LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Monday, 14 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 . . .

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS AND
TABLING OF REPORTS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Natural
Resources.

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, by leave, | would
like to make what | consider to be a nonpolitical
statement on the Garrison visit.

MR. SPEAKER: Does the Honourable Minister have
leave?

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, | would like at this
time, the earliest time that| have had an opportunity to
report to the House, to indicate my sincere pleasure
and my sincere appreciation and my personal thanks,
and on behalf of all | think, for the excellence of the
contributions of all members of the joint Federal
Government-Provincial Government delegation
recently in Washington.

As honourable members know, it was composed of
members at both levels of government and from the
three major political partiesin Canadaand| say, with-
out equivocation, Mr. Speaker, that in my opinion the
teamwork indicated an extremely successful collabo-
ration of viewpoint. | particularly want to thank my
colleagues from this House; my colleagues, John
Bucklaschuk, the Member for Gimli; the Member for
Inkster, Mr. Scott. | particularly want to thank the two
previous Ministers of Natural Resources, our col-
leagues; the Honourable Mr. Enns for Lakeside, the
Honourable Brian Ransom for Turtle Mountain and
the Honourable Harry Harapiak who also served, the
HonourableMemberfor The Pas, whowent.| cansay,
Mr. Speaker. that | don't think that such teamwork
with such effect has ever been displayed before.
There was a very good impression made in Garrison
by the kind of common understanding and common
purposethatwasdisplayed. | particularly wanttonote
the efforts of Senator Duff Roblin and theHonourable
Lloyd Axworthy, Messrs. Bockstael, Jack Murta and
the Honourable Terry Sargeant and the Honourable
Mr. Masters from Thunder Bay.

It was truly impressive, the kind of team work, Mr.
Speaker, that was evidenced and | think that alone,
beside the argument that was addressed, had a very
marked effect in Washington. | sincerely want to say |
appreciate all of the members who participatedin that
exercise.

MR.SPEAKER: TheHonourableMemberforLakeside.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, | wonder if | may be
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grantedanequalprivilegetocomment on theremarks
just made by the Honourable Minister?

Mr. Speaker, | certainly want to, on behalf of my
colleague, the Honourable Member for Turtle Moun-
tainandalso thecolleaguesof the Conservative Party,
Messrs. Murta and Charlie Mayer, express our appre-
ciationforhavingtheopportunitygiventousto partic-
ipate in the rather unique delegation and the repres-
entation that was made on behalf of Manitoba, on
behalf of Canada, in Washington. Mr. Speaker, we
hope of coursethatitwillbearthekind of results that
the effort expended would call for.

However, Mr. Speaker, let it be said, and | feel that |
shouldsay it, there was nonetheless a continuing feel-
ingthat| had, and shared by some of my colleagues,
that the fundamental role in this whole matter has to
be played by our national government through the
offices of the Canadian Embassy, through the
Department of External Affairs, a role of course that
has been played over these past many years. | think it
was a useful purpose to have demonstrated the unity
on this issue to our American colleagues, but one
can't help but get that impression when you witness
the pressure cooker of politics that takes place on the
Hill in Washington, particularly at Budget time, that
really, in the kind of relations that countries such as
ours have on important issues like that, | would not
want to leave the impression that these journeys by
political people from time totime can in effect bring
about that basic understanding of the issue that is
bestrepresented forcibly by those particular jurisdic-
tions that have the direct responsibility, in other
words, the Department of External Affairs. Itis Can-
ada and the United States that have a difficulty, as
much as Manitobaisinvolved. Itis the assurancesthat
we have had from several American administrations
that they will honour the 1909 Boundary Waters
Treaty that we depend on.

| was pleased to have been included with the efforts
of the Minister and let me acknowledge the good
efforts of that Minister; the Minister certainly repre-
sentedManitobawellin the presentationsinWashing-
ton on the very important matter of Garrison.

MR. SPEAKER: Notices of Motion . . .
INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

HON. R. PENNER introduced Bill No. 53, an Act to
amend The Builders' Liens Act, Loi modifiant Loi sur
le privileges du constructeur.

MR. G. MERCIER introduced Bill No. 62, an Act to
amend The Highway Traffic Act (2).

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MR. SPEAKER: Beforewereach Oral Questions, may
| direct the attention of honourable members to the
gallery, where we have 25 students of Grade 8 stand-
ing from the Kenway Secondary School. The visitors
are under the direction of Mr. Bob Reimer and the
school is located in the constituency of the Honour-
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able Minister of Highways.

There are also 28 students of Grade 5 standing of
the J. A. Cuddy Elementary School under the direc-
tion of Ms. Marie Brooks. The school is in the consti-
tuency of the Honourable Member for Morris.

There are 20 students of Grade 8 standing from the
Isaac Newton Junior High School under the direction
of Mr. Armstrong. The school is located in the consti-
tuency of the Honourable Member for Burrows.

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

ORAL QUESTIONS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HON. S.LYON: Mr.Speaker, | have a question forthe
Minister of Finance or for the First Minister.

In view of the fact that the Federal Minister of
Finance has apparently indicated in the House of
Commons on Friday lastthatthereis some question
about the constitutionality of Manitoba's proposed
payroll tax. willthe Minister of Finance now provide an
opinion from the law officers of the Crown of Mani-
toba, indicating that this tax is one that is constitu-
tionally in ordervis-a-visthe ability ofaprovincetotax
the Federal Government?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

HON.V.SCHROEDER: Yes, Mr. Speaker. | haveseen
the statement by the Minister of Finance of Canada
and|'ve also seen his statementindicatingthatitis his
opinion that they will do what is constitutional. | pre-
sume thatitis also his opinion that their payments to
Quebec are constitutional. That being so, | don't see
any difficulties whatsoever.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, will the Minister of
Finance or the Attorney-General now provide a writ-
ten opinion from the law officers of the Crown as to
the constitutionality of this tax, which the Legislature
is going to be called upon to deal with and pass very
shortly?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON. R. PENNER: As| attempted to point out to the
Leader of the Opposition some time ago but, you
know, just as you can lead a horse to water but not
make it drink, | don't think you can lead the Honour-
able Leader of the Opposition to intellectual thought
and make him think.

The fact is that there's a presumption of constitu-
tionalityin favour of bills passed by a Provincial Legis-
lature. We rely on the presumption of the constitu-
tionality, which means that it is up to anyone who
would challenge it. | would think that it would be the
Leader of the Opposition who would be last to do that
if he had any feelings for the needs of the Province of
Manitoba. It's up to anyone who would challenge it to
challenge it.

Secondly, when he asks for the opinion of the law
officers of the Crown, there are some 90 of them;
would he have us take areferendum among all of the
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law officers of the Crown and if we win by a majority,
which law officer of the Crown does he have in mind?
How ridiculous canyou get? | can scarely believe that
at one time he was the Attorney-General of this pro-
vince. As the Chief Law Officer of the Crown, | have
given my opinion to the Minister of Finance good, bad
or indifferent as it may be and on that we stand until
challenged.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

HCN. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, | don't think members
on this side of the House or indeed the public of
Manitoba need be read any particular lecture by the
present Attorney-General about the proprieties of
obtaining a legal opinion for the House from the law
officersofthe Crown.4f he wishes to betray hisignor-
ance of the system, that's fine, but he doesn't have to
offend the sensibilities and the intelligence of the
people of Manitoba by showing that he doesn't know
how government operates.

I am asking the First Minister now if he will obtain,
for the benefit of members of this House, an opinion
as to the constitutionality ofthetax that heis purport-
ing toimpose upon the people of Manitoba. | ask this
question, Mr. Speaker, because | now have in front of
me the response of the Minister of Finance that was
made last Friday and the Minister of Finance said as
follows, according to the information just handed to
me, “Madam Speaker, | do have an answer for the
honourable member” - this is Mr. MacEachen speak-
ing - “I would like to read the answer. | have had this
matter carefully looked into and advise that the Fed-
eral Government had consistently taken the position
that a province does not have the legislative jurisdic-
tion to impose a tax on the Federal Crown.”

Mr. Speaker, that being the opinion that apparently
the law officers of the Crown have givento the Federal
Minister, will the First Minister now obtain an opinion
for the benefit of members of this House, so that we
willnot be asked to pass alaw thatisunconstitutional
vis-a-vis the Federal Crown?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, the question has
been very thoroughly answered by the Attorney-
General and | associate myself with the response by
the Attorney-General.

HON. S.LYON: Mr.Speaker, theresponse of the First
Minister only beckons to mind that old statement,
“There are none so blind as those who will not see.”

I'maskingtheFirstMinister again, Mr. Speaker, and
it's a serious . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order, order.

HON. S. LYON: It's a serious matter, Mr. Speaker, and
the law officers of the Crown are in a position to give
opinionsto the governmentand to this House. Indeed,
any member of this House can seek an opinion from
the Legislative Counsel of Manitoba and, in the
absence andtheinability and the unwillingness of the
First Minister or the Attorney-General or the Minister
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of Finance to do that, perhaps the Opposition will be
called upon to go to the Legislative Counsel of Mani-
tobaand ask forthatopinion before weareaskedhere
to passalaw thatis possibly unconstitutional. Will the
First Minister force the Opposition to ask for that opin-
ion orwillhe,inreason, ask for the opinion because of
the statement that has now been made by the Minister
of Finance that indeed the tax could well be unconsti-
tutional vis-a-vis the Federal Crown?

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, first| cannot help but
wonder if indeed it is considered by the Leader of the
Opposition that this tax is anillegal tax, an unconstitu-
tional tax, | cannot understand then why the Leader of
the Opposition, while Premier of this province, did not
take Quebec to the courts a number of years ago.
Because by theimplementation of thistax in the Prov-
ince of Quebec, itis my understanding thatthe Prov-
ince of Manitoba and the taxpayers of the Province of
Manitoba would have indeed lost millions of dollars.

Insofar as the questionitself, again| turnto you, Mr.
Speaker, for aruling as to whether it is in order in this
House to continue to ask questions which are
obviously of a repetitious nature?

HON.S.LYON: Mr. Speaker, afurther question tothe
Minister of Finance on the same point. Could the Min-
ister of Finance —(Interjection)— well, you haven't
heard the question yet.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: | would appreciate a ruling per-
taining to whetherornotitisinordertoberequiredto
respond to repetitious questions.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. I'm sure
thatall members have read Beauchesne and they find
inthere thatthere are prohibitions against almost any
type of questioning including repetitious questions. |
believe | made it clear to both House Leaders at the
beginning of the Session that there would beas much
latitude given to questioners as possible, knowing
that there would be an equal amount of latitude given
by the answerers of those questions.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition may
continue.

HON.S.LYON: Thankyou, Mr. Speaker. My question
to the Minister of Finance, Mr. Speaker, arises out of
the meeting that the official delegation of the City of
Winnipeg had with the Urban Affairs Committee of
Cabineton Tuesday, May 25th, the summary of which
was given to all councillors. | ask the Minister of
Finance if thisresume of the discussion is accurate.
“The Minister of Finance” - | should explain, Mr.
Speaker, in response to the city’'srequest that they be
exempted from the province's purported payroll tax.
“The Minister of Finance replied that the credibility of
the program depended upon the principle of no
exemptions, and while he believed the city may have
somevalid concerns, he was not preparedto jeopard-
ize the collection of the tax from the Federal Govern-
ment by giving local governments an exemption.”
Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that the answer or
that resume seems to indicate that the Minister of
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Finance does have legal doubts about this payroll tax,
which he has not admitted to the House, will he tellus
ifhe'ssayingonethingtothecityandanotherthing to
this House?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

HON.V.SCHROEDER: Mr.Speaker,onBudget night,
| explained that this was a tax which we regrettably
had to impose because of a loss of $719 million in
revenues from the Federal Government over the next
five years in equalization and established program
financing. We had toreplace thatloss, which has todo
mainly with health and post-secondary education,
with another tax. This was the tax that we chose. |
believed then and | believe now, that if we set up a tax
which is discriminatory as between employers, that it
would be a difficult tax to enforce and therefore we
have been consistent in saying that all employersin
this province, no matter what the circumstances, will
be required to pay the tax.

Now there are some employers of small businesses
who qualify for interest rate relief, for instance, who if
they qualify for that program are entitled to arebate of
this one because of special circumstances. We are
looking at the difficulties thatcertain otheremployers
arefacing and we will see what we cando aboutit. But
in terms of allowing large groups of employers to opt
out and then expecting the Federal Government to
pay without a challenge, | think that would be asking
very much of the Federal Government.

The Federal Government, as | understand Mr.
MacEachen’s answer, made it clear that it does have
some questionsin terms of atechnical legality; thatis,
that we could force them to pay the tax, but they have
never suggested - in fact, they have even suggested
the reverse - they have told us, through the papers,
that they are prepared to pay that tax in Manitoba and
be a good employer in the same way that they are
payingitin Quebec, andin afashionnotthesamebut
similarinOntariowheretheypayhalf,| believe, ofthe
medicare premium whichworks out to $648 a month,
half of that being over $300 per employee, which is
more than they will pay per employee on the average
here in Manitoba.

So we are not concerned that the Federal Govern-
ment willtakeone positioninQuebecandOntarioand
another position in Manitoba. If it happens that the
Federal Government decides not to pay it in one
place, then I'm sure that they will not pay it in any
other place and, therefore, we will gain revenue, addi-
tionalrevenue, from the Federal Governmentbecause
there will be more payments in Ontario, more pay-
ments in Quebec, more payments in B.C., and more
payments in Alberta.

HON. S. LYON: Well, Mr. Speaker, without at all
accepting the very dubious premise of the Minister of
Finance that there is any relationship whatsoever
between Health Services' premiums in Ontario and
Quebec and the payroll tax that he has imposed or
threatens to impose upon the people of Manitoba,
because that's a faulty premise.

Mr. Speaker, without accepting that at all, may |
read to the Minister of Finance the balance of what
was said in that answer in the House of Commons on
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Friday last for his edification and ask the Minister of
Financeif he agrees with this statement? The Minister
of Finance made the answer that | have quoted. The
Honourable Mr. Epp then said, “Madam Speaker, that
being the case and that opinion” —(Interjection)—
Mr. Speaker, do we have to listen to the braying from
across the way?
Mr. Speaker if these . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please.

HON. S. LYON: “Madam Speaker,” and I'm quoting
from Hansard in Ottawa, “that being the case and that
opinion being in keeping with constitutional conven-
tion, | point out to the Minister that reports in Mani-
tobaare that Ottawaintends to pay the so-called pay-
roll tax which was in the recent Manitoba Budget.
Does the Federal Government now stand by that
statement; namely, that it will pay it regardless of the
constitutional convention that the Minister has read
out today?”

TheMinister of Financeanswered, “Madam Speaker,
we would observe the laws of the Consitution.” Terry
Sargeant then said, “Madam Speaker, my question is
directed to the Minister of Finance as a follow-up to
the answer he gave to the Honourable Member for
Provencher, because the Minister was not especially
clearin his answer. Is he saying that even though the
Federal Government has paid a similar payroll tax in
theProvinceof Quebec forsomeyearsnow, it will not
now pay the new Manitoba tax?”

TheMinisterofFinancesaid, “Madam Speaker, my
answer was in reply to the Honourable Member for
Provencher, those answers still stand and the answer
that stands is, we would observe the laws of the
Constitution.”

In that event, Mr. Speaker, and the Minister of
Finance having said that the practice, the constitu-
tional convention is opposed to the Federal Govern-
ment paying such a tax, what advice can the Minister
of Finance offerastothelegitimacy andthebonafides
of thelaw that heis attempting tobringinvis-a-vis the
ability of the Province of Manitoba to tax the Federal
Government? What further support can he offer,
because obviously his Federal counterpart feels that
the law is unconstitutional?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Mr. Speaker, the FederalMin-
ister of Finance is saying, first of all, that the Federal
Government does not necessarily agree that a prov-
ince hastherighttotaxtheFederal Government. Heis
thensayingthat notwithstanding that technical view,
he is saying by doing, for the last 10 years they have
paid an identical tax - and the Leader of the Opposi-
tion suggests that somehow our tax is different from
Quebec's - there's only one difference between our
tax and Quebec's and that is, ours is 1.5 percent and
theirsis 3 percent and if he can find it another differ-
ence. then | would be pleased to have him so state.
Thereis noother difference. The Federal Government
is making that payment in Quebec and has done so at
a time when it was 1.5 percent and is now doing so
when it is 3 percent and the Federal Government, by
the very statement of Mr. MacEachen, believes that it
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is acting constitutionally.

I would like to see one single case that the Leader of
the Opposition could bring forward that says that it is
unconstitutional for the Federal Government to make
that kind of a payment, either to the Province of Mani-
toba or to the Province of Quebec. I'd like to see one
case that says that the Federal Government does not
have the legal right to make that payment. | do not
believethere is such a case in existence.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, to correct myself, if |
said similarity withthe Province of Quebec, | meantto
say similarity between B.C., Ontario and Alberta and if
| misspoke myself, | apologize to the Minister of
Finance.

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Minister of Finance has
said, "I have had this matter carefully looked into and
advise that the Federal Government had consistently
taken the position that a province does not have the
legislative jurisdiction to impose the tax on the Fed-
eral Crown.”

That being the case, will he now provide to this
House a legal opinion from the law officers of the
Crownthatthe Ministerof Finance'sopinionis wrong?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader on a point of order.

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, Mr. Speaker, on a point of
order. | would ask that you rule.

i realize that you have given some advice informally
tomembers of the GovernmentHouse Leaderandthe
Opposition House Leader, but there comes a time
whenyou'reaskedtorulewherel would hopethatyou
would see fit to.

t have been keeping track; that same question has
been asked nine times within the last two weeks.
Surely it is time to rule as other Speakers before you
have ruled - and | would invite you to do so - as to
whether or not repetition of thatdegree is in order.

MR. SPEAKER: | will take the matter under advise-
ment to see whether the objection raised by the
Attorney-General is valid. But while we're on a matter
of order, | somehow doubt that thereading of material
from outside sources is really appropriate at question
period. There is probably something in Beauchesne
which says that it is not permitted. However, we have
allowed some measure of reading from outside doc-
umentsinthisHouse. Beauchesne, I'msure, says that
it is incorrect or not allowed to read from such a
statement and then ask a Minister of the Treasury
Bench to confirm it.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition will see,
I'm sure, to what abuse that could lead to if it became
far more widespread. A lengthy question invites a
lengthy answer and the general effect of question
period disappears if that were to become the rule.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

HCN. S. LYON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. We'll, of
course, attempt to abide by your suggestions and
youradvicewhichin all cases seems to be -to this side
of the House - quite reasonable.

Mr. Speaker, | have a question for the Minister of
Mines and Energy. Can the Minister of Mines and
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Energy advise if he has consulted with his counter-
parts in Saskatchewan and Alberta concerning the
proposed suggestion of the Federal Government, Mr.
Lalonde in particular, that the Federal Government
might be interested in entering into some form of
financing for the Western Power Grid or Inter-Tie?

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

HON. W. PARASIUK: We have yet to have the meet-
ing at the ministerial level, Mr. Speaker. | have indeed
written my counterparts a letter in that respect asking
whenit mightbe possible for all of usto gettogetherto
pursue these discussions.

We have had some discussions at the staff level. We
haven't had a direct response from anyone in Saskat-
chewan; but theresponse from officials anyway atthe
Albertalevel was thattheyindicated they were pleased
by Mr. Lalonde's response in that any federal assis-
tance with respect to financing would in fact have
some impact - if it decreased the cost of money - on
the overall cost of the project and that could have
beneficial consequences to all three provinces.

So atthe official level in Alberta, they certainly took
a positive open-minded response to this and certainly
| can't say that necessarily is the response of the
Ministers. | haven't had a direct response from them
yet, but I'm hoping that when we meet in the near
future, this is an item that certainly will be discussed.

HON.S.LYON: Mr.Speaker, I'maware of the fact that
the Minister may not have this information imme-
diately at his fingertips, but | wonder if he could take
as notice a question and perhaps give us an answer
before the House ajourns. How many ministerial
meetings has he held with the Ministers of Saskatch-
ewan and Alberta since this government came to
office on the 30th of November, 1981 concerning the
Western Inter-Tie?

HON.W.PARASIUK: | guess|cansaythat we've had
one meeting in person; we've had communications
over the telephone and by writing. We had a meeting
that was scheduled for May 12th that was postponed
at the request of the newly elected Saskatchewan
Minister responsible for the Saskatchewan Power
Corporation. We are awaiting a response from that
Minister as to when he could see fit to meet with the
Honourable Mr. Shaben. the Minister of Utilities for
the Alberta Government and myself, who have
expressed interestin meeting as soon as possible. Mr.
MacLaren, the new Ministerin Saskatchewan respon-
sible for the Power Corporation has not been able to
arrange his schedule to accommodate a meeting as
yet, but we're hopeful that will take place in the near
future.

HON. S. LYON: A question on a similar line, Mr.
Speaker, tothe First Minister. Could the First Minister
tell us how many times he has had meetings with the
Premiers of Saskatchwan and Albertawithrespect to
the topic of the Western Inter-Tie since he came to
office on the 30th of November, 19817

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.
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HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, as the Leader of the
Opposition knows, the subject matter was to be dis-
cussed at the Western Premiers’ Conference, but in
view of the change in government in Saskatchewan,
the Western Premiers’ meeting has been rescheduled
to later this spring or early fall, at which time the item
is to be on the agenda.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, so we can take it then
that the First Minister has not had a formal meeting
with the Premiers of Saskatchewan or Alberta, pres-
ent or past in the case of Saskatchewan, since
November 30th, 1981.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, there have been
some discussions with former Premier Blakeney. In
fact, | had some discussion as well with the new Pre-
mier Devine on the phone in connection with the
Western Inter-Tie and Premier Lougheed at the First
Ministers’ Conference, but there's been no formal
meeting as such.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Garry.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, my questionis tothe
Honourable Minister of Health and | would ask himin
view of considerable anxiety in the community, par-
ticularly in the community of St. James, whether the
Minister can disspell concerns on the subject and
reassure the publicthatheisintending nochange, Sir,
in the historic name of Deer Lodge Hospital?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health.

HON. L. DESJARDINS: Mr.Speaker,|'msurethatthe
honourable member wishes me to give the same
answer because he asked this question and | ans-
wered in a very straightforward manner.

| did repeat it on a number of occasions that it has
never been a set policy of government, or it has never
been discussed in Cabinet that there should be a
change or that there would be a change.

During my Estimates, | did give as an example - |
wastalking about Mother Theresa who was comingin.
I thoughtthat she was a great lady; | still do. | thought
maybe if there was a way that we could honour her
and one of the suggestions was maybe name a hospi-
tal such as St. James after her. That's all | said; | said it
very clearly. | said it in the House here. It was an
opinion that| had - an example. Sincethen we have
found other ways to honour Mother Theresa and |
thank the member for giving me an occassion to
repeatagain,becauseitisrepetitious- 1 answeredthe
same questionin the House - that there is no thought
certainly at this time of changing the name of the
hospital at all.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for La
Verendrye.

MR. R. BANMAN: Thankyou, Mr. Speaker. | direct my
question to the Minister of Economic Development
and would ask her if she could confirm that the bank-
ruptcies in Manitoba for the first five months of this
year have now reached the same number that we had
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for all the year 1981.

MR. SPEAKER: TheHonourabieMinisterofEconomic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, that is approximately
true.

MR. R. BANMAN: Inlightofthe New Democratic Par-
ty's position in the last number of years that the past
rates were totally unacceptable, andinlight of the fact
that they have now increased by over 100 percent
sincethey have now taken office, | wonder if the Minis-
ter couldinformthe House as to what programs he will
be instituting with regard to trying to bring down that
alarming statistic.

HON. M. SMITH: Well, Mr. Speaker. the total gov-
ernment program is an attemptto do whatis within the
provincial range of options to remedy the situation.
Specifically as well, we have moved in on the imme-
diate interest rate problems.

Our department has also put in place an Outreach
Business Alert Program. It's doing what it can in the
management or facilitation of refinancing to assist
businesses in trouble before they find it necessary to
collapse.

In addition, we are looking at the Venture Capital
field. You know there was, Mr. Speaker, an amount put
into the Budget to assist with that. It is not a large
amount. We are cautious about moving into that field
because we only have limited resources to meet that
need. However, we are committed to doing what is
within our capacity to do, Mr. Speaker, and we will be
making definitive announcements as soon as our
proposals are more complete.

MR. R. BANMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. A sup-
plementary question to the same Minister. In light of
thefactthatthe 1.5 percent payroll tax is an additional
cost of doing business, will the government be
exempting companies that are on the verge of bank-
ruptcy from paying this 1.5 percent payroll tax?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, | and my governmemt
have rejected the approach to make ad hoc solutions,
and a patch here and a bandaid there to problems
which are far more profound, Mr. Speaker.

We've looked at the tax situation and the function-
ing of business in the broad sense, Mr. Speaker. We
have done what we can to stimulate through direct
investment and through demand stimulus, Mr.
Speaker, and we designed atax toenableus todo this,
which was the most progressive tax available within
our options, Mr. Speaker.

MR. R. BANMAN: Thankyou, Mr. Speaker. | wonder if
the Minister could inform how much money has
flowed from the Program on Interest Relief that she
announced some eight months ago.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, to date the amount is
in the neighborhood of $140,000, which multiplied by
four is $560,000 to $600,000.00. Mr. Speaker, we told
the Oppositionthatthis program would be under con-
stantreview and givenacoupleof months experience,
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we are prepared to change the criteria if appropriate.

Meanwhile, the main function of the program to
assist with management, to assist in the consulting
process so that small businesses are abled by their
own efforts, Mr. Speaker, to survive these difficult
timesisin place and is being effective, far beyond the
actual output of money.

MR. R.BANMAN: Mr.Speaker, inlightofthe factthat
only $140,000 has gone out to help the entrepreneurs
inthe Province of Manitoba and inlight of the fact that
the 1.5 percent payroll tax is probably going to affect
theseindustries that are onthe verge of bankruptcy to
amuch higherrate than the funds which they've given
out, are they anticipating changing the guidelines of
the program to make it meaningful to help businesses
in the Province of Manitoba?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, we've given our under-
taking that we're reviewing the guidelines and will
alter them as experience dictates. However, Mr.
Speaker, to find a direct or a simplistic connection
between businesses’ ability to survive and thrive with
a program such as that is quite oversimplifying.

| ask the members opposite to look at the total
government program. We have always said that busi-
ness was a very important generator of growth and
developmentin the province but not the only way in
which growth and development can occur. In the
overall government Budget, Mr. Speaker, which has
increased publicinvestment, which hasincreased the
amount of money in the pockets of the lower wage
earners so that they can buy what they need, the total
package is in our opinion a balanced approach to
maintaining the economy and providing what stimu-
lus we can.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris.

MR. C.MANNESS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.|'dliketo
direct my question to the Minister of Agriculture. I'm
wondering if he can confirm a report released last
Friday which indicated that to this point in 1982, 18
Manitoba farms have gone into bankruptcy. Has this
department substantiated this figure?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, | want to tell the hon-
ourable member that while | can't substantiate the
announcement, we have put into placein this depart-
ment now, which was not in place previously, an
attempt to not only meet with the financial institu-
tions. but to monitor through our program the extent
of the financial situation that many of the farmers in
this province face.

While there are many farmers who may not go into
direct bankruptcy, there are many farmers who are
finding that maybeselling offequipmentorselling off
parcels of land in order to meet their debtload, we are
very concerned about that and we want to know the
extent to which that is occurring. Although there
hasn't been that kind of monitoring in place in
the past, we are attempting to have a handle on
it to see what other measures we should in our
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power undertake

MR. C. MANNESS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Hope-
fully the Minister will give to us the results of that
monitoring process.

I'd like to ask though whetherin fact he could give to
this House his rationale as to why there are 50 percent
more farm bankruptcies in Manitoba than in Sas-
katchewan and Alberta, wherein those two provinces
there are double the number of farmers that there are
in this province?

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker. one has to realize |
can't give adefinitivereply to the honourable member
as to why at this point in time there are double the
amount of bankrupticies in the Province of Manitoba.
All one has to dois look over the last number of years
at the declining incomes that farmers have faced, the
increased cost of inputs along much of which have
been the interest rates; all those, coupled with low
incomes and downturn in the market economy, Mr.
Speaker, have put a great pressure on many farmers.
Many farmers are those who have levered themselves
over the last number of years by purchasing tracts of
land, of course have had a greater pressureon themin
terms of the repayment costs and their ability to sur-
vive when the economy - and over the last number of
yearstheeconomy has been going down, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR.J.DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, I'm tempted to further
ask a question of the Minister of Agriculture, but see-
ing as we have the Minister of Municipal Affairs with
us, | have a question for him.

Mr. Speaker, some time ago he was making a great
fuss about the Main Street Manitoba Program that he
was introducing; it was going to be the answers to all
smalltowns and villages in Manitoba. Can the Minister
tell those small towns and villages and the people of
Manitoba why he is discriminating against those
towns and villages that are unincorporated and is not
allowing them to take part in that program that he's
introduced?

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

HON. A. ADAM: Mr. Speaker, | don’'t know where the
member gets his information, but at no time in any of
my statements have | said that unincorporated towns
would be excluded; every town can participate in this
program. Any towns, villages, small cities - they have
to work through their municipality, Mr. Speaker, but
they certainly are not excluded. If they have a project
that is worthy, has merit, is imaginative, innovative,
exciting —(Interjection)— Mr. Speaker, | wish the
honourable member would desist, who usually has a
practice of trying to suggest things that are incorrect,
and he should get his factsin place before he goes off
the deep end and makes statements thathe can't back
up. Mr. Speaker, | wish he would desist.

MR.J.DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker,it's quite interesting to
hear the Minister of Municipal Affairs in his response.
Would the Minister be prepared to table all documen-
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tation, letters, referring to his Main Street Manitoba
Program, would he be prepared to present or table
them in the House so that the true facts can be put
forward?

Mr. Speaker, | have been informed by a good sized
town in my constituency that they received a letter
from the Department of Municipal Affairs telling them
they would not qualify for the Main Street Manitoba
Program because they werenotanincorporated town
orvillage. So, Mr. Speaker, what the Ministeris telling
usis untrue; that in fact towns and villages that aren't
incorporated do not receive support.

So, Mr. Speaker, it is the Minister of Municipal
Affairs who | hope would table that information and
put all the documentation forward so that people of
Manitoba can judge who's telling the truth and who
isn't.

HON. A. ADAM: Mr. Speaker, ifaletter wentout from
my department indicating that anyone refused a pro-
ject because of the fact that a town was not incorpo-
rated, | would ask the honourable member to provide,
or table a copy of the letter in the House so that | can
deal withit. Ifthat has happened, | willcertainlycheck
with my departmentbecause thatis not the case, Mr.
Speaker.

MR. J. DOWNEY: In other words, Mr. Speaker, can |
have the assurance or this House have the assurance
from the Minister of Municipal Affairs at this time that
alltowns and villages, whetherthey'reincorporated or
unincorporated, will qualify for his Main Street Mani-
toba Program? Will he make that point clear at this
particular time?

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

HON. A. ADAM: Mr.Speaker, | have saidit before and
| say itagain that we will, even atthe expense of being
repetitious - | have said it before; | say it again - each
application will be judged onits own merit. In fact, I'm
notsure whether thatis whatthe honourable member
is looking for.

Wehavesaidthat wewilljudge every applicationon
its merit. Those smalltownsthat are notincorporated
- UVDs in other words - will have to work with their
municipality because the municipality will have to
submit the application in conjunction with the store-
front applications from that community. We will judge
every application onits merit, Mr. Speaker. How much
clearer can | be, Mr. Speaker? What do they want?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Swan
River.

MR. D. GOURLAY: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct a
question to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and ask
the Minister if he can inform the House if the govern-
ment has developed a firm position yet with respect to
the Assessment Review Committee's Report.

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

HON. A. ADAM: Mr. Speaker, thatis also a question |
believel'veanswered in the pastinthe House. The fact
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is that staff is now reviewing the report, studying it
themselves so that at least they are familiar with it;
then we will be briefing the members, the Cabinet and
the members of the Legislature atthe appropriate time
once the staff know exactly what the implications are.

In addition to that, we are undertaking special pro-
jects. special assessmentsin different areas, rural and
urban, based on the recommendations in the report.
so that we'll be able to see for ourselves exactly what
the implications of the recommendations are, Mr.
Speaker.

The way we will be proceeding is once staff has had
time to do these things - study thereportand dosome
pilot projects based on the recommendations - then
we will set up, as | said in this House in the pastand |
say it again today, Mr. Speaker, a legislative commit-
tee once we are fully informed ourselves, and we will
go and meet with the municipalities and interested
groups out there, so that we can convey to them what
the implications of the report mean to the people of
Manitoba. Thank you.

MR.SPEAKER: Orderplease. Thetime for Oral Ques-
tions has expired.

ORDERS OF THE DAY

MR.SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, would you please
call second readings on the four bills standing for
second reading, consecutively?

MR. SPEAKER: Beginning with 21?
HON. R. PENNER: Bills 27, 33, 42 and 43.

SECOND READING - GOVERNMENT BILLS
BILL NO. 27 - AN ACT TO AMEND
THE SUMMARY CONVICTIONS ACT

HON. R. PENNER presented Bill No. 27, an Act to
amend The Summary Convictions Act for Second
Reading.

MOTION presented.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, Bill No. 27, an Act to
amend The Summary Convictions Act, introduces
new procedures to deal with provincial offences and
bylaw offences.

Presently, by reference to The Summary Convic-
tions Act, provincial offences are prosecuted in
accordance with the proceduresin the Criminal Code
of Canada, procedures which are designed and
intended for criminal prosecutions. Many people have
found the procedures which govern prosecutions for
provincial offences to be confusing, expensive, time-
consuming and much too complex considering the
relative seriousness of these offences.

These amendments introduce the concept of the
default convictioninto the Province of Manitoba. Sim-
ilar legislation has been enforced in the Province of
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Ontario forthe past two years. Similar legislation has
been introduced or is under consideration in most
other provinces. The objectives of these amendments
are to simplify previous practices, eliminate unneces-
sary technicalities and remove the obstacles of delay
from the conduct of provincial offence proceedings
withoutremovingany of the basic rights or protections.

The amendments, Mr. Speaker, will give every
defendant the most convenient opportunity for trial
on the merits of their case and that these cases should
be heard reasonably quickly. The amendments will
permit a peace officer to set out the amount of a fine
for a particular offence on the offence notice. This
procedure is followed, for example. in Saskatchewan
and Alberta and was recommended to us by the
RCMP. Theexactamount of the fine where thatcan be
stipulated would be established by regulation and we
propose to follow guidelinesissued by the Chief Pro-
vincial Judgeto all provincial judges, magistratesand
limitedjurisdiction magistrates - Justices of the Peace.
These guidelines are invariably followed when the
accused person pleads guilty.

Now under our present procedures, Mr. Speaker,
when a person is stopped and issued an offence
notice for let's say speeding - probably one of the
most common offences to be committed and to be
prosecuted under the present procedures - if there is
no response to the summons, the defendant is in
effecttried in absentia. Thisiscalled an ex parte trial,
that is, without the party being present. There are
severalhundred ex parte trials held every month here
inthe City of Winnipeg; thatis, people get their sum-
mons and simply don'tintend to do anything about it.
There is now a backlog of two to three months for ex
parte trials. As you may suspect, invariably, an ex
parte trial ends up in the conviction of the accused
person.Now what happens, let me just say parenthet-
ically, is that in order for there to be an ex parte trial,
even though it's invariably without the appearance of
the accused and ending in a conviction, is that police
officers have to be present, judges have to be present
at very very great expense.

Under the proposed procedures where a defendant
does not respond to a summons within 15 days, a
default conviction will be entered. However, in order
to safeguard therights of accused persons within that
period, the defendant may send in the fine by mail;
appear in person and plead guilty and dispose of the
charge; write to the court office and explain the situa-
tion, whichexplanationinitself, justa written explana-
tion, could lead to a conviction, atrial on the merits or
areprimand or acquittal; orindicate to thecourt office
his intention to plead not guilty and have a trial date
set. So in effect, we're really expanding the practical
rights of an accused person. As a fail-safe procedure,
where the accused person fails to appear within the
15-day period and the default conviction is entered,
upon receiving notification by mail of the conviction
the accused person is entitled to request a trial on the
merits in the Provincial Judges Court; so it's not a
shutoff procedure.

For parking violations, the new procedures will
obviate the need of the City of Winnipeg Police
Department to serve summonses on those defendants
who donotrespond. Presently, at very very great cost,
the City of Winnipeg serve upwards of 350 such sum-
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monses each day. Again as a fail-safe procedure, the
proposed procedures will permit a person to requesta
hearing on the merits after receiving notice in the mail
of the default conviction for a parking violation.

The failure to pay a fine for a driving offence or a
parking violation results as it does now in the suspen-
sion of driving privileges, but where apersonisunable
to pay the fine, something called the Fine Option Pro-
gram will beavailable; thatis, an option of community
service to the payment of fines. The amendments
further provide for costs equal to 20 percent of the fine
to be imposed unless the court orders otherwise.
Where the costs are set out in the regulation, it is
intended that the costs will be an exact dollaramount;
that is, it will be evened off, averaging out to 20 per-
cent of the fines prescribed by regulation.

In any determination of the costs involved in pro-
cessing provincial offences, | can assure members of
this House that the cost we collect at 20 percent of
fines will not yet meet our costs in providing the ser-
vice, however, we determined that the persons who
commit provincial offences should pay a fair share
towards those costs. | would point out that for an
average fine of $25, and that is about the median fine
for the bulk of these offences, the costs then would be
$5.00. Presently, the amount of cost varies from case
to case and depending upon the service rendered.
The costs for a defendant A can vary considerably
from costs assessed against defendant B, notwith-
standing that they have committed the same type of
offence.

| would stress in conclusion that for those persons
who are for one reason or another unable to pay their
fine, what I've referred to as the Fine Option Program
is available and applies to both fines and costs.

In concluding my remarks, Mr. Speaker, | should
acknowledge the assistance my department has
received from the City of Winnipeg Police Depart-
ment, the RCMP and the office of the Chief Provincial
Judge. | commend this bill to the House.

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

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, before adjourning
debate, | just have a question for the Attorney-
General. | wonder if he could indicate the reason why
he is repealing the amendments last year, which |
believe just dealt with the Fine Option Program and is
reincluding them in this bill? Has there been a change
in the legislation for that program?

HON. R.PENNER: No.In fact, thelegislation that was
introduced on the Fine Option Program was not pro-
claimed as | recall it, Mr. Speaker, and we're simply
incorporatingitinthis Act. Butit can bedoneineither
way and we'll look at it, that is, we can either proclaim
the Fine Option Program as originally passed by the
House and just leave it go at that, or include it in the
bill.

My recollection is that in fact there is no change
whatsoever and there is simply reference to the Fine
Option Program in the bill, not an re-enactment of it.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
St. Norbert.
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MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, | move seconded by
the Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek that
debate be adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.

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

BILL NO. 33 - AN ACT TO AMEND
AN ACT RESPECTING
THE ASSESSMENT OF PROPERTY
FOR TAXATION IN
MUNICIPALITIES IN 1981 AND 1982

HON. A. ADAM presented Bill No. 33, an Act toamend
an Act respecting the Assessment of Property for
Taxation in Municipalities in 1981 and 1982, for
Second Reading.

MOTION presented.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister.

HON. A. ADAM: Mr. Speaker, in 1980 legislation was
passed to freeze the municipal assessments in 1981
and 1982 pending completion of the work of the
Assessment Review Committee. This bill proposes a
further extension of that freeze. There is a significant
distinction in this billhowever. As members know, the
report and recommendations of the Assessment
Review Committeehaverecentlybeenreceived, tabled
in the House and made public. | have proposed the
establishment of a Legislative Committee to hold
hearingsinordertoreceivecommentfromindividuals
and municipalities on the recommendations.

Research is being carried out to determine the spe-
cific effect that the recommendations would have if
they are implemented. This bill therefore proposes
extension of the freeze on assessment for municipali-
ties to a time to be determined by the Lieutenant-
Governor-in-Council. The bill provides that the appli-
cation of the Act may be suspended with respect to
the making of assessments for assessment rolls for
municipalities in any numerical year.

This change permits the freeze to be lifted so that
assessment legislation can come into force to coin-
cide withthe municipal taxationyear, whichis notthe
same as the provincial fiscal year. It also means that
operation of the Act can be suspended without a need
forthe Legislatureto be in Session. This bill basically
continues the existing legislation. The study of the
164 recommendations of the Assessment Review
Committee is continuing and there will be further
consultation when the all-party committee of the
House begins its sittings. These provisions will be
important after that process has been completed.

Mr. Speaker, what we are doing hereis just extend-
ing a present legislation that now sits on the books in
ordertoallowthestaff,the Governmentandthe Legis-
lative Committee that will be sitting, having hearings
this fall,tohave thetimeto dealwiththereport. Thatis
the reason why we are proposing the extension.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Swan River.
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MR. D. GOURLAY: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by
the Member for Roblin-Russell, that debate be
adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.

BILLNO. 42 - AN ACT TO AMEND
THE EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION ACT

HON. R. PENNER, on behalf of the Minister of Educa-
tion,presentedBill No.42,an Acttoamendthe Educa-
tion Administration Act. Loi modifiant la Loi sur I'ad-
ministration scolaire, for Second Reading.

MOTION presented.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON. R. PENNER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, at present, payment of scholarships or
bursaries or loans can only be made to individuals. At
times it is more appropriate and is more efficient to
make such payments directly to institutions on behalf
of individuals.

The purpose of this bill, Mr. Speaker, is to allow for
such payment to institutions. For example, when the
department offers bursaries to teachers so that they
may take courses in computer science and special
education or French, it sometimes makes more sense
to pay the bursaries covering tuition costs directly to
theinstitutionsratherthan toanumberofindividuals.

In short, this bill will streamline an administrative
procedure and increase efficiency and | commend it
to the House.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for La
Verendrye.

MR. R. BANMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | move,
seconded by the Member for Sturgeon Creek, that
debate be adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.

BILL NO.43 - AN ACT TO AMEND
THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS ACT

HON. R. PENNER, on behalf of the Minister of Educa-
tion, presented BillNo. 43, An Acttoamend the Public
Schools Act, Loi Modifiant la Loi sur les ecoles pub-
liques, for second reading.

MOTION presented.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON. R. PENNER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

There are two aspects to this bill and the first deals
with agreements between school boards and the
Indian Band Councils. The second aspect of this bill
relates to making it possible for trustees and teachers
to negotiate sick leave entitlement beyond that autho-
rized in the present Act.

We recognize, Mr. Speaker. the desire of our Native
people to negotiate directly with school boards on
matters relating to the education of their children. At
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presentthe Actdoes notallow school boards to nego-
tiate with Indian Band Councils. The amendment to
the Act willmake it legally possible for an Indian Band
Council to sign agreements with school divisions for
the education of Indian studentsin public schools and
this is, we think, as it should be.

There is now, Mr. Speaker, an interim arrangement
between the Federal Minister of Indian and Inuit
Affairs, and the Minister of Education, whereby tripar-
tite agreements countersigned by the Federal
Departmentcanbe effected. Thisis necessary because
federal statutes must be amended in order to give
Indian Band Councils authority for the education of
their children. The amendment proposed here will
allow, under our standards, for the signing of local
agreements but, of course, cannot be activated until
federal statutes are amended. Both levels of govern-
ment are in agreement with the promotion of local
autonomy which will become effective by the pro-
posed amendment.

As noted earlier, Mr. Speaker, the second aspect of
the bill being introduced now for second reading,
deals with sick leave entitlement by teachers. For
many years sick leave was a matter which was nego-
tiated between teachers and trustees. The parties
believe, certainly the teachers believe, that the appli-
cable legislation under The Public Schools Act with
respect to collective bargaining included as a bargai-
nabteitemtherighttonegotiatesick leave forteachers.
Consequently, most collective agreements have
included provisions for sick leave in excess of the
mandatory requirements of the Act. Recently how-
ever,atacourtruling, theCourtofQueen'sBenchwas
asked by some school divisions to rule onwhetheror
not sick leave entitlements could properly be nego-
tiated by the teachers of a school division and the
school division itself as a term of a collective agree-
ment. Therulingofthe Court of Queen's Benchwasin
the negative.

Mr. Speaker, | believe, and | believethatthe former
Minister of Education, that is the Minister of Educa-
tionin the previous government, stated as well that it
was not the intent when The Public Schools Act was
proclaimed on December 1, 1980, to alter the hitherto
existing negotiating procedures on this matter. There-
fore. Mr. Speaker, the amendments proposed by this
bill will make it possible for teachers and trustees to
negotiate sick leave entitlement asin fact has beenthe
case for years gone by.

The amendment, Mr. Speaker, for greater certainty
will also make valid and enforceable all present provi-
sions in collective agreements relating to sick leave,
provisions which have been in force at the time of the
court decision, and provisions which have been in
force at the time the collective agreement was
negotiated.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Stur-
geon Creek.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded
by the Member for Fort Garry, that debate be
adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.
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MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, would you please
call the adjourned debate on Bill No. 21, The Com-
munity Child Day Care Standards Act.

ADJOURNED DEBATES ON SECOND READ-
ING
BILL 21 - THE COMMUNITY CHILD
DAY CARE STANDARDS ACT

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the Hon-
ourable Minister of Community Services, Bill No. 21,
standing in the name of the Honourable Member for
La Verendrye.

MR. R. BANMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | adjourn
this debate for the Member for Fort Garry.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Garry.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | wish to
offer a few comments with respect to Bill No. 21, Mr.
Speaker, and am pleased that the Minister's duties,
which | know are heavy, permithimto be in the House
at this time. | want to assure the Government House
Leader that | had in fact been intending to speak on
the bill last week, but | didn't want to do it beyond the
earshot of the Minister and hence | withheld my
remarks till today.

Mr. Speaker, at the outset let me say that | think | can
assure the Governmentand the House, on behalf of all
members of the Opposition, that we do not stand in
any way opposed to or critical of moves that are aimed
at elevating the quality of child day care in the Prov-
ince of Manitoba.

We welcome legislation that is designed to rein-
forcethe excellentchilddaycare systemthat we have
in this province - which | might say is envied by juris-
dictions across this country - and we certainly respond
with our support and enthusiasm to efforts to ensure
that standards of a reasonable nature for day care
throughout the province are in place, are adminis-
tered, and are observed effectively. All those things
thatlead toimproved day care are certainly admirable
objectivesandgoalsandin principle we supportsuch
efforts.

However, Mr. Speaker, | want to express very firmly
in the presence of the Minister our keen disappoint-
ment at the legislation that's in front of us, Bill21. The
Honourable Member for Wolseley, in speaking to this
bill some 10 days ago made, | think, a very good case
for day care standards and for improvements in the
day care spectrum in Manitoba, or for that matter in
any jurisdiction. It was a constructive and a positive
contribution to day care discussion and debate. But |
have to say, Mr. Speaker - and | listened to the
member's remarks and | also have reread them in
Hansard - that she was speaking essentiallyaboutday
care. Shewasn’'tspeakingaboutBill 21. What she had
to say about day care had a great deal of merit, but it
takes aquantumleap in imagination and speculation
to link what she said with Bill 21.

As |'ve said, Mr. Speaker, we are keenly disap-
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pointed for our partin what the Minister has produced
here in the way of so-called legislation having to do
with community child day care standards. It looks to
us as though on the one hand he has laboured might-
ily and broughtforth a mouse because of the fact that
thereis nothing substantive ortangiblein the bill; and
on the other hand it looks to us, Mr. Speaker. as
though he has laboured mightily and brought forth a
mystery. The bill itself, the product of the Minister’s
work, is a combination of a mouse and a mystery. We
are leftin Opposition, the day care community is left
and the people of Manitobaare left not one wit wiserin
terms of whatthisgovernmentis contemplatinginthe
way of child day care than was the case when we
walked into this Legislature and opened this Session,
Sir, on February 25th.

During the examination of the Minister's Estimates
in the month of March a number of my colleagues and
| raised the question at that time, and raised it fre-
quently, as to what he was intending, whatthis gov-
ernmentwasintending, intheway ofday carelegisla-
tion because this is another election promise of the
New Democratic Government.

The government ran on a spectrum of promises,
one of whichwasto introduce aDay Care Act having
to dowith day care standards and, atleastin amecha-
nistic way they've followed through on that promise
by producing a peace of paper and documentation
entitled Bill 21, The Community Child Day Care Stan-
dardsAct,whichisnow beforeusinthisLegislaturein
the name of the Honourable Minister of Community
Services. So, technically, Sir, they can say, well, we've
kept the promise, we've broughtin a Bill having to do
withimproved day care standards as we suggested we
would, butonthebasisofthat promise, Sir, there were
many of my colleagues and |, myself, who during
examination of the Minister's Estimates in the month
of March - and the record is there on Hansard, I'm not
goingtopullitoutandrereaditbecauseit's thereand|
don't want it to occupy the time of the House at this
moment in repeating it - asked the Minister as we
examined the appropriation having to do with day
care in his Estimates, what is contemplated, what is
coming in terms of day care legislation?

The Minister at that time blandly assured the Com-
mittee and the House that all would be revealed once
his legislation was introduced. The Bill was in the
process of being drafted and the mystery would be
unwrapped and unravelled and the answers would be
provided once the Bill was brought into the House.

Well, Sir, this is the result of that exercise, Bill 21,
which speaksintermsofthedesirability of commun-
ity child day care standards, a desirability with which
we have no fault or argument, with which | suggest
nobody could have any serious fault, but which, Sir,
says absolutely nothing about the level and degree of
those standards, the imple mentation and administra-
tion of those standards, the enforcementandapplica-
tion of those standards, and the requirements that
personsinterestedin the day care community and the
day care field of service are going to have to meet in
order to provide the kind of services that arealready in
placein this province on a continuing basis, let alone
provide additional day care services and programs.
So, Sir, | have to say that this Billis a vivid disappoint-
ment inits present form to those of uson thissideof
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the House.

Further to that, Sir, it is a disappointment and a
troubling one to the Opposition because of what it
represents in the way of the legislative process. The
Minister and his colleagues are talking here, and
obviously have been contemplating for some time,
some major initiatives in avery important field of pub-
lic welfare, community service and social activity in
Manitoba. That was made very clear in the remarks
delivered by the Honourable Member for Wolseley in
her address on this subjectin thisHousesome 10days
ago. She spoke and she spoke very eloquently and
very effectively about the crucial importance of good
day care and good day care standards, about the
unarguablevaluetousandtooursociety ofouryoung
children, our smali preschool children, and of the
urgent and compelling requirement for us to ensure
that those young preschool children be given the
most conducive and healthy atmosphere and envi-
ronment that it is possible for us to provide them with
during those formative years when their parents, sin-
glesupportordouble support,areoffintheworkplace
and unable to care for them at home.

She spokeeloquently and effectively aboutthevery
important requirement of good day care, good
upbringing, good atmosphere, good environment for
those vital resources of our province, the human
resources, and the very young human resources
represented in preschool children, in other words,
represented by the consumers and users of preschool
day care.

Now, that being the case, when you're dealing with
an issue that important, and described as important
and accepted by us as important, Mr. Speaker, one
would think, certainly the Opposition would think,
thatthe government would, inintroducinglegislation,
have the courage and have the respect for the system
and have the sense of responsibility to bring in what-
ever its legislative proposals were and place them
before this Legislature in a way that they could be
understood by the Opposition, by the backbench of
the government, by the media and by the public.

Onewould think, Mr. Speaker, thatthe Minister and
his colleagues would have said, the legislative pro-
cess demands this of all legislation and certainly
unarguably of legislation as important as this, in a
field as important as this. We've got to tell the people
of Manitoba, the public, the media, the House, what
we're thinking about; what we're talking about. We've
got to propose the legislative initiatives and innova-
tions that we have been discussing ourselves, con-
templating ourselves, sothattherecan beameaning-
ful, constructive and positive debate and exchange of
ideas in the House where it should be on those poli-
ciesand programmingdirections. We haven'treceived
suchfromtheMinister orthe government, Mr. Speaker.
We've got nothing from them except a cover, a book
thatcontains a coverand empty pages left to specula-
tion and imagination for the most part between those
two covers.

So. | say that we are keenly disappointed and con-
cemed on this side of the House at that level of con-
sideration of this legislation too. First we are disap-
pointedthatthe Minister did not keep the commitment
he offered during his Estimates to bring in a piece of
legislation that would reveal to us what he was con-
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templating; second, we are keenly disappointed and
disturbed in the attitude that it reflects toward the
legislative process. That attitude being one of consid-
erable and cavalier disregard at this juncture, at any
rate, for what the Opposition may be able to say and
provideinaconstructive way where the govemment'’s
contemplated legislation is concerned.

So we have to go blind on it. Mr. Speaker, and the
Minister is asking us to buy a piece of blind-sided
legislation. He's asking us to buy a pig in a poke. We
don’t know what he's contemplating in terms of the
application and administration and enforcement of
these standards. All that will come in the process of
developmentand formulation of theregulations behind
the government's closed doors.

Now the government has suggested that this is a
process that is not going to be left to the bureaucrats,
its a process that is going to be pursued through a
series or sequence of meetings and public hearings
around the province; that, in fact, the Cabinet, the
government is going to go out and seek the input and
the ideas of the community before developing its
regulations.

Well, that is something of a saving grace, Mr.
Speaker, and if in fact that is the mannerin which the
government is going to proceed, then | think the
Opposition must, in all fairness, acknowledge the
ameliorating affect that will have. Butit doesn't supply
and it doesn’t provide the kind of positive,
constructively-produced legislation that the people of
Manitoba have a right to expect because it comes at
the wrong end of the legislative production spectrum.

If the Minister and his colleagues were going to go
out and talk to the community and ask for input and
ask forideas and suggestions before moving into the
day care standards field, why didn't they do it before
drafting a bill and bringing a bill into the House and
asking the Opposition, asking theHouse to pass a bill
that simply provides a blanket opportunity for them to
doanythinginthisfield thatthey wish. Why would the
Minister decide to proceed this way, committing this
House to the concept and principle of community
child day care standards without tellingus what those
standards are all about, rather than going out firstand
seeking that advice and those suggestions and that
imaginative input, and putting those concepts together
in a bill and bringing that bill into the House and
saying to the people of Manitoba, and their elected
representatives here, this is what we're contemplat-
ing; here's the billand we ask for approvalin principle
and then we'll look at it clause-by-clause with you in
the usual process after second reading stage.

It seems to me that would have been the traditional
and the positive and, in fact, Sir, the proper way to
proceed with this evaluation of publicinput and public
attitude, instead of proceeding with the bill first and
asking for that approvalin principle and, in fact, ask-
ing for all three stages of approval in the House, and
then going out and speakingto the public and the day
care community about what they think should be in
the regulations. Because, regardless of the well-
meaning intentions of that aspect of the exercise,
what will end up in the regulations, Mr. Speaker, will
be precisely what the Minister and his colleagues
wantto beinthoseregulations and they never have to
comeinto this House for assessment, evaluation, crit-
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icism or passage.

So we approach this piece of legislation with very
mixed feelings. Mr. Speaker. Nobody can be opposed
to elevation of child day care practices, programs and
policies in Manitoba; nobody can be opposed to a
reinforcement of the system and an improvement in
the quality o f our day care and the implementation of
standards and the requirement that day care opera-
tors must meet standards. But to ask us to do it this
way, | think, represents a very cavalier attitude and a
very cavalier disregard for the process and for the
importance of the subject, an importance that was
outlined by the Minister's own colleague, the Member
for Wolseley, in her remarks.

Let us move on then, Mr. Speaker, having estab-
lished the fact that we are being asked to do some-
thing here which we think is grossly unfairand grossly
inconsistent with the legislative process, to issuing
some guidelines and some warning signposts for the
Minister and the government with respecttotheregu-
lations to be formulated, to be drafted and drawn by
them over the course of the next few months, after this
legislationreceivesapprovalinthisHouse, ifindeed it
receives approval in its present form.

In approaching the regulations, in flushing out this
legislation, in givingitbody and givingitmeaning, Mr.
Speaker, let us emphasize to the Minister and the
government, in the strongest possible terms, that this
piece of legislation should not be used as a justifica-
tion or an excuse for enforced conformity in the day
caresystem. It's perfectly all right to pursue standards
inchild day care but the pursuitand the establishment
of those standards should not be used to justify the
introduction of homogeneity, just for the sake of
homogeneity. We cannot necessarily achieve, and we
should not, in my view, necessarily achieve, a totally
homogeneous child day care system. If that is what is
the ultimate objective of the government then the
Opposition wishes toraiseawarningflagonthat point
andurgethem,inthe moststrenuous terms, torecon-
sider and certainly alert Manitobans and those in the
child day care community, generally, to that danger
so thatthose Manitobans, those citizens, can approach
the government and urge them to reconsider.

One of the worst things potentially that could
happen to child day care in Manitoba, would be an
enforced homogeneity. We are a pluralistic society;
we pride ourselves on the ethnic and cultural mosaic
of our province. We have as many people living out-
side the major urban centre of Winnipeg as living
within. We have remote and isolated communities,
Native communities, far northern communities, vast
tracts and regions of urban, rural, agricultural com-
munities, and we have a major North American urban
centre in the City of Winnipeg, and all those compo-
nents of society combine together to form the social
tapestry of Manitoba. All the threads in that tapestry
are valuable in their own right and respected in their
own right, and each of them needs to be addressed in
exclusive terms, in specific terms to a certain degree
when we are approaching Manitoba society from the
point of view of social programming of the type
involved in day care legislation.

To think that we can impose standards or that it's
even desirable to impose standards with respect to
qualifications of personnel, recruitment of personnel,
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utilization of personnel in various of the rural and
remote areas of Manitoba equivalent to those that one
would attempt to implement in the highly urbanized
Winnipeg area, | think, Sir, is negative and highly
destructive, and will have the effect of damaging very
seriously the morale and the quality of the child day
care system as it exists in our province at the present
time.

So our first warning to the Minister is to avoid any
philosophical or ideological urge to make this whole
system totally homogeneous and to produce stan-
dards that will be applied universally across theboard
where day care is in operation in every pocket and
corner of this province. That kind of application of
standards would be harmful and destructive.

Mr. Speaker, | want to ask the Minister of behalf of
the Opposition to take very, very careful notice of the
importance of the volunteer community boards and
what those bodies have contributedto day carein this
province. If it's the intention of the government to
move in a direction that would bureaucratize the sys-
tem and ignore the input of the volunteer and termi-
nate the role of the volunteer community board, then
the Opposition will certainly do all it can to fightthose
regulations as strenuously as possible. | suggest that
vast components of the day care system will join in
that battle, because at the very root and basis of the
systemat thepresenttime are those volunteer boards,
are those community boards who administer the cen-
tres, who give of themselves of their own time and
their own energies to implement those centres, to put
them in place, to make them work, and to provide the
services specifically tailored to their own local com-
munities that no government bureaucracy could ever
do.

Mr. Speaker, a number of groups in the child care
field have spoken up on this subject already and |
believe the Minister has received some correspon-
dence from some of them. Certainly some of his col-
leagues in the New Democratic Government Caucus
have received somecorrespondence from them. They
emphasize very strongly this point that | make about
thevolunteer community boardsand that, | think,isan
essential and a compulsory consideration for the
Minister.

I'd just like to read the Minister some of the com-
mentsin briefthathave been madetothis pointby the
Central Region of the Manitoba Child Care Associa-
tion, Mr. Speaker, and ask him to take these argu-
ments under consideration very keenly. This is a
commentary from a brief that's been prepared by that
body and may have, to some extent, in some form
found it's way into the correspondence received by
the Minister on this subject to date. If not, it certainly
will be part and parcel of the argument advanced by
the groupin question at any publicinputhearingsthat
are held when the drafting of the regulations is being
contemplated, and indeed perhaps at clause-by-clause
stage on this legislation after Second Reading.

This group, the Central Region of the Manitoba
Child Care Association has, among other things, the
following to say, Mr. Speaker, and | quote directly
from the position that they take. “We believe the gen-
eral value of our Canadian society is one of pluralism
which suggests that our communities are best suited
to getting needs met by a variety of independent
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voluntary associations. May weremind ourselves that
this is only possible if organizations which include
voluntary community day care boards are indepen-
dent of government authority.” The Central Region of
Manitoba Child Care Association goes on to say that
believing in The BNA Act its members believe in the
definition of education as a provincial rather than a
federal concernand, “This againreinforces the design
of community elected boards. We find itan easy paral-
lel to extend our vision to the volunteer community
boards determining and enforcing policies for day
care centres rather than the enforcer being a paid
government employee, i.e. co-ordinators.”

TheCentral Region of Manitoba Child Care Associ-
ation goes on, Mr. Speaker, to say, “We acknowledge
the need for standards and welcome them. We
acknowledge the tremendous resource of concerned,
skilled, volunteer community citizens and welcome
their direction. We do not acknowledge the resource
of only one person being given the power to enforce
standards, nordo we welcome them. We trust you will
carefully consider the alternative we have suggested.”
End of quote in that particular case, Mr. Speaker.

Other groups that have written in have included the
Winkler Child Day Care Board, the Wee Care Child
CentrefromCarman andstill others, Mr. Speaker, and
| know that, as |'ve said, a number of these arguments
have been presented to members of the government
caucus. One urges those government caucus
members, and the Minister in particular, totake them
under very very serious consideration.

The Winkler Child Day Care Board makes the point
that many of the needs of a day care centre operating
inacommunity such as Winklerareveryverydifferent
from those of an urban day care centre, Mr. Speaker.
They point out that in many cases they would like to
hire staff with formal training but they find itimpossi-
bletodoso.Iftheregulations underthisbillaregoing
to require that only staff with formal training can be
hired in day care centres, a number of rural day care
centres are going to have extreme difficulty in staffing
their facilities because of the arguments based on the
experience of agroup like the Winkler Centretowhich
I refer. They say they'd like to have staff with formal
training but, up to this point in time, they've found it
extremely difficult because of the fact that many
graduates prefer to live and work in an urban setting.
We know that's true in virtually all professional fields
today; and secondly, that salaries offered by a rural
day care centre are substantially lower than those
offered in an urban day care centre.

The warning thus ensues from that experience, Mr.
Speaker, that if there is too heavy a hand laid on the
day care community by the government, with respect
to qualifications and training, many rural day care
centres may be forced to close. At the present time,
many of those centres are giving care that is compar-
able to the care offered in the best centres in urban
Manitoba and those providing the care are doing so
with as much compassion and as much capability as
child care graduates in most, if not all, cases. But
forcedintothe conformity of regulatory qualifications
and their application, those facilities may find them-
selves having to close their doors and those communi-
ties may find themselves without proper day care ser-
vices, Mr. Speaker. These are very real concerns that
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members of those communities raise and, in particu-
lar, members of the volunteer community boards on
those day carecentresraise with Government, as with
Opposition.

The Board of the Wee Care Child Centre, in Car-
man, Incorporated, Mr. Speaker, puts the following
argument, “Theboard of any nonprofit organizationis
essential in the performance of the program as a
whole. The input of the community volunteer people
is the backbone of such an organization. The com-
munity influence by way of the board reflects the
needs of the community. Establishing one person as
an enforcer would take away the purpose of the com-
munity board. We would then be primarily a fund
raising body and would not have any direct influence
in the community day care centre. A person from
outside the community may not understand the dif-
ferent cultures and needs of a rural community. The
philosophy of the community board may differ from
someone who does not have arural community back-
ground.” They go on, Mr. Speaker, to make the case
and re-emphasize the case that Government and
Opposition, the Legislature of this province, must be
very carefulin proceeding with the implementation of
a Community Child Day Care Standards Act not to
damage and destroy what is out there and in placein
the day care community at the present time.

Mr. Speaker, | think that one other aspect at least is
worth emphasizing in looking at the intention of the
governmentto movein this field, and thatis thereare a
number of initiatives and innovations in the day care
field that deserve attention alongside the matter of
standards in the community child day care field. We
think this government should be giving very urgent
attention to day care in the workplace, which is a
major evolving trend, and a subject that must be met
and addressed with proper planning mechanisms
now.

Wethink, too, thatthere arerequirements that must
be met in terms of recognizing the needs and the
rights of parents, of women in particular, that go
beyond formalized day care. There are a great many
things that are required in our society for the emanci-
pation and recognition of women and for the aid and
assistance of parents, whether women or men, that
exceedtheformalized parameters of day care and one
would hope that the government is looking at pro-
grams of support and assistance in those fields, not
theleast of them being the whole field of pensions and
the position of the housewife in the pension category
of society.

Mr. Speaker, a recent newspaper editorial pointed
out that many services develop, and the examples are
legion, precisely because innovative and motivated
private citizens recognize a need and take it upon
themselves, with their energies and their vision, to
meet theneed, to provideaservice. Thisto avery large
extent is the way many day care centres not only in
Manitoba but everywhere in the western world, have
evolved. Government does not provide all services,
cannot provide all services and should not provide all
services. As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, the Opposi-
tion. as you know, Sir, philosophically is strenuously
opposed to any argument orany suggestion that gov-
ernmentshould attempt to provide any and all services.

There are many things in society that government
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cannot do and will never be able to do, quite apart
from the philosophical argument of whether it should
or not and to move too heavy-handedly and too
mechanistically into the field of providing such servi-
ces as day care - where government is concerned -
invites a reaction that would be most unfortunate for
society, Mr. Speaker. Because the potential is there
for the discouragement of volunteerism, not only the
discouragement of private initiative, private effortand
innovation, but the discouragement of volunteerism.
Surely one of the greatest resources that we have is
the resource of volunteerism, the desire and spirit of
our citizens, a great, great many of them to give of
themselves in fields of human service, child day care,
being by no means the least of those fields.

So we would urge the government to be conscien-
tiously committed to movinginthis areain such away
as to continue to encourage volunteerism and private
innovation and effort. The alternative, Sir, would be a
stereotyped homogeneous system that would lead to
the closure of many day care centres in the province
thatcater specifically to localized, regionalized, even
ethnicized requirements and objectives and that, Sir,
would be a tragedy.

All we can do at this point, Mr. Speaker, is offer
those warning signs to this government because the
government has said nothing other than itis going to
move in the field of child day care standards. It would
have, | think, produced and provided one of the most
positive, imaginative and useful debates in this Ses-
sion of the Legislaturehad theMinister been prepared
toproceed with some positive suggestions rather than
with an empty bill such as this. All we can do at this
juncture is assure him that we support standards but
we don’t support rigid self-defeating regulations and
wewould urge him to approach his other initiatives in
thefield of legislation, the other way around,bybring-
ing in the legislative proposals first.

MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question? The
Honourable Minister will be closing debate.

HON. L. EVANS: If no one else wishes to speak.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Flin
Flon.

MR. J. STORIE: | would just have a couple of com-
ments, Mr. Speaker, at this time. | had intended to
make my comments during Committee but given the
intention of the Honourable Member for Tuxedo to
stand it, | think | would make my comments at this
time.

First of all, | would like to compliment the Minister
and his Legislative Assistant for all the work they've
done in preparing this legislation. It is timely; it is
something that is desperately needed and | would
agree with the Member for Fort Garry when he says
thathe and the people in Opposition had no objection
orcriticism of theintroduction of a piece of legislation
that proposes to set some standards in the field of day
care.

We recognize, and | believe the Opposition recog-
nize that it is high time that standards were imposed
on this important aspect of our society. Day cares
have beenin existence through one form and another
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for centuries and over the last - particularly the last 20
years - we have seen a proliferation of types of day
care, of levels of day care, and as well, we've seen an
expansion or a widening gulf, if you will, of the stand-
ards, the methods and all of the aspects of day care
have beenwideningtothe point whereindividual par-
ents, when they may wish to havetheirchildren attend
day care cannot be certain of the quality of the day
care that they'll be receiving.

We think it's important that parents have some as-
surancethatwhentheytaketheir childrentoday care,
that those children are going to be cared for with a
certain standard of care; thatthose children willnot be
abused; that their psychological or social health will
not be damaged by the fact that they attended day
care. I'm not suggesting that is likely to be the case
and I'm not suggesting that if it happens, it was out of
maliciousness or any intent on the part of the individ-
ualresponsibleforthecare ofthechildren. It maybe
by accident, it may be outofignorance, itmaybefora
lot of reasons, but the factis the potential exists for the
temporary or permanent damage of individuals in
some way, unless there are some standards by which
parents, teachers, individual citizens can be assured
thatcareisofan appropriate standard, a high standard.

The Member for Fort Garry had made some com-
ments concerning the billbefore us. One of the com-
mentsthathe made concernedthefactthat there were
no specific regulations outlined in the bill. What we
havebeforeusisthegeneralintentofthelegislation. It
outlinessome of the concems and some of the areas
of concern that the Minister, his staff and departmen-
tal officials, as well as representatives from the com-
munity had and they have covered them in a very
general way, outlining the intent that we propose to
follow.

Asl’'vesaid, we agree onthe standards or on the fact
that there should be standards and those standards
have to be enforceable. However, | disagree with the
Honourable Member for Fort Garry that it would be
appropriate to include a whole series of regulations
that we would attemptinthisChamberto start nego-
tiating or debating individual standards as they might
apply to the different levels of day care. Clearly this is
notthe appropriate place to setthose standards. What
we have is the intent of the legislation and the stan-
dards will be set in consultation with departmental
officials, individuals involved in the business of pro-
viding care to the children of the province.

Although I'mnew tothis Chamber, | do not believe
that it is standard practice for governments to intro-
duce legislation and introduce all of the regulations
that pertain to that legislation at the initial presenta-
tion of the bill. | believe that regulationsaredeveloped
in accordance withthe guidelines and the principles
that have been stated in the bill. | would suspect that
the regulations that are developed as a result of this
legislation, will be developed in a manner that regula-
tions are developed; that they will be implemented
and theywillbedeveloped bythepeople thathave the
greatest interest in seeing that these regulations do
meet the needs of the children involved.

As well, the Member for Fort Garry had also made
some comments concerning both the difficulties that
we might be involving ourselves in when we try to
over-regulate or try to regulate this very complex - |
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was goingtosay institution, it'salmostan institution -
set of standards in this concept in the public mind.
There are definitely going to be challenges that face
the people when they develop regulations. However, |
don't think that these are insurmountable.

In the first instance, the member was talking about
thedifficulty in finding qualified people or people who
will meet the qualifications under the guidelines set
up under this bill. However, it seems to me that finding
qualified peopleinotherareas,intheareaofteaching,
intheareaofnursing,isalsoaprobleminremoteand
rural communities. Itisa problem thathasexisted for
the past number of years and which exists today.

However, those communities, by and large, some-
how do find the qualified people they need to carry on
withthose activities and the factisthatwhentheexact
qualifications are known forthis, to enable these indi-
viduals to become qualified day care staff, that those
communities will find the ways and means to either
havelocal people attend institutions to get the qualifi-
cations they need, or in time those qualifications will
existinthecommunity. | should pointoutas well that
in the circumstances, if circumstances warrant, the
Minister under the Regulations 29.3 has the authority
to grant individuals in the community without the
necessary qualifications, the right to give day care, to
provide day care. That's not to say that'sthe desirable
way to proceed, butin the event that there is no alter-
native, a community is not going to be stuck for the
lack of qualified personnel.

Clearly it's going to take a number of years for this
new profession to generatethenumber of people that
mightberequiredin day carefacilities. | assumethat's
to be expacted whenever you're developing a new set
of qualifications. It is going to take some time for
people to come forward to offer themselves for train-
ing, sothatwe do havethe people that we need, but
thatshould notbeastumbling block. Thereare provi-
sions which will allow the Minister to allow individu-
als, based on the qualifications that they do have, to
take charge of day care schools at whatever level.

In addition, the Honourable Member for Fort Garry
also made some comments about the difficulties that
are going to be encountered because of the fact that
different communities to begin with had different pre-
existing conditions. Clearly, thereis not always going
tobetheapproprate facility availablein any commun-
ity, afacility that would meetinthefirstinstance all of
the regulations which will be established in the near
future. Again, that's something that will confront the
Minister. There are going to be occasions when the
community does not have at its disposal the neces-
sary facility. There are goingto beinstances when the
facility that is there does not meet in all aspects the
requirements of the legislation or the regulations.

However, we can only conclude that the Minister, at
his discretion, will be able to review the circumstances
that exist in those communities, rural and remote
communities, and provide the best day care with the
best set of standards that are possible. Again, it'stobe
hopedthatasthenumberofqualified peopleincrease,
as people's awareness of the need for quality people
inday care facilities and become aware of the need for
not only quality staff but quality activities and quality
programming for their child, wherever their commun-
ity, the demand will increase and communities will
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become more committed to the provision of such
services.

| don't believe that providing facilities or providing
day care per se can be solely the responsibility of the
government. Clearly individual communities and
individuals in those communities have some respon-
sibility for taking the initiative in creating the facility
and creating the interest in the community, so that
people will become qualified to provide day care ser-
vice and provide the incentive in the community to
seek the assistance thatis availableand toensurethat
the day care thatis in the community meets the stan-
dards that are established.

It's not something that is going to occur overnight,
it's something that is going to take anumber of years
toimplement effectively.It’'sgoing totakeanumber of
years before we find any kind of unilateral standard
across Manitoba, if in factthat is ever the case. There
arealways goingto beexceptions; there may never be
identical uniform standards. But our hopeis thatgiven
theresources of the government, the resources of the
community and the understanding that standards are
important that we will begin to evolve a better, more
humane and more consistent form of day care in the
province.

There are acouple of otherregulationsin the legis-
lation, sections of the legislation, which | think are
heartening; one of them is the Day Care Staff Qualifi-
cations Review Committee. Clearly there are no set
universal standards when it comes to day care and |
think the establishment of this Committee should
ensure that over the years the people involved in day
care and the care of our young children will evolve
standards which will be both affordable and which will
providethe children of the province the best standard
of carethat can be available to them.

All'in all, Mr. Deputy Speaker, I'm pleased with the
legislation. | know that many communities in North-
ern Manitoba, in particular, but also rural Manitoba,
are looking forward to the government providing
some Kind of standards; looking forward to having the
security of knowledge that when they present their
child for day care, at whatever level or whatever type,
that their child will be cared for, that the programming
that is offered there will be imaginative and of some
value; thattheir child will be provided with some nutri-
tion; thatthe program will be of general value to his or
her emotional health and well-being.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER, H. Harapiak: The
Honourable Member for Tuxedo.

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Acting Deputy Speaker, if there
is no one else wishing to speak at this time, | move,
seconded by the Honourable Member for Assiniboia
that debate be adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.

HON. A. MACKLING: Would you now call the
adjourned debate of the Honourable Minister of
Transportation,asamended bytheHonourable Leader
of the Opposition, the Crow Rate Resolution, standing
inthename of the Honourable Minister of Agriculture?
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RESOLUTION - CROW RATE

MR. ACTING DEPUTY SPEAKER: On the proposed
motion of Mr. Uskiw, the Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, last time when |
spoke on this debate the Opposition, | will have to say,
still wants to play games with the Crow rate. They still
want to continue to play their games with the Crow
rate issue, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, for a party that represents the majority
of rural Manitoba, in terms of Southern Manitoba, they
arereally putting their constituents on theline. To put
it very bluntly, they are putting the welfare of their
constituents on the line on this issue, Mr. Speaker.
Just to think that their constituents continue to vote
while they will be paying out -it'llbevery clear-inthe
years ahead, Mr. Speaker, it really leads one to
wonder the kind of thrust or the kind of direction that
these peoplerepresenting portions of rural Manitoba,
how they can lead their constituents down the line.

When the Leader of the Opposition spoke and
introduced the amendment to this resolution indicat-
ing that the resolution of the Crow goes far beyond
just the Crow rate issue, Mr. Speaker. While we, on
this side, agree that we need increased rail capacity,
we need improvements of the transportation system
but to make those improvements on the backs of the
farmers, of Western Canadian farmers, Mr. Speaker,
thatis a totally backward way togo, completely back-
ward way to go.

Mr. Speaker, the members of the Opposition should
be awarethatwe, asagovernment, wrote to the Minis-
ter of Transportation in Ottawa concerning his plan. |
want to quote justone partof this letter atthis pointin
time where our Minister of Transportation, my col-
league, the Member for Lac du Bonnet, wrote to him
on March 26th and he said; "I wish to express my
appreciation foryourvisit to my office” - and | believe
members have had copies of that letter but | want to
put this point on the record to make sure that they
understandthat our stand on thisissue is fundamen-
tally different from the stand of your leader and your
partyonthisveryissue, Mr. Speaker. —(Interjection)—
Mr. Speaker, the Member for Morris chirps from his
seat, says we don’t have a stand. It is by virtue of this
resolution that the stand that we have taken now
makes it abundantly clear that we are on the right
track, and the Conservative Party is tied part and par-
cel with Gilson and with Pepin on his resolution to this
matter.

| goon to quote, “My colleagues and | are apprecia-
tive of your courtesy but weregret thatourdiscussion
did little to resolve our differences. The essential dif-
ference between the Government of Manitoba and the
Government of Canada on the subject of transporta-
tion may perhaps be summed up as follows: The
Government of Canada believes that thestatutoryrate
on grain causes therailways tosuffer heavy losseson
the movement of grain and that” - and | quote from the
proposal that Pepin tabled - “consequently the rail-
ways do not have sufficient financial resources to
undertake the large-scale investments required, to
expand the railway system, that Parliament should
pass a law to assure that the railways will be paid
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adequate compensation for moving grain, and that
the new framework should promote increased effi-
ciency and economy in the operation of the grain
transportation system.” End of quote from the prop-
osals from the policy paper that was tabled by Pepin
when he released it; | believe it was in February - just
to have the date accurately. Well, Mr. Speaker, | have
the copy of the policy statement, | don’t have the date
on it for the honourable members, February 3rd was
the . . .

Mr. Speaker, “The Government of Manitoba takes
the position that the need to expand railway capacity
in Western Canadais anissuethatis separate fromthe
statutory rate on grain; that the protection of the
farmer against the monopoly of the power of the rail-
ways requires a rate fixed by statute; that to assure
equality of treatment of producers in differentregions
and to protect communities against discriminatory
rate-setting, the principle of equal rates for equal dis-
tances must be maintained by statute.”

Mr. Speaker, finally, “The Government of Manitoba
takes issue with the mannerin which losses incurred
by the railways have been misrepresented with a
companion issue of adequate compensation to rail-
ways for the movement of grain,” as issued by Pepin.

So, Mr. Speaker, while the Conservative resolution,
the Conservatives try to address themselves to the
wholeissue of employment, the whole issue of trans-
portation, Mr. Speaker, weare saying that thisissueis
separate from the need for increased and improved
transportation in Western Canada.

Why have we not heard from the Conservatives in
the last few days, Mr. Speaker, at thetimewhen we
have now reached an historical milestone in the
transportation exporting of grainin this country? Why
haven't we heard plaudits from the former Minister of
Agriculturewho continuallywantsto deride thelabour
movement, the people wholoadtheships and work at
the ports every time they are bargaining for wages?
Now when we have already reached an historical
milestone some almost two months before the end of
the crop year, what do we hear from the Conservative
Party? Absolutely nothing. —(Interjection)— Yes, the
Member for Lakeside - and | have to say that he and |
enjoyed the Lundar Fair on Saturday. The deafening
roar from the Conservatives, the silence of their deaf-
ening roar is almost overwhelming, Mr. Speaker.

I mean, what does the statutory provision of the
Crowratemean to farmers, Mr. Speaker? It means two
thingstothefarmers: one,itmeansa fixed ratetothe
producers. Mr. Speaker, the producer has been,ifone
can put it mildly, a captive of the railways in 1925 and
heisstill acaptive of therailwaysin 1982. Mr. Speaker,
our producers have no alternative but to move our
grain by rail to port. We have no alternativeinterms of
cost effectiveness, that is our alternative. We have to
move grain by rail to our nearest port and for usin
Manitoba it means the Lakehead, Mr. Speaker, sowe
areacaptive oftherailways, no matterhowonewants
toputitandthefixedrateallows ourproducersto pick
up thelaw andthe producers willknow what itis going
to cost them to move their grain.

Well, Mr. Speaker, the Member for Morris says it's
not true, we do have the rates fixed by statute. Mr.
Speaker, the 1925 statute is not only a fixed rate but a
fixed rate on a perton mile basis. The fixed ratein law
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is our producers’ protection against his exploitation
by therailway and thefixed rate on a per ton mile basis
iswhatgives us the second feature of the 1925 statute
- equal rates for equal distance. Mr. Speaker, that
really comes downtothecrunchontheissuesthatare
being raised by my friends opposite. Equal rates for
equal distance give our producers thedelivery system
that they have enjoyed in this province, Mr. Speaker.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we're not opposed to that, so
says the Member for Morris. Does theresolution make
reference to making sure that the principle of equal
rates for equal distance on a per tonne mile basis are
in statute? No, Mr. Speaker. The benefits that they talk
about as being preserved for the farmers, how does
theirresolution word that, Mr. Speaker? What did their
resolution say? It says, protecting Manitoba's grain
producers by assuring that the historic benefits of the
Crow rate are maintained. Let's deal with those his-
toric benefits. Isthe $600 million now that we haveas a
subsidy to the railways, is that a historical benefit? So
is that going to go out the window, Mr. Speaker? |s
that benefit going to go out the window and the
farmers will not enjoy that, Mr. Speaker?

The Leader of the Opposition, when he spoke, he
indicated thatthe farmers pockets werebeingpicked
by the Wheat Boardand heindicated thatif we wereto
look at the totality of this change that there would be
more employment opportunities for our people of
Manitoba, Mr. Speaker. Well, we did the analysis -
obviously, either some who didn't advise their leader
very well - on the amount of work that could be
broughtinto Manitoba or Manitobans could benefit by
this change, Mr. Speaker, and what did we find?
Obviously the members of the Conservative Party did
not read our analysis and maybe they didn’t believe
that there would be a great amount of jobs for the
Province of Manitoba. Obviously they have listened to
Pepin; Pepinsaidthattherewouldbe greatly expanded
job opportunities for western Canadians.

Well, Mr. Speaker, the Member for Morris - either |
am touching on a very sensitive nerve on their part
because they don’t want to be tied in with Pepin,
because their proposals in their amendment to our
resolution puts the farmers of Manitoba at the mercy
of Pepin and therailways. Clearly and succinctly, they
are prepared to give up the benefits that our farmers
have had and to sell them out, to put the Crow rate on
the table and let’s get it renegotiated.

Mr. Speaker, | want to quote a statement made - |
wonder if the members of the Conservative Party will
agree with this quotation: “if oncetampering with the
statutory Crow rate is accepted or condoned oris an
item on the bargaining table, all will be lost, for once
the subject is on the bargaining table, it will be only a
matter of time until it is lost step by step.”
—(Interjection)— Who said that? —(Interjection)—
No. Justice Emmett Hall.

Mr. Speaker, themembers, maybe they don't like his
statements, | don’'t know, but they certainly weren’t
prepared. Itappearstofollowsome of hisrecommen-
dations with respect to the Crow rate and they are
prepared by their resolution to have their constitu-
ents, as | said last time, pay the bulk of increased
handling coststhatfarmers willbe faced. | mean, they
honestly believe-how can | putit? -thatmainline, the
capacity on the main line, that the Crow rate is the
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obstacle to increased main line capacity on our rail
system, Mr. Speaker. It appears they claim that the
Crow rate and you know, Pepin has claimed that, and
Lyon, in his remarks by bringing forth this amend-
ment, has indicated that we see the totality of the
transportation system as being something different
than just something all-encompassing and not just a
Crow rate, Mr. Speaker.

So they must see the Crow rate as the obstacle in
western grain transportation, Mr. Speaker, in main
line capacity. Yet, when the railways themselves put
out their documents on the capacity of the system,
and welook at what their projections are - the member
has visited the Committee. They sat at the Committee
and they said, you know, we are going to be shipping
grain westward and we need the capacity, we need the
dollarstobuildthat capacity; we need greateramounts
of investment capital, Mr. Speaker. But what are we
going toship? Thebulk of the shipments over the next
number of years will be coal, Mr. Speaker, will be iron
ore. There will be iron ore; there will be ore bodies
—(Interjection)— Yes, to the west. There will be natu-
ral resources and there will be fertilizer from Saskat-
chewan, Mr. Speaker, absolutely.

So that grain will become an ever decreasing por-
tion of the goods that will be shipped to the western
ports and yet, when we talk about needing increased
capacity, we are talking, let's raise the Crow and let's
ship all the grain that we can, regardless of the price.
But it will be our farmers, the farmers of Manitoba,
who will be the losers in this game and it is the Con-
servative Party, rather than uniting with members on
this side and saying that we oppose the Pepin propos-
albecauseit will putourproducersat the mercy of the
railways with increased costs. They are now going off
and want to be totally wishy-washy, to make state-
ments on this issue that really are meaningless, really
don’'t mean very much, so that they can get off the
hook and say, well yes, we believe that our farmers
should be protected; we believe that they need an
improved grain handling system but, if you d o away
with the Crow, we will have a better handling system,
Mr. Speaker.

Totally misinformed, really putting the producers of
Manitoba and of Western Canada, at atimein history,
Mr. Speaker, when producer incomes are at an all-
timelow, many farmers arebeing forced to leave their
enterprises. Thesepeopleopposite are prepared - you
know four years in office wasn’t enough - they sided
with the Federal Governmentontheinterestrate poli-
cies; they sided with th.e Federal Government with
respect to the energy costs and prices of Western
Canada. | mean, Sterling Lyon, the Premier of Mani-
tobathen, was one of the first Premiers who indicated
that there should be a national agreement on energy
prices and that energy prices should go way up, Mr.
Speaker.

That's where they stood, now they're on a third
issue and they say the third issue with respect to the
Crow rate, let’'s negotiate the Crow rate away; and
they say they areafriend ofthe farmer. Mr. Speaker, it
is like taking therooster tc the choppingblock, that's
how they are a friend of the farmer.

MR. SPEAKER: Orderplease, orderplease. The time
being 4:30, when we nextreach thismatter, theresolu-
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tionwill standinthenameoftheHonourable Minister
of Agriculture.

COMMITTEE CHANGES

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, Mr. Speaker, may | just
announce a couple of committee changes.

On the Committee of Statutory Regulations and
Orders, thesubstitutionl’'mannouncingisthe Member
for Brandon West substituting for the Member for
Kildonan and then on the Industrial Relations Com-
mittee, the Member for Kildonan substituting for the
Member for Inkster.

PRIVATE MEMBERS’ HOUR

RES. NO. 4 - INDEPENDENT
CANADIAN ECONOMIC POLICY

MR. SPEAKER: The first matter on Private Members'
Hourtoday is theresolution proposed by theHonour-
able Member for Thompson and the proposed
amendment by the Honourable Member for Sturgeon
Creek.
TheHonourable Member for Inkster has 20 minutes.

MR. D. SCOTT: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It gives me
great pleasureto onceagainrise toaddress thisrather
important question and | might add that | hope not to
use my full 20 minutes today. | would like to see
debate of thisresolution come to an end. | think that
we should be taking some action on this House and
move on; we have a number of other Private Members'
Resolutions before us and | think not only the impor-
tance of this one, but of the others as well that the
House should start to move with some urgency as we
come toward the end of our Session, to get some of
these opinions that come from the backbenchers of
both sides of the Legislature and given expressions
from those concerns that are raised by various back-
benchers asrepresentative ofthe whole Legislature of
the Province of Manitoba.

I'll have to start off, unfortunately, by not agreeing
withthe proposed amendmenttotheresolution which
wasintroduced initially by the Member for Thompson
andthe proposed amendment by Mr. Johnston. | think
that the amendment as it now reads is something that
we really cannot, as a caucus on our side, support
becauseitis so, | guess, almost pejorative, it does not
come through with any clear sortofrationale. What do
they mean by the various things that they're bringing
forward? What do they, for instance, mean by “realis-
tic energy policy?” Is what they believe a realistic
energy policy anything that | could buy or that
members of my caucus could buy? Is their realistic
energy policy to continue with the massive foreign
domination of the Canadian oil industry which, up
untilDecember 31, 1980, the latestfigures | had here,
which | picked up in the Canadian Embassy not too
long ago in Washington, which shows that 78 percent
of the oil and gas production in Canada is controlled
by foreign issues.

We had the issues brought before us by members of

3292

the Opposition in this House in the past, supporting
the high energy policy of the Federal Government.
We've had them supporting a financing of the double
tracking of the national railways, both the CPR and of
the CNR through the Rockies, as the member who just
previously spoke, the Honourable Minister of Agricul-
ture, to have them financed not by the railway com-
panies but by the farmers of the prairies, just notin a
sufficient directioninto what theseindividuals and the
members opposite, what they mean by investment to
reduce inflation, encourage private initiatives. What
do these mean? Are these more tax breaks like they
gave in their first year of office which did absolutely
nothing, | say, Mr. Speaker, to stimulate the economy
of Manitoba?

We've seen massive tax cuts south of the border, in
the U.S. What kind of response have we seen there?
Just in the other day's Washington Post and some
clips | brought with me, we see the Treasury Secre-
tary, Donald Reagan, bringingforwardthat he expects
from their Estimates, from the official Estimates in the
Treasury Department, that investment will be 2.4 per-
centlessin 1982 than it wasin 1981 even after all the
massive tax breaks that have gone through to the
corporate sector, then loaned to the personalincome
tax ratesas well. Soif their old logic of tax breaks to be
able to push forward some form of investment to
encourage the investors to come up with their silver
spoons and their golden platters so that the economy
is just going to take off once again, they're sorely
mistaken, sorely, sorely mistaken. We just do not see
any of that happening south of the border; we see a
retraction rather than an expansion of investment. If
you look to that in comparison to what was initially
projected just a couple of months ago, they were say-
ing that they projected a 7.3 percent increase in the
investment in the U.S. Now they're projecting a 2.2
percent increase which is 2.4 percent less than they
had last year.

We have as well, when you look back at what hap-
pened when their great budget cuts were introduced
in the U. S. You had President Reagan at the time
telling Congress that these tax cuts would cause bus-
iness investment to rise some 11 percent faster a year
than the inflation rate, 11 percent faster. Here we have
them moving 2 percent faster, not 11 percent, with
projections that for ‘82 and ‘83 they'd get up to 13 and
14 percent faster. Anything, but that, is happening.

We've got to look, as | said, when | spoke on the
original resolution, some months ago | guess now,
that we cannotjustiook at simple solutions. Tax cuts
themselves are notgoingto give us any kind of revital-
ization of our economy. There must be public invest-
ment; there must be co-operationbetween the various
sectors; there must be co-operation between the pri-
vate sector and the public sector no matter how much
themembersoftheOppositionmay detestany kind of
co-operation between the public and private sectors.
Itis clear that the private sector is encouraging this at
the present time with the negotiations that our gov-
ernment here in Manitoba has had and that other
governments have across the country.

We've got to move ourselves away from this silly
ideology that has built up in the past few years. It is
foreign to the free enterprise system | would suggest;
itis foreign to not only the free enterprise system, but
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toanykind ofastrongeconomyareaintheworldand
that is this great hang-up that we have with mega
projects; that everything is going to be sewn in and
billions and billions of dollars tossed into specific
investments; they're going to turn around and rescue
the province, not only the province but the country.

We had the Federal Government, up until recently,
pushing an Alsands project, financed with taxpayers'
dollars - almost all of the investment because of the
tax concessions that were givento the oil companies.
We just had them turn around and give a further $2
billion tax concession tothe oil industry and what do
we have it for? We have it for trying to push ourselves
towards producing oil that would have cost, had the
Alsands project gone ahead, $100 a barrel when it
came on streamsomeseven oreightyears from now.
Those arethe costs that would have tobe charged for
the oil coming out of the groundin Alsands foritto be
able to break even.

Now if the members of the Opposition are suggest-
ing that particular project, the Alsands project, should
be forever subsidized by the Government of Canada,
by the people of Canada and taxpayers of Canada, |
have my great doubts that it would ever happen. |
would hope it wouldn't happen with the kind of men-
tality that you have developing below me and to the
right - maybe it might well be that is their intention -
but you cannot build the future of our economy, you
cannot hope that you're goingto tide ourselves overin
tough times by going into massive energy projects
thatare goingtoturnaround and cause more damage
to the economy in the years to come than what the
drastic increases that we had from the Opec coun-
tries, back in the mid’-70s. Because they're shocked,
the shock of these mega projects and paying for the
oil viathe mega projects rather than going through a
strongerconservationand movingto alternative forms
of energy: that the kind of shocks they will give to the
economy will be much much stronger and much
much heavier than with an economy less flexible and
less able to absorb those massive costs.

Ifanything, | would term them - | guess this is sort of
a new term for this House, but this idea on trying to
use mega projects to stimulate our economy. | would
refer to the same thing as a dope addicttrying to use
heroin to get him back onto his normal stream. When
you'regivenyourself with this so-called heroinomics,
which | will term, is when you move on, when you
build yourself up to a level of expectation that you
must continually keep injecting yourself, keep throw-
ing more money after projects just for the sake of
throwing them after projects, be they good or bad or
indifferent, just keep pushingitintoitand pushingin
particular, federal and provincial taxpayers' monies
into those projects.

We've had other indications just recently as well,
Mr. Speaker, of the sickness of our own economy. Part
of the rationale, | would say, goes far beyond the
government sectors and the constant hassle thatthey
have, atleast within Canada, ofthe Oppositioncrying
that their government deficits are the sole cause of
inflation or the principal cause of inflation. They are
certainlygoingtobeacausel wouldsayinthefuture,
in particular, in the U.S. right now, to be able to get
interest rates down. It looks almostimpossible for the
interest rate policy of the U.S.to move in any direction

but up with the tremendous size of the money market
being absorbed by the Federal Government.

We've hadin the pastin this country - and | should
say in particular in this country - a tremendous
number of nonproductive loans that have come for-
ward. Now let'ssee wherethese nonproductiveloans
have gone to. The Member for Morris claims they've
gone from the government. | would suggest that they
have not gone from the government. | would suggest,
when you have multinational takeovers which are
totally nonproductive, what benefit to the economy is
it when you have Thompson coming and buying the
Bay and buying Sears? Whatdoes thatdoto the Sears
stores? What kind of an additional investment is that
in the economy? There's nothing new going in. All
they're doing is buying existing assets. It's like trying
to solve the housing crisis by giving people money to
buyexistinghouses.Allyou'regoingtodoisdrivethe
priceof houses up. You're going todriveitup; you're
going to stretch people out furtheron aliquidity basis.
You're going to make them so nonliquid that they just
do not have a chance of surviving and that is exactly
what we're seeing happening in several outfits.

We had Noranda, just acouple of years ago, bought
out Brascan, leverageditself so heavily thatit became
susceptible and then Edpure, the company of the
Bronfmans turned around and bought Noranda. So
they got two birds with one stone basically. They
picked up Noranda which was a massive Canadian-
based firm. But what is the benefit of the additional
billion or so dollars, that they went to our banks to
finance - and thisis one of the reasons that banks are
introuble now - because they went and they financed
a whole bunch of these useless takeovers that can't
pay forthemselves. Thenheretheseguys continue to
go along with any kind of a venture whatsoever. —
(Interjection)— Okay, | shall deal with Petrofina foran
instant. We have an industry in Canada that a couple
of years ago, somethree or four years ago, was owned
almost 98 percent by foreign corporations. We have
now had through the thoughtful intervention of the
Federal Government through the purchase of Petro-
Canada; through the Alberta corporate government,
through the investment that they have made and in a
nouveau corporation; through the Government of
Saskatchewan in their wise investment to Saskoil,
Saskatchewan Oiland Gas Corporation; we have now
Ontario even gettingin, the Ontario Tories are buying
into Suncorp, trying to build up some level of Cana-
dian control over the oil industry in Canada.

Now | would criticize their moves in one motion, in
onearea,andthatis becausethey paidwaytoohigha
price for them and amazingly they're making money.
We got Petro Canada right now in Quebec and they
just started with their takeover of Petrofina in Eastern
Canada. When you see the results in Petro-Canada'’s
sales in the Province of Quebec - and this is fresh, it's
out today - they're up 10 percent over what they were
last year when the overall market itself in the total
sales of gasoline aredown 10 percent. So you have
one corporation because some people, contrary to
the fellows below me here, that have a little bit of
national identity and prefer, like |l do, and fill their tank
up at Petro-Canada, so that the money that they're
spending on gas, so that it will turn around and stay
within the Canadian economy and not be exported
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out. —(Interjection)— Now, as the Member for Arthur
clearly points out, he would never buy from Petro-
Canada. | think that's a sad reflection on his own
integrity, of his own desiresto whata Canadian econ-
omy could possibly be.

We've had Dome Petroleum which has been totally
financed to tax giveaways by the Federal Government
through their tax investment programs, where you
bought $15,000 tax write-offs through what was affec-
tionately called, | believe, the Gallagher Amendment
that the Federal Minister of Energy brought in some
four years ago; that amendment came in which gave
Petro-Canada the opportunity to use taxpayers’
money, who are paying in arelative high tax bracket,
sothatthey couldinstead of payingfederal taxes, they
could put their money into these oil investments pro-
grams. So you had a corporation, Dome Petroleum,
with their exploration almost totally funded by tax-
payers, funded through the back door by the Cana-
dian taxpayers. That is one of the reasons why we in
Canada have a rising deficit, because of the additional
tax giveaways that they've given to companies like
this.

They wentoutand used that money forevery dollar
that they invested, somewhat over 90 cents of it came
from the Federal Government through the back door
of tax loopholes that were created. The government
now has turned around to try and close up some of
those loopholes, but now they're not only closing up
the loopholes, instead of closing them up and taking
away it's tax exemption status, they turn around and
they reduce the overall tax rates for those people,
which again adds to the size of the federal deficit.

We have Dome as well. What did they do with these
taxpayers' money? Not only did they use it in invest-
ment programs but they've taken and leveraged them-
selves so heavily with takeovers like Hudson Bay Oil
and Gas and other takeovers that they've so ambi-
tiously gone afterin the past few years, that they now
are on the verge of bankruptcy and this is one of the
things. Now the Federal Government is recognizing
that the banks themselves have gone out to help lev-
erage these big oil firms to the extent that they pres-
ently are and that the banks themselves are in real
trouble of losing control of their own investments, of
their own loans that they have given out, that they're
not going to be able to ever pay for the darn things.

They subsidized - they didn’t subsidize - they went
in gleefully and gave out billion-dollar loans for peo-
pletopay 140 and 160 percent of the value of an asset,
the value of a company, and now they're saying, my
goodnes, we made lousy investments. We're going to
have to have the Federal Government come along and
rescue us. —(Interjection) — Well, the banks are there
to take your risk. You're right, they're there to take
your risk but as soon as they get into trouble, they
come running back to mamma, running back to the
Federal Government and The Federal Bank Act.

We've got the bankers telling us right now and we
even hadlast week one of the members of the federal -
I'm not sure if it's the Bank of Canada or from the
Federal Banking Committee - telling the bankers to
tighten up greater, callin some of these loans that are
questionable. We have horrendous reports coming
through right now just how many loans are in bad
shape. Weve got another report in the Free Press
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today of a lot of companies only having six months to
go. “Every bankeris telling you that alot of companies
really only have six months to go. said Stan Roberts,
outgoing President of the Canadian Chamber of
Commerce.”

What we have with the high interest rate policy that
the Federal Government is towing in line alongside
the U.S. administration. is we have an interest rate
policy that is driving most of the smaller companies
into bankruptcy and driving as well as - and | don't
have a lot of sympathy for the huge ones that are
going under because of poorinvestments - butit's the
smallerguys who can'taffordto carry theinventories,
who can't afford to make the modest investments in
theirplantssothatthey do maintain a productiveedge
oratleasta productive competitivenessin theinterna-
tional marketplace or even within our own Canadian
marketplace. These are the guys that are being
squeezed out.

Just last week we had one of the chief officers of
MacMillan-Bloedel calling for,Mr. Speaker, the adop-
tion of NDP policy at the federal level of this country,
adopting a policy which would control the amount of
currency going out of the country and when you go
into the United States, you don't just walk in, they ask
youifyou've got more than $5,000 with you. We found
that out just last week. They want to take a close look
at how many people are comingin.

So what we have to look at ourselves way beyond
the question just simply of interest rates - certainly
they are a major factor in itself - but we have to start
looking at the true wheels of the whole economy, what
areas we can as Federal-Provincial Governments join
to make more ventures; to make more investments on
our own into productive assets to assist the industrial
sector of this nation to remain competitive with the
international market.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to recommend the
rejection of the Opposition's amendment because it
really states nothing in the passing of the proposed
resolution by the Honourable Member for Thompson.

Thank you very much.

MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question?
The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, | was not planning
initially to speak on this resolution or the amendment
until | heard some of the speeches and listened to
some of the comments that have been made by the
members of the backbench of the government; we
haven't heard too many from the front bench speak.
But | think it's interesting to listen to the kind of
backup support, Mr. Speaker, thatthe Treasury Bench
haveinthe present-day government. Youknow, there
has been some rumour throughout the community
that possibly there would be a Cabinet expansion and
I'm sure what we're hearing now is a lot of back-
benchers who are vying for those particular Cabinet
positions.

Mr. Speaker, the unfortunate thingis, I'm afraid that
some of the speeches that have come from the back-
benchtooclosely fitin with the thinking of the present
government that are running this province. That's the
alarming fact that we have to deal with, Mr. Speaker, is
the kind of thinking that we are seeing coming from
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the backbench that's supporting the front bench. |
have to honestly say, Mr. Speaker, thatwhenwe'reina
time of an economic recession, as we are, the kind of
economic policies and the kind of economic leader-
ship we're seeing coming from the government - and
it's demonstrated in the resolution that was intro-
duced- willdonothingmore but furtheradd weight to
this economy, weight to the depression, the reces-
sion, whatever you want to call it onto the productive
peoplein society whoare paying the cost of thekind
of economic policies.

Mr. Speaker, for the Member for Inkster to stand and
speak as he has spoken; for the Member for Thomp-
son, | believe it was or River East - it was Thompson, |
guess thatintroduced thisresolution-to think that we
can totally divorce ourselves, Mr. Speaker, from the
policies of the rest of the western world, to divorce
ourselves from the United States of America and live
inourown little world is almost beyond the greatest of
imagination to thinkthat we could do that.

You have to, first of all, Mr. Speaker, appreciate the
kind of basis from which this country has developed
and the fact that we have a very productive country,
we have avery productive base. We initially had, Mr.
Speaker, a community of people in Canada who felt
very strongly and very much in the pride of the work
ethnic-ethic,I'msorry, | gotthatexpression fromthe
Minister of Natural Resources, Mr. Speaker, so I'll
correct it. Mr. Speaker, the pride of the Canadian
people has been somewhat eroded over the past few
years and it's been eroded with the thinking of the
Member for Thompson and the Member for Inkster
and it's demonstrated because they got elected to
come to the Legislature.

Mr. Speaker, to say that the Federal Government, to
say that the present Prime Minister of Canada is any-
thing any different than what they believe in would be
a total fallacy, a total fallacy, Mr. Speaker. You don't
havetoreadalot, Mr.Speaker,youdon'thavetostudy
a lot of the past history of the Prime Minister of Can-
adatoknow how healigns himself; how hiseconomic
thinking works. He, Mr. Speaker, thinks very much
along the same lines as the socialists across the way
who are now governing the Province of Manitoba.
There is very, very little difference in the economic
policies that are administered by the Federal Gov-
ernment than those by the present government in
Manitoba. Infact, Mr. Speaker, it'sbeen demonstrated
when the Joe Clark Government was defeated, we all
know thatit was a resolution ora move that was made
by the Federal NDP supported by the Liberals to vote
out some good, sound, basic, economic thinking in
the Conservative Government.

So, Mr. Speaker, for this government here today,
who basically | would think support their National
Leader, and the Federal MPs who voted against Joe
Clark and voted Prime Minister Trudeau back into
office, have to believe in the same economic policies
as those of Pierre Elliott Trudeau, MacEachen, Lalonde
and all those people who are now in the federal juris-
diction. What are they doing about it, Mr. Speaker?

Yes, Mr. Speaker, they're standing in Manitoba and
they're kicking at Reagan and they're kicking at
Ottawa and they said we believe firmly in co-operative
federalism. You know, wereally believe in working out
our economic difficulties in a nice sort of a way. What
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did we hear the Minister of Agriculture just doing?
Kicking at the Federal Government because they're
introducing a resolution to the long-term standing
grain transportation policies, Mr. Speaker. Mr.
Speaker, that's what we're hearing. We're hearing
them kick at the Federal Government over their high
interest rate policies. Mr. Speaker, the Minister of
Agriculture does more screaming and kicking than
anything else. We haven't heard anything positive
comeoutofhim. Mr. Speaker, what have we heard for
positive resolutions coming from the current govern-
ment in Manitoba? We have a resolution where we
hear the Member for Thompson saying he deplores
government cutbacks, he doesn’'t believe that the
money of the government should be cut back and that
there should be any careful spending of government
money, that you should go willy nilly and throw
money at every problem that comes along.

Mr. Speaker, for the Member for Thompson and the
Member for Inkster, who | just heard, do they ever stop
and think where that money comes from? Do they
everconsiderwhoearns the money thatthey spend as
government? —(Interjection)— The member says he
just spoke on it. Mr. Speaker, when are they going to
stop and realize and start to talk to the people who
support them and the labour movement. All labour
movements by the way don't support the NDP, thank
goodness. | think there are a lot of people, in fact, |
guess if Thompson were considered a labour town,
Mr. Speaker, you know he's here by the skin of his
teeth —(Interjection)—andhe'sstillhere. That'sright.
I would say almost half, probablythose few that would
have voted for my good friend and colleague, Ken
MacMaster, probably stayed home to work that day
because they believe in work.

| think, Mr. Speaker, what we're seeing happening
—(Interjection)— oh, he's proud, they're was a strike
on that day. They wanted more out of the system.
Well, | think there were a few people working. Well,
they're proud of that, Mr. Speaker, and let them be
proud of that because | believe that there are other
ways that the problems can be resolved other than
confrontation —(Interjection)— no, I'm not bashing
labour. I'm very much of the belief that people who
havethe labour movement should useitresponsibly. |
believe that the membership in the labour movement
do, but | think it's abused again by the leadership of
some of the labour movements and the people who
aresupportingthemdonotalwaysbelievein what the
leaders of these labour movements think and | think
he can admit that himseli without losing any credibil-
ity within the membership.

The point | want to make, Mr. Speaker, is this, that
those workers whether they be in a mine or whether
they be on any particular service industry or whether
they are producing goods or services, it doesn't mat-
ter. When they look at their pay cheque at the end of
the month and they see that they grossed so much
money, but the net if they're in one of the higher
income tax brackets, probably a third of itis gone, a
halfofitisgone. Todowhat? To operatethe province
andthecountry of Canada. That, Mr. Speaker, is what
they have to start to realize; that it's those peoples’
money they're taking to solve the problem they're
tryingto solve. It's the take-home pay we have to start
talking about; it's the take-home amount of money
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that the labour movement havethat any individual in
society has to worry about. That's why | can't, Mr.
Speaker, believe me —(Interjection)— The Member
for Thompson stands and says don't worry about gov-
emment expenditure. If it took three-quarters of apay
cheque of a labourer he would believe in taking it
away to putin anill-conceived program that wouldn't
help anybody and they've proven that with their Inter-
est Rate Relief Program. That's the point | want to
make. They don’t give a darn about how much money
they spend because they take the money from the
people whether the people can afford it or not. That's
the point. They work for the government and that's
whereit's at, Mr. Speaker, intoday'ssociety. We've got
to start looking at the amount of money that is taken
away for government operations versus what is left to
operate his home, to buy his food, to transport him to
anything he wants to go to.

Mr. Speaker, | ask this question of the Member for
Thompson when he brings in a resolution like this:-

who are the people of Canada working for today?

Who are they working for? They're not working for
their own betterment. It's tumed out to be that they're
working for the whims and the wishes of the front
benchinthisgovernmentthatare heretoday because
| don't believe the backbench have one bit of say.
They're working for the whims and the wishes of a
Prime Minister who finds himself very seldom in Can-
ada, quite often overin Yugoslavia telling everybody
that he doesn't care about the Canadian dollar, that
well, he guesses that the dollar will find its level. You
bet it will find its level, Mr. Speaker, at an unprece-
dented depressional rate thatisn't doing anyone any
good. What positive suggestions do we have coming
from the members of the government benches in the
Province of Manitoba? Yes, Mr. Speaker, spend more.
Immediately they say, well, we're pushing them to
spend more on a beef program or on other kinds of
programs.

Mr. Speaker, | have no problem with spending
money in a responsiblewaybutlhave problems in an
irresponsible way and there are quitea fewexamples -
Icannamethemand| will - of theirresponsible spend-
ing and it's not big money in some cases. It's not big
money in certain cases.

I would first of all, Mr. Speaker, question the
numbers of people that it will take to administer these
programs they've put in place. You know, have we
seen a holding in the line of the numbers of people
that work for government? Have we seen a holding in
theline oftheamount of money that's paid to the Civil
Service in this province or any consideration for the
people that are paying their wages? | invite members
of the Treasury Bench and members of the Govern-
ment to travel throughout Manitoba today, any part,
city or country. And whatisthe comment they'llhear?
How can the government justify the increased wages
to the people who work for the government when |
have to take less? When | look at my pay cheque, Mr.
Speaker, | see government taking a third or two-thirds
as acitizen-1'm not saying my particular pay cheque,
I'm talking about the average citizen - the government
is taking this money. And what are they doing with it?
They're automatically increasing wages; they're
automatically spending money in areas that a lot of
people would really question.
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Everybody else is feeling the pinch. Mr. Speaker,
our record speaks faily well for itself on how we
administered the province in aresponsible way with-
out expanding expenditures in a lot of areas. | would
hopethatthe present government would think a lot of
times before they spendin awilly-nilly way in whichit
would appear is happening.

The cost, Mr. Speaker, of the national debt and the
debt of the provinces of this country today is some-
thing that the country cannot continue to afford to
carry. I'm interested in the comments made by the
Member for Inkster —(Interjection)—Hesays,and the
Member for Thompson hollers, “What would | cut
back?" Thefirstthingl would cutbackisthe4 centsa
litre or gallon or whatever that everyone is being
forced to pay to buy PetroCan and Petrofina. Who
needs it? How much more oil are we getting out of
PetroCan and Petrofina?

Mr. Speaker, here we are talking about Reaganom-
ics and the control of government spending
—(Interjection)— He asked me a good, sincere ques-
tion.How would | cutit? | toldthem how| would cutit.
Thefirstthingl woulddoisremovethe purchaseprice
of PetroCan and Petrofina off the citizens when they
drive up to buy gas and oil. That's the first thing |
would doand| think that would be supported by every
—(Interjection)— just try it, Mr. Speaker, just try and
ask the people of Manitobaif they wouldn't liketobuy
theirgasforjustalittie bitless money —(Interjection)—
you bet. See, the Minister of Health agrees thatit's a
good idea and | take him at his word, Mr. Speaker.

They're blaming the whole area of why we're in the
kind ofunemployed situation that we arein this coun-
try on the private sector, that there aren’tany jobs and
it's the big multinationals that are taking away all of
theincentive and all the cash. Mr. Speaker, there has
neverbeen a governmentinthehistory of thiscountry
that couldn't tax through the taxation system all of
these multinational corporations to the amount that
they need funds. Have they everlooked at the monies
they've taken in taxation from those particular corpo-
rations —(Interjection)— Have you? The Member for
Inkstersays,“Ohsurewehave.” Mr. Speaker, | can bet
you that if those multinationalsreally said we're going
to really leave Canada high and dry - you think the
unemploymentrateisbadtoday -ifthey walkedaway
andtook their capital away, whichby the way they're
doing when yousee ourdollar drop to 78-some cents,
that's showing the confidence of the international
worldonthekind of philosophical thinking that Pierre
Elliott Trudeau has given this country, supported by
the Premier of Manitoba in his demonstration of the
policies. That's what happening in Canada.

Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister of Canada and his
economic policies . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. I'm
pleasedto hearthatso many members wishto getinto
the debate, but when they all do so at once | cannot
hear the honourable member.

The Honourable Member for Arthur may continue.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Just to
follow up on that, Mr. Speaker, as | said earlier in my
speech, the thinking of the Ed Broadbents and the
Premiers of Manitoba like we have today in the
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Cabinet are our socialists. The Prime Minister of Can-
ada has been known as asocialist. In fact, there's a lot
of question whether he's really a socialist or even
further totheleft of that. | think the majority of Manit-
obans would agree with me that he is further to the
Left. But here's the kind of system and it was just
timely that it was in today's Free Press, Mr. Speaker,
that the Premier of Manitoba, the Member for Inkster,
the Member for Thompson, here's what they would
impose, or the results of what they would impose on
the people of Manitoba and Canada. Mr. Speaker, |
hope they've read it, and I'll refer them to it because
the headline says: 90 Million Tons"” - and they don’t
say tonnes, they say tons because it's still in the old
measure. Mr. Speaker, 90 Million Tons of Produce
Rot in Russia Yearly.” Well, that's the kind of system
that the Minister of Agriculture says we're moving
toward, land ownership the same as the Russians, Mr.
Speaker, theirstateland ownership, that’s the kind of
thing that's going to happen. And here it is, Mr.
Speaker, I'll referthe . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Orderplease. TheHonourable Minis-
ter of Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, | rise on a point of
privilege. The privilege being that the honourable
member is notreflectingtheremarksthat| made when
| spoke with respect to the land issue that was raised
by his Leader, the Leader of the Opposition. | ask the
member to withdraw his remarks.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, I will refer
briefly to the comments because | think it has quite a
bittodo . . .

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, | rise on a point of
privilege, | asked the honourable member to withdraw
those remarks or reflect those remarks accurately.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, | do not plan to with-
draw because| did notsay anythingthat hasnctbeen
saidinthis House by theMinister of Agricultureandif
he, through subsequent review of the Hansard, can
prove that | have, Mr. Speaker, then | will give consid-
eration to that. Mr. Speaker, | think that whole ques-
tion will be resolved when he proves to the farm com-
munity and to the people of Manitoba, when he
reintroduces the sale of the Crown land policy forthe
people of Manitoba, that'll be evidencethatheisnota
believer of the state farm program, and that will be the
evidence that we will need in this House, that will be
the proof.

| believe, Mr. Speaker, to further my speech, thatitis
important when we talk about Reagonomics.
—(Interjection)— | have not been ruled out of order,
Mr. Speaker, and | hope | have the floor. |, Mr.
Speaker, believe very firmly that the statement that
was made in the Free Press . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Orderplease. The HonourableMinis-
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ter of Agriculture.

HON. B.URUSKI: Mr.Speaker, | rise on the Matter of
Privilege the same privilege that |'ve raised before and
| ask that this matter be dealt with in respect to the
comments that the Honourable Member for Arthur
has made.

MR. SPEAKER: Our rules require that a Matter of
Privilege should be followed by a substantive motion
thatthe House can decide on. Now, | did not hearone,
but | will review what Hansard has said on this matter
and it will be dealt with, no doubt.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, as I've indicated, if
those remarks in any way hurt the feelings of the
Minister of Agriculture substantively, after review of
Hansard, I'lltell you, Mr. Speaker, and for the Minister
of Agriculture that when he reintroduces the sale of
Crown land policy that we put in place then | will
withdraw those comments. Only after, Mr. Speaker,
he canproveinany way, shape or formthat| have said
somethingthatis nottrue andhas notbeen putonthe
record previously in Hansard and, Mr. Speaker, if he,
in fact, reintroducesthesale of Crown land to thefarm
community, Mr. Speaker, then | will give considera-
tion to the withdrawal of those statements. | don't
think I've said anything that's wrong. You're the judge,
Mr. Speaker.

| hope my time hasn’t been deducted by the frivo-
lous attempt by the Minister of Agriculture to try and
interrupt the point | was going to make on the state
versus private ownership, Mr. Speaker, because when
we see a headline 90 Million Tons of Produce Rot in
Russia Yearly,” that isn't because the farm people
haven't produced the commodity, that isn't because
the consumers aren’t desirous of eating it and having
itinthe freshly produced state for them. Mr. Speaker,
thats because the government think they know how
to do things better than people who are paid for pri-
vate initiative and doing things in the private sector.
That's what they believe in this government. They
believethatyou should wash all that private initiative
away.

People like the Margaret Thatchers, the Ronald
Reagans, the Sterling Lyons in this country, Mr.
Speaker, are tough individuals, Mr. Speaker, they're
cut from the same cloth because they believe in the
freedom and the initiative. They are truly leaders, Mr.
Speaker, and | would far sooner associate myself with
the Margaret Thatchers, the Ronald Reagans than |
would with the Brezhnevs of this world, who they feel
more comfortable with.

MR. SPEAKER: The honourable member's time has
expired.

MATTER OF PRIVILEGE

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, | rise on a Matter of
Privilege. Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the Minis-
ter of Health, that the Member for Arthur has misre-
presented statements that | have made in this Assem-
bly concerningthe ownershipoflandin this province,
knowing that those statements are inaccurate, and
that the member withdraw those statements.
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MR. SPEAKER: TheHonourable Member for Niakwa.

MR. A. KOVNATS: | would think that a point of privi-
lege hastobeintroduced at thefirstpossible moment
afterthe point of privilege, and | would think thatthere
was an opportunity prior to thiswhen the Honourable
Minister had the opportunity of making the substan-
tive motion and he didn'tdoitat that time.

MR. SPEAKER: TheHonourable Minister of Health to
the same point.

HON. L. DESJARDINS: Mr. Speaker, | think that the
Rules are clear that you have to have a motion and
there is no possible way that you can anticipate and
have the motion before when somebody has a ques-
tion of privilege. So this was written down as soon as
he could, there’'snobody thatspoke afterthe member
and the motion is in order.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lake-
side to the same point.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, on the same point of
order. | agree with my colleague, the Minister of
Health, thatthere's nothing untowardinthemannerin
which the motion has been presented. It indeed was
theearliestopportunity the Minister could presentit. |
was, as you were, Sir, listening with avid attention to
the remarks made by the Member for Arthur during
the course of his speech and | have some difficulty in
knowingthe precise phrase or words that the Minister
found offensive. If by way of consideration to you, Sir,
I think the suggestion made by the Speaker was that
upon perusal of today's Hansard you will be in a posi-
tion to judge as to whether the motion that is now
before you isin order.

MR. SPEAKER: Doanyother memberswishtoadvise
the Speaker? Itis correct thatafew minutesago | said
that | would take the matter under advisement. | will
add this to the matters I'm taking under advisement
and if itbecomes necessary theHouse can decide on
the matter.

RES. NO. 4 - INDEPENDENT
CANADIAN ECONOMIC POLICY Cont'd

MR. SPEAKER: We are on Resolution No. 4. Are you
ready for the question?

QUESTION putonthe Amendment, MOTION defeated.

MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question? The
Honourable Member for Lakeside.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, | had the opportunity of
speaking to this motion on the amendment and now
choose to exercise my privilege of speaking to the
main resolution before us.

Well, Mr. Speaker, if | failed to do so during my
comments onthe amendment, allow meto do so now,
andthatistocongratulate the Mover of the resolution
in introducing this subject matter to the Chamber,
because whileit certainlyisn'tbeing presented asone
that we in the Province of Manitoba or one that the
provincial jurisdiction canindeedinfluenceinasignif-

3298

icant manner and a significant way, | think the whole
nature of the resolution is a general condemnation of
the economic leadership being now shown in the
Western World and emphasized by the use of the
President of the United States’ name within the con-
textofthe resolution, indeed, in the term ‘Reaganom-
ics' that has become vogue justin the last year or two
with the policy that is now being enunciated by the
American President.

Mr. Speaker, in the few moments that | wish to deal
with theresolution - you know what bothers me about
the resolution is perhaps the total lack of apprecia-
tion, total lack of sensitivity and understanding of
what our economic relationship with our largest trad-
ing partner, namely, the United States, means to this
country of ours, Canada, and to the province of ours,
Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, it obviously was important
enough to the First Minister, the Premier, who just a
little while ago was in Califomia talking about the
need for close economic ties between the United
States and Canada. Mr. Speaker, | read this speech
and the comments the First Minister made in Califor-
niajust afew weeks ago, therewasnoneofthisthrash-
ing about or chastising of the American President by
our First Minister in Califomia. Of course not, Mr.
Speaker. | have far too much respect for the intellect
oftheFirstMinisterand for his political smartsand his
plain commonsense that he would not do that when
he was sitting down with a group of Americans trying
to bring about and trying to encourage a reasonable
economicdeal,inthiscaseinvolvingHydro power. It's
onlyinthisChamberherewhen we're well northofthe
49th parallelthat weindulgein this American-bashing,
Reagan-bashing that has become so vogue with, |
must say, members of the Left.

Mr. Speaker, I'm proud to say anytime | have the
opportunity that | love the Americans. There is no
greater, no better country than the United States.
There's no country that has —(Interjection)— no, I'm
sorry, Mr. Speaker, | will tell you why | say that -
becausewe Canadians will notfightto keep ourcoun-
try the way the Americans fought to keep their coun-
try.Weprovedthatwith areferendumtwo years ago.
We are prepared to disintegrate our Confederation,
youknow, atthewillof a Provincial Government and
we're prepared to put it on the ballot box, while the
Americans feel a little stronger about their country.
They fought for their country and so, Mr. Speaker, on
that score alone, | have a lot of respect formy Ameri-
can friends, my neighbours and my cousins.

But, Mr. Speaker, that's not what the resolution’s
about. Whattheresolutionisaboutisthistotallack of
understanding - even if you don'tlike the Americans -
butthey happen tobeourbiggesttrading partners; 70
to 80 percent of all our export trade is done with that
one country. So, Mr. Speaker, to have a debate in this
Chamber, to talk about the benefits orlack of them, of
the economic practices entered into by that major
trading partner of our country in such anegativeway
and in such a blindfolded way simply, you know,
belies the truth and the facts of the matter. We don't
necessarily have to endorse; we don't necessarily
have tolike; we don't necessarily have to believein the
economic practices that are currently in place in the
United States, known as Reaganomics. There are
thoseinthis Chamberthat happen to believe that they
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perhaps offer the only sensible course for western
democracies out of the malaise that they have gotten
themselves into.

But I'm not even raising that as an issue for debate.
That can be a separate economic debate between
economists and other people thatare far more knowl-
edgeable than | am. But, Mr. Speaker, as a practising
practical politician that resides in Canada, in Mani-
toba, to hearthekind of nonsense whetherit’'scoming
from the Member for Inkster, whetherit'scoming from
the Mover of this resolution, this total abject, burying
theheadinthesand,tothink thatwe need notpay any
attention to the economic reality of what's happening
to our biggest trader, namely, the United Statesjustis
not understandable from my point of view and | can't
understand why, particularly at atime when no matter
what solutions our country tries to sort out for them-
selves andit'dbeinteresting to see thekind of choices
our country's going to start looking for.

We understand now that the Prime Minister, Mr.
Trudeau, finally from Yugoslavia, from Greece, from
Munich, fromwhereverhe's been lately isnow coming
back to Canadatostarttotackletheserious economic
problems this country isin andit's rumoured - | don't
know, maybe members of the Treasury Bench have
better information than | have - butitis rumoured that
we can expect within perhaps the next two or three or
four or five weeks some new initiatives. Someareeven
described as some pretty heavy-handed measures if
theyinvolvevery serious priceand wagecontrols; but
anyway, some new economic measures inthis coun-
trythatare goingtobedesignedtotacklesomeofthe
problems that we have.

But, Mr. Speaker, totally lackingin the discussion of
this resolution and by any of those who have contrib-
uted either on the amendment that was put to the
resolution by my colleague, the Member for Sturgeon
Creek, is at least a realization among members oppo-
site about some of the principal causes of our diffi-
culty. Mr. Speaker, if that is the case then it is not
wrong for my colleague, the Member for Arthur, to
suggest the only possible alternative for what you
fellows must have in your mind and that is a reasona-
bly island state and island economy. If we are going to
close our minds to theimportant influences of a trad-
ing partner that does 70to 80 percent of the trade with
this country, that we're not supposed to worry about
them, then we're obviously talking about massive
government intervention in the lives of every individ-
ual Canadian and every individual Manitoban. We
must be talking about massive currency regulations;
we must be talking about massive tariff regulations;
we must be talking about massive intervention in
every way in terms of the economy of this country.
Without that, your ideas of course would not work at
all; there is no other resolution. If you want none of
GulfOil'smoney.ifyouwantnoneof Shell'smoney to
develop ourresources;ifthatallhastocomefromthe
taxpayer, sure we'll have a 100 percent Canadian oil
industry, but we'll be paying $7 or $8 a gallon of gas for
it and it's questionable whether we’ll have oil.

So. Mr. Speaker, let’s at least in this Chamber tackle
the subject with some honesty and some clarity. You
see the unfortunate thing is it's so easy to blame the
big bugaboo somewhere. It's so easy to blame the
Americans for our problems. Most of the rest of the
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world does it but, Mr. Speaker, | will always take the
occasion whenever | can not to join that crowd,
whether they're the banana republics of the south or
others in the world that choose to blame all their
economicillsonthe Americans. Therehas notbeena
nation in thisworldthat has been more magnanimous
interms of providing help where it's needed, in terms
of providing assistance where it's needed and | just
refute that kind of argument put forward too often
from all members on the left.

But, Mr. Speaker, | acknowledge that the politics of
the Member for Inkster, the politics of the Member for
Dauphin are pretty heavy. When people are introuble,
when they're frustrated, when they're disappointed,
they like to hear that somebody is at fault; that's what
the Polish generals are right now doing in Poland.
They're saying because western democracies that
have loaned them up to $27 billion - and Poland is in
default - and now because we're not lending them
quite as much more money, they are telling their peo-
ple who have had to tighten their belt a little bit, it's
because of western democracies that Poland is in
trouble. That's the kind of socialist thinking and dia-
tribe that you have to deal with and | don't like to be
part of it; | don't like to see it in this Chamber, and
that's what you gentlemen and ladies are engaging in
fromtimetotime. Youblameitonthe Yanks; that's the
easiest thing to do. That's what that resolution says -
Reagonomics. Reaganomics is all our troubles.

Well, prior to November 17th it was Sterling Lyon
and the Conservative Government that was all the
problem in this province. They said you vote for the
NDP, you vote for Pawley, you vote for Scott and
there’'s not going to be any problems in this country.
You said there would be no layoffs, notonly that - well,
Mr. Speaker, it's just amazing that up until November
17th, the President of the United States had no hand
and no responsibility for the difficulties of our prob-
lems and the economic problems of our province.
Now we haveresolutions when hisnameiis the feature
part of it.

Well, Mr. Speaker, | can only say thathaving had the
opportunity, as some of my colleagues have had, of
listening to some of the debates currently goingonin
the Houses of Congress in the United States in
Washington, the biggest fear that we have is what
happens if Reagan economics works - I'm not even
suggestingit-butlet's say whathappensifitworks 15,
18 months from now? Where are we going to be?
—(Interjection)— Well, okay, I'm not suggesting but
I'll give it a 50-50 chan.:e, a 40-60 chance, a 20-80
chance, but what happens if it works? What are we
going tobe doing? What happensifyou'vegotani11,a
9or10percentinterestratein 18 monthsinthe United
States and a 3 percent inflation rate?

MR. SPEAKER: Orderplease. Orderplease. When we
nextreach thisresolution the honourable member will
have 17 minutes remaining.

The Honourable Minister of Health.

HON. L. DESJARDINS: Mr. Speaker, | think it's
understood that there’ll be Committee tonight and
then I'd like to move that the House be now adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried and the House
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adjourned and stands adjourned until 2:00 p.m.
tomorrow. (Tuesday)
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