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for financial compensation with a Mr. Eric Redhead
through his well-connected New Democratic party
lawyer, Mr. Mayer.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON. R. PENNER: Madam Speaker, | did no such thing
and the Member for St. Norbert fully knows that. If
that's going to be his style of questioning in this House,
then we're indeed in for a difficult Session.

Secondly, | would point out to you, Madam Speaker,
and | would have expected you to rule on it, that kind
of question casts an aspersion on me as a member of
this House and it’'s completely improper and
unparliamentary. | would ask that that remark be
withdrawn before | answer the question. I'm prepared
to answer the question, but not with that kind of
innuendo.

MR. G. MERCIER: | would ask the Attorney-General
whether this secret, confidential agreement for financial
compensation, which was not released publicly or to
members of this House, did it follow the guidelines that
he set and tabled in this House only last summer?

HON. R. PENNER: Madam Speaker, first of all, there
is no secret deal. No money has flowed to the particular
accused because we were still negotiating the terms
of the payout to that accused.

No money has flowed; in fact, no money will flow to
that particular accused for many months, and when it
does - and this is some of the details we were working
out - it will flow on a month-by-month basis because
we thought that in the particular circumstances a lump-
sum payout would be imprudent in the circumstances.
So that’s the only reason why there’s been some delay
between the time the decision was made to compensate
and the payout, No. 1.

No. 2, Madam Speaker, |, in fact, assured myself,
and have a letter on that basis, that the solicitor for
the accused, Mr. Redhead, would not be receiving any
fees out of the compensation. | have specifically directed
that question - he’s a Legal Aid lawyer - and the only
fee that is being paid to the lawyer is the $50 standard
fee paid by Legal Aid for opening a file. That's No. 2.

No. 3, the principle which we adopted was that in
circumstances where it was clear that an innocent
person had been wrongfully incarcerated for a
significant period of time, compensation would flow.
Once we were satisfied on the basis of an independent
report from the RCMP that that was the case, it was
decided that compensation would flow.

The second thing was on what basis. We made it on
the basis of the Criminal Injuries Compensation scheme,
a relatively very small amount for the 14 months, some
$6,000 to $7,000.00.

The third thing that | wanted to negotiate with Mr.
Mayer was the terms of the payout. It was finally agreed
in November, | believe, that the terms of the payout
would be X number of dollars a month for 14 months,
the length of time in fact that he spent in custody, but
that the money would not flow for a period of time that
has not yet elapsed.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St.
Norbert with a supplementary.

MR. G. MERCIER: Madam Speaker, if it was agreed
in November, as the Attorney-General has just indicated,
why did he not make this agreement public?

HON. R. PENNER: If the case were known then - |
was checking my own files and where recorded in the
paper, and the papers recorded that there was a
temporary freeze on the final details - that was back
in September or October - the reason why the public
announcement wasn’'t made was simply that the money
hadn’t flowed. It hadn't come back to Cabinet for the
final authority to flow the money.

MR. G. MERCIER: Has it received final Cabinet
approval?

HON. R. PENNER: Yes, it has in principle, but in.terms
of the actual details of the payout, not yet.

Sophonow - compensation

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St.
Norbert with a final supplementary.

MR. G. MERCIER: A final question to the Attorney-
General. Is he considering providing financial
compensation to Mr. Sophonow?

HON. R. PENNER: No, I'm not.

Cormorant Town Council -
removal of powers

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for River
Heights.

MRS. S. CARSTAIRS: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
My question is to the Minister of Northern Affairs.

Last November, his department took away the powers
of self-government to the Cormorant Town Council
under allegations of financial wrongdoings, although
subsequent audit demonstrated that the council had
only minor clerical errors.

My question is this: why did the department take
such a serious and unprecedented decision to remove
powers of self-government while performing an audit
with the government serving as prosecutor, judge, jury
and convicting the council of illegalities by taking away
their powers before their accusations were borne out
by the investigation of facts?

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Northern Affairs.

HON. E. HARPER: Madam Speaker, first of all, | would
advise the honourable member, I'm presently taking
some advisement and taking into consideration all the
details of the Cormorant situation, so in due time, when
I'm fully aware of what’s going on, | will advise the
member.

Thank you.

MRS. S. CARSTAIRS: A supplementary question to
the same Minister.
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the fact that we have indicated we were prepared to
put in 50 percent of the costs of development of the
Manitoba technology out of the transportation
subagreement. They did not agree to do it even under
those circumstances, Madam Speaker.

Bills C-18 and C-19 -
hearings to be held

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Thompson with a supplementary.

MR. S. ASHTON: | have a further question, Madam
Speaker, to the same Minister in regard to the proposed
deregulation of the transportation industry.

| would like to ask the Minister whether he has been
advised as to whether there will be an opportunity for
members of the public and the Provincial Government
to make representation on Bills C-18 and C-19 in regard
to the deregulation of the transportation industry?

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Madam Speaker, this is also an
area of great concern to us. The fact is that the Federal
Government and the Transport Minister have continued
to put off the time when they are to advise us whether
there will be hearings on this bill and whether the
Standing Committee on Transportation will be travelling
across Canada.

The indication at this point is that they want to have
this whole matter of deregulation of the transportation
sector, which will have the most significant impact on
transportation, on jobs, on safety, on degree of control
of the transportation sector by Canadians, the greatest
impact of any legislation in the last 20 years at least.
They have notindicated that they want to have hearings,
but that they want to have this all wrapped up by the
end of March. That is of great concern to us, and we
have continued to make representation to the Federal
Minister to ensure that there will be an opportunity for
governments as well as for Manitobans generally and
Canadians generally to make representation.

They have continued to procrastinate on this issue,
Madam Speaker, and we are continuing to put pressure
on the Federal Government to reply in the affirmative
to have hearings across Canada so that we can have
that opportunity to make representation directly. We
are very shortly approaching a deadline, Madam
Speaker, on this issue.

Farmers - assistance to

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lac
du Bonnet.

MR. C. BAKER: Thank you, Madam Speaker. My
question is to the Minister of Agriculture.

Will the farmers who are not able to seed this spring
be receiving any assistance under the federal
payments? One-third were mailed out just prior to the
end of the year and three-quarters are anticipated.

MADAM SPEAKER: He didn’t hear that question.
The Honourable Minister of Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Madam Speaker, certainly there are
several hundred farmers at least in the Province of

Manitoba who in fact, as a result of weather conditions
in the fall of'85 and, of course, were unable to either
harvest their crops until ‘86, or because of the
conditions of the land in the fall of’85, were unable to
seed in ‘86 and may in fact not be eligible for the
Special Farm Assistance Program. We have made
representations to the Federal Minister in January of
1987. To this time, we have had no formal response
from him to our request that they be considered,
although we have received verbal assurance from the
Minister responsible for the Wheat Board that those
farmers will in fact be covered.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lac
du Bonnet with a supplementary.

MR. C. BAKER: Madam Speaker, my concern is that
there will be many farmers out there . . .

MADAM SPEAKER: Does the honourable member
have a supplementary question?

MR. C. BAKER: Yes, I'm just trying to lead to my
question. My concern is that there are many farmers
out there who are not informed properly as to the
redress they can take. I'm wondering if the Honourable
Minister will assure us that he will do the proper
advertising necessary so that there will be no farmers
later on this summer who find that they could have
received some payments from the Federal Government
but, because of not knowing the rules, the guidelines,
obviously were left out.

HON. B. URUSKI: Madam Speaker, I’'m pleased that
there are members in this House who are very
concerned about the farmers, unlike some other
honourable members who wanted an emergency debate
and then didn’t want to debate and adjourned the House
last week.

To my colleague, the Member for Lac du Bonnet, we
certainly have suggested that the appeal mechanism
that has not yet been set up be made available and
be made known as soon as possible so that farmers
in those circumstances that we have outlined last fall
yet can in fact be covered. We may have to look at
some other measures, if at all possible, if the Federal
Government does not deal with this question. But at
this time, | have the confidence in the Minister
responsible for the Wheat Board who has given me his
personal assurance that they will in fact be looked after.

Milk - minimum price

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Ellice.

MR. H. SMITH: Madam Speaker, my question is to the
Minister of Agriculture.

A few weeks ago, the Member for River Heights was
criticizing the government for setting a minimum price
for milk, and suggested that milk was selling for a higher
price in the grocery stores than Coca Cola. Could the
Minister please explain to the House why we have a
minimum price for milk, and explain exactly the situation
so the members of the House can realize why we are,
as a government, doing this?
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tradition also has a very pragmatic and important
purpose, a function that’s necessary for the coherent,
logical and effective implementation of legislation and
of government action that’s so important to the citizens
of any jurisdiction.

Unfortunately, for some, the Throne Speech is merely
a political - and | use that word in a negative sense -
a political document designed to avoid criticism, to
avoid controversy, to be all things to all people without
any commitment of action. In the case of this Throne
Speech, that attitude appears to prevail.

Last Thursday, in conversation between colleagues
of mine and members opposite after the Throne Speech
was delivered, | was surprised at how often members
opposite mentioned the fact that they thought that the
speech was so cleverly put together that it didn’t provide
any targets for us to shoot at. They bragged that it
didn’t leave us, the Opposition, any opportunity for
criticism. They were patting themselves on the back
that their plans, their policies, their future actions were
S0 vague, so unclear that we and the people of Manitoba
wouldn’t have any ammunition for criticism. They were
proud that they had crafted that type of Throne Speech
that had so little substance that we might just say it
was smoke.

Madam Speaker, | think that reaction is tragic
because those government members, who were so
proud to have put together a Throne Speech that
avoided any targets, missed the point completely. The
purpose of the Throne Speech isn’'t so that it will avoid
targets for the Opposition. It’s to provide goals,
directions and targets for the government and the
people of Manitoba, an opportunity for us to know where
we’re going in this coming Session and in the year
ahead. Unfortunately, as I'll demonstrate during the
course of this afternoon, this government has such an
abysmal record on meeting its goals and its targets
and its objectives in previous Throne Speeches that
now it’s taken to simply avoiding targets in the Throne
Speech. Quite simply, it's determined not to be able
to be held accountable for any action in future. Madam
Speaker, that’s more than a tragedy; that’s an
abdication of responsibility.

This Throne Speech isn’t as significant for what it
says but rather for what it does not say. But this
shouldn’t come as any surprise. The millions of
taxpayers’ dollars that they have been spending on PR
people, on public opinion polls, have at least ensured
that the government says the right things. The NDP
hacks and flacks have a buzzword for every occasion.
Never have the words ‘‘fairness,” *‘caring,” ‘‘sharing,”
and ‘“‘challenge’” been used with such imagination, let
alone such frequency. The Premier has even discovered
the phrase, “‘leaner and meaner.” Now, despite all of
the fine phrases of the Premier’'s speech writers, the
government’s true agenda can be found in its actions,
not in its words.

Madam Speaker, where are the government’s
priorities? Are they agriculture or the deficit or jobs or
education or health or roads?

A MEMBER: None of the above.

MR. G. FILMON: What? Well, one thing is clear, and
that is that the government has no priorities. They insist,

“be all things to all people.” It goes without saying that
somebody’s got to be disappointed. The question is:
who?

Will our farmers look back in a year’s time and wonder
why they're still struggling to make ends meet? Will
our businessmen see the clouds of regulation and
increased taxation once again dominate the economic
climate for Manitoba?

The government speaks with pride in this Throne
Speech that 97 percent of all of our Manitoba firms
are small businesses. Where has the large enterprise
gone? | think we’d better ask that and take a look.

Will our sick have to wait another month, or go across
the U.S. border for medical attention that is elective?
| stress elective, not in the minds of those people who
need this treatment but in the minds of some
bureaucrats and our Minister of Health who have their
own misguided priorities.

The list of those who will be disappointed goes on
but, at some point, the government’s going to have to
face up to the fact that they have let people down and
they will continue to let people down with a Throne
Speech such as we’ve had.

Perhaps, of course, they're counting on what they’ve
always counted on before, that the electorate will forget.
Perhaps they hope that some financial miracle’s going
to occur, an anonymous philanthropist. All the promises
will then be able to be kept. Unfortunately, | don’t think
that an occurrence of that nature is very likely, and
they’re going to have to deal with reality. They must
manage the affairs of our province with the resources
and with the monies they have at their disposal.

Madam Speaker, they don’t have a vision that’s based
on the future or the truth as it exists. What they have
is a Pollyanna perspective, and Pollyanna is now starting
to be spelled P-A-W-L-E-Y-A-N-N-A, a Pawleyanna
perspective of how they would like it to be.

The government looks back in this Throne Speech.
They look back and they tell us about past glories,
very expensive past glories, | might indicate, but most
of the time they’re looking sideways in the Throne
Speech. They expend their energies blaming others for
the problems that we face here in Manitoba.

They say at one point in the Throne Speech: ‘‘We
can’t do this because of external developments.” That’s
on Page 2. Then they say: ‘“We can’t do this because
of the problems of inadequate equalization.” That's on
Page. 3. Then, on Page 7, there is ‘. . . economic
forces outside of our borders.” Then, on Page 12, “‘we
have declining federal support,” and it goes on and
on and on, always somebody else’s fault. How much
faith can we have in a government that is so lacking
in purpose, in resolve and in initiative that their prime
objective is who can we blame? Surely, the government
has to at least try to do what is best for the province,
at least try to provide a coherent strategy for a better
Manitoba.

Now I’'m the first to acknowledge that the problems
that we have are serious, and that we have to have
action in order to cope with them. The very fabric of
our society is being stressed by powerful forces. No
matter where we look, pressures are building: new
demands on services, market competition, readjustment
of industry as technology expands, falling world
commodity and resource prices. But, surely, every other
provincial government in this country is facing the same
problems.
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What have other provinces done? What have other
provinces done in addition to the federal support? Well,
last year Saskatchewan put in $1.64 billion, over and
above federal support, into agriculture. They obviously
believe that their No. 1 industry is worth saving, the
people of Saskatchewan. Last year Alberta put in over
$500 million because they too believed that the family
farm is worth saving. This Minister managed to put in
$36 million last year to agriculture support programs.
I’m not talking about your bureaucracy, I'm not talking
about your departmental expenditures; I’'m talking
support programs to agriculture.

Madam Speaker, even when you lump in MACC's
lending, you don't even get to $100 million. That's what
this Minister and this government’'s commitment is to
agriculture - talk, lip service, that’s what their
commitment extends to.

Madam Speaker, the Premier and the Agriculture
Minister agree that we can’t be expected to do for our
farmers what Alberta and Saskatchewan have done.
Yet in the Throne Speech, the government says it's
introducing two new incentive programs for the
Manitoba petroleum industry. That’s what it says, and
the government contends that these new programs -
(Interjection)- wait a second, wait a second, the Throne
Speech says that they're putting in two new support
programs for the petroleum industry in Manitoba and
it says that the government contends that these new
programs will keep Manitoba competitive with other
oil producing provinces, Saskatchewan and Alberta.
So if this government could do something to keep the
oil industry competitive with Saskatchewan and Alberta,
why can’t it do something to make sure that our farmers
are on equal footing with Saskatchewan and Alberta?

(Mr. Deputy Speaker, C. Santos, in the Chair.)

Instead, Mr. Deputy Speaker, they abandon the farmer
in Manitoba. Mr. Deputy Speaker, if they really wanted
to do something to help, if they really wanted to do
something constructive, they could begin the process
of removal of the burden of education tax off farm land.
Why should raw farm land bear the burden of education
tax? Farmers pay it on their homes, just like city people
do. How can you equate farmland to income-producing
property when it has not produced real income for many
years and probably won’t for many years to come, given
the projections that lie ahead?

For the Minister of Finance, | hope that the Premier
will carry this message to him, for the Minister of Finance
who will say, two weeks from now in his Budget, where
do the members opposite expect that the money will
come from? Where will the money come from? That’s
his response when we say that they ought to put some
money in agriculture support programs. Well | will tell
them, Mr. Deputy Speaker, redirect some of your money
from the Jobs Fund.

Last year there was $80 million in that Jobs Fund
account for short-term, make-work projects. We're four
years out of the recession - four years out of the
recession in this province. They keep telling us that
the economy is healthy. If it is, then let it stand on its
own two feet. Why does the government have to keep
creating short-term, make-work jobs in Manitoba
through the Jobs Fund, Mr. Deputy Speaker? Why does
a government have to keep propping up things with
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its own funds out of the Jobs Fund? Because your Jobs
Fund, Mr. Deputy Speaker, is a failure, even the eyes
of the supporters of this government.

Just last week we had the Manitoba Action Committee
on the Status of Women tell us about the Jobs Fund.
They issued a study last week and [I'll just quote from
it, Mr. Deputy Speaker: ‘‘The women comprise
approximately 43 percent of the Manitoba labour force
and their unemployment rates parallel those of men.
The above figures,” and they quoted figures of the
Jobs Fund employment over its history in Manitoba,
“The above figures show that women held less than
23 percent of all positions created by the Manitoba
Jobs Fund in its first phase and 24 percent in 1984-
85. The relatively small percentage of women who
gained employment through the Manitoba Jobs Fund
were overwhelmingly concentrated in low-paying, female
job ghettos. In 1984-85 almost 60 percent of all female
participants in the Manitoba Jobs Fund were employed
in clerical, sales and service occupations. On average,
women employed through the Manitoba Jobs Fund
earned an hourly rate that was less than half that earned
by their male counterparts.”

Mr. Deputy Speaker, that is an acknowledgement of
failure. That is an assessment of the Jobs Fund that
confirms what we have been saying: short-term, make-
work, low-paying jobs and no help for women. That'’s
what the Jobs Fund has done. So, Mr. Deputy Speaker,
| think we could safely take some of that $80 million
on the Jobs Fund which was allocated to the Jobs Fund
last year and give it to our farmers who are in desperate
straits and need this government’s help to survive.

What else could be done in agriculture? The
Department of Agriculture has not embarked on any
strategic analysis of where our agriculture economy
can go, given its strengths and its abilities in comparison
to other Western Canadian provinces. Manitoba’s
agriculture is more diversified and it has crop and
biophysical conditions that allow our farmers to produce
more and varied crops than our western neighbours.
Manitoba is not in the forefront of crop and agriculture
diversification, and yet it should be, given its natural
advantages.

But what does this Minister of Agriculture do? He
ignores the farm community. He refuses to allow the
Agriculture Committee to sit now, this week or next,
to hear representations from farmers, from farm groups,
from municipal officials, from small-town merchants,
from the United Church, from so many people who
have expressed concern about the desperate straits
of agriculture, who have comments and concerns to
share. He does not want to listen to them.

On Friday, my colleague, the Member for Virden, put
forward a resolution, a motion to ask for that committee
to sit, to listen to these people, to listen to them talk
about the desperate straits of agriculture and the
Minister refused and so did his government. They
refused to allow that Agriculture Committee to sit.
Shame, Mr. Deputy Speaker. Shame!

Mr. Deputy Speaker, when you consider that just a
few moments ago the Minister of Agriculture
acknowledged that the realized net income for the
Manitoba farmer is expected to drop by 21 percent
this year - he’s acknowledged that - can you imagine
what would happen if all the people of Winnipeg, or
indeed all of the people of this province, were facing
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a drop in net income this year of 21 percent? There
would be social chaos. But he will allow it to happen
for agriculture and he says it's not his problem to
resolve.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, when we look at other priorities
that aren’t in the Throne Speech, what about our
provincial finances? Surely they are in chaos. Can
anyone over there deny it? The Premier and the Minister
of Finance have been talking about it for months.
They’ve been saying that we face drastic measures and
serious problems ahead. They've been talking about
the finances of this province and all of the problems
we face and yet there is no acknowledgment in this
Throne Speech of the financial difficulty this province
faces.

Let’s look at the record of the past five years: five
straight deficits in the half billion dollar range. Massive
Crown corporation losses - Manfor, Flyer and who can
forget MTX. Interest and debt-service charges have
more than doubled in the past five years. Our net debt
has tripled in five years. Even in the last few months,
we learned from the six-month financial statement that
this year’s deficit is now projected to be 98 million
more than it was projected just six months earlier when
the Budget was brought in. Six months after the Budget
was brought in, the deficit was found to be already
$98 million higher as a result of what? As a result of
overexpenditures of $85 million - $85 miillion - and then
on top of that, Mr. Deputy Speaker, the Auditor said
that the deficit had been understated by $117 million
in the last two fiscal years. But there is nothing in the
Throne Speech toindicate that the government believes
that there is a problem in our finances that must be
addressed as a priority.

So what are we left to assume about the government’s
approach to our financial problems? Well, when he
introduced our new Cabinet, our revamped Cabinet,
the Premier made a few comments. Let’s take a look
at what he said. The headline says: ‘‘Pawley vows
leaner, meaner management.”’ The article says:
“Premier Howard Pawley says his Cabinet shuffle will
make government management leaner and meaner.”
Does that mean that he’s dropped some of the
deadwood from Cabinet, like the Minister without
portfolio, or the Minister of Labour? No, not at all.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, the Premier began his leaner
government by expanding his Cabinet. He added one
more Minister with full portfolio who had been the
Minister without portfolio in the last Session. Now, you
know, | realize that the Minister had been doing a good
job as Minister without portfolio. Mr. Deputy Speaker,
he wasn’t doing anything, so that's why he was doing
a good job. That’s better than what most of the others
were doing.

Myi. Deputy Speaker, the same day that he was
elevated to this new position, there was a newspaper
article that said that he had taken out a $1,000 loan
from the Red Sucker Lake Indian Band in December
to tide him over because he couldn’t make ends meet
on his salary of $52,000 a year, plus expenses, plus
one trip a week to his home residence and all of those
other things that he had as a Minister of the Crown.
He couldn’t make ends meet. As a matter of fact, the
article says, and I'll read it from the paper; it says:
“The father of four said he ran a little short of funds
inNovember when he moved from one house to another.
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He said that coupled with a half month’s tenant’s
deposit, moving expenses, Christmas and a holiday in
Saskatchewan left him about $1,500 to $2,000 in the
red.” That's what it said. Does that sound like a leaner
and meaner government? | guess not. But the Premier
couldn’t stop with just that major move.

We now have a Cabinet committee on Crown reform
and the Premier said: ‘‘For many years, there has been
a lack of accountability of Crown corporations vis-a-
vis the government.” Well, he’s right on that one, and
I'll tell you, the only thing | can say about that is that
it wouldn’t have taken most Manitobans five years to
realize that. It wouldn’t have taken them five years to
realize that there has been a lack of accountability and
learn that lesson. But finally the Premier has learned
a lesson. So what has he done? He’s now going to
have a beefed up Crown Investments Department. He
says: ‘‘That this will ensure that Manitoba would never
again see another business fiasco like MTX.”

Mr. Deputy Speaker, | have an interesting bit of
information for the Premier, because just this month
Professor Paul Thomas of the University of Manitoba
has come out with an article on Manitoba’s troubled
Crown corporations. In it he says that Manitoba has
experienced the worst disasters with Crown
corporations of any province in the country despite the
fact that they have more political interference and more
bureaucratic supervision than anywhere else. In fact,
every layer that the NDP have put in to do as the new
Minister of Crown Investments has said, get their hands
on the levers, hasn'’t really helped.

This is what he says in that article, some very
interesting things. ‘‘Somewhat ironically Manitoba has
in place, at least on paper, one of the most well-
developed frameworks for the direction, control and
accountability of Crown corporations of any of the 10
provinces, and yet the system apparently broke down.
So what are they going to do? They are going to put
in place more layers of bureaucracy, more committees,
a beefed-up Department of Crown Corporations. That’s
what their answer is. Why? Because everybody assumes
that the other guy is responsible for checking things
out, and ultimately nobody takes the responsibility.

Here’s what he says are the current checks and
balances that are in the Manitoba system, have been
put in by this administration. No. 1, all Crown
corporations in Manitoba submit both their capital and
operating budgets for Cabinet approval. No. 2, the
Department of Crown Investments prepares a summary
and commentary on the budgets for Cabinet. No. 3,
the Economic Resources and Investments Committee
of Cabinet review the three to five-year corporate plans
and approve all capital spending proposals. No. 4,
although not required by law, the Provincial Auditor
does, in fact, audit most of the financial statements
prepared by Crown corporations. Those are all the
checks and balances that have been put in by this
administration that are not in most other provincial
jurisdictions.

So let’s see if we understand how it works, Mr. Deputy
Speaker. Management assumes that the board of
directors is responsible. After all, they were appointed
by the government. The government wanted them in
place to keep a check on and to provide the kind of
supervisory expertise on the corporation. So
management assumes that the board of directors is
responsible.
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Then the board of directors assumes that the Crown
Investments Department is responsible because they
check up on everything. That’'s what it says. They have
a representative at all board meetings. They even review
all the management proposals and the budgets in depth.

But then of course Crown Investments assumes that
the Cabinet Committee is responsible. That’s the ERIC
Committee. It's now going to be called Planning and
Priorities. Of course, we just found out that they review
the three to five-year corporate plans, and they review
all capital spending proposals.

Why shouldn’t Crown Investments assume that ERIC
is taking responsibility. They've got all the Cabinet
heavyweights in it. Sure, they had the Minister of
Industry, Trade and Technology, the Minister of Energy
and Mines, they had the Minister of Co-ops, they had
the Minister of Finance, all the heavyweights, those
who are supposed to know the best of all the things
that happened. Why shouldn’t they assume that they'’re
looking after it?

Of course, the ERIC Committee assumed that the
Auditor was looking after things. Why not? The Auditor
did an audit on every single Crown corporation. He
checked into all the things that were a problem. He
made reviews of their budgets and their annual financial
statements. Of course, the Auditor, he assumed that
the Minister responsible was taking responsibility for
it. Of course the Minister responsible, he told us that
he was assuming that management was taking
responsibility. So we're back to Square One, we're back
to the management.

The moral is, Mr. Deputy Speaker, that everybody
assumes that somebody else is taking responsibility.
The more layers of bureaucracy, the more Cabinet
committees you put in, the more people to pass the
buck, and the more likelihood that we’re going to have
more disasters such as MTX and Manfor.

Of course, the real reason, Mr. Deputy Speaker, was
contained in the Coopers and Lybrand report because
he said they don’'t even know what questions to ask.
There’snone of them over there that have any business
expertise. They can’t read a financial statement. They
don’'t know how to analyze a corporation’s operations,
and they don’t know what questions to ask, Mr. Deputy
Speaker. So much for Crown reform.

I'm sure that we all can imagine the shock and the
horror that gripped the Premier when, after last year’s
election, he discovered that the government was unable
to carry through with yet another promise. They couldn’t
find $100 million for their River Renewal Program. Their
answer at that time was, rather than come up with $100
million, come up with a committee to review the
riverbank renewal problem.

We've seen in the Throne Speech in the past how
the government builds on its experiences. The
government is now going to, as well as a Cabinet
committee on riverbank renewal, amend The City of
Winnipeg Act to establish a riverbank authority. Now
there may be some merit in that because there are
many layers of different jurisdiction that are involved
there. But all | say, Mr. Deputy Speaker, is | hope that
the kind of situation they have built with their Crown
Investments Department and their way of governing
Crown corporations is not repeated in this riverbank
renewalprocess by giving us committee after committee
and layer after layer of management of a resource.

Surely, they have learned that more committees are
not the answer. But so much for leaner and meaner
government, one more department, two more
committees, more bureaucracy, more cost to the
taxpayer.

Now, Mr. Deputy Speaker, how is the government
going to respond to the increased burden that this new
leaner government has placed on the province’s
finances? Well, their answer has been over the past
few months to raise every single fee, every single charge
and levy that they impose on Manitobans. | don’t think
that the Premier is going to achieve his leaner
government, but | think that he’s found a meaner
government that is going to tax away all of the hard-
earned money of the people of Manitoba.

(Madam Speaker in the Chair.)

Why has the government been forced to take these
dramatic measures? The answer can be found in the
results of all of their previous actions. Since the NDP
took office in 1981, Provincial Government spending
has increased 72 percent. That's more than double the
rate of inflation. While the combined borrowings of all
other governments in this country have declined by 12
percent, Manitoba’s borrowing has increased by 61
percent. That’s why we're in the problems that we are.

Even with our supposedly strong economy, only
Newfoundland has a higher per capita debt than that
of Manitoba, and not even Newfoundland exceeds our
per capita net foreign debt. In fact, not one of the
economically troubled Maritime Provinces taxes its
citizens as heavily as we are taxed here in Manitoba.
Is this what we mean by leaner and meaner government,
Madam Speaker: Autopac up from 9 percent to 30
percent, telephone rates up 11.5 percent?

But you know, here’s an interesting thing about how
competent our new Minister responsible for the
Telephone System is. He tried to convince the media
and the public that it wasn’t really an 11.5 percent
increase. It was only 8.5 percent increase. He said that
it was 8.5 percent increase, and he further tried to
convince them that the increase was not to pay the
MTX losses. He said those were going to be paid out
of retained earnings. In fact, the increase of 11.5 percent
wasn’t going to be paid for by the increased fees.

Madam Speaker, | just want to remind you that this
year we're facing an increase of 5 percent in Hydro
and between 9 percent and 30 percent in MPIC, and
both those Crown corporations have said that the major
reason for the increase is so they can replenish their
retained earnings. They’'ve been using up their retained
earnings and now they want to replenish them, so
they’re putting through increases this year to replenish
them. So it's like the oil filter commercial that says:
“You can pay me now or you can pay me later.” But
you still have to pay for those losses, and the ratepayers
will still have to pay, whether it’s this year or next year.
You can’t fool the public. But the new Minister, he feels
that it doesn’t work that way. He’s not going to have
the public pay for the MTX losses. That's what he
believes, and worse still, the Premier believes that new
Minister because he appointed him there to try and
communicate all these things to the public.

Madam Speaker, the normal response to these
increases in rates, both by the new Minister and the
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former Minister, is to tell us that we still enjoy the lowest
rates in the country. Every time there’s an increase in
hydro rates, they tell us that; every time there’s an
increase in telephone rates, they tell us that. The day
that increase was announced, | saw the new general
manager of the Manitoba Telephone System use that
old saw once again, and he added to it another
statement, Madam Speaker.

He said that of course this would only be the seventh
increase in our telephone rates since 1955. That struck
a familiar chord because I'm not very old and | haven’t
been around here very long, but | can remember most
of those increases, so | took a look at the figures from
the Public Utilities Board, Madam Speaker. Guess what?
There have indeed been seven increases between 1955
and this increase that’s currently being applied for by
the Telephone System, but do you know what? Only
two of those increases occurred between 1955 and
1981, only two increases.

Then, since March of 1982, we have had five increases
in five years. That's under this NDP management of
the Crown corporations, Madam Speaker, so when they
tell you that we still have the lowest rates in Canada,
ask for how long. The same thing has to be said about
the hydro rates. Would we have the lowest rates in the
country if we weren’t subsidizing by $80 million from
the taxpayer for the foreign exchange losses?

What other rates have they increased in the last few
months, Madam Speaker? Workers Compensation fees
up 20 percent again and then, of course, in their
commitment to help seniors, which of course was in
last year’s Throne Speech, they cut the seniors’ discount
at MPIC by 50 percent.

Then of course they’re raising the cottage lot rentals
and the trailer lot rentals at provincial parks by 30
percent, and the list goes on and on and on. But the
most disturbing part about all of these increases is that
there are even more to come, according to the Decter
Report. That report devotes almost no time to cost
control by this administration, but it speaks volumes
on increasing taxes.

The sales tax, he says, should probably go up; the
payroll tax should go up; the corporation capital tax,
he says, should go up; and then he starts to look at
new areas of taxation, and he list areas of taxation
that are unheard of anywhere else in this country, every
conceivable source, Madam Speaker. That’s the only
promise, | believe, that we can believe when this Premier
comes forward with it.

The Minister of Finance, in his consultations
throughout the province, met with groups, and at these
meetings he said, ““Don’t tell us how to cut our spending;
tell us which taxes you’d like us to raise.”” In the words
of my colleague from Morris, he said, “Choose your
own poison.” He gave them a list of taxes and he said,
“Which of these would you prefer to have us raise?”’
But he said, ‘“Don’t tell us how to save money or to
cut back on expenditures; we're not interested in that.”

Then, of course, we had the Minister of Health, who
was musing about cutbacks in the health care system,
rationing in the health care system, even forms of user
fees, Madam Speaker. Now if that doesn’t indicate a
crisis mentality in provincial finance, | don’t know what
does. But the Throne Speech is silent on all of this. It
doesn’t say that the government is concerned about
the financial chaos in which it finds itself; it doesn’t
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say that it’s committed to take difficult measures to
constrain the growth in bureaucracy or to attack the
waste and mismanagement; it doesn’t talk about the
increased fees, the charges, the levies, the taxes. Why?
Because either it wants to hide all of this from the
public until it springsit on us in the Budget, or it doesn’t
have a plan. It doesn’t have objectives, and the Budget
is just two weeks away and they’re still looking at ad
hoc measures to fill the breach.

What about economic development? What about job
creation, Madam Speaker? Where is it in the Throne
Speech? The Throne Speech calls economic
development our challenge. It refers to it as the
challenge of economic growth, and the only solution
that they have under that challenge is the Small
Business Bond Program. Does that strike a familiar
chord with you, Madam Speaker? It should, because
I've got a new release here that’s dated February 19,
1986, which says, “NDP Leader Howard Pawley has
announced his intention to introduce Manitoba Small
Business Bonds upon the re-election of a New
Democratic Party Government.”

That was February 19, 1986. Then, of course, in last
year’s Throne Speech we had another comment, and
it said, “In this Session, members will be asked to
authorize the issuance of Manitoba Small Business
Bonds to help provide affordable loans to encourage
the establishment of new businesses and the expansion
of small businesses which have already proved
successful.”” So we’ve had it promised twice before,
so if it strikes a familiar chord, Madam Speaker, it’'s
because it has been promised before and you’ve heard
it before.

This year’s Throne Speech, of course, says, ‘“‘As part
of my government’s commitment to job creation, we
will continue to strengthen our support of small
business. In order to assist this vibrant and growing
sector of our economy, a Small Business Bond Program
will be introduced.” Promises, promises, promises.

The problem is that although small business is a
large generator of economic growth in Manitoba and,
indeed, statistics say, right across this country - in fact,
the experts tell us that half the jobs that exist in Canada
or in Manitoba in 15 years from today will be in
businesses that do not exist today - so they have to
come from new businesses establishing and growing
in Manitoba. But there are barriers in Manitoba, Madam
Speaker, that hinder the ability of entrepreneurs to
generate those jobs.

Their problem isn’t the availability of loan capital.
Interest rates are way down. In fact, they're half of
where they were in 1981. Most financial institutions
have plenty of money to lend to new small businesses.
If money isn’t the main problem, what is it? We’ve had
that advice from the Canadian Federation of
Independent Business. The Canadian Federation of
Independent Business has told us time after time after
time what the problem is with respect to having small
businesses establish and grow in Manitoba.

* It’s because this NDP Government has put in place
some of the greatest disincentive to small business
growth and job creation that the country has ever seen.

The payroll tax takes $120 million out of our economy,
$120 million a year from small and large business and
it threatens their viability. In fact, you know, that’s one
thing this Throne Speech does, is that it shows that
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the government understands the negative effect of
withdrawing money from the economy.

On natural gas, the government states that the $50
million it claims is being taken out of the Manitoba
economy costs 1,400 jobs. By that form of accounting,
the payroll tax, at $120 million, must cost 3,500 jobs
in the Manitoba economy. Finally, Madam Speaker, we
have had this administration admit it.

As well, the fact that our Workers Compensation rates
have increased dramatically over the past four years
- well over 80 percent increase - and they're going to
continue to increase at 20 percent a year for the next
five years, according to our Minister responsible for
the Workers Compensation rate. That’s a terrible
disincentive to small business.

Our labour laws are cited by the CFIB as a major
disincentive. Did the government address any of these
things? Of course not, Madam Speaker. The CFIB said:
“‘Manitoba small business is drowning in a sea of red
tape and regulation.”” As a matter of fact the
government, | thought, recognized that because, as its
parting gift to the former Member for Ellice, they
established a task force on regulation and red tape in
small business and they made the former Member for
Ellice the chairman of that task force. They sent him
throughout the province in 1985 to listen to the concerns
of business about regulation. What have they done
about it? Not a thing, Madam Speaker, not a thing.
Well maybe the Premier told the truth when he made
the promise of leaner government. At least in the area
of job creation, we're going to get leaner government.

You know, that brings me to another topic about how
little the Premier was concerned about his statements
during the election campaign. | have two news releases
on small business, the one that | referred to earlier
about a statement he made in Neepawa on the Small
Business Fund and another one that he made in Dauphin
two weeks later about small business. In that one, he
was promising one-stop small business centres to
reduce red tape. Madam Speaker, | won’t deal with
these promises, but | will compare statements from
these two news releases two weeks apart.

One statement on the 19th of February says: It is
estimated that small businesses in Manitoba employ
over 150,000 people and are responsible for half the
jobs created.” Two weeks later, the Premier noted that
small business in Manitoba provides employment for
150,000 people, and small businesses are now creating
nearly two-thirds of all the new jobs. So in two weeks,
small business went from creating half the jobs to
creating two-thirds of the jobs in Manitoba. Now,
Madam Speaker, that’s credibility.

You know, we talked earlier on Friday about the same
credibility of a Premier who issued a news release in
Thompson during the election campaign that said that
they had entered into $4.3 billion worth of sales
agreements with six U.S. utilities. It didn’t say that they
were going to enter into or they were thinking of
entering, that they had entered into $4.3 billion worth.
He repeated that in the Throne Speech last year, that
they had entered into all of these agreements with six
American utilities to sell $4.3 billion worth of energy
and nothing, absolutely nothing, has been announced
or transpired.

Madam Speaker, not only are his statements not
factual, theyre dishonest and theyre deceptive and

they're filled with false promises. Madam Speaker, as
a result of these news releases and these statements
by the Premier, | understand that the Oxford Dictionary
is changing the spelling of the word for “lie detector.”
Now it’s going to be spelled, ‘‘P-A-W-L-E-Y-G-R-A-P-
H.” That's what'’s going to happen.

Madam Speaker, further, when | look at these news
releases, | am beginning to think that the only statement
you can really believe in these news releases is the one
at the end that says: ‘“For further information, contact
Michael Balagus.”

This Throne Speech does not provide any incentive
or any encouragement for economic growth, either for
large enterprise or for small business. The only promise
of jobs is the short-term jobs at Limestone, and it totally
ignores the jobs that we've lost during the past year:
800 jobs at Canada Packers but this government
doesn’t care; 100 jobs at Canadian Indemnity; 60 at
Richardson Greenshields.

Two hundred are going to disappear at Canadian
Pacific. They met with the Premier about this, and the
Premier obviously hasn’t said very much about that.
They’re moving out much of their management function,
but he’s not saying anything.

We lost 75 at Rayovac. We lost jobs because of moves
of head offices. We lost jobs because of Canadian
Rogers Western closing down or Marshall Wells
transferring functions to Edmonton or the Hudson’s
Bay Company transferring functions to Toronto or Inter-
City Gas transferring functions to Toronto or Monarch
Life moving their head office or Citadel Life or Canadian
Indemnity or Tan Jay, all of those people.

Madam Speaker, we have lost major opportunities.
Pratt and Whitney, 1,000 jobs involved there, this
government couldn’t attract them because of their
labour laws, their payroll tax and their business
disincentives, their negative climate to business.

What'’s going to happen about United Technologies,
Madam Speaker? We haven’t heard anything more,
although last November it was said that they were
interested in locating in Canada and they were
considering Manitoba. It's our payroll tax; it’'s our
skyrocketing Workers Compensation rates; it's our
negative business climate. That’s what is limiting our
economic opportunities in Manitoba and nothing else.

Madam Speaker, it goes throughout this province.
You know, when | did a tour of Northern Manitoba and
| visited with a number of the mining companies - and
many of the members here are familar with them - with
Inco with HBM and S, with all of those Northern mining
companies, they told me, Sherritt Gordon, all of them
told me about the fact that they were having great
difficulty in competing on the world market because
world prices were dropping of our base metals.
Competition from Third World countries, and they had
to compete with them despite the fact that this
government was burdening them with addition after
addition on their payrolls. They told me at Inco, for
instance, that during the period 1981 till 1984, a very
short period of time, the impositions on their payroll
that were put on as a result of government levies
changed dramatically.

In 1981, four items: UIC, CPP, Workers Compensation
and the payroll tax - and let's acknowledge there wasn’t
a payroll tax in 1981, but there was the next time I'll
refer to - but those four items would have represented
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were afraid of the Premier. They were afraid of the
Premier and so that’s why our gasoline prices dropped.
Well, I'll tell you how frightened they were of this Premier.
They were so frightened that they dropped gasoline
prices right across the country, not just in Manitoba.
They were so frightened, in fact, it had such an explosive
effect, that promise that he made on the oil companies,
that it was like an A-bomb. You know how it is, where
the explosive effect, the damage is greater a little bit
farther away from the point of impact. Well, you guessed
it. Gas prices dropped more in Saskatchewan and
Ontario than they did in Manitoba.

Madam Speaker, the final irony of this all is the
November front page news story that said that Manitoba
now has the second highest retail gasoline prices in
the country. So much for that promise, Madam Speaker.
| would hope that the government will have more
success in fulfilling its promise to lower natural gas
prices than it did in its promise to lower gasoline prices.
Because if the government is looking for something to
begin with, it can remove its own tax on pipelines in
Manitoba. That will be one way of starting that process.
That will be one tangible way of reducing natural gas
prices in Manitoba. Remove that tax that was imposed
in the last Budget that has resulted in Manitobans
paying higher natural gas prices than anywhere else
in the country. At least do that because it's within your
control, it's within your jurisdiction so that Manitoba
consumers and our citizens can receive the same pricing
benefits that other provinces receive.

The Throne Speech reminds me of a saying that |
once heard. Fool me once, shame on you; fool me
twice, shame on me. This government may have fooled
the people in the election with their promises, but
Manitobans won’t be fooled again.

Madam Speaker, the government’s highly paid word
merchants would have you believe that there is a caring
government in this province, one that aids the needy
and protects the defenceless. The truth is somewhat
different.

In the 1986 election campaign, the NDP announced
their Families in Crisis Program. They promised at that
time to address the real problems that affect the most
vulnerable members of our society. They repeated that
promise in last year's Throne Speech and I'll quote:
““Measures will be introduced to combat the growing
incidence of the abuse of vulnerable persons in our
society.”” The NDP promised action.

Instead, we witnessed the collapse of the child welfare
system with abused children being returned to the
abusive environment three, four and even up to seven
times. They claimed that their programs would be aimed
particularly at the elderly, and now, a year later, they
offer a White Paper, a White Paper to initiate a
consultation process. If there really is a problem - and
we on this side believe there is because last year, in
fact, two years ago, in 1985, | brought in a Private
Member’s Resolution on elderly abuse - yet, we have
had a promise, we have had a Throne Speech
commitment and we have had an offer to initiate a
consultation process and perhaps maybe even a White
Paper. That is what they believe should be done with
respect to a very serious problem of elderly abuse.
How long, | ask, must the victims continue to suffer
before this government will act on its words?

The government has given us many fine phrases on
health care. Here’'s an interesting one, when you

compare Throne Speeches and commitments of this
administration. Last year, the government claimed, and
| quote, “Manitoba enjoys among the best quality health
care system in North America.”

If you can believe it, this year the Throne Speech
says, ‘‘Manitoba’s health care system is among the
finest in the world.” So in one year we've gone from
the best in North America to the finest in the world.
Interesting, Madam Speaker. I'm sure that Manitobans
are going to rest easy tonight when they hear that from
the Throne Speech, because all they've seen is that
our medical school at the university is losing one
speciality after another, forcing the most gifted of our
medical students out of the province.

All they've seen is they've closed the obstetrics ward
at Seven Oaks and Concordia. All they’ve seen is, last
summer, 29 beds being closed at Brandon General
Hospital. All they’ve seen is large numbers of people,
ever increasing, going to the United States for CAT
scans and special diagnostic treatment. All they’ve seen
is a government that has threatened it will not pick up
the operating deficits of our urban hospitals, a
commitment to further cutbacks in services by the
Minister of Health and people lying in stretchers in the
halls at Misericordia Hospital. That's what they’ve seen,
and yet this government says, ‘“We’ve gone from the
best medical care in North America to the best in the
world in one year.”

Madam Speaker, the Throne Speech says one thing
and does another. Let’'s take day care now as an
example. The Throne Speech offers empty phrases of
self-congratulation and the government repeats what
it believes to be past glories and accomplishments.
They shift away any responsibility now for leadership
in new initiatives to the Federal Government, just as
they're doing in agriculture, just as they’re doing in tax
reform, just as they're doing in the Northern
Development Agreement, Special ARDA and everything
else. It's now the Federal Government’s responsibility.

Madam Speaker, during the election campaign, this
government promised Manitobans 4,000 new day care
spaces over four years. The Throne Speech makes no
mention of that commitment, yet last year it said, ‘“My
Ministers are committed to both an increase in day
care spaces in the current year and a medium term
plan for orderly expansion over a four-year period.”
Why did the government not congratulate itself on all
of the new day care spaces it created last year? Is it
because there hasn’t been much growth?

More importantly, where’s the plan that you promised
in last year’s Throne Speech and you promised in the
election campaign? Where is the plan? | don’t think
we can believe any commitment that this government
makes.

Nowhere in the Throne Speech does the
government’s failure to exert its leadership or to develop
a plan and set objectives for the good of all Manitobans
become more apparent than in its weak attempt to
address the needs of the North.

| mentioned earlier some of the things about the
government’s abysmal job creation record in the North.
Is Limestone the only thing that we can offer the people
of the North, repeating that it is carrying on and it’s
responsible for 1,400 jobs - many of them, | might say,
not being filled by Northerners. Is this short-term job
creative? Because as much, Madam Speaker, as we
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spending. Their priorities are not in Economic
Development, Madam Speaker. In fact, outside of debt
service, the only major category of spending that this
NDP administration has seen fit to give a larger share
of the fiscal pie is that of administration, which has
risen from 14 percent to 17 percent. That is astounding,
Madam Speaker. It’s astounding. In the first term of
this NDP Government, the only areas of priority, growth
and expenditure were debt service costs and
administration. All other areas, including health,
education and social spending, have received a reduced
share of the provincial pie. So again, what they say
and what they do are two different things.

Madam Speaker, although | believe that the Throne
Speech has ignored many of the real priorities of
Manitobans and has neglected the need to address
the serious concerns | spoke about, there are a few
glimmers of hope in this Throne Speech, and | stress
that they are a few glimmers of hope. There is, for
instance, a commitment to introduce a new Mental
Health Act and to enhance community mental health
services. These are areas that have been the subject
of public discussion, study and debate for many years.
Each and every study, whether it be the Pascoe Report
or many others that this government has commissioned,
have pointed out to the urgent need to improve our
support systems for the mentally ill and the emotionally
troubled people within our society.

Last week, with the tragic death of our former
colleague, Russell Doern, it highlighted a topic that isn’t
often talked about - suicide. Although many of us were
forced to do some soul searching about the stressful
environment in which we live, and the need to be able
to share our problems with family and friends, and to
seek counselling for the problems and anxieties that
we may have, the fact is that that suicide was only a
major topic of public discussion because of his status
as a very high profile public figure, and tragically there
have been increasing numbers of suicides in our society
in Manitoba for quite some time.

In fact, there was a news commentary just last week
that said last year one person in Manitoba committed
suicide every 36 hours. These were teenagers who
carefully planned their suicides. These were lonely, old
people. They were depressed housewives; they were
overwrought businessmen. Two hundred and five
Manitobans committed suicide in 1986. So, Madam
Speaker, there are serious problems to do with mental
illness in Manitoba. There are serious concerns to do
with the emotional well-being of people in Manitoba.
| would hope, Madam Speaker, that this government’s
actions will address the concerns and the needs in this
area.

As well, the Throne Speech promises a new
environment act, and I'm certain that my colleagues
and |, along with most Manitobans, would welcome an
act which serves to protect our environment against
pollution, which ensures that we, as a society, set the
highest standards necessary for the long-term quality
of our air, of our water, of our land in Manitoba. But
the White Paper which was circulated last year by the
Minister had great weaknesses and, in fact, it raised
major concerns among environmentalists, among
wildlife groups and among farmers, to name but a few.

We’'ll be watching with interest to see whether or not
the government still intends to give great powers to
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the bureaucracy to decide what matters require an
environmental impact assessment for instance. We'll
be concerned to see whether this government intends
to harass farmers who require chemicals for the effective
management of their resources, while at the same time
allowing a major project like Limestone to be proceeded
with without an environmental impact assessment.

I've said, Madam Speaker, that we must ensure that
we treat our environment as though we have borrowed
it from our children rather than inheriting it from our
parents. So | think all of us believe that we have to
set goals and safeguards to protect our environment;
but | believe that those goals and safeguards ought to
be set by the politicians and not by the bureaucrats.

Madam Speaker, the Throne Speech refers to
amendments to The City of Winnipeg Act, and again,
after many, many opportunities for public review, the
Cherniack Commission, with a very extensive input from
the public, an opportunity to hold public meetings
throughout this city.

Now we have a White Paper in response to the
Cherniack report, but we would hope that somewhere
on the horizon there is a commitment to act on
amendments to The City of Winnipeg Act because the
city is a dynamic and a changing entity. It should have
an act that reflects its changing needs in the
environment in which it exists. It should have more
control over land use in the planning process, and it
should have more opportunity to choose the priorities
of its fiscal affairs, Madam Speaker.

We believe in all of these needs on behalf of the
people of the City of Winnipeg; but | fail to understand,
Madam Speaker, why the Minister could not take the
Cherniack Report and utilize that as the basis for
proceeding. It's had plenty of public input. Why does
he have to take the further step of a White Paper to
now cushion that process and to now get some of his
own ideas in? Why does he have to reject, for instance,
the consensus view of the vast majority of Winnipeggers
and the Cherniack Commission that we could have a
smaller size of city council? That's been talked about
and talked about and talked about, ever since the NDP
brought in The City of Winnipeg Act in 1971, that we
could have a smaller city council and still provide
effective governance to the people of this city. Many
other North American cities with larger populations are
governed by smaller city councils.

Madam Speaker, there are references to changes in
The Crop Insurance Act. | know that my colleague, the
Member for Arthur, | know that my colleague, the
Member for Virden, and other colleagues have spoken
about the need for changes to The Crop Insurance Act.
We don’t know what is proposed in this Throne Speech,
but we hope that it is something positive; that it is
something in keeping with the needs of farmers; that
it's something that goes along with the suggestions
that have been made to the government in the past
and not some other funny idea of this Minister of
Agriculture that doesn’t address the real needs of our
farmers. There are many other acts that are just a line
on a sheet of paper, Madam Speaker, and we’ll await
the introduction of specific proposals before we pass
judgment on them.

Madam Speaker, this Throne Speech was an
opportunity to send a clear message to Manitobans,
to investors, to potential entrepreneurs, that our
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people of this province demand something from an
Opposition that makes a claim that they want to be
government and have the capacity, ability and
wherewithal to govern. They ask the simple question,
what would you do. The response they're getting is,
we would complain about what they're doing. That is
not an adequate response.

My advice to the Honourable Leader of the
Opposition, if he wishes to stay Honourable Leader of
the Opposition - and | see there are already some people
on that side of the House who are sort of looking at
him a little cross-eyed sometimes and maybe with a
little lust in their souls a la Jimmy Carter - that he
should stop fedbashing. Stop blaming the Federal
Government for the drawbacks and the shortcomings
of his own leadership and what is happening on the
benches on the other side of the House. The fact is,
clean your own act up, provide some leadership. So
if you don't like the things this government is doing,
if you don't like the fact that we are emphasizing jobs
and protecting services, what would you do instead?
What kind of initiatives to tax the imagination of the
people of Manitoba would the Leader of the Opposition
provide?

Well, that speech didn’t give me anything. If it didn't
excite me - and | was listening much more carefully
probably than the average Manitoban - it's sure not
going to excite the average Manitoban that he expresses
so much concern about.

The fact is - | say again - it’s like a dog standing on
its hind legs. He doesn’t do it very well, but you're
amazed that he can do it at all. Here we go again. He
should be careful, because I'd like to see him remain
leader. | think he’s a very nice fellow. | think he’s trying
very hard to do a very good job. | wish he would do
the job a little better and do more than just criticize,
but propose alternatives that we can debate on the
real issues facing the people of this province.

Let me point out one of the real issues which was
noticeably absent from his speech, noticeably absent,
which is probably one of the major issues facing
everybody in this country, and certainly identified as
the major issue for Canada by the Mulroney
Government in Ottawa. That is free trade. Free trade,
| heard not word one. He talks about disincentives to
business; he talks about the payroll tax. | didn't notice
it being a disincentive to Bombardier to getting the
CF-18 contract. The payroll tax in Quebec, | understand,
is 3 percent. Bombardier still got the CF-18 contract.
| saw no problem. | don’t see it as a disincentive for
Mulroney to put a prison in his own constituency, where
he can keep some of his Cabinet colleagues once the
hearings are through.

| would suggest that, on free trade, | would like to
quote from the Free Press, which was this Saturday.
This is William Loewen, chairman of a Winnipeg payroll
services firm, told the Winnipeg Chamber of Commerce:
“If free trade grain traffic could shift from an east-west
route to a north- south pattern, the resuli for Winnipeg
would be disastrous. Obviously, our importance as a
rail centre would disappear.”

If agricultural marketing boards were to be
dismantled, Winnipeg would lose importance in a large
number of jobs. Manitoba service industries would be
damaged if Canada negotiates a free trade industry.

He singled out the transportation industry as one
important example, as I’'m sure members opposite are

aware. Of the fifteen major trucking firms in Canada,
nine are in Winnipeg and those nine are all at risk under
the free trade proposals of opening the board. Did |
hear one word from the Honourable Leader of the
Opposition? | did not. Did | hear him refer to this issue?
No, he did not. Did | hear him do anything and use
fools, crass, out of control, chaos? He talked doom
and gloom. | thought | was listening to Oral Roberts
on his death watch.

What | was really listening to was the Leader of the
Opposition who is not really doing his job. | am
suggesting if he wants to remain as Leader of the
Opposition, he'd start doing his job, because | think
he’s got a role to play. | believe the Opposition has a
very distinct role to play and that is to propose
alternatives to government policy. | don’t see that
happening and neither does the public. If he thinks it's
because of the spillover from the Federal Government
which is creating his problems, he should look at the
problems he’s creating for himself and not proposing
alternatives to catch the imagination of Manitobans.

Just to constantly say, Throne Speech after Throne
Speech reply, that you guys are bad, you're wrong,
you're imcompetent, you're fools, you're not this, you're
not doing this, youre doing that, you're evil, you're
bad, you're awful, you're the devil incarnate. Well, you
know the public knows that we're not; they just elected
us about six months ago. The public knows that we
are responsible people trying to protect jobs and protect
the livelihoods of Manitoba and the industries of
Manitoba.

Now, if you think we are not doing that and if the
Leader of the Opposition thinks we're not doing that,
| suggest he’s wrong. If he thinks that we are incorrect
in the way we're going about it, he may be correct;
but it's his obligation to tell the people of this province
how we are incorrect and what he would do instead.
He does not do that and you do not do that and the
people of this province recognize that.

(Madam Speaker in the Chair.)

| will go back to some of the other comments he
made. Doing a little homework might not hurt. Now,
I’'m not an expert, but he made the comment that
farmers pay taxes on homes like city folk. Well, that
was not my understanding. It is not the understanding,
| think, of the Minister of Municipal Affairs and | would
suggest somebody should double-check on that
because my understanding - maybe | should check
with some of my rural friends - is farmers do not pay
taxes on their homes like city folk. Now, for him to
make a statement like that, | too have sympathy with
the plight of the farmers. | do not think that one should
mislead the people of this province and the city people
of this province to say that the farmers pay taxes just
like city folk when they don't.

| also think that the Member for Morris should sit
down with him and explain a little economics about
the job creation loss or the problems with giving money
to private industry versus giving money in a tax to
government.

| would also suggest another little factor he seems
to have missed. He’s talking about the problems in the
North and he talked about the horrible record of this
government. One of the things he said about the horrible
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having to raise money for basic services such as higher
education and health. That's a reality.

When | sit here as a Manitoban and look at $45.5
million given to Versatile, to Ford Motor Company, who
made $3.3 billion and said we didn’t need the money
anyhow, | see my friends in the university coming to
me and saying we don’t have enough money to function,
and | see people in the health care field who are
concerned about the health care field, like the Minister
of Health, saying, my God, what are we going to do
to be able to protect the health care of the people of
this province?

We’'re not going to do what they do in Alberta; we're
not going to do what they do in Ontario or B.C. We're
not going to charge fees. We're not going to put
deterrent fees in but - my God! - we've got to raise
the money some place. And why? One of the reasons,
and not the only reason, is to cut transfer payments.
We will get into this problem in the Budget.

One of the things | would like to mention about the
Budget is the Leader of the Opposition doesn’t like to
hear the fact that we do have the lowest or near the
lowest phone rates, hydro rates, insurance rates in this
country and probably in North America. He doesn’t
like that when it’'s said. It makes him uncomfortable.
Why does it make him uncomfortable? Because it
shouldn’t be true. It doesn’t give him enough reality
to criticize. It only allows him to use hyperbole rather
than fact. The fact is, for the Leader of the Opposition,
it doesn’t win the hearts and minds of the people when
it comes to an election.

Name calling, saying, incompetent, stupid, chaotic,
foolish, does not belie the fact that we have the lowest
phone rates with the increases. We have the lowest or
near the lowest auto insurance rates. Would he give it
back to the private sector? In 1977, when they formed
the government, | did not see them racing to privatize
MPIC. The public of this province told them, we like
our rates the way they are. We like having low rates.
We like having good coverage. We like having access.
We want to keep it. We like our hydro rates being cheap
and going to be cheaper.

If the harping and carping from the members opposite
turned into support, we might be able to effect more
sales. We might be able to promote hydro in this
province to be able to make the rates cheaper. Instead
of them constantly saying, we can't make money, it
won’'t work, why not get on board and stand up for
Manitoba? That's not that difficult.

| could go on and on and on, as the Leader of the
Opposition did, but | won't.

MR. E. CONNERY: Oh come on, Marty.

MR. M. DOLIN: My friend, the Member for Portage,
wishes me to go on. Actually, I'm getting hungry.

| think there will be many more specifics. | would
just like to close with this reminder. This Throne Speech
outlines - and instead of criticizing and nitpicking, if
the Leader of the Opposition and members opposite
wish to look at what the Throne Speech is all about,
| will translate for them, simultaneous translation into
the second official language which is English. | will
translate it. It means jobs and protecting the vital
services of the people of Manitoba. That’s what this
Throne Speech said.

56

Now the particulars of this Throne Speech, you're
not going to see legislation in the Throne Speech. You
know that. But what you are going to see is you are
going to see a plan, which you say you didn’t see. Let
me explain to you what the plan is. Maybe you missed
that too. The plan is to create jobs and to protect the
services of the people of Manitoba and to try and do
this without punishing people too severely in spite of
what our friends in Ottawa have done to us to try and
force us into a position to bear burdens heavier than
we are able to bear. We are going to do this responsibly.
We cannot, as a friend of mine would say, suck and
blow at the same time. We cannot cut the deficit and
hold services, but we are going to make that attempt.

The members, and | remember from the last Session,
the Honourable Member for Niakwa, who said: ‘‘But
we are Opposition, we can have it both ways at the
same time.”’ | suspect that the Leader of the Opposition
is a little - Harry can do it.

The Member for Lakeside can do anything, | am
convinced. | think the Leader of the Opposition should
be very pleased that the Member for Lakeside is not
covetous of his job, because the Member for Lakeside
probably can have it both ways at the same time. |
don’t know how, and we're working on it on this side
of the House to figure, how do we keep the deficit down
and keep the services, but we're working on it.

We need the Opposition’s help. We don’t need words
like chaos, foolish and all this. We need some
constructive criticism. We need some suggestions. How
do you spend, spend, spend, and then cut, cut, cut at
the same time? How do you do that? Well, | don’t know
how you do that. Our Minister of Finance doesn’t know
how you do that. If you do know how to do it, kindly
inform us. We're all ears and willing to listen, but stop
telling us you can do both at the same time.

| would suggest that the people of Manitoba are
getting tired of hearing you say that, and no longer
believe you. | would suggest that the poll taken on
March 18, 1986, which is the only poll that counts, the
people of Manitoba told you that they wanted us on
this side of the House and you on that side of the House
because they didn’t believe in those lovely papers of
40 pages long on the economy of the province and the
social services of the province that you could actually
do what you said you were going to do. That was to
cut the deficit and improve services at the same time
without telling them how you were going to do it.

MADAM SPEAKER: Will the honourable member
please address his remarks to the Chair?

MR. M. DOLIN: Oh, excuse me, Madam Speaker. |
was just looking that way.

Madam Speaker, in spite of the entreaties from the
Honourable Member for Portage that | should continue
speaking, | think at this point I'm getting hungry. I'm
sure honourable members are getting hungry. | think
| have made the point. | would like to repeat it for the
last time.

A word of advice from a neophyte who is no expert,
who is not an agriculturist - I'm probably not an expert
on anything - but | can reflect somehow the feelings
of my constituents, who are the largest constituency
in the province, who represent all walks of life. As a








