Winnipeg to
which awide cross section of people were invited, all
of whom were related to the grain industry.

Mr. Speaker, those attending that conference that
took place in this building on January 8th and 9th,
1979, were the Premiers of Manitoba, Saskatchewan
and Alberta; the British Columbia Minister of Agricul-
turerepresenting the PremierofBritish Columbia; the
Federal Minister responsible for the Canadian Wheat
Board; the major grain companies - that includes, of
course, the Pools, the United Grain Growers, the pri-
vate companies as well; the Canadian Wheat Board;
the Canadian Labour Congress, who were there to
discuss grain handling and transportation. On the
second day, we were joined by the Federal Minister of
Labour, as well as representatives of shipping firms,
transport firms, the Great Lakes Shipping Association
and so on. It was about as wide a conference, in terms
ofitsrepresentation, ashadeverbeen convened in the
history of our country to deal with grain handling and
transportation in Manitoba or in Canada.

| was pleased, privileged and counted as certainly
something of which | am personally proud, that | was
able to co-chair that meeting with the then Minister of
Transport, the Honourable Otto Lang, and to partici-
pate in a cooperative venture, which was unique in
termsoftheresults that were abletobe obtained when
all parties were able to sit around the table and to
discuss the problems and the opportunities that were
facing the agricultural industry in Canada at that time
and which continued in some measure to face the
agricultural industry in Canada today.

Mr. Speaker, | take the liberty of reading a few words
from the opening statement that Manitoba made at
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that conference on January 8th, 1979, because | think
thatthewords spokenthenbearsomecloserelevance
to the resolution under discussion and to the prob-
lems which are still in some measure before us. And |
quote, Mr. Speaker, from the statement of opening
remarks that | made to that conference on behalf of
the Government of Manitoba at that time. This by the
way is a public document; it’s filed in the House and
it's a SessionalPaperoftheHouse,No.68 of 1979, and
it can be referred to by anyone who wishes toseethe
full text.

“The situation we are facing today is not tolerable.
We have a rapidly expanding market waiting to buy
our grain. We have the grain on our farmsbut we can’t
sell it because of our inability to move the grain to
export positions. Hundreds of millions of dollars have
been lost to our prairie farmers and our hardearned
reputation as a supplier is deteriorating because of
our failure to meet our export commitments. We now
run the risk of losing valuable customers. From expe-
rience we know that once a market is lost it is difficult
to re-establish a place in that market. | doubt that we
would tolerate a similar situation facing any other
Canadian industry.

“The problems we are facing in grain transportation
are complex and interrelated and nosingle element of
the grain transportation system is responsible for our
presentdilemma. Rather, problems existin the opera-
tions and capacity of the physical system with the
institutional framework and in thebasicfinancial con-
siderations associated with grain transportation.”

Mr. Speaker, one could go on to quote other
excerpts from that, but | think that those brief quotes
will indicate to you the parameters of the problem as
they were being described at that time by me, repres-
enting the Government of Manitoba and, indeed, after
that opening statement we proceeded into a two-day
conference where, | think, very measurable results
came from it.

The communique that was issued at the conclusion
of that conference in grain handling and transporta-
tion - and this was acommunique which carried with it
the approval of the participants, even though it was
given in the name of the five governments attending -
went on to note the importance of the great western
grain industry to the national economy, the grain
industry being the third largest earner of foreign
exchange for the nation, with exports often surpass-
ing $3 billion per year. Some 20 million tonnes are
currently in 1979 being exported, and the Canadian
Wheat Board estimates that the world demand for
Canadian grains may increase substantially. In fact,
the estimate given at that time, if my memory is cor-
rect, was 30 million tonnes by 1985, and 1985 is now
three years closer to us than it was then.

Mr. Speaker, a number of interesting and coopera-
tive suggestions were made. It's not my intention to
detail all of the results, but | read from the - again
continuing from the communique that issued from
that meeting - “Adequate facilities at Prince
Rupert . . .” was said in the communique to be “. ..
essential and the key to unlocking the present con-
gestion that we have. While Vancouver will continue
to be a major port on the West Coast, a second portis
urgently required to provide the grain industry with a
viable alternative. The exchange of grain cars between
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C.N. and C.P. is essential to ensure an adequate flow
of grain.”

Mr. Speaker, | digress to say, listen to this - listen to
what the communique said: “And the Presidents of
the two railroads, together with the Federal Minister of
Transport, agreed that the necessary arrangements
would be made.” And that agreement took place, Mr.
Speaker, around the table. It hasn't always worked to
the complete satisfaction since of everyone and there
are improvements still to be made, but it was possible
tohavethe President of the C.P., the President of the
C.N. and the Ministerof Transportatonetable,unique
in the history of this country to have that kind of
discussion take place.

“Optimization of Churchill and Thunder Bay are
also important on the overall plan for maximizing
Canada’s grain exports.” And the communique went
ontotalk about the constraints that were apparentin
theoperational areas and it went ontotalk about the
appointment proposals thatwere made at that meet-
ing, Mr. Speaker, for a special transportation coordi-
nator. Thatisthe meeting out of which there emerged
aconsensusthatthere should be aspecial transporta-
tion coordinator and subsequently, Dr. Hugh Horner,
then the Deputy Premier of Alberta, was appointed to
that position and in his brief term of office of about a
year, year-and-a-half, headquartered here in the City
of Winnipeg in Manitoba, he made measurable
improvements through his coordinating activities in
the delivery and the efficiency of delivery of grainin
Canada.

One could go on to talk about other things that
emerged from that conference. It was at that confer-
ence, Mr. Speaker, that the Premier of Albertareported
that out of the Heritage Fund of Alberta, the Govern-
ment of Alberta was prepared to do the financing for
the consortium that was at that stage working upon
ideas for the expansion of the port facilities at Prince
Rupert. Subsequentto thatconference, | can mention
that at the Western Premiers Conference in Prince
George some three months later, all of the premiers, |
think save the Premier of Alberta, were ableto travel to
Prince Rupert at the initiative of the four premiers with
the B.C. Government acting as host. We toured the
harbour area, saw the existing facilities, saw Ridley
Island, which was subsequently earmarked as the site
for the development of the port area, and went on to
see measurableimprovements take place and measu-
rable activities result from that conference.

As | said, it is not my purpose, Mr. Speaker, to
rehearse old history, but it is my purpose, to some
members, to bring up-to-date some of the recent
occurrences which have taken place in grain handling
and transportation because these were breakthrough
initiatives that were being accomplished. Since that
time, Mr. Speaker, further improvements have con-
tinued to be made; improvements, such as, in the
hopper car fleet, the Provinces of Alberta and Sas-
katchewan actually committed many millions of dol-
lars to augmenting that fleet. The Province of Mani-
tobafor oneyearcommitted something like $2 million
to the rental of extra hoppercars which increased the
amount of rolling stock which, in turn, had a beneficial
effect upon increased deliveries in the following
years. Mr. Speaker, there was announced by the two
railways, boxcarimprovement programs which caused
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extra jobs to be created here in Manitoba. Boxcars
being used, for instance, on stretches of rail line such
as the Churchill line which cannot handle the large
hopper cars.

There was a general agreement, as | mentioned
from the communique, on car exchanges between
C.P. and C.N., something that they previously had
thought couldn’t be done, but that started to be done
aswell. Therewasgeneral agreement among all of the
participantsthat the aim and the object of getting our
grain to market wastoo big to founder on any narrow
partisan concern, to founder on any narrow concern
of any of the grain companies or any of the farm
organizations or any of the othertransportcompanies
or the Wheat Board or anybody else concerned.

| can say, Sir, without fear of contradiction and |
know others including the former Premier of Sas-
katchewan will corroborate this, | am sure, that there
was a spirit of cooperation at that meeting that is
perhaps unusual in the annals of Canadian discus-
sions on problems of this national magnitude. If | may
say so, Sir, that is what must be rekindled among the
four western provinces, that spirit of cooperation.
This was not acase - my honourable friends opposite
want to talk about Fed bashing on this, that and the
other thing and so on - this was a case, Mr. Speaker,
where a Provincial Premier and a Federal Minister,
who were certainly no partisan political friends, sat
and co-chaired at a fundamentally important meeting
for the future of the agricultural industry in Canada
and results were obtained. There was no Fed bash.

So my pleaisthatwe should not be putting forward
resolutions which have a narrow tunnelvision view to
them, but rather we should be dealing with resolutions
in this House that will lead the farm community of
Manitoba to understand that same vision which ani-
mated that conference in 1979 and that same spirit of
cooperation —(Interjection)—Mr. Speaker, | hear
mutterings from the Member for Ste. Rose. The
Member for Ste. Rose, Mr. Speaker, was one of those
few who didn’'t understand what was going on at that
time with respect to this meeting, doesn’'t understand
it now, and for that matter, Mr. Speaker, never will
understand it.

Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding theratherunintelligi-
ble interruptions by the Member for Ste. Rose, | want
to say to the First Minister who is in the House,
because this is something that should involve the
attention of the Premier of Manitoba because it affects
the largestindustry in Manitoba - agriculture - with all
of the processing of primary products thatarerelated
toit, this is anissue that is not much given to narrow
partisan advantage. It's not an issue on which a party
temporarily in office should try to take narrow parti-
san advantage. It's much too important, Mr. Speaker,
to the future of our agricultural industry and should be
treated by those who are temporarily in office as pre-
miers or as Ministers of Agriculture or whatever in a
spirit of cooperation with all of the different parties
who were involved because upon it hinges the future
of agriculture, hinges the future of the family farm,
hinges the future of young farmers starting out today
who are the most efficient farmers on the face of the
earth. Thank God they are. They are the most efficient
and the farm community of this province and indeed
of Western Canada needs no instruction from any
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government as to how to produce grain, how to pro-
duce oilseeds and so on efficiently. We are amongst
the most efficient in this country, and let me say, Mr.
Speaker, one of thereasons we're the most efficientis
that private ownership has helped us bethat way. Itis
the great stimulator. Private ownership of land has
been the great stimulator to that cost efficiency in
production.

So, Mr. Speaker, Manitoba, | say to the First Minis-
ter, has traditionally taken the lead, not only in
federal-provincial conferences but at the Western
Premiers Conference with respect to grain handling
and transportation. | would hope that lead and that
initiative which appeared to belostlast falland moved
over temporarily to the Province of Saskatchewan
where the then Premier, Mr. Blakeney, tried to call a
conference. Unfortunately, nobody came. He brought
his harp to the party and nobody asked him to play,
butthatleadis Manitoba'slead. Thatisnotaleadthat
should reside with the Province of Saskatchewan.
Manitobais in aunique position torecapturethatlead,
and | say sincerely to my honourable friend, the First
Minister, that | hope that he will not abandon that lead
as appeared to be the case last fall, that Manitoba will
again be speaking with a voice of cooperation, of
reason and of common sense on behalf of the total
agricultural community of this province.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we understand that my honour-
ablefriendsdon'trepresenta very large portion of the
agricultural community of this province, and this
party does, but as government they must speak on
behalf of thetotal farm community, not on behalf just
of the Manitoba Farmers Union, not just on behalf of
the Pool, notjustonbehalfofthe Farm Bureau, but the
total farm community; and they cannot become the
captive of just their political friends in the NFU who
only represent a small sliver of the farm community in
Manitobaor,indeed, in Canada. Sol issue thatappeal
sincerely to the First Minister, that he take the lead,
that he grasp the lead which seemed to drop from his
hands lastfall,andthatsomesignalbe givenagainby
Manitoba that it is prepared to act as the coordinator
and as the one who will initiate further discussions of
this kind because we must, Mr. Speaker, in the interest
of the industry, keep moving on all fronts, at all times.
Ifthere is any slacking offthen this goalthathasbeen
set of 30 million tonnes cannot be reached and that
will reflect adversely upon the economic future, not
only of this region but, more particularly, of individual
farmers in this region. We have concerns, of course,
that the Crow cannot be looked at in isolation, we
know that. All problems, as I've said before, and as |
quoted from earlier comments, are interrelated.

We acknowledgethatsince 1979, as I've said earlier,
many improvements have been made; turnaround
time has improved and so on. But, Mr. Speaker, we
also have to acknowledge in the course of this debate
that hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers
money, and at least $100 million of producers’ money
- and there are only 150,000 producers in Canada -
$100 million of their money has gone in recent years
into direct and indirect support of rail transportation
in Canada, the buying of hopper cars by the Wheat
Board, the buying of hopper cars by the Government
of Canada, the Branch Line Support System by the
Government of Canada into which hundreds of mil-
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lions of dollars was put and so on.

So, Mr. Speaker, if we're dealing with this topic as
we must as part of the overall problem in grain han-
dling and transportation, we must acknowledge that
the statutoryrateis being eroded as we sit here today
and has been eroded for manyyearsand in someways
has become part of the mythology of Western Canada
because, while that rate is only being charged to the
farmer, the farmer, his pocket, is being picked on the
other hand by the Government of Canada, by the
Canadian Board, to pay for rolling stock, to pay for
line improvements and other payments that are being
taken out of his other pocket while some would try to
tell him that the statutory rate is still in place. Mr.
Speaker, one would have to be an ostrich; one, Sir,
would have to be adinosaur not to know of such facts.
Those facts are clearly apparent to anybody who has
done any study on this topic.

The statutory rate is being subsidized by the tax-
payers and the producers in Canada today. Service,
thatis efficient service, has notyet been achieved and
that's what we want to achieve on behalf of the farm-
ing community in Western Canada. We've got to get
that product to market and we've still got holes in that
system, we've still got clamps in the system, which
prevent that desirable situation from coming about.

So, Mr. Speaker, | repeat, the Crow cannot be dealt
with in isolation; it's got to be dealt with as one of a
number ofinterrelated problems that face the western
farm producers. Mr. Speaker, farm organizationsright
across Canada and particularly in Western Canada- |
must say particularly since that national meeting on
transportation held here in Winnipeg - farm organiza-
tions, the major ones who represent the productive
farm community in Canada, havetaken aleadin bring-
ing thisissue to the table for discussion. They did it of
their own initiative and, Mr. Speaker, | admit there is
nounanimity.ldon’tknow for whom the present Min-
ister of Agriculture speaks, but | know this, that if he
doesn't speak forthe farm community of Manitoba on
grain transportation any better than he speaks for the
beef producers on beef production and compulsory
beef marketing, then he'd better keep quiet and listen
because he may learn something.

Mr. Speaker, | know that there is no unanimity of
view among farm organizations but it is significant,
Mr. Speaker, that the Manitoba Pool, the Unitea Grain
Growers, the Manitoba Farm Bureau, the Western
Agricultural Conference, have all agreed on the need
for the statutory rate to be reviewed as part of the
overall problem.

The role of government, Mr. Speaker - and one
shouldn'thaveto givelessonsto a government about
this - is to participate, not to act as an ostrich, not to
take a position that is carved in stone and say, we
won't listen to any evidence because this is partofour
ideology because the NFU tellsusitisandsoon. Butit
is therole of government, Mr. Speaker, to have some
vision forthe future opportunities that are available to
the farm community in Manitoba and in Western
Canada.

Mr. Speaker, | don't know what will result from the
Gilson Report. It's going to be one of a series of
reports that have looked in this and other grain trans-
portation related matters over the years; it's the latest
only of many studies and we can't prejudge what it's
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going to say. But | caution, Sir, again, that Manitoba
should be taking the lead after that report becomes
public and Manitoba can't take the lead if it's got its
head buried in the sand like an ostrich and says, but
we can'ttalk about this or we can't talk about that. The
NFU position is not the position of the farm commun-
ity of Manitoba and itcan’'tafford, in the public inter-
est, to be the position of any government of Manitoba.

Well, Mr. Speaker, the Government of Manitoba,
this Legislature, has got to guard the public interest,
not the interest of any narrow sliver farm organization
which offers partisan support from time to time to a
transient government. Mr. Speaker, | would think that
this government, more than any government, should
perhaps have seen the folly of trying to predetermine
the farmers’ will in Manitoba. We remember, Mr.
Speaker, the success of this government trying to
impose some of their kooky marketing plans on the
dairy industry; their kooky marketing plans with
respect to beef stabilization; their $45 million boon-
doggle on the beef industry that they perpetrated in
the last years of the Schreyer Administration. We
know, Mr. Speaker, that they tried to predetermine the
will of farmers with respect to the Crow rate and they
can't do that because their meetings have been a
disaster.

So | say, Mr. Speaker, my honourable friends
should learn on this issue, should learn to listen a bit
tothe farm community asthe currentMinister of Agri-
culture is having to do because of the political pres-
sure that we and others have brought upon him. If they
do that, Mr. Speaker, their programs and policies will
be a darn sight better than anything we've seen thus
far.

So, I thank my colleague, the Member for Virden, for
doing the service that he has done to the House in
bringing this matter to the floor again and, Mr.
Speaker, in orderto put this matter in proper perspec-
tive, Sir, I'm pleased to move, seconded by the Hon-
ourable Member for Virden;

THAT the resolution be amended by striking out all
thewords afterthe word “whereas” in the first line and
substituting therefore the following:

Canada's grain producers are among the world's
mostefficientand havedevelopedexportmarkets for
grain which can provide increasing economic bene-
fits for themselves, their region and the nation; and

WHEREAS the major restricting factor preventing
our grain producers from maintaining and expanding
the nation’s reputation as a reliable exporter of grains
is the inability of our integrated handling and trans-
portation system to move increasing volumes of grain
into export positions; and

WHEREAS the problems associated with grain
transportation and rates have led to a range of chal-
lenges to be overcome, including in part (a) adeterio-
rated railway branch line system; (b) a declining and
aging boxcar fleet; (c) mainline capacity restraints;
(d) cost anomalies related to the movement of pro-
cessed agricultural goods versus grain and oil seeds;
and {e) port development including the underutiliza-
tion of Churchill and, indirectly, the uncertainty of
Prince Rupert expansion; and

WHEREAS labour-management disputes centred
primarily at the major ports and at times within the
railways, have threatened or caused economic losses
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to Manitoba grain producers; and

WHEREAS Canada's declining share of growing
world trade in all grains and oil seeds will continue,
unless all of the above interrelated problems are
addressed and resolved with dispatch; and

WHEREAS the Government of Canada is presently
negotiating the question of the statutory grain rate, an
integral part of the history of grain transportation
which has benefited Western producers; and

WHEREAS in recent years the Canadian Wheat
Board and governments, Federal and Provincial, have
subsidized rail transportation from taxpayers’ and
producers’ funds, thereby eroding the original protec-
tion afforded by the statutory rate; and

WHEREAS the Legislative Assembly considers the
financial security of Manitoba farmers and the eco-
nomic prosperity of rural communities to be of the
utmost importance;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Legislative
Assembly of Manitoba urge that the Government of
Canada, in its negotiation to resolve the Crow Rate
issue, be guided by the principles of (a) protecting
Manitoba's grain producers by assuring thatthe his-
toric benefits of the Crow Rate are maintained; and (b)
ensuring that all Manitoba grain produced can be
transported to market.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

HON.R.PENNER: Yes, | notice that the timeis 4:30.1
simply wanted to state for the record that we are
reserving the right to raise the question of whether or
not the amendmentis in order but not to speak to that
question today. We will speak to that question at the
next sitting of the House.

MR. SPEAKER: Members will note thatthe question
has not yet been put to the House. | note that the
proposed amendment was seconded by the Honour-
able Member for Virden, who has already spoken. |
presume the Opposition has some other name to
replace it with.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, the Member for Virden
gave his place to me but the Member for Fort Garry
will second the motion. Thank you, Sir.

MR. SPEAKER: With that change, it being Private
Members' Hour, | will look this proposed amendment
over before this next reaches the floor.

IN SESSION
PRIVATE MEMBERS’ HOUR
MR. SPEAKER: Under Private Members' Hour for
today we have reached the proposed resolution of the

Honourable Member for EiImwood, Resolution No. 6.
The resolution is open.

RES. NO. 6 - CPR LAND TAX ASSESSMENT

MR. SPEAKER:
River East.

The Honourable Member for
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MR. P. EYLER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like
to say a few words in support of this resolution. |
suppose most people know I've spent a great deal of
time in my previous career as an historian and | sup-
pose one of my personal quirks is that | tend to look at
things in terms of their historical background; how
they've evolved; how the situation has arrived at the
state of today’s affairs.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to support this resolution,
not only because the taxexemptions for the CPR, the
reducedtaxes forthe CPR in Winnipeg,arean anach-
ronism in today’s world, but also because it's a con-
stantreminder of asordid and very unsavoury chapter
in Manitoba’'s past history. It's a chapter | think we
should be ashamed of but | don't think we should bury
it and forget it.

Mr. Speaker, in speaking about the events which
brought about the development of Winnipeg as the
metropolitan centre of Western Canada, and by that|
mean the events whichlead to the location of the CPR
mainline bridgein Winnipeg and the establishment of
the shops and depot here.

Mr. Speaker, between 1873 and 1878, the Liberal
Government took on the construction of the Pacific
Railway as a public works. During the Crow debate
several weeks ago, one of the members opposite
stood up and said that itproceeded very slowly, but |
would say that it proceeded at the rate that the gov-
ernment found the money to build it. | think more
important is the approach that the Liberal Govern-
ment took to building this railroad. They planned to
build it in the national interest, not in the interest of a
few people but in the nationalinterestand, because of
that, when it came to choosing the crossing of the Red
River they looked at the flood situation at Winnipeg
and they looked at the flood situation at Selkirk and,
based on strict engineering studies,they decided that
they would cross the Red River at Selkirk.

Mr. Speaker, the people of Winnipeg weren't very
happy about that and they continually lobbied with
the Federal Government to change that location but
the Liberals constantly refused. However, in 1878
when the Conservative Government under Sir John A.
camebackinto power, the CPR syndicate wassetup
and the crossing of the Red River was changed to
Winnipeg. Why? Well, Mr. Speaker, it's because there
werealot of people who had vestedinterests. It wasn't
an engineering decision, it was a matter of private
interest. One of the major factors was the Hudson's
Bay Company.

The Hudson's Bay Company had 1,750acresofland
in Winnipeg. That parcel of land which lies south of
Notre Dame and north of the Assiniboine, from the
Legislature to the Red River, and they realized that if
the CPR crossed the Red River in Winnipeg that the
metropolis would develop here and notin Selkirk and
in Selkirk they didn'thaveany land. Soobviously they
wanted a city here where they could speculate on the
land and make a lot of money, so what they did was
they had agents in Winnipeg, based on their long
experience in this country, write letters to the gov-
ernment stating that the flood problems weren’t nearly
as bad as other people were saying. The flood record
wasn't that bad; they lied to the Federal Government,
Mr. Speaker. That was one of the vested interests.

Another vested interest was J. H. Ashdown, one of
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the major hardware dealers in Winnipeg. He wanted
his business to grow; he waslocated here. He was also
the Mayorof Winnipeg, Mr. Speaker, and while hewas
Mayor of Winnipeg, heinitiated in City Councilareso-
lution which would give the CPR $300,000 to build a
bridge across the Red River at Winnipeg. He didn't get
itcarried through; his term expired and the next Minis-
ter was Alexander Logan, who alsohad a majorvested
interest. He was the third largest private real estate
owner in Winnipeg, Mr. Speaker; he was a multimillio-
naire; he had large parcels of land in Point Douglas
and during his administration the bridge that the City
of Winnipeg built was located on Point Douglas, the
mainline of the CPR ran through his landholdings. He
didn'tstop there, Mr. Speaker, after getting the bridge
he went in 1880 to City Council and had them pass
another memorial which stated “Should the govern-
ment or the Canadian Pacific Railway Syndicate
decide tobuild such shops and depots in Winnipegwe
are willing to exempt all such railway buildings and
grounds from civic taxation for an extended number
of years.”

Well, Mr. Speaker, the CPR knew a sucker when
they saw it; they didn't accept that offer. They went
back and they demanded a $200,000 cash bonus; free
land on which to build a passenger station; and tax
exemption forever on all lands which were owned
then, or in the future, in the City of Winnipeg; and for
the kicker, Mr. Speaker, if the city didn't agree they
would build their shops in Selkirk - blackmail, Mr.
Speaker.

In 1881, the city agreed and the $200,000 bond
which the city issued to pay for those shops, Mr.
Speaker,added4.4 millstothe citytaxrateforthe next
20 years.

So we're not just talking about the elimination of
taxes in Winnipeg, property taxes on the CPR, we're
talking about an increase in taxes because the CPR
came here. So toreview that, Mr. Speaker, the metro-
polis grew up at Winnipeg, not because of any logical
government planning, any assessment of the situation
thatexistedand where would be thebestplacetoputa
city, it grew up here because of individual greed, the
greed of property owners and businessmen, it grew
up here because of the political corruption of the
municipalpoliticians in Winnipeg, and it grew up here
because of CPR blackmail.

Mr. Speaker, it's the government's responsibility to
plan for the development of our economy, andit'sthe
responsibility of government to do this withaneyeto
the greatest good for the greatest number. What we
hadis a classic example of private intervention in the
public sector. It's also an excellent example illustrat-
ing the inherent inefficiencies of the private interest,
the philosophy that the private interest, those who
seek it, will in some way lead to the greatest social
goodforsociety. Clearly, Mr. Speaker, itwasnotinthe
interests of the people who live in this city, that they
should live here on a floodplain rather than in a met-
ropolis located at Selkirk.

Mr.Speaker, | support this resolutionbecausel feel
that the tax benefits to the CPR are an offence to
present day morality. | don't think that we can com-
promise between the morality of today and the cor-
ruption of yesterday. That's what happened in 1965
when we had asliding scale, whereby the CPR agreed
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on its own that it would pay a little bit more in taxes
every year. | don't think that we can compromise on
morality. This is the last vestige of our corrupt past
and | think it should be removed as soon as possible.

| would note this resolution does not ask for the
CPR to give back half-a-million dollars that Winnipeg
gave it; it does not ask the CPR to pay back taxes; it
does not ask the speculators of the 1880s to pay for
the flood damages incurred by the people of Win-
nipeg; it does not ask the Hudson's Bay Company to
pay forthe floodway whichwasnecessary because of
their speculation.

Mr. Speaker, | would wonder if this agreement
which was signed in 1881 is even legally binding
today. The CPR demanded free land for a passenger
station; their passenger stationdoesn’texistanymore.
Maybethey should give that land back to the city, they
aren't using it for the passenger station and, clearly,
the city gave that land on its express condition that it
be used for a passenger station. So perhaps thisisn't
even a legally binding contract under today's
standards.

But getting back to the property tax concessions,
Mr. Speaker, I'd like to look at the context of it. The
Federal Government, which setup the charter for the
CPRin 1881, exempted the CPRfrommunicipal taxes
for 20 years no matter where it was anyway. So when
youlook atthe original agreement, the first offer of an
extended period of yearsfortaxexemption wasmean-
ingless to the CPR because they already had an
extended period of exemption from taxes. This
extended all through Manitoba, it wasn't just in Win-
nipeg, it was also in the rural municipalities.

This caused agreatdeal of problem and | would like
some of the rural members opposite toreflect on the
past problems they had with CPR taxes. By 1888 the
ManitobaLegislature wasrespondingtothedemands
of the rural areas to do something about the CPR not
paying taxes on the millions of acres of land that it
held in Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, the Legislature in 1888
passed a resolution calling on the Federal Govern-
mentto help pay the municipal legal costsin suing the
CPR to get these taxes. The Federal Government did
nothing, and the situation continuedwellinto the next
century, into this century, Mr. Speaker.

In 1913 the Grain Growers Guide, perhaps some of
the members opposite willremember it, they editorial-
izedin 1913, “This exemption was supposed toextend
for 20 years but through the carelessness of the peo-
ples' representatives, and the cleverness of CPR law-
yers, itis still effective though the contract was made
32yearsago.” Further on they say, “It certainly is not
justice that a districts like those mentioned should be
made to sufferthrough a mistake made by Parliament
years ago. And it is now the duty of the government,
either to pass an amending Act requiring the CPR to
pay taxes on their land, the same as other people do,
ortomake agrantfromthe Dominion Treasury com-
pensating municipalities, and school districts for their
loss of revenue.” Well, Mr. Speaker, | wouldn't say
today that it's the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment to make a compensatory grant to the City of
Winnipeg, but | do say it's the responsibility of the
CPR to pay taxes.

The situation was cured in the rural areas, Mr.
Speaker, because eventually the CPR sold off all its
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lands and taxes were paid. But | would wonder if the
rural members opposite would deny the same justice
tothe City of Winnipeg. They've solved their problem,
now it's time for us to solve ours.

The complicating factor is that the city, inits lack of
wisdom, signed an agreement in perpetuity and it was
amended slightly in 1965, which would provide a slid-
ing scale which would bring the CPR up to 100 per-
cent of its taxes by 2005; but | don’'t think we should
wait 23 years to get the full tax due to the city. Mr.
Speaker, eventually the CPR paid its taxes, but why
did they make it forever in Winnipeg? Why did Win-
nipeg City Council sign their agreement forever?

The situation arose in eastern Canada where the
CPR was going from town, to town, to town demand-
ing exemptions from property taxes, demanding grants
to build shops, to build railway stations, and whenever
an agreement expired the railway would come in and
say, okay, up theanteor we're going to go to the next
town down theline. So the City of Winnipeg, probably
realizing the situation would arise in Winnipeg sooner
orlater,decidedon an agreement in perpetuity. How-
ever,the problem has changed now, wedon'tagreeto
blackmail of this type anymore. The CPR would never
get away with that sort of thing today.

Going back to the original rationale also, Mr.
Speaker, why was the City of Winnipeg so desperate
to get the shops in the first place? | would quote from
Tom Naylor's The History of Canadian Business,
1867-1914, Volume 2, Page 111, “Car repair shops,
and rolling stock, and locomotive manufacturing
works with which they were often integrated were
eagerly sought by municipalities to generate
employment, so much so that when Winnipeg was
considering bonusing the rival Manitoba and
Southwestern Railway the CPR used the threat of
shifting the proposed car shops to Selkirk to stop the
bonus.”

Mr. Speaker, originally the logic that the city used
was to get employment. Now | wonder if the CPR is
living up to that today in the light of the layoffs, the
downturninthe economy. | don'tthinkthatthe City of
Winnipeg really had in mind the idea of putting tax
exemptions on empty buildings.

So, Mr. Speaker, that's why | say the 1965 agree-
ment is just not good enough. We're only getting 70
percent of the municipal taxes due from the CPR
today and by 1989 we'll be lucky because we'll be
getting 80 percent; by 1997 we'll be getting 90 percent;
in 2005 we'll get 100 percent. That's very generous of
the CPR, it was nice of them to agree to this sliding
scalein 1965butl think it's time that werejectthe past.
We aren't calling on a change of the past, we don't
wanttochangeit, we wanttochange the future. That's
why we have this resolution before us today, and
that's why I've gone into the history to show thatit's
not just an agreement. It has to be seen in the context
of its times, it has to be dealt with in terms of todays
morality and recognizing that the background was
one of corruption and self-serving profiteering on the
part of a few individuals.

So, Mr. Speaker, for the rural members opposite |
would hope that they would remember that they
solved their problems with the CPR and | would hope
they would support us in solving our problems in
Winnipeg with the CPR.
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for River
Heights.

MR. W. STEEN: I'm pleased to join the debate on this
particular resolution, Mr. Speaker, and | was inter-
ested in a few of the notes that were delivered by the
Member for River East, particularly, when he makes
mention of the fact that rural Manitoba is now getting
its pound of flesh but we, in the City of Winnipeg,
aren't getting our pound of flesh. | would just like to
relate astory of my earlydays on City Council with the
then mayor, Mayor Stephen Juba, and Juba was a bit
ofarabble-rouserasamayorin his earlydaysand one
thing that Juba used to like to do was take a bash at
any big, large firm because it was a popular way to
politic in Central and North Winnipeg. The Member
for EImwood obviously likes to follow similar political
lines and that is if we got an opportunity to bash a
major Canadian corporation let's go out and bash
away at them.

| remember Juba used to always say that the rail-
ways should pay some taxes and he wanted them, in
thosedays, to pay 100 percent. Well, after Juba met
with therailwaypeopleonanumberofoccasions and
found outtherailwaysside of the picture, he changed
his tune considerably and in the latter years that he
was the mayor of Winnipeg | never once heard Juba
say that the CP wasn't a good corporate citizenin the
City of Winnipeg. What | think people have got to
realize, Mr. Speaker, is that the CPR, as a corporate
citizen herein Winnipeg, employs over 4,000 peoplein
the CityofWinnipegand|, asa Winnipegger,amglad,
as a member of the Winnipeg community and a
member of this Legislature representing a Winnipeg
constituency.

In the constituency of River Heights, Mr. Speaker, |
doubt if there are a dozen CPR employees residingin
that area. There would be many many more CNR
employees residing in River Heights. Most CPR
employeesresidein central orin North Winnipegorin
the east partofthecity, butthere are over 4,000 people
employed with the CPR here in the City of Winnipeg
and I'm glad they'rein Winnipeg and not in Selkirk, as
a Winnipegger.

The payroll, as the Member for Minnedosa menti-
oned, is in excess of $90 million a year. That's a pay-
cheque per person of greater than $20,000 per year,
far above the provincial average, considerably above
the provincial average. The CPR as a good corporate
citizen makes purchases in the City of Winnipeg. Last
year, in the year 1981, they purchased $18 million
worth of goods and services from Winnipeg busi-
nesses. Sothe CPRis notonly abigemployerand has
a large payroll but they also spend money in our
community. So far this year, Mr. Speaker, they've
spent in excess of 5 million on goods and services
from outside sources other than their own people.

So, Mr. Speaker, | think the CPR isa good corporate
citizen; it was government of over 100 years ago that
made the original arrangements; it was government of
thattimethatinduced them and enticed them to come
and open up the west and it was the government of
1965, the Roblin Government, that made some changes
in those original agreements. The City of Winnipeg



Wednesday, 2 June, 1982

went along with it at that time and the legislation was
putinto place in 1965 to run for a 40-year period on a
sliding scale as the Member for River East has said
and by the year 2005 the CPR will be paying full taxes
ontheir property holdings. Last year, Mr. Speaker, the
CPR paid in excess of 1,300,000 in realty, business
tax, to the City of Winnipeg and this year they'll pay
more than that because the assessments are up.

The CPR, as do most private concerns in the Win-
nipeg community, contributes tothe City of Winnipeg
in the way of contributions as a corporation, as do
their employees to the United Way, the recent Capital
Building Fund at the University of Manitoba and to all
the arts and other social agenciesthatrun in the City
of Winnipeg and that Winnipeggers, indeed, need to
have. If it wasn't for people like the CPR and other
corporatecitizens that are contributing to these things,
it would be government that would have to carry the
whole load and we would obviously havetoraisemore
taxes.

I mentioned the $90 million payroll that they havein
Winnipeg. Well, this new fancy payroll tax that the
Provincial Government has recently introduced is
going to cost the CPR $1.35 million a year. So the
Provincial Governmentis goingtogetalargeshareof
its proposed new tax revenue from the CPR alone.

TheMember for River East mentions about the CPR
and the recent layoffs and so on. Well, | might point
out to him that both the CN and the CP this year are
running at 12 percent less business than they had a
yearago. Intoday’'s paperit shows you that the truck-
ing industry is down considerably and it's a matter of
the economic times that we're in that the CPR is
behind. But fortunately, the CPR has confidence in
theCity of Winnipeg and, astheMember for EImwood
mentioned on May 10 when he spoke introducing his
resolution, they are building a $16 million mainte-
nance facility here in Winnipeg. So the CPR does have
confidence in the Winnipeg community and | believe,
as | have said, that they are a good corporate citizen.

When we talk about whether it be in discussing the
Crow rate or talking about transportation, rail trans-
portation’s future in Canadais in Western Canada, Mr.
Speaker. The place that we're going to see growth in
therail transportationis between the Pacific coastand
Thunder Bay and that is because of potash in Saskat-
chewan, and hopefully in Manitoba, coal from Sas-
katchewan and westward, oil from Alberta, Saskatch-
ewan and Manitoba, and of course our many
agricultural products that have to be shipped either
way. As the Member for Arthur says, and the hauling
of lumber. So the future for railroading, Mr. Speaker,
is here in Western Canada.

If we take a few moments and we think of the politi-
cal climate in the Province of Quebec - and it isn't a
stable one, and the CPR and the CN both are large
employers within that province - and because of the
unstable climate, perhaps in the future, Western Can-
ada can obtain more of the railroading facilities to
locate in Western Canada, have many of the senior
employees that are with the railways moved to West-
ern Canada. Now, if they're going to move to Western
Canada, Mr. Speaker, they're going to have a choice
between perhaps Calgary and Winnipeg. If we're
going to try and attract them to Winnipeg, we've got a
few things going for us; we've got the French com-
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munity across the Red River in St. Boniface and there
areanumber of persons employed with both railways
in the Province of Quebec that their first speaking
language is French. Therefore, hopefully they would
locate in Winnipeg rather than Calgary, perhaps
because of that French community in St. Boniface.

On the other side of the coin, Mr. Speaker, they will
lookatthetax position. The factthatManitobais, next
to Quebec, the second highest tax province and the
factthatifthey have senior employees that may wish
tomove out of Quebec, and they are looking at the
Province of Alberta, the City of Calgary which is the
second largest location for the CPR, for example, in
Western Canada, in comparison to the City of Win-
nipeg, they are going to look at the tax position. |
would say to the Member for EImwood, rather than
being a CPR basher all the time, that he perhaps
should work along with his deskmate from two seat
removed, the Minister of Economic Development, and
encourage the Provincial Government to have a tax
structure that would encourage the CPR and the CNR
to locate more of their employees here in the City of
Winnipeg and in the Province of Manitoba. Every new
employee that we would be able to attract, Mr.
Speaker, into our province are persons that will be
paying personal income tax to the Province of Mani-
toba, the railways will be paying the payroll tax on
their behalf, they will spending money in our com-
munity and they will be enhancing our community
from the very fact that they will be persons that will
attend sporting events, fund the arts and help us, in
Manitoba, contribute towardsthesocial lifeofhelping
our misfortuned Manitobans.

Mr. Speaker, | would hope that the Member for
Elmwood would - and he was part of the Schreyer
government from ‘69 to ‘77 - they were in office for
some eight years, atthattime they didn’t seem to want
to open up the agreement that was struck in ‘65 by the
Roblin government, but all of a sudden now the
Member for EImwood, he is not a front bencher or
Cabinet Minister; he now wantstogethis government
to open up the deal and strike a better, more favoura-
ble taxing system for the City of Winnipeg against the
CPR railway. Well, | think that the Member for EIm-
wood would do a greater service to Manitoba and to
the Province of Manitoba if he would work hand-in-
hand with his Minister of Economic Development and
his Minister of Finance and make Manitoba a more
tax-competitive province, so that we could compete
with the provinces to the west of us, Saskatchewan,
Alberta and B.C. and have our share of railroading in
Manitoba for the future.

As | mentoned earlier, Mr. Speaker, it's a well-
known fact amongst the people that are in the rail-
roading industry that railroading in Western Canada
has a great growth potential, far more than it has in
Eastern Canada, and that the future of railroading is
hereinWestern Canada. We, as Manitobans, and par-
ticularly Winnipeggers want to get our share of new
railroading facilities to be located here in Manitoba,
we want our share of those employees working in our
community, paying taxes in our community and being
citizens in our community, and enjoying the City of
Winnipeg and the many amenities that the City of
Winnipeg and that Manitoba has to offer.

So, as the Member for Virden said when he spoke on
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May 10th, he said that perhaps the Member for EIm-
wood next year willintroducesomenewideas, because
last year he had this same resolution and he has rein-
troduced it again thisyear. |, for one, will stand behind
theagreement madebyour forefathersandtheMayor
and the City Council of 100 years ago, the agreement
made by the Roblin Government in ‘65, which stretches
over 40 years, and will bring the railway up to 100
percenttaxing position by the year 2005. As | said, Mr.
Speaker, the future of railroading is here in Western
Canada and we, as Manitobans, should do everything
in our powerto try and attract more oftherailroading
facilitiesand moreoftheirkey peopletolocate herein
ourprovinceandbecome taxpayerstothe Province of
Manitoba.

So, therefore, Mr. Speaker, | will not support this
resolution in any way, shape or form because | think
that the CPR is a good corporate citizen and that the
socialists and the NDP shouldn't always be out to
bash away andto prove toManitobanshowmuch they
hate the private sector, because if it wasn't for the
private sector we wouldn’t have enough taxpayersin
order to pay for all of the social schemes that the
socialists constantly dream up.

TheMemberforRiverEast mentioned thatthe orig-
inal agreement was bad because of the greed shown
atthattime by therailway andthe political forces, and
he mentions the corruption and municipal politics and
so on. Well, | can say, Mr. Speaker, that | was in
municipal politics for almost six years and | saw Steve
Juba, the former Mayor of Winnipeg, start off in his
political careerasMayor of Winnipeg bashing away at
the CPR and other large corporations. It wasn't long
before helearnedthatprivate sectorisnotall bad, and
that without the private sector Manitoba or any other
province couldn’t exist, and that we need the private
sector paying taxes and buying goods and services
from within our community, from other persons within
the private sector.

So, Mr. Speaker, |, for one, will not support this
resolution of the Member for EiImwood.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR.D.SCOTT: Thank you, Mr.Speaker. | rise on this
occasion to address this resolution as put forward to
us by the Member for EImwood, and certainly | am
goingto support theresolution. | find it quite amazing
that a Conservative member would stand in this
House, knowing full well that the municipal tax load,
the property tax load, on so many small businesses,
manufacturing concerns, retail outlets - you name it -
most of them being quite small, are very high in the
City of Winnipeg, not high in relationship necessarily
to other jurisdictions but high just in the economic
times that we find ourselves in today. Here we are, we
get response from the Conservatives towards Cana-
da's largest corporate welfare recipient, the CPR, we
see them having received, in the present value of
funds, somewhere in the vicinity of $14 billion or $15
billion is the value of public monies that have gone to
the CPR and their various conglomerates over the
years from the public of Canada; through direct
grants; through tax concessions; through everything
youcanimagine under the sun. The members oppo-
site, or I guess they are below me and to theright here
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from my position, we have them standing up and say-
ing that the CPR should not be paying a fair tax
assessment in the City of Winnipeg; that we should
continue with this kind of 19th century subsidy to
large corporations to try and attract investment and
thatthesedealsthatweremadeback 100 years ago, or
nearly 100 years ago now, 80-some years ago, are
going to be bound on us for life.

We had aprevious Conservative administration that
did not recognize that, that moved ahead under Duff
Roblin to take away the tax exempt status of the CPR
and the City of Winnipeg, and started in 1965 ata 50
percent rate. Now, one little thing here as well, we've
got to look at what this rate is. There is a special land
classification for the CPR and the City of Winnipeg. It
isnotacommercial rate, itis not aresidential rate, itis
aCPRrate, andthatrateis significantlylowerthanitis
for other industries in the province. So, what do we
have here? If they would have had politicians like me
years and years ago, it would have been a public
investment from the start and it wouldn't have been
subsidized out of the taxpayers’ dollars for the 85
years of history on this whole deal.

They had their own former premier, a distinguished
premier, and probably the last Progressive Conserva-
tive to sit in this House, rather than just a regressive
Conservative, Duff Roblin. We had Duff Roblin intro-
duce legislation into this House to do away with this
perpetual tax-exempt status and move them towards
the real world. Now, the CPR did not have such hatred
towards Duff Roblin because he brought taxes upon
themthatthey weregoingtorun away fromthe City of
Winnipeg; for God's sake, when he retired from polit-
ics they appointed him as a vice-president of the cor-
poration. So, the CPR is not, Mr. Speaker, the vindic-
tive corporation that the Tories are tryingto put upon
us today. The CPR is a corporation, recognizing the
value ofitslocationin the City of Winnipeg. recogniz-
ing the strategic location here for any transcontinen-
taltransport by rail andtheyhavejustifiably, and with
greatcommonsense,chosenthe City of Winnipegfor
the expansion of their diesel shops to be able to pro-
vide the servicing for the new and the next generation
of diesels, the 3,000 horsepower, | believe they are,
units. So, they don’t have this antipathy that the
members of the ConservativeParty hereseemtotry to
put onto the CPR.

We had another former Conservative Premier, Wal-
ter Weir, in the Manitoba Assessment Review Commit-
tee, not quite the Progressive that Duff was, but still,
perhaps, he could be considered a Progressive Con-
servative and in his report under the Manitoba
Assessment Review Committee and I'll quote from
this, “The City of Winnipeg has recommended to the
Committee that legislation which prescribes tax
exemptions for the Canadian Pacific Railway until the
year 2004 be re-examined with the view towards mak-
ing all of the company's holdings subject to full taxes
on 100 percent of assessment as soon as possible.”

So,wehavethis committeerecognizing the demand
from the City of Winnipeg, wanting tohavechanges to
this, and yet we have his former colleagues coming
back here and saying that we cannot act on this
because we've got to maintain subsidies of one
degree or another and that this year they're probably
about $350,000.00. If they had the proper assessment
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rate, we'd probably be closer to a 1.5 or 2 million - |
would just guesstimate on that but | would not be the
least bit surprised that the $300,000 short theyare on
their present assessment, if they were assessed as
commercial property or some other classification
other than a CPR specific classification, they'd be
paying much higher.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to move onto another
subject in relation to the yards, something that has not
really come up here yet in this debate and it's some-
thing | think that when we're talking about assess-
ments that we should be showing the CPR, not only
our determination, but also our forward thinking for
the City of Winnipeg and the future of the City of
Winnipeg and to what direction we want this great city
to move. Do we want this keystone city to have a
decaying central part of the city? We want to keep the
main part of the city on their rail yards as they pres-
ently are, or should we possibly consider other uses
for those yards? Is it possible for the CPR to relocate
those yards, to move them outside of the central part
of the city?

When we start talking on looking at the public cost,
the cost to the citizens of Winnipeg, in particular,
usually cost-shared to some degree by the province
and by the Federal Government, although we never
had any move by the province in the last four years
underthe Progressive Conservatives to share on any-
thing towards other rail relocation or towards building
of new bridges across or repair of existing buildings
across the yards. Not a boo came from them.

This is just an idea of what we're looking at in the
next few years, within the next decade, to be able to
servicetheresidents ofthe North End, in particular, of
Tyndall Park, of Garden Grove, of Garden City; these
areas, five constituencies here, represented in this
Legislature, the cost thatis going to be borne by the
taxpayers of the City of Winnipeg in Manitoba to
replace and repair the bridges that are there now. |
want members to consider this an alternative, whether
we should be continually building these bridges,
which are going to be have to be rebuilt again in
another 50 years, or whether we should consider put-
ting that money, instead, along with the CPR, putting
some money towards - and the present head here, a
regional vice-president, but now the Executive Vice-
President of CPR, Mr. R. Russ Allison, brought this
forward some time ago as well; not very public, | will
admit, but in conversations with people like D.I. Mac-
Donald, the former City Commissioner, that the CPR
would willingly look toward the possibility of rail relo-
cation because they did recognize that if they did
relocate they would get railyards atuned to the next
generation of railway traffic. in other words, notayard
built for 50 cars and 40 cars as these yards were built
for but being built for train lengths of 150 and even up
to 200 and 250 cars, which is possible with the new
generation of diesels.

So, recognizing the greater efficiencies from their
point of view, from the CPR’s, and recognizing the
tremendous costs of maintaining theyardsherein the
City of Winnipeg: The Salter Bridge, to go ahead and
build a whole new bridge right now we're looking at
$30 million, $30 million to build a new bridge. This is
public money andthe Tories laugh atspending public
money, | suppose, but they certainly never came for-
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ward with any proposals whatsoever in their term of
office toward the repairs or replacement of any of the
bridgesthat aretherepresently. There are some other
alternatives toward building a new bridge, one of them
for building a bridge that would only last, the city
engineers estimate, 20 years, building it to the same
weight classifications would be $15 million and to
build a bridge for the same weight classification,
again, which is HS2044, would cost for a 10-year
bridge $10 million of additional repairs, but if it was to
be restricted, as it presently is, just to bus traffic and
using the central lanes and to a six-wheel maximum,
and they have to have use the central lanes of the
bridge, that they could do it for $9 million, but then
we'donlyget 10 yearsoutofthebridgeand then we'd
have to look at spending another possibly $30 million,
orbythattime maybe that's goingto be $50million, to
rebuild the bridge again.

The Arlington Bridge is shut down again now for
repairs and repairs will probably give another six or
seven or maybe 10 years life under existing use, but
it's certainly not going toward a use factor which it
was at one point in time of being used for buses and
it's caused quite a bit of dislocation in the bus routes.

Now, we come to underpasses - and the Arlington
Bridge, by the way, for reconstruction of that in
today's terms we're looking at in the vicinity of $25
million; they're probably spending a couple of million
just to get the bridge on another few years at the
present time.

We get to the McPhillips underpass, now we pres-
ently have an underpass there; there's talk the city
would like to expand that to eight lanes. | don't know
whether the eight lanes is necessary to go that far or
whether the present six could be widened to a more
comfortable six and still get away with it - or the
present four, | should say. The city is now consider-
ing, because building a new underpass would disrupt
the switching mechanisms for a matter of about less
than a week, but the CPR has admitted that they could
schedule around it, thatthey could make afewmodi-
fications and get by while this is going on for the
mainline going over the McPhillips overpass, that
some interim measures could be taken so that the city
could putin anunderpass. The underpass would cost
in the vicinity of $4 millionto $6 million. No, they don't
want the city to do that, they want the city instead to
go ahead with a very expensive overpass which is
probably going to exceed $8 million.

So here, to satisfy the CPR once again we're using
another couple of million dollars of taxpayers' money
while we are, on the other hand, subsidizing them by
letting them get away with not only an unrealistically
low assessment but only paying 70 percent of that
assessment for another 10 years.

When you move further west you get into the Kee-
watin crossing, level crossing presently in existence,
and also at King Edward. Both of these crossings,
because the crossingsarethereyoudonotgetnormal
north-south flow of traffic particularly in regard to
transit, because transit will not use level crossings,
they claim it's because of safety factors. Well they
cross a mainline over in EImwood or Concordia, they
cross a mainline there on the surface but they do not
want to cross it over in my constituency. Thereason|
would suggest is not so much a safety factor, but
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because the train schedules are so erratic that it would
messup the scheduling of the City of Winnipeg transit
schedules dramatically, people just could not count
on getting regular service and if you can't get regular
service, you're not going to take a bus. So there we're
looking at a $6 million overpass, once again, to
accommodate the CPR.

Now, on the McPhillips one; the McPhillips one is
actually theresponsibility of the CPR for the modifica-
tion and maintenance of that forever; that was part of
the original deal, but the city has come along offering
to pay the costs, offering to pay the total cost of the
rebuilding of that thing and the CPR are still saying,
“Listen, it's not enough, we want you to go up and
around ussoyoudon'tdisburbusatall.” I thinkthatis
a very poor example of co-operate responsibility,
especially when itshould be cooperating with the City
of Winnipeg and the City of Winnipeg engineers so
that when they go to build the underpass that they'd
putinthe interim measures and schedule the trains in
such a manner so that they can getby. That is what
we're looking at; that is the sorts of co-operation that
we would like to see from the CPR and the City of
Winnipeg.

We just had them laying off here for a month, some
1,100 of their 1,300 workers in the Weston shops, a
good number of those people are my constituents; a
good number of those people are not going to be
coming back, we are expecting thatanumber of those
people will notbe coming back, on permanentlayoffs.
They announced, | think, it was 125 new jobs in a new
diesel shop they're building, just a bit over a month
ago. Then on May 13th, | got a letter from the Execu-
tive Vice-President of C.P. Rail announcing that the
following day, on the 14th, they would be closing
down the shops and putting out 1,100 workers for a
month and that they would also be coming on with
another 125 to 175, | believe, permanent layoffs. So
they give with one hand creating new jobs, and we
appreciatethat, and they take from the other hand in
permanent layoffs.

So, what we haveis a corporation and the neat thing
that lan Sinclair has done - and | certainly respect his
abilities as a corporate lawyer, he's certainly one of
the finest corporate lawyers this country has ever
seen. Whether or not he's acted in the interests of the
public is another matter, but he certainly has acted in
theinterestof C.P.Investments, yourC.P. Limited, as
they're now known - he's taken the vast subsidies that
have been granted to the railway over the years, for
operation of the railway, for assisting corporations to
get going alongside the railway within the same cor-
porate families, so that they would be able to subsid-
ize some of the real effort and in virtually every coun-
try in the world, | might add, railways, national
railways, are subsidized, be they privately owned or
publicly owned. | was just reading a thing in the Can-
ada Trade Journal, Canada-Japanese Trade Journal,
and servicing debts for their railway presently are
running in the vicinity of $4 billion a year losses in the
Japanese Rail networks.

So what the Government of Canada has done over
the years, is enable the CPR to be our provider of
first-raterail service by giving it corporaterightsinthe
outfits like Comenco, in oil and gas rights, you name
it. They've got them and they've turned around; they

separated those entities from the railway entity totally,
then saying, we don't want these fellows over here,
they're our poor cousins and we want to take off with
the lands and create a Marathon Realty, to fly in our
own,tousethebillions of dollars of taxpayers' assis-
tance that we've got over the year, and to turn around
and zoom off onto their own future and basically, to
heck with Canada and to heck with the railway.

| think in summing up, and | believe I've only got a
minute or two left, Mr. Speaker, is that correct? I've got
three minutes left. Good. | shall take the full three
minutes.

One other point before | leave is an Act that proba-
bly not very many members present here are familiar
with, especially members of the Opposition, and that
is a Federal Act assented to May 7th, 1974 and it's
called The Railway Relocation and Crossings Act.
This Act provides for Federal assistance where plans
are provided for within the cities and the province and
the co-operation between the city and the province,
and that's what's been lackinginthe past fouryearsof
any kind of consultative approach between the two
levels of government, to move toward rail relocation.

Now this Act provides for Federal funding of up to
50 percent for a rail relocation. We have already peo-
ple - not necessarily used this legislation - but in
Edmonton, in Regina, it's undergoing now in Saska-
toon, in Lethbridge as well, they've had rail relocation.

We have not had even an application, or any pres-
sure from either the City of Winnipeg or the Province
of Manitoba at this point in time, to move toward
pushing the Federal Government to stand up to their
commitmentsthattheyhavehadundertheauthorities
given to the Rail Commission to order relocation.
They've had one of the sections here, under Section
5(1),itsaysthat“the Commissionmayimposeonany
railway company, effective thereby, any costs and
losses greaterthanthebenefits and paymentsreceived
by the railway company under the plan.” Soit’s provid-
ing for railway contributed cost toward the cost of
relocation. So the railways don't get off with another
free lunch like they have in the past.

there’'s provision in the Act, Mr. Speaker, for the
Minister of Urban Affairs, the Federal Minister of
Urban Affairs, the Minister of State for Urban Affairs,
when he is satisfied that the Federal programs con-
templated foruseinthe urbandevelopment plan form-
ing partof theaccepted plan are available and would
contribute significantly to the improvement of any
urban area within a transportation study, in respect of
when the application is made, that the Governor-in-
Council is prepared to authorize the allocations of
monies appropriated by the Parliament of Canada
towardrailway relocation.

| would say, Mr. Speaker, in closing - those three
minutes wentvery fast - first of all, that we should start
using our provisions under this Act and certainly we
should follow the recommendations of the Assess-
ment Committee and end the tax holiday for the CPR.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The Honourable
Member for Minnedosa.

MR. D. BLAKE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. After hear-
ing a 100-year-old history lesson from the Member for
River East, and God knows what we heard from the
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Member for Inkster just now, but before | get into my
well-prepared notes, Mr. Speaker, if the House is in
agreement | would be preparedto call it 5:30 and take
the adjournment.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member is aware, |
am sure. that debate on a resolution cannot be
debated in Private Members' Hour. If itis the will of the
members present to call it 5:30, the honourable
member will be the first one up when we next
reach . . .

COMMITTEE CHANGES

MR. D. BLAKE: Mr. Speaker, before the House
adjourns, | would like to make a change on the Eco-
nomic Development Committee. | would like to substi-
tute the Member for Turtle Mountain for the Member
for Roblin-Russell.

MR. SPEAKER: Ifitis the leave of the members, the
time being 5:30, the House is accordingly adjourned
and will stand adjourned until 2:00 p.m. tomorrow
afternoon (Thursday)
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