












































Monday, 9 March, 1987

Thank you very much.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Transportation.

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Thank you, Mr. Deputy Speaker.
| take a great deal of pleasure and pride in joining
in the Throne Speech Debate on this occasion, Mr.
Deputy Speaker. | firstly want to take this opportunity
to mention a few people, | think, who deserve thanks
and compliments. | think it's true that very often
members of the Legislature can vent their frustrations
by standing up here for 40 minutes and berating the
Opposition or the Government, as the case may be,
and they get rid of a lot of their pent-up frustration.
You don't see that many nervous breakdowns and
difficulties in politicians, | think, because of the fact
that they can stand up here and give someone heck
in a very formal way with a 40-minute time frame. Not
that many people can get someone to listen to them
for 40 minutes, and vet their complaints and their
concerns. It's one way of doing that, that we have |
think that keeps sanity on this side, as the Member
for Roblin-Russell was hoping would exist and would
continue to prevail on this side of the House.

But | want to, before | stand up here and raise some
concerns with the Opposition, and talk about a few of
the programs and policies that we have put in place
for the people of Manitoba that | think have benefited
the people of Manitoba over the last number of years,
just extend my congratulations to the new Lieutenant-
Governor who has been appointed. | think he will be
a worthy representative of Her Majesty in Manitoba.

| also want to extend best wishes to the former
Lieutenant-Governor, Her Honour Pearl McGonigal, who
| believe served that office well. | had the opportunity
to act as her landlord, as Minister of Government
Services, for a number of years, and she took a great
deal of pride and interest in calling me her landlord
every time | saw her. But I'll tell you that | believe she
did an excellent job as Lieutenant-Governor in the
Province of Manitoba.

| also want to express some of these compliments
in a very sincere way. | noticed that the Member for
Brandon West decided to go and compliment a few
people at the beginning of his speech, but then | read
on and | came to the conclusion that he wasn’t very
sincere about what he was saying. He said - and it's
a selective quote - “The key to political success is
sincerity. Once you can learn to fake that, Madam
Speaker, you've got it made.” Now | think that the
Member for Brandon West, if he believes that he can
fake sincerity, then he’s not got the key to success,
Mr. Deputy Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Brandon
West raising a point of order. Would the member state
his point of order?

MR. J. McCRAE: Mr. Deputy Speaker, on a point of
order, the Minister of Highways has really flushed me
out, and he has shown the House what he means by
sincerity when he spoke about this definition of sincerity.
| wish he’d read the few lines before. |, in fact, insist
that he do that, Mr. Deputy Speaker.
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MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Disagreement about what's
been said is not a point of order.
The Minister of Highways.

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Deputy Speaker, the member
across the way was insulting this side of the House
and the New Democrats generally by saying that this
is our creed; that is, that we fake sincerity and that’'s
the key to our political success. Of course, | can see
clearly that the Member for Brandon West is definitely
on the wrong track insofar as his own personal political
success if he believes that is the case for any politician
in this House. Certainly sincerity is not something you
can fake.

So, when | give compliments to people in this room
and in this Chamber, Mr. Deputy Speaker, 'm saying
that with all sincerity. | want to compliment my
colleagues for the excellent work and job that they
have been doing, the Ministers in Cabinet, and the
backbenchers in caucus on this side of the House.

Particularly, | want to compliment our House Leader.
| think our House Leader has taken steps to restore
order and sanity as much as any can in this House.
It's not being done by himself. It is being done in
conjunction with the Opposition House Leader as well,
and | want to extend compliments to both of those
House Leaders, because | believe that they have
demonstrated cooperation can exist between the
parties. It's very important that they be recognized for
this work and that their leadership carry over into the
caucuses, to the other members in this House as we
move forward during this Session so that we can stick
to the issues, as the Member for St. Norbert is saying.
He’s a little bit embarrassed at the fact that he’s getting
so many compliments, but the fact is they are made
with sincerity. | really believe that he and the Member
for Churchill have been doing a great job as House
Leaders in this House.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, | want to just say though that
it is imperative on all of us, when we do stand up here
and vet our frustrations in our speeches and bring
forward our concerns and suggestions, that we do not
perpetrate misinformation on other members of this
House, and that we do not use misinformation and
partial truths in our questions in this House and in our
answers in this House, but that we accurately reflect
the facts to the best of our ability.

| think that point is being missed by members of the
Opposition in many instances in this House. They have
used selective information, misinformation in this House
on many occasions. | won’t go into the many examples
in their Throne Speeches, but | will mention a few that
they have brought forward insofar as their questions
in this House.

| guess one of the most blatant examples that I've
witnessed was the one personally brought forward to
my attention by the Member for Ste. Rose, coached
by the Member for Pembina, when he gave the
information to this House and left on the record that
the bridge north of Selkirk was now going to cost 50
percent more than the estimates, and that is $28 million.
That kind of misinformation ended up in the hands of
the Member for River East, who either heard it in caucus
or discussed it with the Member for Pembina, as he
lays his leadership plans in the Opposition caucus.
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led by the Member of Parliament for Dauphin-Swan
River, the same constituency that the Member for Ste.
Rose is in, and he has not raised that issue in this
House. He hasn’'t spoken out when his Member of
Parliament is leading the crusade to raise drug prices
for senior citizens and others by millions of dollars in
this province and country. He has sat on his hands; he
hasn’t done anything.

Now they say -(Interjection)- | seemed to hit a hornet’s
nest over there. The facts are . . .

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh!

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Right. Now this is honest. This is
the truth. The fact is what they are saying, Mr. Deputy
Speaker is that somehow there are going to be all kinds
of jobs created in Eastern Canada. All these jobs in
the chemical industries that are going to be created
in Eastern Canada. We're, in Manitoba and Western
Canada, supposed to pay for those mythical jobs that
might be created by their actions.

Is that fair? Is that something that we should all be
supporting in this province? That'’s like throwing in the
extra dollars for the CF-18 contract that it cost the
people of Canada so that jobs could be created in
Quebec. Is that something we should support? It's the
same thing. There is no reason why Manitobans
shouldn’t be speaking out vigorously, and Canadians
generally, against that kind of policy that the Federal
Government is putting in place.

Those members across the way, Mr. Deputy Speaker,
should be leading the assault on the Federal
Government with regard to that. They should be leading,
because they apparently have some kind of inroads
with their federal brothers and cousins in Ottawa. If
they will talk to them, if they will talk to this Opposition,
they should stand up and make their point known so
that they don’t go ahead blindly trying to stymie debate
on that issue at the hearings, and holding them in
Ottawa and making it difficult for people to make
representation to hear the facts with regard to that
issue.

Enough of that issue, but that is typical of the kind
of approach the Federal Government has taken towards
the patent issue, drugs, and certainly they have done
nothing with regard to farm chemicals. They could be
doing a substantial amount to reduce the input costs
for producers, and they have failed to do that, while
at the same time allowing the Wheat Board to continue
to announce lower and lower initial prices.

Now you know, Mr. Deputy Speaker, the situation in
Saskatchewan, as the members sometimes like to refer
to as ‘“the golden land at the end of the rainbow,”
should realize that in Saskatchewan things have gotten
very very bad. Mr. Lane, the Finance Minister for
Saskatchewan, recently was quoted as saying that the
deficit is triple - well, he didn't say that, but he was
quoted as saying that the deficit will hit 1.2 billion,
which is triple as a fact of what he had first announced.
For the year, ‘86-87, 1.2 billion in one year, three times
- and the members opposite talk about mismanagement
by a New Democratic Government - three times by a
Tory Government in Saskatchewan! What’s going on?
| thought they had the secret to success, to balanced
budgets and so on.
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(Madam Speaker in the Chair.)

But they’re going to take action there. He said he’s
not worried. Mr. Lane says he’s not worried even though
it's triple. He is going to take some action. He's going
to take some action on the backs of the average working
person in Saskatchewan.

Even Garth White of the Canadian Federation of
Independent Business was critical of Lane and the
administration. He said the government must take a
lot of the blame. “The fact is Saskatchewan'’s deficit
is out of control. We're on the brink of disaster.”” That
is Garth White of the Canadian Federation of
Independent Business. That's not a union leader in
Saskatchewan. That is Garth White of the Canadian
Federation of Independent Business. He says that the
Saskatchewan Government has failed miserably, but
they are going to take some action, not on the revenue
side -(Interjection)- well, the fact is that the members
opposite continually refer to Saskatchewan as the
golden land. That's how it's supposed to be done, but
look at the facts.

They are going to freeze wages there for two years,
they said. They are going to cut 2,000 jobs. They are
going to do all of those things that are going to hurt
average people in the Province of Saskatchewan. Now
that certainly isn’t what the people of Manitoba want
in this province, and it certainly isn’'t what they are
going to see when the Minister of Finance brings down
his Budget very shortly.

We don’t want to bash Saskatchewan and Alberta,
but the fact is it is those people opposite, Madam
Speaker, those Opposition members, who consistently
use Saskatchewan as the example that we should be
following in how Tories operate. So it's good to bring
out some of those facts.

The fact is, Manitoba is doing very well. You know
we can look at my own constituency a little bit, and |
would like to talk about the Dauphin constituency. The
fact is that, in 1981, when the Lyon Government was
ousted by the people of Manitoba after one term
because of ineptitude, because of acute protracted
restraint, because of a lack of sensitivity and because
of a lack of recognizing the importance of government’s
initiative in the economy, we had a situation in Dauphin
- | was on the town council at that time, and | recall
that there was very little hope. It was doom and gloom
for people in 1981.

There was difficulty getting any assistance for urban
and municipal infrastructure from the province. There
was no program whatsoever at that time, no assistance.
Well, they have the grant-in-aid that’s been in place
through the Highways Department, but nothing in
addition to that to help municipalities with special
projects that they might want to undertake. The whole
initiative was stifled at the local level. The hospitals
werefrozen for a couple of years. The Dauphin Hospital
was a victim and the planning process began again.

There were a number of other serious concerns that
were raised at that time. The Member for Sturgeon
Creek, | believe, was the Minister for Business
Development or something of that nature at that time,
and he had an audit of the Parkland Regional
Development Corporation for no reason whatsoever.
They were in very difficult straits, because of the
aspersions that that audit cast on their integrity. There
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was the recommendation and then the closing of Smith
Jackson School in the south end of Dauphin. There
was only talk about the Dauphin by-pass. There was
very little action on highways and roads. There was no
assistance for beef producers. It was very difficult at
that time in 1981.

But since that time, we have seen a complete
turnaround in the attitude and in the results in the
Dauphin constituency and throughout Manitoba, at least
in terms of the attitude of people towards the future.
Even with the difficult financial crisis in agriculture at
this time, the global difficulties and national difficulties
faced by rural people, there is still more hope by them,
and more results to look at with pride than they had
in the four years while the Lyon Government was in
office in this province.

So we've seen results. We've seen Main Street
Manitoba in places like Dauphin and Winnipegosis.
We've seen help and assistance for bridges for rural
municipalities. We have seen assistance for the arenas
and recreational facililties that enhance the quality of
life in rural areas. We've seen progress and development
in health care on health care projects, on capital
projects, on new schools for the communities in that
area, Madam Speaker. We have seen the results all
around and the people responded positively last March
18 because of that.

They did not, Madam Speaker, elect this government
under false pretences. They elected - as the Member
for Roblin-Russell just said in his speech, that is not
why they elected this government. They re-elected this
government because of the results and the example
that we demonstrated over the first four years of our
government, the fact that we would work for the people
of Manitoba. That is why they re-elected this
government, not on the basis of promises, Madam
Speaker.

And we will continue, Madam Speaker, to work for
the people of this province right across the province
even in all of the - despite the inept representation by
members across the way, even despite their lack of
understanding of the issues, we will get results for their
constituencies. We will get results. We will work for the
people in the Member for Emerson’s constituency and
we will work for the Member for Ste. Rose and the
Member for Portage la Prairie, despite the fact that he
is not encouraging us in a positive way to do so. We
will still do that, Madam Speaker.

And | can assure -(Interjection)- well, the Member
for Brandon West will also be able to take some pride
in the results of this government because everyone
benefits from good government in the whole province.
And | want those members to know, opposite, that is
my intent that | would only hope that they will endeavour
to bring forward the facts.

| want to compliment the new critic for Highways -
he’s just been named to that post - and | want to let
him know that | want to wish him well and to hope that
he can stay in that office for many years in the future
and bring forward good suggestions and constructive
suggestions in the highways and transportation area
that the government can act upon. But surely, it is
incumbent upon him to not continue on the wrong foot
that he started with here last week when he asked his
first questions about highways and transportation in
this province.
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Let me just mention - the fact is that | have clearly
stated in this House that the North of Selkirk Bridge
was located there for reasons that are a matter of
record. The fact is that the R.M. of St. Clements, the
R.M. of St. Andrews, the Town of Selkirk, the Selkirk
and District Chamber of Commerce, the Selkirk and
District Planning Board, all of those organizations asked
us to put the bridge in a north of Selkirk location. We
do not ignore the positions.

The Member for Emerson wants something south of
Winnipeg. He thinks that’'s the only place where you
can put anything that’s worthwhile perhaps. The fact
is that there are constituencies that are underserviced
over the years in this province, and we have to recognize
their needs too. So when local governments, local
planning boards and local Chambers of Commerce put
forward their views, we do not ignore those views. We
take them into consideration in making our decisions,
and that's what was done there.

Let me say that there was ample consideration for
the future traffic counts for that area. There was
consideration for the need for a future bridge south
of Selkirk, as well, sometime in the future. There was
also a recognition that the Federal Government has a
responsibility south of Selkirk, because they have the
Lockport Bridge and it's a federally-operated facility.

The fact is that, sometime in the future, they’re going
to want to close that dam up in terms of bridge, and
they will want to come forward at that time, hopefully,
and ask for the province to construct a bridge and be
offering to put in some sufficient monies to share in
that cost. However, if we were to build a new bridge
south of Selkirk at this time without having that kind
of proposal from the Federal Government, surely we
would have had to pay the whole thing and the Federal
Government simply could have shut down the Lockport
Bridge with no problem, no implication for future.

Now that is a serious consideration. We now have
an additional bridge in that location. Yes, the costs
escalated from the original estimate, and you know
why they did? Because the original estimate was for
a bridge with a 32-foot clearance, similar to the North
Perimeter. You see, the engineers based it on that bridge
that was there at the North Perimeter. They did not
realize that there were other considerations at the time
they gave the initial design and the initial cost estimate.
But they found out soon that there were other
considerations, that there was recreation in that area.
There was a federal dredge, if you had a 50-foot mast
on it, and they had to accommodate those other
considerations. Naturally, the cost of the bridge went
up significantly after that time. Of course, the initial
decisions that were made as to go or not to go on the
bridge were based on a lower estimate, which is
unfortunate that happened. But the fact is the bridge
is still warranted and justifiable in that area of the
province.

Madam Speaker, | want to just speak a little bit about
deregulation, an issue that faces this province,
particularly in transportation, and one that | am very
much interested in at this particular time as the Minister
of Highways and Transportation. | would hope that the
members opposite would do everything they can to
assist this government in putting forward forcefully the
views of Manitobans with regard to deregulation in this
province, because it is going to take a gigantic effort
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to in any way influence further the Federal Government’s
plans with regard to particularly trucking and rail
deregulation in this country. Manitoba'’s voice is a small
voice insofar as all of Canada is concerned. We do not
have the clout, as we have seen demonstrated in many,
many different situations with regard to such issues as
CF-18, that other provinces have in our Confederation.
So we have to band together when a serious issue
comes forward, and we have to put forward one strong
united voice. | believe we have the makings of that
kind of consensus in the province.

We have the trucking industry, who is speaking out
very strongly against the all or nothing kind of approach
that the Federal Government is taking in deregulation
and the fact that they wish to move so quickly that
there is not a transition period, without first
understanding the implications of their actions and then
moving forward in a considerate and prudent way. So
the trucking industry is very concerned about what is
happening, and labour is very concerned about what
is happening because, Madam Speaker, the experience
of the United States would show that hundreds of
thousands of jobs were lost in transportation when
deregulation occurred. So they have reason to be
concerned that there is consolidation.

Rather than more competition, what ultimately takes
placeis a consolidation of the transportation companies
that are serving. Therefore, you come closer to
monopoly situations, rather than competitive situations.
Before that, during a transition period, you have
hypercompetition, which is destructive competition
because it leads to taking short cuts. We've seen it in
air, in rail and in trucking in many parts of the United
States and in Canada as well, particularly in the last
few years. So they wanted to take short cuts, and safety
then is sacrificed in many circumstances. We can't let
that happen in Canada.

We have also to be very, very careful in Canada that
the Americans are not in a position to take over and
dominate our transportation sector, and they will be
able to do that unless we have some safeguards in
place. Yet the Federal Government, in its interest and
desire to facilitate and expedite a fair trade agreement
to somehow rescue the Prime Minister, he hopes that
somehow this is going to catch on with the public of
Canada, and it hasn’'t done that yet.

I just saw a recent poll this morning. It says the same
number of people are skeptical about free trade
initiatives as were five months ago; nothing has
changed. So that is a grave failure on the part of the
Federal Government, but they are trying to move
forward. They haven't even put transportation on the
table. They've already taken it off and given in to the
Americans insofar as transportation is concerned.
They're not even going to talk about it at all. They're
just going to say to the Americans, we will do whatever
you want in transportation. We will completely
deregulate, yes. | have come forward and said, let us
at least make an effort to negotiate an agreement for
transportation in all modes, but particularlyin trucking.

The fact is that the Minister of Transport has ignored
those requests from many different sectors up to this
time. So we don’t even see transportation on the table.
We see that already pulled off the table.

What we need is an agreement that will recognize
certain thresholds of control of the transportation sector
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that would be acceptable under the agreement. Perhaps
transporter trucking between Canada and the United
States could be 50-50 or 30-70; 30 by Canadians, 70
by Americans controlled. If it went over that, they would
recognize our right to control and regulate if there was
a threshold that was broken. But they haven’t got any
thresholds, and they don’t have a dispute mechanism
that would be put in place to resolve disputes in the
event that there will be disputes. There will be disputes.
There is no doubt about it, once all of the safeguards
are taken out of place that are in place now to protect
the Canadian industry.

So we're going to have a rather chaotic situation, |
believe, in transportation in the next number of years,
and | think the risk is there that Manitoba and Canada
could lose a great deal in terms of control of the
transportation sector. By losing that, we will lose jobs,
Canadian jobs, Manitoba jobs, and we will also lose
the ability to mobilize, Madam Speaker, the
transportation sector whenand if it is required in terms
of national emergencies.

The fact is, if it is controlled by the Americans, they
are going to say that the transportation sector in their
country is a top priority if there is ever a national
emergency and we will rate second fiddle here in
Canada. We can't allow that to happen. That is just a
basic requirement, | believe, of the future of
transportation in Canada. We have to have some
protection. It is not the voice of labour speaking; it is
not the voice of the trucking industry speaking; it is
not the voice of the shipping community speaking. It
is all of those voices speaking, Madam Speaker. They
are all concerned about this and they have said that
in Manitoba. We need the support of the Opposition
as well in this issue so that we can go forward with a
strong voice and influence the Federal Government in
what they are doing in the transportation sector, so
that safety will not be impacted negatively and jobs
for Canadians are not impacted negatively.

That is our goal. That is simply our goal. We are not
saying no to change. As a matter of fact, the Transport
Board in Manitoba has probably done as much with
regard to revitalizing the transportation sector by
reregulating, by streamlining regulations in this province
over the last number of years. So we are trying to make
the system work to update the system, Madam Speaker.

Let me just say in closing, Madam Speaker, that in
the months and years ahead, our government will work
to preserve and create jobs in this province, to preserve
our health care systems and our social services that
Manitobans have come to depend on and have come
to appreciate and have a right to in this province. We
will preserve those kinds of services. We are not going
to undercut those kinds of services that Manitobans
need for all people in this province, and | hope that
the members of the Opposition will work with us toward
that goal so that we can have a better place for
Manitobans to live, to work and to raise a family here
in Manitoba.

Thank you, Madam Speaker.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Lakeside.

MR. H. ENNS: Madam Speaker, lest | gave anyone
the impression that | was so engrossed with the last
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