





















































Friday, 5 June, 1987

spoke about. That is the terms of reference for
considering a variation in population basis for a ward.
One of my concerns for a number of years, Madam
Speaker, has been that one of the terms of reference
should be some reference to imminent growth of a
particular area, and particularly here where we see that
the ward boundaries will only be changed once every
nine years. It seems eminently reasonable and logical
to me that the commission should have to consider at
least some imminent growth that'’s likely to take place
in an area. The Planning Department is well aware of
applications and how growth is going to take place.

It's my view there have been a number of wards in
the city that have had too high populations for a
considerable number of years, because there is no
consideration given to the growth that was taking place
in that ward. I'm sure the Minister and the members
of Council would like as much as possible to have an
equal number of residents in each ward. | think the
Minister should consider that factor, and perhaps
consider even an amendment, because | don’t think
these terms of reference adequately allow for imminent
future growth in a ward. So | would ask the Minister
to take that into consideration.

I'd ask a specific question. In an amendment on page
3, they refer to: ‘“‘Each ward of the city shall, as nearly
as is reasonably practicable, contain the same number
of residents.” The previous reference was to electors,
and | would ask him to - | think the change may be
made because that may be in keeping with the provincial
Boundaries Commission, but | would ask him to confirm
that.

One other reference in the act, Madam Speaker, with
respect to the responsibility to maintain boulevards,
it's the last amendment in this act, and refers to the
fact that the city is responsible for all boulevards in
the city: ‘““And it shall care for and maintain those
boulevards or cause those boulevards to be cared for
and maintained.”

Madam Speaker, this raises the argument, of course,
that has been going on in City Council for many, many
years, wherein you have the situation that the
boulevards in the inner city are maintained by the city
and, outside of the inner city, the residents maintain
their own boulevards. Once again, it is an inequitable
situation, it’s unjustifiable. | would have hoped that the
Minister may have considered something be done in
that regard because obviously, if one group of people
are looking after their boulevards, then the other group
of people should be looking after their own boulevards
too.

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Urban
Affairs to close debate.

HON. G. DOER: Thank you, Madam Speaker.

The specific issues raised by the Member for St.
Norbert in terms of the change from electors to
residents in each ward, we believe that is consistent
with The Municipal Act and The Electoral Divisions Act,
and would make it a consistent criteriafor the purposes
of this Boundary Commission.

In terms of the second issue that's been raised by
the Member for St. Norbert in terms of boulevards,

this is one of the more archaic parts of The City of
Winnipeg Act, that and dog licence fees and all these
other things, Madam Speaker, that eventually we want
to get out of the act and give the city enabling power
to deal with it and be accountable to the public on it.

There was a request basically to let the province in
a de facto way make the decisions on the boulevard
cutting, who’d get their boulevards cut and who
wouldn’t, by law. | recognize the dilemma of that. I'm
sure members opposite do. | don’t think this Legislature
should decide who gets their boulevards cut and who
doesn’t. | think City Council should decide that, and
City Council should be accountable for it.

So we have rejected this. This is one area we have
come up with that . . .

A MEMBER: Do you support boulevard cutting?

HON. G. DOER: Oh, absolutely! Everybody should have
their boulevard cut and, Madam Speaker . . .

A MEMBER: By the city?

HON. G. DOER: Well absolutely, Madam Speaker, but
we have allowed the city to decide that. As the Member
for Charleswood has pointed out numbers of times,
they’re an august body, elected by the public, with
complete ability to make those decisions.

So with that, Madam Speaker, | appreciate the
comments. | will review Hansard on the specific issues
raised, and | would like to close debate on Second
Reading.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

MADAM SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the
Honourable Minister of Labour, Bill No. 42, standing
in the name of the Honourable Member for St. Norbert.
(Stand)

On the proposed motion of the Honourable Minister
of Finance, Bill No. 43, standing in the name of the
Honourable Member for Morris. (Stand)

BILL NO. 44 - THE COAT OF ARMS,
FLORAL EMBLEM AND TARTAN ACT

MADAM SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the
Honourable Minister of Culture, Heritage and
Recreation, Bill No. 44, standing in the name of the
Honourable Member for Kirkfield Park.

The Honourable Member for Emerson.

MR. A. DRIEDGER: Madam Speaker, I'd like to take
this opportunity to just make a few comments on this
bill. By and large, it's a very simple bill.

MADAM SPEAKER: Is it the understanding that it
would remain in the name of the Honourable Member
for Kirkfield Park?

MR. A. DRIEDGER: Yes.

MADAM SPEAKER: Is that agreed? (Agreed)

MR. A. DRIEDGER: Madam Speaker, basically | don’t
think anybody can have an objection to this bill. It’s
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