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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA 

Thursday, August 1 1 ,  1 988. 

The House met at 1:30 p.m. 

PRAYERS 

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS 
AND TABLING OF REPORTS 

Hon. Albert D riedger (Minister of Highways and 
Transportation): l t  g ives me pleasure to present the 
Annual Report of G overnment Services for the year 
1 986-87.  

Hon. Jack Penner (Minister of Natural Resources): 
lt gives me great pleasure to table in  the House the 
Five-Year Report To The Legislature On Wildl ife. 

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD 

Port of Churchill 
Grain Shipments 

Mrs. Sharon Carstairs (leader of the Opposition): 
Man itobans are reeling today from two announcements: 
o n e  federal  a n d  o n e  p rovi n c i a l .  M r. M ayer 's  
announcement that grain was un l ikely to be shipped 
through Churchi l l  in 1 988 was quickly fol lowed by the 
threat of hikes to hydro rates by as much as 30 percent. 
My question is to the Premier (Mr. Fi lmon).  In  his 
d iscussions with the M i nister on Tuesday evening and 
in  the M i nister of Transport's (Mr. Albert Driedger) 
d iscussions today, d i d  the federal M in ister responsible 
for the Canadian Wheat Board give his reasons for his 
unwi l l ingness to aid i n  the pl ight of this port in his 
native province? 

Hon. Gary Filmon (Premier): Mr. Speaker, I d id not 
have any d iscuss ions  w i th  M r. M ayer o n  Tuesday 
evening.  

Mrs.  Carstairs: That comes as some surprise when 
he said yesterday in the House he had meetings with 
the Min ister. 

Mr. Filmon: On a point of order, the Leader of the 
Opposition (Mrs.  Carstairs) continues to m isrepresent 
statements t h at are bei n g  made.  If she w i l l  read 
Hansard , she wi l l  see that the Prime Min ister and I met 
two weeks ago to set u p  a min isterial committee in 
which three M i nisters from the federal Govern ment and 
three M i nisters from the provincial Government would 
meet. They d id  so on Tuesday evening.  That is what 
I said in Question Period yesterday. She had better get 
her facts straight 

Mr. Speaker: The Honourable First M in ister d oes not 
have a point of order. The H onourable Leader of the 
Opposition .  

Mrs.  Carstairs: Did the M i nister explain to the Premier 
(Mr. Fi lmon) how the port wil l be viable next year or 
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has he explained to any Mem ber of his Cabinet how 
the Port of Church i l l  wi l l  be viable next year following 
a d rought when this year the Wheat Board wi l l  not put 
shipments through the Port of Churchi l l?  

Mr. Filmon: I am not certain whether he put those 
arguments to any other Min ister in my admin istration. 
Perhaps she could ask that of another Min ister. 

Mrs. Carstairs: The First M in ister has said in the past, 
in fact a short period of t ime ago, Apri l  23, that when 
he talked his federal Leader l istens. 

Can the First M inister (Mr. Fi lmon) explain why his 
federal counterparts are profoundly deaf on the viabi l ity 
of the Port of Churchi l l?  

Mr. Filmon: The federal Government has indicated very 
recently their support for the Port of Churchi l l .  They 
continue to put money into the operation of the port , 
into the u pgrad ing of the dust collection faci l ity, into 
the modernizing of various faci l it ies there. There has 
been a change to electrical energy from propane and 
gas. They have done al l  of those things to make further 
i nvestments into the Port of ChurchilL All of those things 
are commitments from the federal Govern ment to 
ensure that they will continue to support the Port of 
Churchi lL 

I h ave gone o n  the record  as say i n g  t h at my 
Government and I w i l l  d o  everything possible to support 
the Port of Churchi l l  to  see that it remains viable and 
to see that it is in  a posit ion to ship grain and whatever 
other products that can be shipped through that port . 

My M in isters have talked about -( I nterjection)- the 
Member for St. James (Mr. Edwards) l ikes to interject 
and he gets very excited and has much to say. What 
he says on the record is not worth l isten ing to for the 
m ost part , what he says off the record is even worse. 

Mr. Speaker: Order, p lease. The Honourable Leader 
of  the Opposition d id  ask a very important q uestion 
as far as I was concerned and the H onourable First 
M i n is ter  was atte m p t i n g  to an swer it. I w ish a l l  
H onourable Members would contain themselves. 

The Honourable First M in ister. 

Mr. Filmon: M r. Speaker, in addition to our commitment 
to ensure that that port is used, to do everything that 
was with i n  our power to see that that port is used , my 
M i n isters have been working about doing other things 
to  support the town of Churchi l l ,  to ensure that Churchi l l  
remains a viable entity as a community in  Manitoba. 

They have been talking about other areas of economic 
d evelopment, of other areas of uti l izing that entire area 
i n  a resource sense for Manitoba's best interests and 
for the long-term viability of the community. We continue 
t o  work to support the community of Church i l l  and do 
everything in our power to ensure that it remains viable. 
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* ( 1 335) 

Man. Hydro Reserves 

Mrs. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Opposition): 
My q uest ion is  to  the Min ister of Energy ( M r. Neufeld) .  

There appears to be a d isagreement between the 
chairman of Hydro and the Minister of Energy. The 
Minister of Energy bel ieves reserves of $ 1 .6 b i l l ion are 
requ i red ; the chairman says reserves of $ 1 .3 b i l l ion 
may be too much.  

Can the Minister of Energy tel l  th is House whether 
he o r  Man i toba Hydro  w i l l  d eterm i n e  t h e  reserve 
requ i rement of Manitoba Hydro and what wi l l  that 
reserve be? 

Hon. Harold Neufeld (Minister of Energy and Mines): 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition (Mrs .  Carstairs) 
for al lowing me to put on record certain facts. 

Fact N o .  1 :  We h ave exper ienced , or are 
experiencing, this year, a d rought of historic proportions. 
We had a low water level th is year because of a low 
run-off last spring that also is of record proportions. 
Scientists tel l us that we face the prospect of another 
drought for 1 989. We already know that the coming 
on stream of Limestone power is going to create losses 
for us.  

M a n i t o b a  H yd ro ,  t h e i r  management  and o u r  
department are in  constant consultation about how the 
rates are to be set. We want to come d own with a 
pol icy of setting rates for long term, bearing in mind 
that the cost of generat ion is going to go up,  bearing 
in  mind that we wi l l  have droughts in  the future. When 
those rates have been set, M r. Speaker, we wil l  so report 
to the H ouse. 

Hydro Rates 
Public Hearings 

Mrs. Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Opposition): 
With a supplementary q uestion to the same Min ister, 
wi l l  the M i nister guarantee the publ ic fu l l  part ic ipation 
in  publ ic hearings before those rates are set? 

Hon. Harold Neufeld (Minister of Energy and Mines): 
Mr. Speaker, I should have said the pol icy wi l l  be set , 
and there wil l  be ful l  consultation with the Government 
and with Hydro before those policies are set . When 
that pol icy has been set, we wi l l  come to the House 
and report on it .  

Mrs. Carstairs: M r. Speaker, the M inister obviously 
does not want to answer the question about whether 
the public wi l l  be able to participate. 

Wil l  he therefore say, if such hearings are held,  wi l l  
Manitoba Hydro be requ i red to provide fund ing for 
expert witnesses who represent the interests of qual ified 
organ izat i o n s  s u c h  as t h e  Canad i a n  C o n s u mers '  
Association or the Manitoba Society for  Seniors? 

Mr. Neufeld: Mr. Speaker, I do not see how we can 
set the terms and the guidel ines for any rate-setting 
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pol icies at this t ime or any publ ic hearings at this time. 
When the time comes that we have set a policy, we 
wil l  make our d isclosures. 

* ( 1 340) 

Port of Churchill 
Grain Shipments 

Mr. Gary Doer (Leader of the Second Opposition): 
My q uestion is to the First M inister ( M r. Fi lmon).  

D id the First Min ister in it iate any phone cal ls to the 
Prime M i nister this morning i n  l ight of M r. Mayer's 
comments and in  l ight of the fact that the First M inister 
stated in this House on his return from Ottawa that 
the Prime Minister was going to take a personal interest 
in th is issue, having had it raised by the First M in ister 
at the previous meeting? 

Hon. Gary Filmon (Premier): M r. Speaker, on my return 
from Ottawa, I ind icated that the First M in ister was 
made aware by me of the concern about Churchi l l  and 
that he was committed to ensure that he would d o  what 
was able to be done in support of Churchi l l .  

I m i g h t  say t h at we h ave been in  constant  
communicat ion,  both my Ministers and I ,  w i th  federal 
senior officials and M i nisters with respect to our concern 
about Churchi l l .  Having said that, I think that the Leader 
of the New Democratic Party (Mr. Doer) knows very, 
very wel l ,  as I am sure that the Leader of the Opposition 
( M rs. Carstairs) should know, that the in i tiative with 
respect to Church i l l  and the shipment of grain is in  the 
hands of a number of Crown agencies and independent 
a u t h o r i t i es of the  federal  G over n m e n t ,  i n c l u d i n g  
principal ly t h e  Canadian Wheat Board . 

Al l  of those things must be taken into account and 
al l  of those people must be a part of the solution and, 
obviously, federal M in isters in  the federal Government 
will have to work with and through those agencies if 
anything is to be done to ensure that Churchi l l  has 
grain shipped to it th is year. 

Mr. Doer: M r. Speaker, the First Min ister, with the 
greatest respect , did n ot answer the quest ion.  I asked 
the First M in ister: d id  he phone the Prime Min ister 
this morning? He told Manitobans before the election 
that he just had to pick up the phone for a better 
relat ionship.  

M r. S peaker, I ask the Fi rst M i n ister g iven the 
statements of the M i nister responsible for the Wheat 
Board, d id  he call the Prime M i nister this morning? 

Mr. Filinon: M r. Speaker, I repeat for the Leader of 
the New Democratic Party that my Min isters and I have 
been in constant touch with the federal Government­
with M i nisters, with senior officials-to ensure that they 
were aware of our concerns about the Port of Churchi l l  
-( Interjection)- if the Leader of the New Democratic 
Party wants to answer his own question, he can do so. 

Mr. Doer: I wi l l  answer my question because I assume 
the First M in ister did not cal l the Prime M in ister this 
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morning.  I am assuming that because he would not 
answer twice whether he had in fact phoned him or 
n ot. 

I would ask the First Min ister when he leaves this 
H ouse today, would he please phone the Prime Min ister, 
invoke this special relationship he has with the Prime 
M in ister, and get the Prime Minister to overrule the 
obvious insensitive Min ister reponsible for the Wheat 
Board. 

Mr. Filmon: The Leader of the New Democratic Party 
(Mr. Doer) obviously does not want to understand and 
know what is happening, how grain is shipped in this 
country and who makes the decisions as to what method 
by which grain is shipped. 

The Canadian Wheat Board represents the grain 
producers of th is country, and they have been told in  
n o  u ncertain terms by the Pools that they want  the 
grain to be shipped by the most economical method 
poss ible. They have been told by the Pools that they 
wi l l  not tolerate the Wheat Board shipping grain by 
methods that cost them more money. They have been 
told so by grain producers, grain producing agencies 
and organizations in this country. The Canadian Wheat 
Board has a mandate to ship their grain through the 
most economical method possible. They also have to 
ship it to where there are boats available to take it  to 
destinations, and t here are a number of factors at play. 

If the Leader of the New Democrat ic Party ( M r. Doer) 
woul d  get involved in  trying to understand the issue, 
he would not be making outlandish suggestions about 
people going in and ordering people to do something 
of that nature when they do not have the power to do 
so .  

Mr. Doer: The First M inister (Mr. Fi lmon) two weeks 
ago stated to Manitobans that he went to the h ighest 
authority in  the land on Churchi l l ,  and now he is  saying 
the Prime M inister of the country d oes not have any 
authority to solve this problem. 

I want the First M inister to act on behalf of Manitobans 
in a strident and forcefu l way on the Port of Churchi l l .  
I bel ieve the First M inister should commit to th is H ouse 
and to Manitobans, that he wil l phone the Prime Minister 
today and use this h ighest authority on behalf of 
Man itobans. 

Mr. Filmon: The Leader of the New Democratic Party 
(Mr. Doer) and h is predecessors in Government acted , 
I presume, in a strident and forceful manner throughout 
their six-and-a-half years in Government, and as a result 
of i t ,  the Port of Churchi l l  has no long-term viabi l ity. 
Because of these people, it  remains year after year 
after year, subject to decisions being made by outside 
countries who decide whether or not to take their grain 
because they were not able to provide an economic 
base for Church i l l ,  they were not able to provide for 
other products to be shipped through Churchi ll ,  and 
they leave it at the whims of world d rought condit ions, 
wor ld grain market condit ions. They leave i t  in  those 
circumstances because of their former efforts. The Port 
of Church i l l 's  p l ight today is as a result of the non 
efforts of the New Democratic Party in Government. 

* ( 1 345) 
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Constitutional Accord 
Multiculturalism 

Mr. James Carr (Fort Rouge): My question is to the 
M i n ister-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The H onourable Member 
for Rouge has the floor. 

Mr. Carr: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to 
the M in ister responsible for Constitutional Affairs (Mr. 
McCrae): As al l  Members know, during the last two 
weeks there has been a wonderfu l celebration across 
the city and across this province; the celebrat ion of 
our mult icultural mosaic-a mosaic which can only be 
descr ibed  as the f u n d amenta l  character is t ic  of 
Canadian society. Does the Min ister believe strongly 
enough i n  the multicultural fabric of our nation to 
m e n t i o n  i t  speci f ica l l y  in Sect i o n  2 of  t he 1 98 7  
Constitutional Accord? 

Hon.  James McCrae (Min ister responsible for 
Constitutional Affairs): M r. Speaker, how qu ickly they 
forget the contents of the Budget. How quickly they 
want to d ivert attention from the contents of the Budget. 

I and M e m bers on  t h i s  s i d e  of the H ouse are 
sufficiently concerned about the mult icultural fabric of 
our nation .  We are sufficiently concerned that we are 
wi l l ing to l isten to what the people of Manitoba have 
to say about the Meech Lake Accord. Unl ike Honourable 
Members opposite, who in the classic Trudeau tradition, 
h ave their minds made up and do not bother me tel l ing 
me your opin ion.  The people on this side of the House 
are wil l ing to l isten to what the people of M anitoba 
have to say. 

* ( 1 350) 

Govt. Boards 
Multicultural Appts 

Mr. James Carr (Fort Rouge):  A supp lementary 
q uestion, if I could,  to the Minister of Culture, Recreation 
and Heritage (Mrs. Mitchelson). 

What mechanism has the Min ister put in  place to 
ensure that appointments to Government boards and 
commissions accurately reflect the mult iculture nature 
of Manitoba society? 

Hon. Bonnie Mitchelson (Minister of Culture, Heritage 
and Recreation): I would just l i ke to ind icate to my 
honourable friend over there that we are appointing 
board members on their abi l ity to serve and represent 
a l l  aspects of Manitoba from the north to the south, 
to  the east to the west of Manitoba. Those people who 
are qual ified , those people who are from every d ifferent 
walk of l ife and from every d ifferent eth n ical cultural 
community. 

Govt. Boards 
Visible Minorities Appts 

Mr. James Carr (Fort Rouge): With a supplementary 
q uestion to the same Minister, perhaps she can tel l  
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then to Members of this House how many of the 
hundred-plus appointments t o  boards and commissions 
reflect visible minorities in our commun ity? H ow many? 

Hon. Bonnie Mitchelson (Minister of Culture Heritage 
and Recreation): I would just like to ind icate that I 
do not have the specific numbers for the Member across 
the way, because I am not responsible for appointments 
to every single board across this province, but we wi l l  
get t hat information.  Every commun ity is represented 
on our boards, and we will p rovide that information to 
the Member opposite. 

Budget 
Grants Funding 

Mr. Mark Minenko (Seven Oaks): For the last several 
months, I have had an opportunity to attend various 
events  w h e re M e m bers of the Gove r n m e n t  h ave 
attended and commented on the i mportance of the 
multicultural heritage of our province, and their support 
for that mult icultural heritage. H owever, when we look 
to the Throne Speech, there was a blank, there was 
something missing. I recently heard the F irst M i nister 
(Mr. Filmon) at the Ukrainian Festival i n  Dauphin ind icate 
his Government's support for our multicultural heritage. 
So let us look to the Budget. Where is that support? 

My q uestion is to the M i nister of Culture, Heritage 
and Recreation (Mrs. M itchelson). Why is there an 
increase i n  the salaries i n  the Min ister's office of 1 1  
percent when the cl ient groups of the G rant Assistance 
Program will find it d ifficult to maintain ,  just to maintain 
their present level of services because funding has only 
been increased by 3 percent, below the rate of i nflation? 

Hon. Bonnie Mitchelson (Minister of Culture, Heritage 
and Recreation): I thank the Member for that q uestion. 
I want to indicate that there wi l l  be ample opportun ity 
dur ing the Estimates process to d iscuss and for the 
Members of the Liberal Party to get their facts straight;  
because, obviously, the Leader of the Opposit ion (Mrs. 
Carstairs), i n  her response to the Budget Speech,  was 
i l l -i nformed about exactly what was happening with the 
l i b rary syst e m ,  about  what  was happen i n g  w i t h  
adm i nistrative salaries i n  t h e  Budget. 

Looking at numbers d oes not ind icate the true facts 
and the true picture and I would l ike-

Some Honourable Members: Oh, oh !  

Mrs. Mitchelson: The Leader of  the Opposition (M rs. 
Carstairs) ind icated that our support to l ibraries in  the 
Province of Manitoba had decreased some $1 mi l l ion .  
Wel l ,  if she knew the true picture, she would real ize 
that our support to l ibraries in the Province of Manitoba 
has increased by 9.9 percent .  

Mr.  Minenko: l t  is very interesting the M i nister can 
answer a q uestion that was not asked . 

Mr. Speaker: Quest ion.  
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Budget 
Libraries Funding 

Mr. Mark Minenko (Seven Oaks): One of the m ajor 
areas of concern of the Li beral Party is the excel lence 
in education. We can al l  agree that an important element 
of educat i o n  i s ,  in fact , l i b rar ies .  H ow d oes t h i s  
Government intend t o  fund this province's l ibraries when 
this Government has deleted from her budget for the 
department over $1 mi l l ion from the Publ ic L ibrary 
Services G rant Assistance program? 

Hon. Bonnie Mitchelson (Minister of Culture, Heritage 
and Recreation): M r. Speaker, I thought I just answered 
the question indicating that the l ibraries' budget for 
the Province of Manitoba has increased by 9.9 percent .  

Some Honourable Members: Oh, oh !  

Mr. Speaker: The Honourable Minister is tryin g  to 
answer the q uestion. 

Mrs. Mitchelson: M r. Speaker, the Provincial Auditor 
over the past few years has been very concerned about 
what has been going on  in  the Department of Culture, 
Heritage and Recreation, where some of the department 
have been funded through Lotteries and some of it has 
been funded through appropriation, and there has been 
a m ix and a combination. 

M r. S peaker, we have taken a step in  the r ight 
d i rection by putting al l  salaries and operating costs for 
the Department of Culture, Heritage and Recreat ion 
i n t o  a p p r o p r ia t ion  t h i s  year, and we are f u n d i n g  
programming for the Province o f  Manitoba out of 
Lotteries. There has just been a g ive and take. 

Lotteries 
Cultural Funding 

Mr. Mark Minenko (Seven Oaks): lt would  seem to 
be clear that, from the Minister's answer or non-answer, 
we can look to Lotteries for supplying even more of 
the money, certainly compared to the comments of 
their crit ic for Cu lture, Heritage and Recreation last 
year where they were very much concerned with the 
amount coming out of Lotteries. 

M r. Speaker, my final supplementary to the Min ister 
of Culture, Heritage and Recreation (Mrs. M itchelson) 
is with the extra money coming out of Lotteries for al l  
kinds of d ifferent programs that she seems to suggest, 
can the M in ister assure this House that the addit ional 
funds being al located from lotteries are not going to 
be d iverted from ethnocultural organizations i n  this 
province? 

Hon. Bonnie Mitchelson (Minister of Culture, Heritage 
and Recreation): I thank the Member for that question 
because I want to ind icate that we, as a Government, 
have taken some positive d i rections since we have 
formed Government with the ethnic community. We have 
commissioned an audit by the Provincial Aud itor of 
M IC.  We have a task force report under way that we 
are going to be act ing on and dealing with in the very 
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near future. We are concerned about the multicultural 
comm u nity in this province, and we are going to work 
together with them. I have committed to consultat ion 
and cooperat i o n  and work i n g  together  with t h e  
grassroots i n  t h e  multicultural community. So w e  know 
what their needs are and we wi l l  meet their needs.  

Mr. Gulzar Cheema (Kildonan): M r. Speaker . 

Port of Churchill 
All-Party Cttee Meeting 

M r. S peaker: Sorry, the H o n o u rab le  Mem ber for 
Church i l l .  

Mr. Jay Cowan (Churchill): Thank you ,  M r. Speaker. 
Today, a meeting was held between the M in ister of 
Highways and Transportation ( M r. Albert Driedger) and 
the federal Minister responsible for the Canadian Wheat 
Board ,  M r. Charl ie Mayer, in the Min ister of H ighways' 
office. 

My q uestion is to the Minister of H ighways and 
Transportation. Can he indicate to th is Legislature when 
M r. Charlie Mayer, his federal counterpart, Min ister 
responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board , will be 
meet ing with the al l-Party legislative committee, which 
was unanimously established by al l  Members of this 
Legislature just a few short days ago? 

Hon. Albert D riedger (Minister of  Highways and 
Transportation): First of  al l ,  I would l ike to inform the 
House that it was myself who met with the federal 
M inister responsible for the Wheat Board , M r. Mayer, 
this morning at eleven o'clock. This came about because 
of a request I had made on behalf of the committee 
that was formed here last Thursday in  this House of 
which I am the chairman . We had made requests for 
M r. M ayer to attend a meeting on Tuesday. M r. Mayer 
was not avai lable to attend at that t ime. Subsequently 
we asked M r. Mayer, the federal M i nister, to attend 
tomorrow afternoon at two o 'clock when the next 
meeting is slated for the committee. M r. Mayer, late 
last night,  phoned and ind icated that he would be 
prepared to meet with myself today i n  the morn ing .  
S u bseq uent  t o  that ,  we d id m eet a n d , with t h e  
permission o f  t h e  H ouse, I would l i ke to possibly cal l  
the committee this afternoon to meet so that I can 
report as to the results of the meet ing with the M i n ister. 

Mr. Cowan: M r. S peaker, Members of the committee 
on this side of the House have said on every occasion 
we are prepared to meet. If M r. M ayer is d own i n  this 
bui ld i ng at midnight,  we are prepared to come down 
here at midn ight to meet with h i m .  If he is here at 
eleven o'clock to twelve o'clock d u ring the d ay, we are 
prepared to meet with him. When we went to the 
Min ister of H ighways' (Mr. Driedger) office today to ask 
M r. M ayer i f  h e  w o u l d  be appear i n g  before t h e  
committee, h e  said n o .  H e  refused to appear before 
the legislative al l -Party committee. 

Is  the M i nister of H ighways and Transportat ion going 
to cal l  upon M r. M ayer to reverse that decision and to 
reverse the decision not to ask the Canadian Wheat 
Board to ship g rain through the Port of Churchi l l  and 
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have h im appear before a committee which was struck 
with the unanimous consent and support of every one 
of the 57 Members of this Legislature, yourself included? 

Mr. Albert Driedger: M r. Speaker, fi rst of all, I am not 
i n  control of M r. Mayer's agenda. He makes h is own 
decisions and he made a statement to the press as 
well as to 

'
the Members across that he had no intentions 

of meeting with the committee. That is M r. Mayer's 
prerogative, it is not mine. 

1 and my colleagues have done everything we can 
over the past three weeks to try and encourage the 
shipping of grain through the Port of Church i l l  to the 
point where 1 have been in  Ottawa. My Premier (Mr. 
Fi lmon) has talked with the Prime Min ister. We have 
been and are doing everyth ing possible to try and 
encourage the movement of grain through the Port of 
Churchi l l .  l t  is not my responsibi l ity what the federal 
Min ister responsible for the Wheat Board does. What 
we are trying to do is lobby the M i nister and his 
counterparts, and we do that as effectively as we can. 

I want to indicate again that I am prepared to call 
the committee this afternoon to ind icate to them the 
course of the conversation that has taken place. I have 
not discussed it in publ ic .  I h ave ind icated to the news 
media that 1 wil l  report to the committee first so that 
the committee can choose the next course of act ion.  

* ( 1 400) 

Port of Churchill 
All-Party Cttee Meeting 

Mr. Jay Cowan (Churchill): M r. Mayer d id  report in  
public, and he said he would  not appear before that 
committee. 

My question is to the Premier ( M r. Fi lmon).  G iven the 
fact that M r. Mayer has refused to attend a meeting 
with that committee, which was struck by th is H ouse 
with unanimous consent including that of the Premier, 
wi l l  the Premier call his friend,  his pal, his buddy, Mr. 
Mu l roney, the Prime Min ister, and ask M r. Mu l roney to 
d i rect M r. M ayer to meet with the legislat ive committee 
that has the full support of every Member in this 
Legislature so that he can be i nformed as to  our 
concerns and our strong support for the Port of 
Churchi l l  and so that he can tell the committee why 
it is d i re�tly he refuses to ask the Wheat Board to 
intervene on behalf of the Port of Churchi l l  or  to ask 
the Wheat Board to ship only their fai r share of grai n  
to that port? 

Hon. Gary Filmon (Premier): M r. Speaker, I th ink  that 
what we have to have here is an u nderstand ing that 
al l  of us are working towards the same objective. This 
is not a m atter of polit ics to help the Mem ber for 
Church i l l  (Mr. Cowan) or the New Democratic Party or 
the Liberal Party or the Conservative Party. When we 
al l supported that particular resolution i n  the H ouse, 
it  was to demonstrate that all Parties have the same 
goal and objective and that is to ensure that the

_ 
Port 

of Church i l l  remains viable and that the commumty of 
Churchi l l  gets the support from all of us. 
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Mr. Mayer, for whatever reasons-he wi l l  have to 
explain publ icly- has taken the position that he is not 
avai lable to meet with the committee. M r. Mayer has 
said-and I invite the Member for Churchil l  (Mr. Cowan) 
to phone h im d i rectly-that he wi l l  meet with New 
Dem ocratic Party Members if they want to meet with 
h im on  this issue. He has said that he wi l l  meet with 
Liberal Party Members if they want to meet with h im 
o n  th is  i ssue .  H e  has m et w i t h  t h e  M i n ister  of  
Transporation (Mr. A lbert Driedger). He said that he is 
not available or  not able to meet with the committee. 
That is  his prerogative; he will have to answer for that. 
But i f  he wants to really d o  something constructive, he 
can phone M r. Mayer d irectly. M r. Mayer has i nd icated 
that he will meet with h im .  

Mr. Speaker: The H onourable Member for  Church i l l ,  
w i th  a final supplementary. 

Mr. Cowan: Following that suggest ion by M r. Mayer, 
that we phone his office for a meeting, we d id  in fact 
phone his office for a meeting.  We were informed that 
Mr. Mayer is in the Legislature meeting with the Min ister 
of H ighways and Transportation ( M r. Albert Driedger) 
and perhaps we should catch up with him there for a 
meeting. 

The fact is we have asked for that meet ing.  The fact 
is it is not the meeting with us that is i mportant, it is 
not the meeting with the Conservatives alone that is 
important, it  is a meeting with the al l -Party legislat ive 
committee with Liberal representat ion,  Conservative 
representat i o n  a n d  N ew Dem ocrat i c  Party 
representation there. 

Wil l  the First Min ister call the First Min ister in Ottawa, 
M r. Mulroney, and ask h im if he will i mpose upon his 
Minister, the Min ister responsible for the Wheat Board, 
M r. Charlie Mayer, to meet with the committee that has 
the full support of h imself, the M i nister of H ighways, 
yourself and th is entire Legislature? 

Mr. Filmon: Two weeks ago when I i ndicated I was 
taking up the matter with the Prime Min ister, Members 
opposite said that was not good enough. They said 
t hat t h ey wanted the c o m m ittee.  They h ave t h e  
committee, they have met with officials w h o  have met 
with h im,  and now they are saying that is not good 
enough .  Wel l ,  M r. Speaker, he better make up his mind .  

Employment Programs 
Recent Immigrants 

Mr. Gulzar Cheema (Kildonan): My question is to the 
M i n ister  of  E m p l oyment  Serv i ces a n d  E c o n o m i c  
Security ( M rs. Oleson). 

Mr. Speaker, importance of mult icultural competit ion 
in  Manitoba is widely acknowledged . But it is extremely 
important that the new arrivals to Manitoba are al lowed 
to use the value of their ski l ls and education they bring 
to th is country. 

Wil l  the Minister tel l th is H ouse what steps she is 
g o i n g  to be t a k i n g  to secure a n d  e x p a n d  the  
Government program which w i l l  help recent arrivals to  
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obtain employment based on their academic and ski l l  
levels? 

Hon. Charlotte Oleson ( Minister of Employment 
Services and Economic Security): Yes, there is a 
program for that very purpose in the Department of 
Employment Services and Economic Security. I th ink 
it would be more meaningful if we d iscussed that during 
the Est imates process, and we could d iscuss it back 
and forth .  

Mr. Cheema: My supplementary, again to the same 
M in ister will the M i nister tel l this House what plans she 
has to secure and expand the program, such as 
programs for the newcomers for the support services 
a n d  programs ca l led  "Recog n i t i o n "  u n d e r  t h e  
Immigration a n d  Settlement Branch? I ndeed , are there 
plans to terminate this very important program? 

Mrs. Oleson: As I ind icated to the Member, I th ink we 
could have a m ore meaningful d iscussion of that d ur ing 
the Est imates process. I cannot carry the number of 
books it would take to answer for every specific question 
l ike that.  I physically cannot carry them into the H ouse. 

Mr. Cheema: My final supplementary, again to the same 
M i nister, through the same branch, there is another 
successfu l  a n d  c r i t i ca l  program ca l led  Access 
Services-!  am sure the M i nister knows about this 
progra m - wh i c h  helps ethnocu l tura l  com m u n it ies 
access a variety of social services, social programs and 
services. 

Will the Min ister tel l this H ouse whether this program 
is targetted for expansion and growth as the number 
of the ethnocultural community is g rowing everyday? 

Mrs. Oleson: We continue to have those programs 
under the department and we wil l  be working to expand 
them. As I said before, and I hate to repeat this, because 
I know, I can understand,  having been in Opposit ion, 
the frustration of not gett ing answers, but the specific 
answers will be given in the Estimates period. 

Port of Churchill 
Grain Shipments 

Mr. John Plohman (Dauphin): I have a question for 
the M in ister of H ighways and Transportation (Mr. Albert 
Driedger). 

I n  view of the fact that the Min ister responsible for 
the Wheat Board, Charlie Mayer, has indicated in a 
news report that it is more expensive to ship g rain 
through the Port of Churchi l l ,  i n  view of the fact that 
the I B I  Report that was commissioned by the federal 
and provincial Governments in  1 986-completed by 
I B I  Consu l t i ng  G ro u p - has demonst rated c lear ly, 
without having those facts refuted , that there is a 
shipping cost advantage of $ 1 4  to $20 per tonne by 
shipping through the Port of Churchi l l  over eastern 
ports, wi l l  this M in ister of H ighways and Transportation 
correct the record and ensure that the facts are placed 
on the record insofar as the cost advantage of shipping 
through Churchi l l  is concerned? 

Hon. Albert Driedger (Minister of Hig hways and 
Transportation): I bel ieve it would be i rresponsible for 
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me to get into a debate in this House when I am 
prepared to take and report to the committee the tone 
of the conversation that took place with the federal 
M in ister and myself. I have offered this twice already 
today, that I am prepared to take and report to the 
committee. If  I run around and make statements about 
what has happened in  that meeting,  I think I would not 
be serving the i nterests of the committee, which I value 
very h ighly, which was establ ished by this Legislature. 
I th ink that is my responsib i l i ty, to report to that 
committee first and then make statements about that. 

Mr. Plohman: The federal Min ister, Charl ie Mayer, has 
made a public statement i n  which he has taken the 
side of those anti-Churchi l l  lobbyists who say it  is more 
expensive to ship through Church i l l .  

I am asking this M i nister d oes he support that 
statement or wi l l  he put on the record the fact that it  
is  cheaper to ship through Churchi l l  from the Churchi l l  
catchment area? Does he concur with that statement 
by the M i nister responsible for the Wheat Board or wi l l  
he correct that record? 

Mr. Albert Driedger: For the past three-and-a-half to 
four weeks, I have spent virtually al l  my avai lable t ime 
to try and get this thing together so that we have 
movement of grain through the Port of Churchi l l .  My 
col leagues and I have made every effort, inc luding 
efforts that are coming i n  the coming weeks in  terms 
of trying to get participation from other provinces, to 
support this kind of activity. Our  support has never 
been - how can anybody challenge our support for the 
Port of Church i l l?  We are doing everything we can i n  
that d i rection a n d  w i l l  continue to do so. 

As I indicated, again ,  I think there is a lot of d iscussion 
that has to take place so that everybody becomes aware 
of the ful l  terms of what is involved in gett ing grain 
moved through the Port of Churchil l .  I am going to 
make myself as available as I can to anybody to do 
that. 

Mr. Plohman: I f  th is Min ister is  now saying that he is 
p owerless to get any res u l t s  f rom t h e  federal  
Government, a long with h is Premier ( M r. Fi lmon),  who 
said that he could just pick up  the phone to get results, 
I ask h im why he is not working through the committee 
that was set up by this Legislature, supported by al l  
Parties, i n  order to increase that leverage to ensure 
that we do get results for the people of Man itoba? 

Mr. Albert Driedger: l t  happens to be my privi lege to 
be chairman of that committee. From the t ime when 
t hat c o m m i ttee was formed l ast T h u rs d ay, we 
immediately moved forth to try and have a meeting 
establ ished . We had one on Tuesday afternoon with 
the grain authority, with the CN people. S ubsequent 
to that, we have been moving forward to t ry and have 
further meetings. I had a meeting myself with the 
Min ister responsible for the Wheat Board , and I am 
prepared-we have another meet ing slated . If the 
Member for Dauph in  ( M r. Plohman) d oes n ot have any 
confidence in  the committee, then I d o  not know why 
we struck that committee. I have al l  the confidence in 
that committee and that we should meet and d iscuss 
further action that should be taken . 
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Affirmative Action 

Mr. Allan Patterson (Radisson): M r. Speaker, my 
q uestion is for the M in ister responsible for the Civil 
Service Commission (Mr. Connery). 

The previous administration implemented a program 
of Affirmative Action in  the Civil Service that was 
comprehensive in its scope. I would l ike to ask the 
M i n ister if  he can inform the House if this program is 
being continued, or wi l l  continue, i n  its present form? 

Hon . Edward Connery (Minister responsible for the 
Civil Service): I thank the Member for that question. 
Yes, Affirmative Action is very high i n  the importance 
of this Government and from our office. 

As you k n ow,  the  posit ion  of the d i rector-the 
d i rector left the  posit ion.  I spoke to M r. Hart who is  
the  head of  the  Civi l Service about th is  particular 
situat ion.  He informed me that he thought it was better 
for Affirmative Action that the various departments take 
t h e  i n i t i at ive,  rather  t h a n  b e i n g  i so lated in one 
department, and  the  Director of  Human Resources is  
the  person who it is being d irected to .  I am satisfied, 
at th is point,  that Affirmative Action wi l l  be enhanced 
in this way. We wil l  watch it, but i f  i t  is not, then we 
will make some other changes, but this Government 
is  well prepared to ensure that Affirmative Action wil l  
continue and be enhanced with this Government. 

Mr. Patterson: M r. S peaker, a supplementary. We on 
this side of the House are certainly very supportive of 
Affi rmative Act ion.  Can the M i nister tel l us if ,  in  fact, 
the projected targets are being met? 

Mr. Connery: Targets are one thing to set numbers. 
That does not really mean a lot to the Affirmative people. 
We will ensure that the minorities, the visible minorities, 
of this province, whether they be handicapped, whether 
they be women , whatever, will have a fair opportun ity 
for work in  this province. We are committed to it ,  and 
if we need further action we will take it, but I can assure 
you that this Government is concerned about Affirmative 
Act ion.  We have not ignored it, we have done the 
d iscussions, we have looked at it very carefu l ly and I 
can assure you if there was other action needed it wi l l  
take place. But I am assured by the Director of the 
Civi l  Service Commission that what we are doing is in  
the best i nterests of  Affirmative Action.  

Mr. Speaker: The t ime for oral questions has expired . 

MATTER OF URGENT PUBLIC 
IMPORTANCE 

Mrs . Sharon Carstairs (Leader of the Opposition): 
I would  l ike to move a resolut ion under Rule 27. 

M oved by the Leader  of the Opposi t i o n ,  a n d  
seconded by t h e  Honourable Member for Concordia, 
the Leader of the New Democratic Party, 

WHEREAS the Port of Churchi l l  is Canada's only 
n o rthern  seaport  and a val u a b l e  asset to 
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Manitoba, prairie farmers and the entire country; 
and 

WHEREAS the federal M i n ister responsible for 
the Wheat Board has ind icated that he will not 
take action to ensure that there will be an 
adequate shipping season this year at the Port 
of Churchi l l ;  and 

WHEREAS if this were to happen, it  would create 
severe hardship for Churchi l l  residents, their 
fam i l i es, the business community and other 
communities along the bayl ine,  such as Gi l lam; 
and 

WHEREAS grain that could be shipped through 
Churchi l l  is bein g  diverted to other points at 
greater expense to prairie farmers; and 

WHEREAS the Conservative G overnment has 
failed to impress upon their counterparts i n  the 
federal Government the i mportance of the Port 
of  C h u rc h i l l  and t h e  n eed for cont i n u ed 
shipments through Church i l l  th is year; and 

WHEREAS this Legislature has put aside partisan 
differences to support the Port of Churchi l l ;  and 

WHEREAS there is an i mmediate requirement 
for a strong, united and pro-active defence of 
the Port of Churchi l l  if we are to salvage this 
year's shipping season. 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, under Rule 27, 
t hat the ordinary business of the H ouse be set 
aside to d iscuss a matter  of u rg e n t  p u b l i c  
importance; namely, the effects on the Town of 
Church i l l ,  G i l lam,  other comm u n i t ies on the 
bayli ne, Northern Manitoba and the province as 
a whole, result ing from the apparent refusal by 
t h e  H on ou ra b l e  Char l i e  M ayer, t h e  federal  
Minister responsible for  the Wheat Board, to take 
action on behalf of the Port of Church i l l .  

Hon. James McCrae (Government House Leader): 
O n  a point of order, M r. Speaker. 

To use the words of the Leader of the Opposition 
(Mrs. Carstairs), her first words spoken on th is issue 
today were " M r. Speaker, I would like to move a 
resolution ."  By the Leader of the Opposit ion's own 
admission, what we have before us is a resolution which 
requ i res 48 hours notice. 

Mr. Speaker: The Honourable Member for Churchi l l ,  
on the same point  of  order. 

Mr. Jay Cowan (Churchill): M r. Speaker, it is very 
clear-

Mr. Speaker: On the point of order? 

Mr. Cowan: On the point of order, it is very clear that 
we are operat ing u nder Rule No. 27;  I believe it was 
referenced that we are operat ing under Rule No. 27 .  
lt is in  the motion -perhaps if I can just repeat for  the 
edification of  the Attorney-General and the Government 
H ouse Leader-the therefore be it resolved reads 
"TH EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, under Rule No. 27 ."  
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If he would  take the t ime to acquaint h imself with 
Rule No. 27 in the Rules of the Legislature, he wi l l  f ind 
that exactly what is being put forward by the Leader 
of the Opposition (Mrs. Carstairs) and seconded by the 
Leader of the NDP (Mr. Doer) is contemplated in Rule 
No. 27.  lt  is a motion to put aside the ord inary business 
of the House and I believe that he is not attempting 
to circumvent or to prevent the debate on this particular 
issue, but one has to take into account their lack of 
wi l l ingness before to d iscuss th is on an urgent basis. 

Notwithstand ing that, M r. Speaker, it is very clearly 
stated that Rule No. 27 is the operative rule which is 
before the House at the present time. 

Mr. Speaker: I would l ike to thank al l  Honourable 
Members. I was of the opinion it was under Rule 27. 

The Honourable Government House Leader. 

Mr. McCrae: Just further on the point of order. You 
cannot call it a resolution and not a resolution in the 
same breath .  Resolutions, as we know them, contain 
WHEREASes and BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVEDs and 
that is what we have here in  this, and the notice required 
for a resolution like that is two days notice. 

Mr. Reg Alcock (Opposition House Leader): M r. 
Speaker, on the same point of order. 

The Honourable G overnment House Leader (Mr. 
McCrae) knows ful l  wel l that he wil l  have opportunity 
under Rule 27 to debate the admissibi l ity of this motion. 
A simi lar motion, with the same sort of resolut ion,  was 
deemed to be admissible 10 days ago, was deemed 
to be debatable u nder Rule 27, 10 days ago. 

Mr. Speaker: I would l ike to thank al l  Honourable 
Members. On that point of order, I have researched it 
and, as Speaker Graham has done i n  the past, he has 
ruled , so there is not a precedence. 

Therefore, before determin ing whether the motion 
meets the requirement of our Rule 27,  the Honourable 
Leader of the Opposition (Mrs. Carstairs) has five 
minutes to state her case for urgency of debate on 
th is matter. 

A spokesperson for each of the other Part ies wi l l  
also have f ive minutes to state the posit ion of their 
Parties on this matter. 

Mrs. Carstairs: M r. Speaker, I know that you are going 
to l isten to the advice g iven by all three Parties on this 
part i c u l a r  posi t i o n ,  and I k n ow t h at t ra d i t i o n a l l y  
Speakers in  this House have erred on t h e  side o f  caution 
when it comes to emergency debates. 

* ( 1 420) 

I ,  too, erred on the side of caution some two weeks 
ago because I believed at that t ime that there was 
some progression being made with regard to the future 
of the Port of Churchi l l .  The First Min ister was in Ottawa 
on that very day, and I believed , and I later had it 
confirmed , that he indeed d id raise the subject of the 
Port of Churchi l l  with the Prime Min ister, and I felt that 
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out of respect for that meeting that was going on, we 
should not hold an emergency debate at that particular 
t ime. 

I a lso believed that we had certain conditions to meet. 
One of those were that the opportunity for other areas 
of debate were not avai lable. At that point, we had just 
begun the debate on the Speech from the Throne; we 
had not yet entered into the debate on the Budget 
S peech .  Today the Throne S peech Debate is complete. 

The Budget Speech Debate is halfway through .  Both 
the Leader of the New Democratic Party ( M r. Doer) 
and I have spoken on the reply to the Budget. Therefore, 
t here is not an opportunity for us at this particular 
moment to raise in  those two avenues the urgency of 
this part icular crisis because the Rules of the H ouse 
do not give us the opportunity to speak a second t ime. 

In ad d it i o n ,  M r. S peaker, we h ave had an 
announcement today which negates the very positive 
resolution that was passed by al l  three Parties just last 
week.  That positive resolution which formed an al l-Party 
committee had as its essence the opportunity for the 
committee to meet with individuals such as the M inister 
responsible for the Wheat Board who could indeed 
affect some change in the g rain shipments out of the 
Port of Churchi l l .  We have learned only this morning 
that the M i nister responsible for the Wheat Board , the 
Honourable Charles M ayer, wi l l  not meet with the 
committee. 

Therefore, the committee regrettably has become 
somewhat of an empty shel l .  lt is therefore i mperative 
on behalf of al l  Members of al l  th is Legislature that we 
put on the record our very strong feel ings, strong 
feel ings shared , I bel ieve, by every single Member of 
this H ouse about the viabi lity of the Port of Church i l l .  
We can then take that record of our debate, we can 
g ive that record of debate to both the Prime Minister 
of th is country, to the H onourable Charles Mayer, to 
the Wheat Board and ,  hopefully, i n  that way affect the 
desired change. Thank you, M r. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker: The H onourable Government House 
Leader, who has five m i nutes i n  which to address the 
u rgency of debat ing th is matter today. 

Mr. McCrae: M r. Speaker, I must say that the Leader 
of  the O p p o s i t i o n  ( M rs .  Carstai rs)  is i n d eed a 
wonderment. I say a "wonderment" because, whether 
i t  be on this issue or any other issue that is current in 
Manitoba today, we hear one thing today from the 
Leader of the Opposit ion and we hear something else 
the next d ay from the Leader of the Opposit ion.  

Mr. Speaker: The H o n o u rab le  Opposi t i o n  H ouse 
Leader, on a point of order. 

Mr. Alcock: I believe the i nstruction is to speak to the 
urgency of debate. 

Mr. Speaker: The Honou rable Member does n ot have 
a point of order. The Honourable Government House 
Leader. 

Mr. McCrae: I know it is gett ing more and more 
important, M r. Speaker, to attempt to protect the Leader 
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of the Opposition from stepping in her own messes. lt 
was not  very l o n g  ago on m atters j u st l i ke t h i s ,  
procedural ly speaking-we were talk ing about in-vitro 
fert i l izat i o n ,  F r id ay, J u l y  2 2 ,  a n d  on a matter  of 
emergency debates the Leader of the Opposit ion said :  
"There a re certa in  r u les which are req u i red for 
emergency debate. One is that there is no other 
opportunity to d iscuss this issue. We have already raised 
it this morning, and I put the Min ister of Health (Mr. 
Orchard) on notice that we wi l l  continue to raise it in  
Question Period.  We wil l  raise it i n  our repl ies to the 
Speech from the Throne; we wil l  raise it  in  our Budget 
presentations. We will raise it in  the Estimates process." 

This Leader of the Opposition wi l l  brag to you,  M r. 
Speaker, that consistently when she was the Leader 
of the third Party in this H ouse that in  every case she 
would never use the rules and play around and play 
games with the rules. N ow, al l  of a sudden, because 
the Budget of the Government of Manitoba is so 
pleasing to the people of Manitoba, the Honourable 
Leader of the Opposition (Mrs.  Carstairs) wants to 
d iscuss something which is already the subject of 
i ntense scrutiny by an al l-Party committee put together 
by this Legislature. 

The mandate of the committee that al l  three Parties 
in this House put together last week is not complete. 
Honourable Members opposite should recognize that. 

M r. Speaker, one of our rules, Rule 27,  one of the 
subparagraphs to Rule-

Some Honourable Members: Oh, oh! 

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. N ow this is a very important 
issue and I am trying very hard to hear the arguments 
from al l  H onourable Members. Therefore, I wish all 
Honourable Members-

Mr. McCrae: M r. S peaker-

Mr. Speaker: The Honourable Government House 
Leader. 

Mr. McCrae: - Rule 27.(5)(c) states that the motion 
shall  not revive d iscussion on a matter that has been 
decided in the same Session.  That alone should be 
enough to convince anyone that this matter should not 
set aside the business of the debate that we have before 
us. 

Honourable Members opposite, i n  Committee of 
Supply, have the opportunity to raise grievances under 
Rule 26.( 1 ), subparagraph ( 1 ). They have oral questions 
everyday. They have the Estimates Procedure. We are 
offering today to move the Estimates of the Min ister 
of H ighways and Transportation (Mr. Albert Driedger) 
to number one spot in  the Estimates. The Budget 
Debate g ives Honourable Members plenty of latitude. 

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition (Mrs .  
Carstairs) suggests that she has already spoken in  the 
Budget. Wel l ,  i f  she has already spoken in  the Budget, 
why did she not raise this matter when she had that 
opportun ity? She d id  not do that. 

We have already discussed, in regard to the resolutio n  
respecting i n-vitro fert i l ization, t h e  opportunit ies that 
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are avai lable to H onourable Members, and they are 
m a n i fo ld  o p p o r t u n i t ies to H o n o u ra b l e  Mem bers .  

. H onourable Members on this s ide are taking part i n  
that committee. 

We supported the resolutions along with every other 
Party. l t  is unfortunate that Opposition Parties in  this 
H ouse have to use an issue l ike the Port of Churchi ll 
for political advantage when Honourable Members 
opposite told me and told everyone in this House that 
this was a matter of non-partisan concern.  

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. 

The Honourable Member for Churchil l .  

Mr. Cowan: On a point of order. 

The Government House Leader ( M r. McCrae) knows 
full well ,  or at least should know full wel l ,  that to impute 
motives on the part of any Member of this House is 
unparliamentary. I would  ask that he  apologize to al l  
Members of this H ouse for that imputation of motives 
which we find particularly offensive and which the people 
of Churchi l l  and northern Manitoba and Manitoba, 
generally, f ind particularly offensive. 

Mr. McCrae: I , of course, will apologize for using 
language In this H ouse that is not appropriate. 

Mr. Speaker: I would like to thank the Honourable 
Member. 

Mr. McCrae: lt is precisely because Honourab le  
Members, and  I thought a l l  Honourable Members, in  
this H ouse were concerned about the residents of the 
Port of Churchi l l  and the community there that we have 
an all-Party committee. 

The fact is you cannot bring in a matter like this,  
which, because we already have-that matter has been 
d isposed of in this House, and we cannot revive that 
matter in this H ouse. The work of that committee is 
not completed. Honourable Members opposite may not 
like certain comments they read in  the newspaper on 
one part icu l a r  d ay, but g o o d  heavens ,  we read 
d iametrically opposed statements from the Leader of 
the Opposition ( M rs.  Carstairs) from one day to the 
next. 

Mr. Speaker: The Honourable Member for Churchi l l  
with five minutes with the urgency of debating th is 
matter to date. 

Mr. Cowan: M r. Speaker, there is no doubt, the matter 
that is before us at this time is one of extreme urgency, 
firstly; and, secondly, it is a matter of grave publ ic  
i mportance. 

Hon. Edward Connery (Minister of Labour): Why was 
it not in  the Throne Speech? 

Mr. Cowan: The M inister of Labour ( M r. Connery) says, 
"Why was it not in  the Throne Speech?" I had wanted 
to ask the Conservative Government why they did not 
include any reference to the Port of Churchi l l  in the 
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Throne Speech, but I can tell h im that almost a major 
portion of my comments on the Throne Speech and 
comments of others in  reply to the Throne Speech were 
on the Port of Church i l l .  We d id  regret their oversight 
but we tried to make up for it i n  our own comments. 
lt  is a matter of extreme urgency and the comments 
by the Government H ouse Leader (Mr. McCrae) shows 
that he just d oes not understand the urgency. 

* ( 1 430) 

I have to tel l  you that I thought two weeks ago the 
Liberal Opposition did not understand the urgency at 
that time. I believe it was as urgent then as it is today. 
I am pleased that the Leader of the New Democratic 
Party (Mr. Doer), my Leader, is seconding this motion 
because I believe it shows how Parties can work 
together in  the best interests of this province. 

But what we are talk ing about today in this resolution 
is the future of the Port of Churchi l l .  When we agreed 
unanimously to an all-Party committee, we thought that, 
as the Government H ouse Leader (Mr. McCrae) would 
suggest , we were gagging ourselves and preventing 
ourselves from ever being able to speak on the Port 
of Churchi l l  in th is House unti l  that committee had 
completed its work, then I assure you we would not 
have agreed to that committee. 

We agreed to that committee and the delegation, 
which I believe invariably wi l l  fol low now to Ottawa, 
because we felt i t  was necessary to use every avenue, 
every vehicle, every instrument, every tool possible to 
us, to make certain that they understood, and more 
importantly that the federal Government understood 
exactly what the crisis is that confronts the Port of 
Churchi l l ,  the community of Gi l lam, the communit ies 
along the bayl ine in the entire Province of Manitoba. 

So we, in agreeing to that committee, d id  not i n  any 
way pre-empt our need , our desire, or our abi l i ty to 
speak to this issue in this House and outside of this 
House in  every way possible, on every occasion that 
al lows for that to take place. 

Over two weeks ago we put forward the emergency 
resolution. At that time the NDP expressed all the 
concerns that are expressed in  the resolution today. 
I have to thank the Opposition House Leader (Mr. 
McCrae) for his cooperation in the way in which he 
a p p r oached t h i s .  As a m atter of fact ,  the  
"WH E R EASES" are  a l most 90 percent the  same 
because the circumstances have not changed . They 
have not changed one i ota in spite of the suggestions 
that the First M i nister (Mr. Fi lmon) would talk to the 
Prime Min ister, and he would pick up the phone and 
make a phone cal l ,  and there would be grain along the 
tracks flowing to Churchi l l ,  there would be ships flowing 
in, and al l  would be wel l  with the Port of Churchi l l  in 
the shipping season this year. 

That d id  not happen. So then we worked to strike 
a committee with the unanimous consent of this entire 
Legislature. That committee was to meet specifically 
with representatives of the federal Government and 
representatives of the Canadian Wheat Board , among 
others. 

On every occasion when we have attempted to meet 
with representatives of the Canadian Wheat Board , 
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including the M i n ister responsib le for the Canadian 
Wheat Board , and representat ives of the federal  
G overnment, including the Min ister responsible for the 
Canadian Wheat Board in  that case as wel l ,  he has 
ducked the meeting.  Today he refused to meet with 
the committee because it was a legislative committee. 
I have expressed concerns with the Minister of H ighways 
and Transportation (Mr. Albert Driedger) about the fact 
that a formal committee may in fact preclude our abi l ity 
to operate in a flexible manner to promote the use of 
t h e  Port  of C h u rc h i l l  and  to urge t h e  i m m ed i ate 
shipment of grain to the Port of Churchi l l  on every 
occasion, but they decided to go with that particular 
vehicle in any event. 

We are start ing to see some of the results of that 
formal committee and in not being able to meet with 
the M i nister responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board. 
But what we had two weeks ago was a lost opportunity. 
Since that t ime, carload upon carload upon carload of 
grain has been shipped from the Churchi l l  catchment 
area, stolen from the Churchi l l  catchment area, to be 
shipped through Thunder Bay or the west coast- taken 
right out from u nderneath the hands of the hardworking 
farmers who saved money by shipping through the Port 
of Churchi l l  and shipped east and west to fulfi l l  other 
commitments. 

Wel l ,  there is a commitment that we al l  have to the 
Port of Churchi l l  and each day that goes by, t ime 
becomes more crucial. There wil l  become a point of 
n o  return very soon,  when al l  the debate that we have 
in th is House and all the lobbying we do wi l l  be to no 
avai l  because the window of  opportunity wi l l  have shut 
on us. Before that window shuts we have to use every 
opportunity to carry forward that strong wi l l  on the part 
of at least th is side of the H ouse and I hope on the 
part of that side of the House - 1  know at least on the 
part of the M i nister responsible-to ensure that the 
Canadian Wheat Board , the federal Government and 
al l  of Canada knows what is at stake here when grain 
is  not being shipped to the Port of Churchi l l .  

Mr. Speaker: First of al l ,  let  me thank al l  Honourable 
Members for their input,  and it  is indeed a very serious 
matter. Therefore, I am going to recess the House for 
10 minutes because it is a very complex and d i ff icult 
matter to deal with and I am going to recess for 1 0  
m i nutes. S o  in  1 0  minutes from now, we wi l l  al l  b e  back 
i n  the Chamber. 

* ( 1 440) 

(RECESS) 

* ( 1 450) 

Mr. Speaker: I would l ike to thank al l  Honourable 
Members for their indulgence. 

l t  has been moved by the Honourable Leader of the 
O p p os iti o n  ( M rs .  Carsta i rs) ,  seconded b y  t h e  
Honourable Member for Concordia (Mr. Doer), 

WHEREAS the Port of Churchi l l  is  Canada's only 
northern sea port and a valuable asset to Manitoba, 
prairie farmers and the entire country; and 
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WHEREAS the federal M i nister responsible for the 
Wheat Board has ind icated that he wi l l  not take action 
to ensure that there wil l  be an adequate shipping season 
this year at the Port of Church i l l ;  and 

WHEREAS, if this were to happen, it would create 
severe hardship for Church i l l  residents, their fami l ies, 
the business community and other communities along 
the bayl ine such as Gi l lam; and 

WHEREAS grain that could be shipped through 
Churchi l l  i s  being diverted to other points at greater 
expense to prairie farmers; and 

WHEREAS the Conservative Government has failed 
to impress upon their counterparts in  the federal 
Government the importance of the Port of Churchi l l  
and the need for continued shipments through Churchil l  
this year; and 

WH EREAS this Legislature has put aside partisan 
differences to support the Port of Churchi l l ;  and 

WHEREAS there is an immediate requirement for a 
strong, united and pro-active defence of the Port of 
Church i l l  if we are able to salvage this year's shipping 
season ;  and 

TH EREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, under Rule 27, that 
the ordinary business of the House be set aside to 
d iscuss a matter of urgent publ ic importance; namely, 
the effects of the town of Churchi l l ,  G i l lam, other 
communities on the bayl ine, northern M anitoba and 
the province as a whole, result ing from the apparent 
refusal  by the H o n ourab le  Char l ie  M ayer, federal  
Minister responsible for the Wheat Board, to take action 
on behalf of the Port of Churchi l l .  

As Honourable Members know, I must receive a 
min imum of one hour of prior notice on a matter of 
urgent publ ic importance. I d id receive that n otice. 

For the Speaker to be satisfied that the matter should 
be g iven priority over the regularly schedu led business 
of the House and debated immediately, there must be 
no other reasonable opportunity to address the matter. 
I believe, in this case, the subject matter could be 
addressed during the Budget Debate, which is now 
before t h e  H ouse,  and d u r i n g  cons i derat i o n  of 
departmental Estimates, but not in  the time the situation 
demands. Because the grain shipping season is wel l  
under way, I believe that this subject is  o n e  which is, 
in  the words of Beauchesne, "so pressing that publ ic 
interest wil l suffer if it is not given immediate attention ."  

I am sat isf ied t h at th is  matter  ra ised t o d ay i s  
sufficiently different from those raised in  the H ouse o n  
J u ly 2 7  a n d  A u g ust  4 . Therefore,  I r u l e  t h at t h e  
Honourable Member's motion is i n  order a s  a matter 
of urgent publ ic importance. Therefore, the q uestion 
before the House is shall  the debate proceed? Al l  those 
in  favour, p lease say yea. All those opposed , please 
say nay. In my matter, the yeas have i t .  

The H onourable Leader of the Opposit ion. 

* ( 1 500) 

Mrs. Carstairs: The decision to not ship g rain through 
the Port of Churchi l l  which has been apparently made 
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by the Wheat Board and a decision which appears to 
be acceptable to the Minister responsible for the Wheat 
Board , the Honourable Charl ie Mayer, is one which I 
believe al l  Members of this House f ind to be very 
d isturbing,  disturbing because Churchi l l  epitomizes for 
M an itoba what the Atlantic means to N ova Scotia, what 
the Pacific means to the Province of Brit ish Columbia.  
The motto of this country is: "A Mari Usque ad Mari , "  
from sea even u n t o  sea. l t  could have been rewritten 
t o  read: "A Mari Usque ad Mar i  et ad Mari ,"  from 
sea unto sea u nto sea. We too share a sea in  th is 
country of ours and that sea, of course, some regard 
as an extension of the Atlantic Ocean and some regard 
it as an integral and independent sea u nto its own. lt 
certainly is as independent as the Mediterranean Sea 
is as far as the Atlantic Ocean is concerned. 

The Town of Churchi l l  rests in  a northern area of th is  
province and depends, to a very g reat degree, on the 
wheat shipments which the H onourable Member across 
the way has also referred to as a sea in terms of the 
sea of wheat. 

My visit to Churchi l l  last summer impressed upon 
me the importance of this community to our province 
as a whole. My tour of the port, inc luding a visit to the 
elevators, impressed me with the capacity and the abi l ity 
of this particular operation to service all of Canada 
and not just the Province of Manitoba. lt  was perhaps 
the visit to the school that impressed upon me the most 
the importance of Churchi l l  because I asked the young 
students, who were in  a G rade 9 class, why should we 
keep open the Port of Church i l l .  They found it d ifficult ,  
which d id not surprise me, because ninth g raders are 
not usually too sophisticated in their i nformation about 
the geographical dynamics of nations. Final ly, one young 
boy said to me, we should keep it open because I l i ke 
to live here. I thought, yes, that is a good reason, that 
is a valid  reason for wanting to keep your community 
open.  

I then took d own for them a map of South America 
and I showed them, for example, the nation of Bolivia. 
I said ,  can you tell me what is un iquely different about 
that nation than the Canad ian nat ion? lt  took them a 
little d ifficulty and a l ittle bit  of coaching,  but finally 
they understood that what our country had was exits 
out of our country. We could exit and we could transport 
out of the Atlantic; we could exit and we could  transport 
out of the Pacific ;  and we could exit and transport out 
of Hudson Bay. I stressed to them the importance of 
that in  nation bui ld ing,  the importance of our national 
identity, the importance of our national security in  having 
not just two but i ndeed three outlets. 

At that same time, M r. Speaker, I toured the hospital, 
and I was impressed with the first-class faci l ity that 
was there at that particular t ime. lt was therefore with 
some distress-and I raised it  earlier to the M i n ister 
of Health (Mr. Orchard)-that it would appear that the 
Northwest Territories is considering moving some of 
the patients presently treated from the eastern Arctic 
in  the Town of Churchi l l  into Rank in  In let. This would 
be a further blow to the community of Churchi l l ,  and 
I know that the M i nister is going to  meet with those 
in authority in the Northwest Territories in order to 
persuade them of the viabil ity of the excellent faci l ity 
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in the Town of Churchi l l  and the necessity of their 
continued use of that facil ity for both medical and dental 
treatments. 

But there have been other things that have recently 
moved out of the Town of Churchi l l .  The Keewatin 
Regional Health Board , which used to function i n  the 
Town of Churchi l l ,  is now indeed functioning out of 
Ran k i n  I n let . T h i s  has meant t h at a n u m be r  of  
employees have been required to either move to Rankin 
or other remote communities or  have gone on the 
unemployment rol ls i n  the Town of Churchi l l .  

I also know that the aviat ion faci l ities in  maintenance 
for aircraft that was located in  Churchi l l  is now located 
in  Thompson.  That, of course, is creating a very serious 
dilemma with regard to the complete and total viabi l ity 
of the Town of Churchi l l .  

Therefore, the urgency of th is  debate today does not 
just impact on wheat and grain and where cereal g rains 
are transferred and where they are going to exit this 
country from. lt i mpacts very severely on the whole 
community of Churchi l l  and the people who l ive within 
that community. 

You know, numbers can always be used in a number 
of ways to convince one side or the other of their 
particular point of view or position.  What we do know, 
however, is that Churchi l l  has lacked vitality in  terms 
of the economics of its grain shipment because of a 
lack of political wil l  to ship a minimum of 750,000 tonnes 
of grain out of the Port of Churchi l l ,  because arguments 
that have been presented by farmers' organizations 
and by Wheat Board and by Port officials would 
ind icate, without that level of shipment, then it becomes 
almost an uneconomic activity, this despite numerous 
activities that have gone on in  the Port of Churchi l l  to 
help make it a more profitable item. 

For example, we know that, beginning last year, they 
shut the port down l iterally in the winter months and 
d iscovered that the pipes did not freeze, and that 
resulted in a major saving of the costs of the operations 
of the Port of Church i l l .  

But  it  is go ing to require that polit ical wi l l ,  that 
commitment of 750,000 tonnes, a commitment that I 
wi l l  wi l l ingly say has not been made by my Party 
nationally as wel l as not by the present Government 
national ly. l t  is that lack of polit ical commitment that 
has prevented the Port from reaching the viabi l ity that 
it could reach if we had the pol it ical wil l  to so do.  

M r. S peaker, the  c o m m u n i ty of  C h u rc h i l l ,  the  
ind ividuals who l ive i n  Church i l l ,  deserve more from 
their national Government than they are presently 
receiving. The Premier in his remarks in Question Period 
today did talk about the cleaning faci l i t ies that have 
been added, the changeover in fuel that is being used 
at the Port of Churchi l l ,  and those expenditures of 
money are only val id if the grain is shipped . If there is 
no grain shipped , then why have we bothered to spend 
money on a faci l ity which is not going to be used . 
Therefore, to justify those expenditures, it becomes 
inherent that we make sure that there are adequate 
shipments of grain out of the Port of Churchill. 

• ( 1 5 1 0) 
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I was d ismayed on two counts this morning, first , 
that the Honourable Charles M ayer, knowing that there 
was a legislative committee, chose not to meet with 
that leg is la t ive c o m m ittee.  I a lso  was somewhat  
disappointed that the chairman of that committee would 
have chosen to meet h imself, and d id  not deny that 
meeting in l ight of the fact that the Minister was unwi l l ing 
to meet with the committee as a whole. Because I have 
strong admiration for the Min ister of Transport, I can 
on ly assume that he did what he believed to be was 
in the best i nterests of Churchi l l  and the people of 
M anitoba. So my criticism is gentle, because of my 
admiration of th is part icular ind ividual ,  but I do believe 
that the M inister erred when he refused to meet. Thank 
you. 

Hon. Albert Driedger (Minister of Highways and 
Transportation):  I have a few th ings that I would  l ike 
to put on the record. I think, on l istening to the Leader 
of the Opposit ion (Mrs. Carstairs) speak, I do not want 
to be overly critical either but the complex business 
of the Port of Church i l l-an d  the movement of grain 
through this is very complex and I d o  not know whether 
she fuHy understands it because it has taken me qu ite 
some time to become acquainted with that.  I th ink 
possibly a lot of her coiJeagues probably do not ful ly 
understand. There are many, many factors t hat are 
involved in the movement of grain through the Port of 
Churchill, and I have become aware of most of them 
at this stage of the game. 

I want to, first of al l ,  i ndicate that the role that we 
are p laying in this Legislature and with t he committee 
that was struck, which I was supportive in terms of 
forming that committee- I felt t hey h ad a mandate to 
try and i nfluence the federal Government and the Wheat 
Board, but I have to stress that the role t hat we play 
is only a lobby role. We have no power to force any 
Wheat Board or the federal Government, for that matter, 
to make any decisions in  this regard . That is the key 
here. 

When we talk of having  an emergency debate about 
it, I felt that what we had done last Thursday by forming 
that committee, that we were on the right process. We 
met on Tuesday with some of the people involved, some 
of the authorities i nvolved and, subsequent to that, we 
were going to  be meet ing with the federal Min ister, 
hopeful ly tomorrow, along with the Chairman of the 
Wheat Board . What happened consequently to that is 
that I got called l ater in the afternoon,  late evening,  
by the M in ister's  office, indicat ing that he d id  not have 
any i ntentions-we had proceeded to try, through staff, 
to make contact, to make sure that he could  attend 
the meeting.  He indicated that he was wi l l ing to  come 
and meet with myself at eleven o'clock this morning,  
together with the Chairman of the Wheat Board . 

My first concern had to be, as chairman of the 
committee, that the preference should be to meet with 
the committee. I feel very strongly about that. He, at 
that time or h is staff at that t ime, d id  not ind icate that 
he would or wou ld  n ot meet with  the committee, but 
he wanted to meet with myself at that time together 
with the Chairman of the Wheat Board . So the request 
had been made to meet, to come on Friday. When he 
indicated that he was coming today, I felt that it was 
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my respo n s i b i l i ty, as M i n ister  resp o n s i b le for 
Transportation and the chairman of the committee, that 
I shOuld meet. 

I can ind icate to al l  Members of this House that the 
fi rst question when I saw the M i n ister when he came 
i nto my office was are you prepared to meet tomorrow 
with the committee and, at that stage of the game, the 
d iscussions started . lt was my intention, in view of the 
fact that we now have an emergency debate, the report 
that I was going to g ive to the committee might as wel l  
be indicated to al l  Members of  the House r ight  now, 
because I th ink we, to some degree, scuttled the efforts 
of the committee by the process taking place right now. 
l t  is my understanding that Members from the N .D. 
Party are meeting with the federal M in ister right now 
and that, subsequently, Members from the Liberal Party 
wi l l  be meeting with the federal Min ister. 

So, in a sense, we have scuttled the effectiveness 
of the committee. That is the most unfortunate thing, 
because I was very concerned about the role of the 
committee. The media, who I had not informed, but 
when the media were there right after the meeting with 
M r. Mayer, I indicated that I was not in  a position to 
make any statements about t he meeting until I reported 
to my committee. I feH very strongly about that because 
I feel that, if we are going to set up a committee, an 
al l-Party committee, then we should honour that role 
and try to work within that. 

I make no apologies for the fact that I did meet with 
the M i nister at eleven o 'clock, because my intention 
was to get an indication from him that he would meet 
with us as a committee next day. lt  is his choice whether 
he meets with the committee or not. He ind icated 
publ icly to the media that he h as not been meeting 
with any of the provincial committees to d ate and he 
had no intentions of d oing so. That i s  his choice. He 
is  accountable for that. My responsibility was to the 
committee. 

I real ly feel in  a quandary as to h ow the committee 
wi l l  function from hereon in .  As a chairman , I felt I was 
compelled to meet with the federal Minister responsible, 
together with the Chairman of the Wheat Board . They 
asked to meet with me; regardless, I should meet with 
them. But with what we have done to this point in time 
n ow, I feel that the committee has been-wh at is the 
role of the committee after this? Ind ividual ly, we will 
have al l  met. The Opposition Members will have met 
with the federal Min ister, have had their d iscussion. 
They can inf luence and lobby as we all  have done.­
( lnterjection)- That is his prerogative. But what is the 
role of the committee? You know, there has to be some 
d i rect ion.  We have a meeting called for two o 'clock 
t o m orrow afternoon ,  a n d  I wou l d  h o p e  t h at the 
Members who are on the committee wi l l  honour  that 
meeting and we should decide whether t here is any 
role for us to play any further. 

The u nfortunate thing is that I hope that we are not 
trying to play polit ics with th is  game because, when 
we passed that resolution on Thursday, it was an all­
Party committee that we formed because we were 
s incerely concerned about  try ing to i nf luence the 
movement of grain through the Port of Churchi l l .  The 
intricacies of getting that grain moving through there, 
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in my d iscussions with the federal M inister and with 
the Chairman of the Wheat Board , was that there are 
at the present time no buyers available. They are actively 
pursuing the aspect of trying to get buyers to get g rain 
through the Port of Churchi l l .  They have n o  buyers at 
the present time. 

I might also add that the one big buyer that we had 
through the Port of Churchil l i n  the past was Poland. 
Because of financial obl igations that are in  l imbo-and 
maybe I am start ing an i nternational issue here - but 
they owe a tremendous amount of money and, for that 
reason ,  the grain is not being  sold to them. So, t here 
are many players in  this game and we have to become 
aware of that.  

The other thing is that the Wheat Board is a non­
political body. The Minister responsible indicated that 
he will not i nterfere politically with the Wheat Board in  
th is  particular case because he has had lobby groups 
from all across Canada, from al l  the ports, wanting 
guarantees as we do. I felt that our role in  terms of 
lobbying so that we at least kept our presence felt al l  
the t ime was a proper role to play. We have done - 1  
do not k now wttat else I could have done or my Leader 
cou ld  h ave d o n e  in terms of b r i n g i n g  h o m e  t h e  
importance o f  having grain moved through t h e  Port of 
Churchil l .  The economic impact, we are trying to assess 
the total impact of that. 

The one assurance that I got out of the M i nister 
responsible for the Wheat Board, he indicated that the 
port will stay open. In fact, I had a commitment, and 
I mentioned that the other day, that over $3 mi l l ion will 
be spent between '88-89, '89-90 in  terms of renovations. 
The people who would normally maybe, if there was 
no movement that would be laid off, that half of them 
will be employed renovating and doing the changes to 
the d ust c o n t r o l ,  i n c l u d i n g  the renovat i o n s  f rom 
conversion from steam heat to electric heat. lt is not 
a total d isaster, but I am not happy with that.  The only 
thing is  I cannot get the customers to buy the grai n ­
through t h e  Port o f  Church i l l-for t h e  Wheat Board. 

The other element that we have not addressed at 
all is that the farmers are invo lved in  this thing and 
the Wheat Board , their mandate is to sell the grain for 
the farmers at the best possib le price. This is their 
responsibi l ity. I f  they have buyers to come that want 
the grain picked up from the West Coast, they are fools 
if they do not sell it at the best price that they can get. 

Mr. Speaker, you are indicating to me that my time 
h as r u n  out .  There are m an y  t h i n g s  t h at I t h i n k  
possibly-m aybe m y  voice i s  running out, too - have 
to be put on the record in terms of the process. I 
challenge al l  Members of this House to try and become 
acquainted with what the process is. lt is not just a 
matter of political desire, we have that . .  There is much 
more than that involved to understand what the process 
is in terms of getting grain through the Port of Churchi l l .  
Thank you. 

Mr. Gary Doer (Leader of the Second Opposition): 
M r. Speaker, thank you for the opportunity to speak, 
and I applaud you for your ruling today in  terms of this 
important issue facing M anitobans. 
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I would say at this point that I believe and our Party 
believes that the Min ister of Transportation ( M r. Albert 
Dr iedger )  for  the  Prov ince of  M a n i t o b a  is d oi n g  
everything he possibly can do on this very i mportant 
issue as a Minister of the Crown. I bel ieve that very 
sincerely. 

M r. Speaker, what I am worried about is the t imid ity 
and the lack of forthright and strong action on behalf 
of Man i tobans  in t h i s  Leg is lature a n d ,  i ndeed , of 
M anitobans o n  this very important issue on the Port 
of Churchi l l  by the Premier. I watched a couple of d ays 
ago, where we found out that M r. Mayer was meeting 
in  the evening of the same day when the al l-Party 
committee was supposed to deal with this issue and 
indeed, the federal Minister of Transport would not lower 
h imself to meet with the al l-Party committee. 

I thought it was unfortunate for the M in ister of 
Transportation that the Premier d id not insist that the 
federal Min ister stay around for a couple of hours so 
that al l  of us could meet and fulfill the obl igation of 
the resolution. Again today, not only is our provincial 
M i nister of Transportation left high and d ry by M r. 
M ayer's statements, which I know must have ran shivers 
down the back of the Minister when he read it this 
morning or heard it i n  the media this morning, but then 
he has to deal with the federal M in ister who wil l  only 
meet with him and will not meet with the all-Party 
committee. In fact, he is going aroun d  this building 
right now wanting to meet with each of us separately. 

We have m issed the point of the whole resolution. 
We wanted to show i n  the best way we could that, 
i ndeed, we were united on this issue to the federal 
Government, to the federal Min ister, and to support 
the Premier in his position of lobbying with the Pr ime 
M i nister, whom he called, "the h ighest authority in the 
land ."  

* ( 1 520) 

We wanted to show the united voice. The M i n ister 
responsible for the Wheat Board has said no to that, 
and I bel ieve we have a major problem with the federal 
M i n ister responsible for the Wheat Board. When the 
M i nister was formerly a federal Member of Parliament 
and i n  the short-l ived Joe Clark Government, M r. M u rta 
stated that the Port of Churchi l l  was a luxury we could 
not afford . At that point I believe that I heard comments 
of a simi lar vein from M r. Mayer in  that Government. 
I n  fact, it required a federal Cabinet Min ister, M r. 
M azankowski in 1 979 to overrule that k ind of sent iment 
in  the short-l ived Joe Clark Government. The same 
kind of comments are coming out of M r. M ayer, the 
federal M inister today, a whole negative position on 
this whole area. 

I would remind the House that the First M i nister (Mr. 
Fi lmon) stated, "I do not think that one can take this 
issue to any h igher authority in  this country and that 
is what I have just done today." From Hansard, July 
28, " I  laid before the Prime Minister our concerns about 
the continued use and emphasis on the Port of Churchi l l .  
I to ld him there was a concern about the shipment of 
grain ,  that there were other concerns to ensure that 
Churchi l l  remains a viable entity, and that as a port it 
remains in a very important function in Canada's ports." 
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The Prime Min ister made a commitment that he would 
look into the m atter  person a l l y. T hese are the 
assurances we received 16 days ago and I bel ieve 
strongly that this all-Party committee should have met 
with the federal M inister. I agree with the provincial 
M i nister that he cann ot compel the federal M in ister to 
m eet with our all-Party committee. 

There is one person who can compel him to do so 
and that is the Prime M i nister of the land, the person 
who the First M inister spoke to, the person who our 
First Min ister met with some 16 days ago. There is an 
authority to whom Mr. Mayer reports to. There is an 
authority that can call him to task for ignoring the all­
Party u n i te d  c o m mittee that  was passed in t h i s  
Legislature. 

That is why I was very surprised that the First Minister 
(Mr. Filmon) this morning d id not-when chi l ls went 
down his spine, as I am sure t hey d id ,  d id not pick up 
the phone-and I do not want to be cute about the 
debate- but did not pick up the phone on behalf of 
Manitobans and the Port of Churchi l l ,  d id not pick up 
t he phone on behalf of his Minister who was left out 
of a meeting I u nderstan d - not entirely, but t here was 
a meeting the other night and he was not al lowed to 
pursue the all-Party committee and again the federal 
Minister will only meet with each of us separately, which 
is totally contrary to the resolution. 

I feel for the M inister, and I believe the First M inister 
(Mr. Filmon) should be strident on this issue on behalf 
of Man i tobans .  I be l ieve i n  federa l -prov inc ia l  
cooperation. I believe in q uiet d iplomacy. I believe using 
the q uiet way wherever possible. I ndeed, I even tried 
to do it with the City of Winnipeg and was successful 
one out of ten t imes when we h ad important issues. 

You try to use whatever means possible in  a quiet, 
non-confrontative way. When the federal  M i n ister 
undercuts your provincial Minister, when the federal 
M inister is not acting in  a way t hat is consistent with 
all Manitobans i n  terms of the Port of Churchi l l ,  it is 
time for the First Min ister to speak up on behalf of 
Manitobans, to speak up on behalf of this the un ited 
committee; to  go to the boss of the federal M inister 
and get the meeting that M anitobans and, i ndeed, this 
Legislature unanimously agreed to a week-and-a-half 
ago.  That is what I would want to see out of this 
resolution. 

I d o  not want to see a lot of fancy speeches and 
great theories and whatever else on this issue and then 
let it die next week. We wil l  not let it d ie and it  has 
nothing to do with politics really. We have nothing to 
do with politics in  terms of th is issue. I know Members 
opposite, if they had a problem on a federal provincial 
situation, they would have demanded us, and rightly 
so, to call the Prime M i nister. When you cannot resolve 
these issues with M in ister to M i nister and G overnment 
to G overn ment at a m inisterial level ,  then it is the 
absolute responsibil ity of the First Minister (Mr. Fi lmon) 
to not be timid, to not just walk away and some rhetoric 
in  this H ouse, but to guarantee Manitobans that he 
would pick up the phone on behalf of his M i nister and, 
indeed, on behalf of this H ouse and have the Prime 
Minister overrule the M i nister of the Wheat Board who 
does not want t o  m eet with the a l l -par l iamentary 
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committee. He wants to skirt the process that was 
passed in this House. 

So, M r. Speaker, there are people who know more 
than I do about the cost and the catchment area. I 
have spent time at Churchi l l .  I have read the 1 986 report 
on the cost in  deal ing with this issue. But the real issue 
is when the federal Min ister of the Wheat Board leaves 
our Transportation Min ister (Mr. Albert Driedger) h igh 
and d ry in  terms of meeting with the all-legislative 
committee. 

I bel ieve our First M inister (Mr. Fi lmon) should get 
hold of our Prime Min ister (Mr. Mulroney) and have the 
Prime M i nister overrule the M inister responsible for the 
Wheat Board and have that M in ister meet with us so 
he can deal with al l  these facts, f igures, issues and 
complexities, which I agree with, with our M inister of 
Transportation. 

We can deal with al l  the complexities consistent with 
the spir it  of this resolution and consistent with the 
u n a n i m o u s  approval of the 57 Mem bers.  So,  M r. 
Speaker, I would plea with the First M inister of this 
province to pick up the phone this afternoon, to phone 
the Prime M i nister (Mr. Mulroney) to have the Prime 
Minister overrule his Minister responsible for the Wheat 
Board ( M r. Mayer). 

lt is not such a bad thing.  We have all been overruled 
before as M inisters. I am sure all Members in this House 
and in Cabinet have been overruled -oh, I am sure 
Albert was overru led on the tol l  ways-and I th ink that 
is part of being in Cabinet, G overnment, with a Premier, 
and I respect that. I respect being accountable to my 
boss. I have always respected that and I respect the 
fact that our First M inister should indeed phone the 
Prime Min ister of this country, the boss of the Minister 
responsible for the Wheat Board and overrule this 
uni lateral and whimsical decision not to meet with the 
M anitobans and indeed with al l  of us in  this province. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 

Hon. Donald Orchard (Minister of Health): I want to 
first comment on the remarks of the Leader of the 
Second Opposition ( M r. Doer). l t  is sort of the b leatings 
of a lamb being led to slaughter when he has the gal l  
to stand in  this House and tel l  us that it  is not a political 
issue when he is sporting on his lapel a button which 
has support on it  "Sponsored by the NDP Associat ion 
of Church i l l . "  I f  that is not playing polit ics with the Port 
of Churchi l l  by the N D P  and the de facto Leader of 
the New Democratic Party, the Member for Concordia, 
I do  not know what is- like a lamb to the slaughter, 
this man continues. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to  tel l  the Leader of the Opposition 
I used to respect h im as well . - ( Interjection)- I am sorry. 
I used to respect the Leader of the New Democratic 
Party ( M r. Doer). I am not sure about the Leader of 
the Opposition ( M rs. Carstairs). 

This issue is larger than simply Church i l l  i n  the 
shipping season today. The issue is whether Churchi l l  
indeed has a rightful role in  the shipment of grain 
internationally. What is  fundamental to that issue is the 
mandate of the sole sel l ing agency for grains produced 
on the Prairies which would access the Port of Churchi l l .  
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That sole sell ing authority is the Canadian Wheat Board . 
The Canadian Wheat Board 's  mandate, for those of 
you who are not aware of it ,  is to maximize the returns 
to their customers, which are the farmers and the 
producers in  western Canada and the Peace River 
region of British Columbia. 

* ( 1 530) 

My honourab le  f r iends fai l to recog n ize t hat 
fundamental point and they are using my colleague in 
Ottawa, the Minister responsible for the Canadian 
Wheat Board, as a political football in  this one. lt  is 
good politics but it belies the understanding of the role 
of the Canadian Wheat Board because the Canadian 
Wheat Board cannot be subject to political interference. 
If that is what you Members in the Liberal Party and 
the New Democratic Party want, what you wil l  see if 
the Minister responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board 
bows to political pressures on where the Wheat Board 
ought to ship grain, let me assure you, the pol itical 
pressures are there to close Churchi l l  and the grain 
trade. If you want a Minister that bows to political 
pressures, that is a greater political pressure than what 
is  being exerted by this House today by the grain trade 
who do not want to use the Port of Churchi l l .  So if you 
are asking the Minister responsible for the Canadian 
Wheat Board to politically interfere with its mandate 
and ship grain when there are no customers who wish 
to pick up grain in the Port of Churchi l l ,  then you are 
asking for political interference to rule the Canadian 
Wheat Board and potential ly close it forever. 

That is not a goal that I support or any Member of 
this Party supports in this House, but that is the natural 
flow of what you are doing today by insisting on political 
interference. Now, my honourable friend,  the Ag critic 
(Mr. Laurie Evans) for the L iberals shakes his head, 
and I hope it was not in disagreement with what I have 
just said, because I think he has a higher understanding 
of the role of the Canadian Wheat Board than saying 
what I have just put on the record is not true. 

The Wheat Board mandate is to maximize the returns 
to the grain producer. lt is also mandated to offer, for 
sale, grains at four ports, primarily four ports: Thunder 
Bay, Churchi l l ,  Vancouver and Prince Rupert, offers 
grains FOB from those ports and indeed from Montreal , 
Baie-Comeau and t h e  S t .  Lawrence l ower g ra in  
handling. If you  offer grain for sale, FOB Churchi l l ,  and 
no one comes to buy it ,  not even grain g iven away by 
CIDA is being picked up at Churchi l l ,  what you are 
saying is the Minister ought then to pol it ically interfere. 
I point out to you the grave d ifficult ies you put him in ,  
in  the future, and the Canadian Wheat Board in the 
future, if you allow that kind of political interference. 

In  saying that I am not defend ing no shipments 
through Churchi l l .  I have supported Churchi l l  in  the 1 1  
years that I have been a Member of this Legislature. 
My statements can in no way be misconstrued, as they 
are wont to be from time to t ime in  this House, but 
by saying what I have just said ,  I am not in  support 
of Churchil l as a grain shipping port. But we have to 
understand the mechanics of getting grain shipped from 
that port. This resolution does not reflect that. 

We have, Mr. Mayer, as the Minister responsible for 
the Canadian Wheat Board , being used as the political 
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kicking post in this current debate. That was the flaw 
wi th  t h e  reso l ut i o n  we passed l ast T h u rs d ay 
unanimously. We can strike a committee within this 
Legislature, we can request meetings, we can request 
the attendance of various people, but nobody has to 
attend ,  outside of the purview of this Chamber. M r. 
M ayer has offered to m eet i n d iv idual ly  with your 
caucuses and is trying to do so.  That may not  satisfy 
you today. lt may not satisfy the intent of the resolution, 
but why are you afraid to meet with h im? Why would 
you not meet with him? Why would you not l isten to 
M r. Mayer? Because you want to use h im as a polit ical 
kicking post, that is al l .  l t  is as simple as that. 

You th ink you have an issue, the Leader of the NDP 
(Mr. Doer) tried to say it  was a non-polit ical issue, 
wearing a Churchil l  N D P  Association button-some 
non-political approach to the issue. I mean that belies 
his argument. There might be some integrity on the 
part of the Official Opposition in some of the arguments 
they make, but the Leader of the NDP has destroyed 
his credib i l ity wearing that button today. 

I s imply want to also indicate that this debate is much 
bigger than simply Churchi l l ,  and the Port of Churchi l l ,  
and the movement of grain th is summer. lt  is important 
for this Legislature to put on the record the d ifficult ies 
that any grain shipping port will have when grain is not 
available for shipment through it for whatever reason.  
And what that does to the community in that particular 
port and, more importantly- because I think that is 
what we are here to real ly  debate - t h at lack  of 
movement of grain through any port in  the system ,  
what that d oes to t h e  farmers o f  t h e  Provinces of 
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and B. C. Mr. Speaker, 
that is why I am going to propose an amendment to 
this resolution. 

What we want to talk about here is not simply the 
d ifficulties Churchill is encountering here today, but let 
us talk about the d ifficulties that Churchi l l  may wel l  
have in the future if there is a strike by  i ts  workers and 
the grain cannot move or if there is a strike in  the rail 
system so that grain does not move to that port. What 
i mpact does that have on those people in Churchi l l?  

My honourable friends, when we were in  Government 
in 1 979, I bel ieve, we suffered a strike at Churchi l l  where 
grain did not move. I d id  not hear the New Democratic 
Party i n  O pposit ion in those d ays br ing ing  in  an 
emergency resolution to d iscuss the potential of that 
lack of movement of grain in Churchi l l  because of a 
strike in 1 979. Not a peep was said.  So the issue is 
not the people at the ports; the issue is not the impact 
on the farmers. This is a political issue by the NDP. 

I simply want to move so that we can discuss complete 
terms, the abi l ity and the d ifficulty caused by lack of 
movement of grain for whatever reason,  so that we 
can talk on this in a total context, not the temporary 
problem that we have today in the Port of Churchi l l .  

I would simply move that the resolution be amended 
by striking out all words appearing after "namely" in 
the THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED and replace those 
words with the following:  

"The effects on any port ,  including the Port of 
Churchi l l ,  when there is an absence of grain movement 
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for whatever reason ,  and that this House do now 
consider the effects on the community in which that 
port may be located and on the farm community in 
general . "  

That i s  seconded b y  my honourable friend, the 
Min ister of Highways and Transportation (Mr. Albert 
Driedger). 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. Reg Alcock (Opposition House Leader): M r. 
Speaker, on a point of order. 

My understanding is that the motion has already been 
passed and therefore is  not amendable. The motion 
was to have the debate and that motion has been 
passed by this House or been found to be in  order by 
yourself. 

Hon.  Donald Orchard (Min ister of Hea l t h ) :  M r. 
Speaker, on the point of order. 

What we agreed to was that an emergency debate 
ought to proceed. The resolution is before us. That 
resolution is subject to debate, and during debate, is 
subject to amendment, which I have just proposed . 
That is the purpose of debating a resolution is to amend 
i t  so it better reflects the u rgency of the situation and 
the long-term implications of g rain not moving through 
any port. That is the exact intent of my amendment 
and I wish support of al l  Members of the House to deal 
with the broader issue which may wel l  affect Thunder 
Bay one year, Vancouver another year, Prince Rupert 
another year; but, more importantly, when it does affect 
those ports, it seriously affects the farm community, 
and that is who I am here to represent and protect. 

* ( 1 540) 

Mr. Storie: M r. Speaker, on the point of order. 

I do not bel ieve the Member for Pembina (Mr. 
Orchard) has a point of order. I believe his motion is 
totally out of order and it is q uite obvious that with 
the concurrence of the M i n ister of H i ghways and 
Transportation (Mr. Albert Driedger), th is  debate is trying 
to be sidel ined. The real issue is trying to be diminished 
in  some way by this attempt. 

The fact of the matter is that there are many other 
people who want to speak on this particular matter 
and I would suggest that the House get on with it .  

Mr. Speaker: Order, p lease. Manitoba's rules relating 
to  m atters of u rg e n t  p u b l i c  i m portance do n ot 
specif ical ly  add ress the matter of whether o r  not  
amendments may be made to such motions. Research 
undertaken has identified no prior Speakers' Rul ings 
on this q uestion. I n  unprovided cases, the Rules of the 
House refer us to the usage and customs of the House 
of Commons as in  force at the time. 

Our Rule 27 is worded almost identically to the 
relevant H ouse of Commons Standing Order No. 26. 
The House of Commons Standing Order does not 
prohibit  amendments but their practice does. Before 
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a matter of urgent publ ic importance is debated in this 
H ouse,  the H o u se dec ides whether d e bate sha l l  
proceed . l t  should not  then be  possible for  the  question 
the H ouse has agreed to debate to be superseded . 
Therefore, with respect , I am o b l iged to ru le  the 
Honourable Mem ber's amendment out of order. 

Mr. Herold Driedger ( Niakwa ) :  I co nfess some 
puzzlement here and I attribute that puzzlement directly 
due to my relative lack of experience with the Rules 
of the H ouse, but I think what I will do is try to address 
myself to the urgency of the debate as we originally 
wanted to do. 

I also wish to confess to the House that I had, in  the 
past week, expressed some del ight at my small part 
in havi n g  the a l l -Party reso lu t ion ,  the a l l -Mem ber 
committee, struck as of last Thursday. I felt then, as 
I sti l l  do  now, that that was a correct course of action. 

The fact that we did not engage in an emergency 
debate at that time, I think I can attribute-if you play 
chess-to a simi lar strategy. In chess, you do not 
advance with your q ueen -

An Honourable Member: Obviously, you have not 
played . 

Mr. Herold Driedger: I have played , my friend .  I have 
played. You do not advance with your queen; you 
actually have to clear a rank through the front l ine of 
pawns first. So, essentially, what we did with the first 
resolution was to establish a strategy which advanced 
a certain path that we wanted to take. 

We had ,  of course, the First M i nister ( M r. Fi lmon) i n  
Ottawa speaking to the Prime Min ister. We fel t  w e  had 
to hear what he had to say. We passed an al l-Party 
resolution, a private Member's resolution, to strike an 
all-Party committee which subsequently was insulted 
by the federal Government when the honourable federal 
M inister refused to meet or even ind icate that he was 
wi l l ing to meet with this committee. 

l t  is now, though, time to address the issue and send 
a stronger  message to Ottawa because,  as t h e  
H onourable Minister o f  Health (Mr. Orchard) ind icated, 
there are compel l ing economic reasons from time to 
t ime which are addressed by other concerns that 
Churchi l l  itself may not be used at one point in t ime 
or another. I wish to bring to the attention of this House 
that there are also compel l ing reasons why the very 
same economic reasons should be put aside for other 
reasons of more urgency and crisis. 

When we decided to support this committee, and I 
recal l the remarks of the Min ister of Transportation ( M r. 
Albert Driedger) about what role shall this committee 
now p lay. I wish to call his attention to the fact that 
this committee actually was to also look at l ong-term 
benefits, long-term use of the Port of Churchi l l  and ,  in 
that respect, we actually have to go forward with both, 
not only this debate but the committee as wel l .  lt is 
not just sufficient to ind icate that this is the last kick 
at the cat that we have. We have a lot more. 

The actual purpose of this resolution is to u rge the 
federal Min ister responsible for the Wheat Board to 
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take action on behalf of the Port of Churchi l l .  Whether 
that particular action is precisely now to move grain 
in  the long term or short term, I think we have to leave 
it to the decision of, well there is the Wheat Board , 
other people as wel l .  But the bottom l ine is action that 
is going to see to the survival of the port in one respect 
or another. 

We noticed how i mportant ports are to countries. 
Some time ago, we saw the Soviet Union get involved 
in a small altercation in Afghanistan because they 
wished to have another port on the Ind ian Ocean , 
Afghanistan. Then there is the Province of Pakistan 
just to the south of it, i n  which there was also some 
activity of political unrest that would have permitted a 
n ice action to the sea, and here we have a country 
devoting its entire energies to ach ieving an end.  

In  this country, Church i l l ,  on the other hand ,  does 
not seem to derive the same degree of urgency by 
anybody. We h ave t h e  statement by t h e  federal  
Government, i n  view of the fact it is spending money 
to upgrade faci lities, spend ing money to see to it that 
the activity does not completely go down to a standst i l l .  
That is being done, but no grain is being shipped. 

In  our situation, the Port of Churchi l l 's  viabil ity is 
determined by the amount of grain it ships, not by the 
amount of money that is being spent there to u pgrade 
facilities. Until the decision of the Canadian Government 
is such that we recognize the strategic value of Churchi l l ,  
we wil l  f ind that these stopgap measures wil l  not be 
sufficient. We have to find economic activity that wil l  
actually generate further activity, which wi l l  end up 
justifying the port's existence. We cannot keep on 
throwing u p  spurious arg uments and say, wel l  it is 
uneco n o m i c  to s h i p  g r ai n .  B y  any stretch of  t h e  
imagination, b y  looking a t  numbers, o n e  number o r  
another, you can say it is uneconomic to s h i p  grain. 

I have heard statements saying that actual ly the 
operating costs of Churchi l l  can be covered by shipping 
grain ;  that is true. We have heard that the cost of sea­
delivered grain being shipped by ocean freighter is $20 
to $30 a tonne cheaper than through Thunder Bay; 
that is also true. But what is  not mentioned in  those 
particular arguments is the fact that, in our case, the 
infrastructure, the rail l ine, the upkeep of the rail l ine, 
the maintenance of Church i l l  itself must be supported 
by the people who actually t ransmit the grain. That, I 
th ink,  is not necessarily a fair way of looking at the 
situation. 

No less a personage than Jack Horner, in  a recent 
conversation with me, ind icated to me that shipping 
grain through Churchi l l  can be economic provided that 
we do not expect that grain or the shipment of that 
grain to support all the other reasons why that port 
must be kept open, all the other reasons why the bayline 
must be kept moving. In fact, he stated that it is qu ite 
poss i b l e  t o  d e d icate C h u r c h i l l  to  be a specif ic  
commodity port, grain-wise. That would be sufficient 
to satisfy the grain interest, and would also enable us 
to ship grain reasonably cheaply, competitively, against 
the Seaway, provided the port did not have to pick up 
the other costs. 

* ( 1 550) 
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Just in keeping with the argument of other costs, if 
I may d raw the attention to the House, that in these 
overal l  costs that are attributed to the Churchi l l  l ine, 
we tend to have the arguments thrown against Churchi l l  
that it would cost too much, it is losing money. But I 
just wish to d raw the attention of the House to the fact 
that the 1 986-87 actual Seaway costs-and this is the 
cost of using the St. Lawrence Seaway- had a net 
operating loss of $8.986 mil l ion. When they subtracted 
some of the other l i tt le incomes that they sort of add 
to that, the investment incomes, the actual net income 
loss was over $4 mi l l ion.  They project this particular 
loss to continue right through to late 1 993. So to say 
that Churchi l l  is losing money because other areas are 
making money is a spurious argument. 

I think we have to recognize that,  in  this instance, 
there are other agendas that need to be served. The 
St. Lawrence Seaway must be kept operational, the 
St. Lawrence Seaway must remain competitive. You 
cannot ship al l  the g rain that we have to del iver to the 
rest of the world through Churchi l l .  At best, it might 
be able to ship 3 percent of our exports.- ( lnterjection)­
We are not going to be shipping any of that, but let 
me finish my argu ment, p lease. 

If  you are already going to have other reasons why 
you are maintaining an operation, the Seaway with its 
loss,  C h u rc h i l l  w i th  its loss,  because of strategic 
importances, if you are not  going to come up with 
another  eco n o m i c  act iv i ty t h at can counter  t hat 
particular operation that you are sending through the 
port, then for heaven's sakes uti l ize what you do have. 
We are simply asking for a small movement of grain, 
the same percentage that was entered into in  the 
agreement between the former Government and the 
federal Government-time? One minute? Okay, I wil l  
hurry-which indicated that Churchi l l  shoul d  have at 
least 3 percent of the total country's shipments. Since 
grain is sti l l  expected to carry its fair share of the costs 
of Churchi l l  and the support for Churchi l l  and the 
benefits to Church i l l ,  then let us have that same 3 
percent being shipped this year, regardless of the other 
arguments that can be addressed because of some 
potential loss to other parts of the country. Remember, 
we are Manitobans first here. We have to look to the 
needs of Manitoba, bottom l ine. Thank you,  Mr. Speaker. 

Hon. Clayton Manness (Minister of Finance): Mr. 
Speaker, I am happy to be able to rise and debate the 
resolution. Let me make two points to begin .  First of 
al l ,  I f ind it incredible that Members of the Official 
Opposition would stand today and say that this is an 
important issue to them. The Leader of the Opposition 
(Mrs. Carstairs), in  her address to the Budget, did not 
mention it once. This is an issue that has been talked 
about for some period of time in the address to the 
Budget. 

I have not heard a q uestion come across the floor 
from the Leader of the Opposition specific to this since 
the all-Party committee was mandated to do certain 
things. The Leader of the Opposition says, she made 
this point-and it is what I was really searching for 
when she presented her views. I wanted to see what 
action she wanted taken. As close as she would commit 
herself to provid ing for a course of action that she 
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hoped would be followed,  she said words to this effect, 
make sure that there are adequate shipments. That 
means to me that the Leader of the Opposition was 
saying ,  Canadian Wheat Board , you should be d irected 
to al locate a certain share. 

Now, if  I am wrong, I woul d  expect Members of the 
Opposition to stand in their p laces after me to say that 
no, I put a wrong interpretation into the remarks of 
the Leader of the Opposition ( M rs. Carstairs). 

The Leader of the NDP (Mr. Doer) said ,  "Call the 
Prime Minister. "  He said ,  " Do that . "  Yet ,  very careful ly, 
as I l istened to his remarks, the Leader of the N D P  
d id  n o t  seem to b e  saying, "Call t h e  Prime Min ister t o  
overrule t h e  Canadian Wheat Board. "  He seemed t o  
be saying, "Call t h e  Prime Minister to overrule the 
Minister i n  charge of the Wheat Board so that he wi l l  
s i t  d own with t h e  committee ."  That is probably a pretty 
safe ground to stand on because there is a big, big,  
b ig d ifference, a massive d ifference, as my col league 
may have found out. I wil l  tel l you why there is a big 
d ifference. 

The Member for Pembina ( M r. Orchard) probably 
captured it  best, but I want to restate some of the 
points that he made. lt  has something to do with the 
pol it ics in  the grain industry. For years, pol itics has 
been i nvolved in that industry and people would argue, 
much to the shortcoming of Church i l l ,  that Churchi l l  
has been one of t he losers as to the politics in  the 
grain industry. There is more than an element of  truth 
in that. 

Since I became intimate with Churchi l l  when I worked 
at the Canada Grains Council back in 1 973 to 1 975,  
I am wel l  aware of the forces at work that have mitigated 
against Churchi l l  expanding and growing.  I could  lay 
some of that blame, I suppose, at the Dominion Marine 
Association and also at the Canadian National Railways. 

But I th ink that if  we recognize that there are pol it ics 
i n  the g rain industry, the worst thing that we can do 
i n  this House is  try and take polit ics and force them 
onto the Canadian Wheat Board , because there is one 
beacon, there is one standard that has risen above 70 
years of politics in  the grain industry-and it has its 
problems, too-the Canadian Wheat Board . 

There was a time in the late Seventies it had to be 
challenged. lt had to be challenged and we have a 
Member sitting on the front bench that challenged it .  
But through al l  those years, since 1 935, the Canadian 
Wheat Board , for the most part, has remained outside 
of the polit ics that can rage within the grain industry. 
The worst th ing that this House can do is d i rect the 
Prime Min ister and d i rect a M in ister in  charge of the 
Wheat Board to put a political decision in  effect. That 
is just about the worst thing to do. 

An Honourable Member: Why did the First M i nister 
( M r. Fi lmon) raise it with the Prime M inister? 

Mr. Manness: Well ,  there is nothing wrong. That is his 
mandate, naturally. Ult imately, the agency comes under 
the Prime Min ister, but the decision as to whether or 
not a person uses that power to mandate that the 
Canadian Wheat Board do certain things is a dangerous, 
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dangerous and a powerful weapon that once you use, 
you do not know how it is going to come back, not 
only to the detriment of yourself but, more importantly, 
the detriment of the farmers of western Canada. That 
is what is at issue here. 

At least I g ive the Leader of the NDP (Mr. Doer) some 
credit because he chose his words carefu lly. He d id  
not  d i rect, in h is  contribution to the  resolution, that 
we, through our good offices, impress upon the Prime 
Min ister that he d i rect the Canadian Wheat Board to 
do certain things. No, he said that the Prime M inister 
should d i rect the M inister in  charge of the Canadian 
Wheat Board to meet with the selected committee. That 
is fair, and with that I support h im.  

* ( 1 600) 

But the Leader of the Liberal Party (Mrs. Carstairs) 
went a step further. She said ,  i n  essence, make sure 
that there are adequate shipments. She d id not specify 
how. She d id not specify by what formu la, she said just 
make sure. 

I can imagine the outcry there would be and there 
may sti l l  be. I do not know the thinking in  the Prime 
Minister's Office. If a former Member of Parl iament-

Mr. Paul  Edwards (St. James): You are r ight.  

Mr. Manness: I have got the neophyte from St. James, 
the polit ical neophyte, tel l ing me I am right. I am not 
as al l  knowledgeable as he is.  I do not pretend to know 
what is going on in the Prime Min ister's Office. He 
probably does. But how would the Members opposite 
scream and yell if the Prime M in ister's Office decided 
to appoint a former Member of Parliament to be a 
Commissioner on the Canadian Wheat Board? From 
where would the loudest screams emanate? I know 
where-from the benches opposite. 

I say on this issue that it is very important that we 
be very careful and we choose our words carefu lly and 
the d irectives that we g ive not only to our M i nister but 
to the federal Ministers and indeed the Prime M inister. 
Saying that, though, within the opportunity that the 
Canadian Wheat Board has, with in the very narrow 
focus that they have to make decisions that ult imately 
provide the maximization of revenues to the Canadian 
wheat farmer, but to the extent that there is leeway 
there, I hope they wi l l  favour Churchi l l ,  because as 
Church i l l  has made a commitment as a port to the wel l­
being of our province and our nation over years past , 
it wi l l  also continue to do so in the future. 

Now some would say how? I do not know how. I see 
my l ight is flashing.  H ow much t ime do I have left , M r. 
Speaker? I have got a minute-and-a-half. I would only 
make this point. Grain is unrel iable. The dynamics 
associated with the grain industry are unpredictable, 
and today when things look so gloomy, I honestly believe 
that in 5 or 8 or 10 years that th ings wi l l  look rosier. 
Churchi l l  not only wi l l  have a future but wi l l  have a 
permanent place in the grain del ivery system based 
on a greater economic force. 

We are happy to assoc i ate o u rselves w i t h  t h e  
resolution . We wish that i t  had come in on a d ifferent 
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method. We are happy to associate ourselves with the 
resolution. 

Mr. Leonard Evans (Brandon East): I would  l ike to 
join with others in  debating this resolution, and start 
off by saying that I appreciated the last comments of 
the Min ister of Finance (Mr. Manness) that he would 
associate h imself with the spirit of the resolut ion. I t rust 
that at the end of the debate, the message will go out 
l o u d  and clear to  the peop le  of M an itoba ,  and  
part icu lar ly t o  t h e  peop le  of Canada,  a n d  m ost 
espec ia l ly  to the federal G overn m e n t ,  t h at t h i s  
Legislature stands united in i t s  support o f  Churchi l l  and 
its desire to have the federal Government use its wealth, 
use its power to enhance that particular port. 

The criticisms that have been made by the Min ister 
of Health (Mr. Orchard) and perhaps one or two others 
on the G overnment side in respect of Church i l l  and the 
need to put grain through it seems to relate to the fact 
that somehow or other it is uneconomic to ship grain 
through Churchi l l .  lt would be on the backs of the 
farmers and therefore the farmers woul d  be u nhappy 
and so on. 

I do  not think we can accept those positions. Over 
t h e  years we have had t h e  H u dson Bay Ra i lway 
Association make its views known very well to al l  of 
the prairie Governments and to the federal Government 
that there is a need to continue to enhance Churchi l l .  
There is a need; there is a role for  it to p lay. I do not 
know what the solution is, but the fact is there is 
frustration in  this House, particularly on this side of 
the House, with the way Mr. Mayer has handled this 
matter. He does not seem to be taking it very seriously. 
He seems to be rather insensitive to the whole matter. 
I am particularly concerned because of the answers 
g iven by t h e  F i rst M i n ister  ( M r. F i l m o n )  t o d ay i n  
questioning from m y  own Leader with regard t o  up­
to-date action on his part, g iven the statements made 
by Mr. Mayer. 

Perhaps th is has been referred to before but it is 
i mportant to note again that, in  Hansard , Ju ly 28,  the 
Premier (Mr. Filmon) in speaking, said that he had 
spoken to the Prime Minister and expressed his concern 
about the continued use and emphasis of Port of 
Churchi l l :  "I told him that there was a concern about 
the shipment of grain ,  that there were other concerns 
to ensure that Churchi l l  remains a viable entity, and 
that as a port it remains in  a very important function 
in  Canada's ports. Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister made 
a commitment that he would  look i nto the matter 
personally." 

Wel l ,  M r. Speaker, this is a quote from remarks made 
by our Premier on July 28 in Hansard . I say that was 
some days ago, about a couple weeks ago, and what 
has happened since then. Instead , we have the Min ister 
responsible for the Wheat Board talking and act ing in 
a very insensitive manner as though there have been 
no conversations take place between the Premier (Mr. 
Fi lmon) of this province and the Prime M i nister, or that 
the Prime Minister had not indicated that he woul d  look 
into this matter personally. 

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that we are al l  concerned , 
we shou ld  a l l  be concerned about the  long-term 
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deve lopment  i n  fu tu re,  a n d  it req u i res a lo t  of 
commitment by Government, particularly the federal 
Govern ment ,  a lso I wou l d  suggest the  provinc ia l  
Government, the provincial Government in particular 
i n  regard to playing an advocacy role. Govern ments 
have tried to use this. I know my col league, the Member 
for Dauphin (Mr. Plohman), has worked very hard and 
successfully over the years when he was M i n ister 
responsible for transportation policy. 

When I was the Min ister of Industry and Commerce 
in the Schreyer administration, I had the opportunity 
to be involved in  transportation policy, and I can say 
that we got a lot d one in those years. In the Seventies, 
we got  a lo t  d o n e .  We got a lo t  d o n e  w i t h  the 
cooperation of  the federal Government then, M r. Jean 
Marchand ,  the federal Minister. There were certain 
major port improvements that took place, not only 
d redging but actual improvements to the port itself. 
We managed to get a tug and barge operation set up.  
Before that time, supplying of the outports in the H udson 
Bay was out of the City of Montreal, and we fel t  that 
there was an opportunity here for more activity from 
C h u rch i l l .  lt wou l d  put t raff ic  t h rough t h e  Ci ty  of 
Winn ipeg over the railways in  Manitoba, and indeed 
we were successful in  getting the federal Government 
to do this. The tug and barge operation, I bel ieve, is 
sti l l  in operation today. 

Another matter that happened is rather symbolic. I n  
1 970, the Canadian Coast Guard brought in one of its 
vessels to celebrate our Centennial and attempted to 
get into port in early December. lt was not successful ,  
because of t h e  b u i l t - u p  i ce w i th  t h e  w i n d  b u t ,  
nevertheless, there was that effort made. 

The province in  turn spent a great deal of money in 
making sure that the town was a l iveable place and it 
could improve the q uality of life for its residents. There 
was a massive program of publ ic housing built at that 
t ime, using NHA money but also provincial monies as 
wel l .  There was a fantastic development in housing at 
that t ime. In fact, I th ink the whole town was virtually 
rebuilt i n  terms of residences. 

Research projects were funded through the Manitoba 
Research Counci l .  Health programs were expanded. 
We lobbied with the insurance industry to try to get 
better terms so that vessels could come from Europe 
or from wherever later in  the year, and take the risk 
that they may tag with regard to ice, but we did t ry 
our best to get the insurance companies to l iberal ize 
their insurance polices. 

* ( 1 6 1 0) 

We t ried to get other forms of products through the 
port. I remember specifically at one point, we actually 
d id get sulphur shipped through the port. There were 
h u g e  m o u n d s  of s u l p h u r. I do not  k n ow whether  
everybody appreciated i t ,  especially when it was a windy 
day, but we had tonnes and tonnes of sulphur in the 
Port of Churchi l l ,  and it d id  get shipped out of there. 
Wel l  there are other opportunities, but I am saying the 
province has a role to play in advocating and promoting 
and making sure that we have adequate infrastructure.  

There is a role for the Alberta and Saskatchewan 
Governments to play, and indeed we were successful 
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in persuading both the Province of Alberta and the 
Province of Saskatchewan to go with us in  setting up 
the Port of Churchi l l  Development Board . That board 
has played a very significant role over the years in 
enhancing activity in  that particular port. There was 
the interprovincial cooperation. As I said ,  under the 
Pawley administration, I know my colleagues then , the 
Minister of Transportation and Highways, the Member 
for Dauphin (Mr. Plohman), worked very hard in lobbying 
for port i mprovement,  rai lway improvement,  g rain 
shipments and so on.  

I th ink,  Mr. Speaker, in many ways, we are talking 
about a m ajor  prob lem of northern  econ o m i c  
development. When this country was being bui lt  and 
when the powers that be considered construction of 
railways across the country, including the CPR which 
was the first railway, I do  not think anyone looked to 
see whether there was a market there, exactly how 
much was to be shipped , what commodities and so 
on.  The construction of the CPR was bui lt  as a matter 
of nation bui ld ing.  lt  was constructed as a part of a 
national plan to develop an economy from sea to sea. 
The CPR would never have been bui lt  if  you took a 
short-term commercial view of what amount of traffic 
the CPR wou ld  get within  a couple of years and so on. 

I say construction and development of Churchi l l  in 
the future, Churchi l l  is part and parcel of th is challenge 
of nation bui ld ing.  We have spent mi l l ions of dollars in 
Canada's North for mi l itary purposes, for northern 
research and so on. The federal Government has spent 
mi l l ions of dollars on al l  kinds of questions. The present 
G overnment has spent mi l l ions of dol lars on a lot of 
questionable projects around the country, particularly 
in Quebec. I can th ink of one or two, mi ll ions of dol lars 
virtually being spent. 

I say, Mr. Speaker, we do not want to misspend money, 
but I say there have been many, many expensive 
projects in northern Manitoba. H ow many federal ports 
have lost money? How many mi l l ions of dol lars have 
been spent on federal port d evelopment. I say there 
is room h ere for i m a g i n at i o n .  There is room for  
commitment by the federal G overnment with support 
of the provincial Governments in the West to develop 
Churchi l l  as part of northern Canadian development. 
lt  is a long-term challenge, but it is one that we have 
to take. 

There are al l  k inds of specific suggestions one could 
come u p  with .  You talk about the cost of shipping, well 
have have you heard of developmental railway rates 
before? In fact , they have been used in the Maritimes 
and other parts of Canada. There have been special 
rates, special subsidies by the federal Government. The 
h istory of rai lways in Canada is replete with examples 
of rai lway subs id ies for d evelopmental purposes. 
Perhaps this is an area that could be looked at . lt is 
a longer-term thing. lt is n ot addressing the immediate 
concern this season ,  but i t  is  something that may be 
looked at in  the future. 

General ly, the Government of Manitoba has to be 
very proactive. Perhaps, we need to have a special 
study. Perhaps there should be a federal-provincial task 
force studying the possib i l ity of enhancing Churchi l l .  
There are all kinds of ideas that could be fol lowed , but 
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it needs a commitment which I am afraid that we do 
not have now from the federal Government. I am 
beginning to wonder whether some Members opposite 
have that commitment, whether the Premier (Mr. Filmon) 
of Manitoba real ly has that commitment. 

I ndeed , M r. Speaker, Churchi l l  as our northern port, 
as our only port in Manitoba, is a symbol. l t  is  a symbol 
of our hope for the future. lt is a symbol of potential 
northern development, and we should u nitedly do 
everything can to ensure that we support Churchi l l 's  
growth and, as I say, support this resolution . Thank 
you. 

Mr. Laurie Evans (Fort Garry): I am disappointed today 
in speaking to this resolution because I guess, a week 
ago, I left this House qu ite elated when we had a three­
Party committee that left, I felt, with the idea that we 
were leaving in a spirit of cooperation. I want to 
commend the Minister of Transport who chaired that 
meeting and the other Members of that committee 
because I felt we entered that meeting with the idea 
that a genuine attempt would be made to cooperate. 
I th ink the M in ister took al l  haste that he possibly coul d  
to get t h e  first meeting established, a n d  I th ink it was 
a very effective meeting although of course I was 
d isappointed to see that there was no one at that first 
meeting who could  speak on behalf of the Canadian 
Wheat Board . 

(Mr. Deputy Speaker, Mark M inenko, in the Chair. )  

I was satisfied on t h e  meeting that was called for 
tomorrow-that we would  have someone from the 
Canadian Wheat Board present. I was not naive enough 
to assume that we were going to have someone come 
from the Canadian Wheat Board that was going to 
make an i ron-clad commitment because, having been 
involved in  various aspects of the grain industry for a 
long time, I know where the Wheat Board stands. They 
are not going to jump to somebody's whim and make 
a major commitment in  a hurry. 

I was extremely d isappointed to read i n  the paper 
this morning where the H onourable Charles Mayer had 
essentially pre-empted the entire effectiveness of this 
committee. I was of the opinion that he certainly, being 
a Member from Manitoba, a farmer from M anitoba, 
the Member who is responsible for the Canadian Wheat 
Board , would  do everything with in  his power to at least 
meet with the committee. I f ind it u nbel ievable that 
M in ister would stand up and talk to the press and tell 
the press that he wi l l  not meet with the legislative 
committee. I cannot understand the logic behind that. 
I can understand him saying that, oh, there are so many 
provincial committees established that he would be tied 
up al l  the time if he did that. We, as a Liberal Party, 
have not met with the Honourable Charles Mayer today 
because I think there is sti l l  a role for this committee 
to play. I th ink there is a major role for that committee 
to play and I hope that committee wi l l  stay in place. 

I understand some of the comments that have been 
made by the Honourable Members opposite, and I think 
they are val id comments. I certainly am not one who 
would stand up and say that I would  l ike to see the 
Canad ian Wheat Board polit icized . I th ink it would  be 
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a serious mistake to have the Canadian Wheat Board 
politicized where they are doing what is at the d i rection 
of the Minister. I think that they have to retain their 
autonomy. They have a role to play and it is crit ical 
that that autonomy be retained. The comment has also 
been made that if you ship grain through the Port of 
Churchi l l  the costs will be borne on the back of the 
farmer. I understand the rationale behind that. One has 
to be very careful that you retain the concept of the 
mandate of the Canadian Wheat Board which is to 
obtain the best possible price they can for the Canadian 
farmer. 

What I was hoping we would get from someone 
representing the Canadian Wheat Board is that they 
would sit down with us and if they could not make that 
iron-clad commitment that they would say there is going 
to be 500,000 tonnes or 750,000 tonnes shipped 
through the Port of Churchi l l  in  1 988 that they would 
make the commitment that they would do everything 
in their power to make sure that they try to get sales, 
try to get buyers who will go into the Port of Churchi l l  
to buy their grain. We have spent i n  this country a lot 
of money in the various aspects of Church i l l .  We have 
put in the power l ine ,  we have put in tugs and ice 
breakers and the rail line and various other things. We 
have done studies on articulated cars, the whole th ing.  
1t is not something that you can let go down the d rain 
because of a lack of political wil l  to try and make some 
sates and effectively use that port. 

I know, Mr. Deputy Speaker, that in  1 988 we are 
looking at grain shipments that are considerably below 
the average. There is not that large amount of g rain 
in the catchment area. We are going to have d ifficulty 
getting the quantities of grain to meet the commitments. 

I understand the argument that was made by one 
of the representatives at the meeting the other d ay 
that you can quickly move from a sel ler's market to a 
buyer ' s  market ,  but  I h ave a l i t t l e  d iffi c u l ty  
understanding why there would not  be some attempt 
made to have the Port of Churchi l l  with a reasonable 
amount of grain.  At this present t ime we are sitting 
there at the Port of Churchi l l  with approximately 10 ,000 
tonnes. We have been told that it would take a week­
and-s-haH to two or possibly even more to get enough 
grain up to Churchil l .  Even if sales were made tomorrow, 
there would be d ifficulty in mobi l izing fast enough to 
have an effective season .  That, to me, is something 
l ike any person saying, "Well ,  we wil l  not have any 
inventory unti l we have a buyer." I can understand why 
you can go from a buyer to a sel ler's market. You have 
got the terminal plugged with grain and somebody says, 
"Well, I wil l  come up and pick a boatload up if you 
give me the right price for i t" . 

* ( 1 620) 

But surely, there has to be a way of taking a look 
at that and rationalizing that situation, because we know 
that the only time it is easy to get grain into Churchi l l  
is  when you have sti l l  got  some permafrost so that the 
line remains stable. Usually, you would l i ke  to f i l l  the  
terminal up there in  the months of  Apri l ,  May and June, 
rather than attempt to do it when you are running into 
d ifficulties with the l ine later on in  the season. 
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There are many issues, and I do not pretend to know 
all the issues with the Port of Churchi l l ,  although it has 
been studied to death.  If you want to, you can go out 
and find f igures that will g ive you the costs which tell 
you it is  far more expensive to ship out of Churchi l l .  
You can f ind other studies that tel l  you it is much cheaper 
to ship out of Churchi l l .  The whole range of th ings are 
there. lt has been studied to death,  and I th ink there 
are so many figures that probably some guy could sit 
down and write 15 Masters' theses if he were so incl ined , 
pu l l ing al l  that i nformation together. lt is all there. Some 
of it is confusing ,  some of it is  real istic, and so on. 

But my view is that we are looking at a fundamental 
issue here this afternoon, and that fundamental issue 
is  the u nwi l l ingness of a Minister from this province, 
who has the responsibi l ity of the Canadian Wheat Board, 
to sit down with a committee that is a three-Party 
committee struck by this Legislature. I think there should 
be a very strong note of protest go to that M in ister, 
saying that we do not u nderstand the rationale for that 
type of a decision. That is the thing t hat u psets me 
the most. I was not anticipating an i ronclad commitment 
that would make money in  Churchi l l  in  1 988, but I 
certainly was expecting the courtesy of the M i nister to 
sit down and talk to that committee. That is my major 
point. Thank you very much. 

Hon. Glen FindlaJ (Minister of Agriculture): I woul d  
l i k e  to p u t  a few comments on t h e  record with regard 
to how I view the issue we have in front of us today, 
the Port of Churchi l l 's  exporting of grain of this country, 
and the value of the Canadian Wheat Board . Certainly, 
we support the Port of Church i l l  as an export position 
from the country of Canada, one of four. 

The grain exports in this country have been moving 
u pwards substantial ly in  the last number of years, and 
our major export agency has been the Canadian Wheat 
Board . They have sold wheat, barley and oats around 
the world i n  a very tough market at various t imes, and 
they have committed themselves over the years to 
serving the farmers of western Canada to their best 
possible abi l ity. lt is their job to go out in the world 
and sell the grain to the best possible advantage of 
the farmer of western Canada. 

They have shipped grain through the Port of Churchil l  
over the years. A target has usually been around 
600,000 tonnes to make it economical. I th ink,  on only 
one occasion, d id we exceed that.  On one other 
occasion, we came very close to it. 

I am a l itt le b it  concerned about what I hear from 
the other side of the H ouse today which, i n  essence, 
i n  various ways is  saying,  use the Port of Church i l l  at 
any cost. I am very, very concerned about what that 
means. The Leader of the NDP was using the word 
"overrule" on numerous occasions today. He did not 
g o  so far as to say, overrule the Wheat Board , but he 
said ,  "The Prime M i nister must overrule the M i nister 
responsible for the Wheat Board . "  Then he came u p  
short o f  saying, overrule t h e  Wheat Board , b u t  it was 
ever so close that the impl ication was sti l l  there. 

T h e  Leader  of  t h e  Oppos i t i o n  ( M rs.  Carsta i rs)  
commented , l ike the M inister of Finance (Mr. Manness) 
said ,  " M ake sure there are adequate shipments."  But 
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there are a lot of factors to consider as to whether i t  
is to the best interests of western Canada, the best 
interests of farmers, and the best interests of the viabi lity 
of non-politicizing the Wheat Board , as to how far we 
push this issue at this particular time. The Port of 
Church i l l ,  very valuable to Manitoba and to western 
Canada, but let us not lose sight of the fact that if we 
are going to force something to happen there from the 
Federal Government to the Wheat Board , we stand a 
very significant chance of d isrupting that non-political 
element in  the Wheat Board that we have had for many 
years. I believe very strongly in the principle of the 
Wheat Board, I applaud them exceedingly for the efforts 
they have made, particularly in the last 10 years, towards 
moving g rain in a tough export market. They have 
served the farmers of western Canada as wel l as any 
agency could ,  in terms of moving grain .  

We have i n  place a committee which t h e  M i nister of 
Transport (Mr. Albert Driedger) is chairing, which, as 
many people have said ,  he has done the best he could 
do under the circumstances we have. We have met 
with the Grain Transportation Agency and CN,  got their 
point of view, but we cannot, even as that committee, 
force anybody to do anything that is not in  the best 
interests of the Wheat Board and the farmers of western 
Canada. Let us not lose sight of that fact. 

We have to consider what the Wheat Board is up 
against, and I respect very much their abil ity to sell on 
a confidential basis. Their negotiations, their  sales, their 
prices, how they negotiate a sale price relative to where 
it shall be delivered to export is strictly confidential. I 
do not think we should force them to reveal that. I d o  
n o t  think it would b e  i n  the best interest o f  this 
Legislature or western Canada if we tr ied to do that. 
But we have to consider some real facts that are out 
there. Nobody has asked the question about whether 
any country i n  the world is prepared to buy out of 
Churchil l  th is year, is  prepared to send i n  ships to 
Churchi l l .  I am not aware that there is anything,  any 
act ion going on by any country that is interested in 
moving i n  there. I ask the question, why? I really do  
not know the  answer. We cannot force the  Wheat Board 
to reveal that i nformation to us. 

The critic from the Liberals has just said that he was 
d isappointed that there was not grain sitt ing in the Port 
of Churchi l l .  The Wheat Board's  operation in the past 
has been that they tell GTA to m ove g rain to an export 
position after they have a committed sale. If we fol low 
up on what he said ,  that we f i l l  the Port of Churchi l l  
ful l  of grain d uring the winter, and then the Wheat Board 
has to go and sell it, and you heard the Member say 
in that meeting the other day that the Wheat Board 
has been forced at various times to unload that elevator 
at fire sale prices, because n obody would come in at 
the quoted price, at the competitive quoted price at 
the other export points. So it is a delicate, del icate 
issue.- ( Interjection)- You were not in the meeting the 
other day. Ask your Member who was in  the meeting, 
the Member from Dauphin ( M r. Plohman). He was in  
the meeting,  he heard it  said .  The Liberal Critic is  
nodding his head , so he knows. 

The Member for Dauphin is not al l  that interested 
in what is good for the Wheat Board and good for the 
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grain industry of western Canada. He is only interested 
in the short-term politics of trying to force the Federal 
G overnment, prior to an election, to do something that 
is not in the best i nterest of farmers of western Canada. 

Mr. John Plohman (Dauphin): I do not th ink that it 
is proper parliamentary procedure to impute motives 
to an ind ividual, and that is exactly what the M i nister 
of Agriculture (Mr. Findlay) has just done, and I would 
l i ke h im to withdraw those remarks. 

Mr. Findlay: If I imputed any motives, I apologize to 
t h e  M e m ber. But t h e  M e m ber  for D au p h i n  ( M r. 
Plohman), the Member from Fl in Flon ( M r. Storie), al l 
Members of this H ouse must realize the del icate issue 
we are deal ing with, with the relat ive non-polit icization 
of the Canadian Wheat Board, and to me that is the 
most important issue that I ,  as a Minister of Agriculture, 
have to deal with . ,  The Port of Churchi l l  I support, and 
I hope that the Wheat Board in its abi l ity to negotiate 
sales around the world can f ind a country that is 
prepared to pick up grain at a competitive price through 
the Port of Churchi l l .  

* ( 1 630) 

But the Port of Churchi l l  has to mean more to 
Manitoba than just g rain exports. I wonder where was 
the Liberal Government some 1 6, 1 7  years i n  power 
in Ottawa, the N DP Government the last six-and-a-half 
years here in power, and we have had no development 
in  Churchi l l  in terms of tourism, moving potash, moving 
pulp and paper. The viabil ity of the port was not 
addressed. Where was the action? You talk about 
keeping the Port of Churchi l l .  They are wanting it to 
be viable, but there was no action. Maybe it is not 
possible to ever do  it but nothing has happened . So 
you cannot force something to happen right now that 
the Wheat Board is unable to deliver on.  That is the 
most critical issue we have in  front of us in  my mind 
from the point of view of the farmers of Manitoba. 

I believe the Wheat Board is sel l ing grain at the 
highest possible return to the producers and, as long 
as they are doing that, they are serving the farmers of 
western Canada well .  The Port of Churchi l l ,  I hope and 
pray, becomes an export point this year, and we can 
add more grain through there in  the coming years. But 
never lose sight of the fact that the abi l ity to do that 
depends on our abi l ity or the abi l ity of western Canada 
to have sign ificant rain in  the fall of '88, snow over the 
winter of '89, so we have a good growing season in 
'89 and the years after so that we can produce the 
grain that the world needs and we can have a significant 
economic advantage from growing and selling that 
grain .  

With that, M r. Deputy Speaker, I would  hope that no 
Members over there are prepared to go so far as to 
say that the Wheat Board has to be forced to sel l  
through the Port  of Churchi l l .  That would be to the 
detr iment of the Wheat Board , but  we d o  support it  
and I personally support it. I know the farmers of western 
Canada, under normal circumstances, support the Port 
of Churchi l l  fu l ly and completely. 

Mr. Steve Ashton (Thompson): M r. Deputy Speaker, 
as Members who have been in this House the last 
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number of years will know, I have a d ist inct interest in 
the future of the Port of Churchi l l .  I think I have 
i ntroduced a resolution on the port in pretty well every 
Session of the Legislature. I have raised it during 
Question Period. I have raised it during debate and, 
as we are speaking on this resolution today, I am 
reminded of why I feel so strongly about the Port of 
Churchi l l .  

I suppose my first contact with the port came when 
I moved to Thompson in the 1 960s with my parents. 
l t  is ironic. At that time In the mid- 1 960s, the Town of 
Thompson,  because it was then  a town , was 
approximately 4,000 to 5,000 people. So was the Town 
of Churchi l l .  There was quite a rivalry back and forth 
between the schools. There were many school trips. I 
unfortunately never had the opportunity to go on one. 
They were two towns of almost identical population 
that shared the isolation, shared the northern region, 
and there was a kinshi p  that developed. lt is interesting, 
I think, and it is a comment on what has been happening 
to Churchill, the fact that Thompson went in the 1 960s 
from a population of approximately 4,000 to the point 
where, at one stage, it was more than 20,000 population, 
while Churchi l l  declined to the point that today there 
is just barely over 1 ,000 people. There are various 
factors that have been in place that have gone into 
those various trends. lt is something that I have reflected 
on, certainly in the work I have been able to try and 
do as an individual Member of the Legislature in terms 
of the port. 

That was the first contact, I suppose, I had with the 
idea of Churchi l l .  1t was not really until I visited Churchil l  
that I understood how important Churchill is to our 
region, the northern region of Manitoba, to Manitoba 
and ,  yes, Canada as a whole. I remember four years 
ago, virtually to the day, being in Churchi l l .  lt was d uring 
the federal election actually. I was with Ed Broadbent. 
I remember boarding a Greek ship which was carrying 
grain to Europe. I remember explaining in  Greek, to 
the sailors, who was visiting the ship and why. I 
remember feeling after that a certain sense of pride 
in  the port, that here In northern Manitoba we had an 
International port that was a window on the world ,  but 
also at the same time a feeling of sadness that window 
was restricted to seven or eight ships in some years, 
maybe 18 or 20 in others, and thinking of the lost 
potential in the port. 

I brought that to this Legislature and I brought that 
sort of perspective to the Port of Churchi l l  Development 
Board when I sat on the board . In fact , I suppose I am 
still officially on the Port of Churchill Development Board 
if it  is in  existence. I hope that it does continue in 
existence, no matter who is representing the Province 
of Manitoba, because it has provided a useful function 
lobbying for the port. 

I bring to this Legislature a real sense that Churchill 
is  really the forgotten port. I f  anybody looks at the 
h istory of the port, looks at the fights that took place 
in the late 1 9th Century by farmers- because it was 
farmers that fought for the Port of Churchi l l ,  western 
farmers- if one looks at the significance of the northern 
region of Manitoba becoming part of the Province of 
Manitoba, which it did just over 75 years ago, which 
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is a key element in the bui ld ing of the Port at Churchi l l ,  
if one looks at the sacrifice of literally hundreds of 
workers who d ied in  the construction of that port, and 
if one looks at the d reams of people over the years 
who have seen Churchi l l  for its potential, not just its 
actuality as a relatively m inor port in Canada, relatively 
minor in terms of treatment, in terms of grain shipments, 
etc. ,  but they have seen the potential. 

When I travel to other countries, I have not iced just 
how important, how critical ports are. I noticed a couple 
of the comments by the Leader of the Opposition and 
other Members who have spoken just how important 
ports are.  My wi fe 's  h o m e  town in G reece, 
Alexan d ro u p o l i s ,  G reece h as been occ u p ied  
successively in  the last 75 years by  the  Ottoman Turks. 
lt became part of Greece i n  the 1 920s. lt was occupied 
by the Germans, by the Bulgarians, all because they 
sought t hat port. lt was strategically important. 

Yet in  Canada, we have a northern port, our one 
northern port, and it seems that nationally we cannot 
break away from the vested interests: the gra in  
companies, the C .N .  and others who have a vested 
economic i nterest in seeing the port does not develop. 
lt is a shame to my mind that we cannot break away 
from that and see Churchi l l  for its true potential , and 
see the potential not only in  terms of grain but also in 
terms of further economic development. 

To my mind, the prospects for long-term economic 
deve lopment  i n  nor the rn Man i toba are t ie d  
fundamentally to t h e  port, b u t  i t  is intertwined with its 
role as a g rain shipping port. Without its role as a grain 
shipping port this year and in other years, the Port of 
Churchil l  wil l  wither and d ie, and I do not want to see 
that hap pen. I do not want to see people 1 0  and 20 
and 30 years from now look back on this period, and 
wonder why the politicians of the t i me and the civil 
servants at the time in Ottawa did not have the vision 
to see Churchil l  for what it is worth.  I hope that they 
wil l  look back on this and see it perhaps as one of the 
tougher t imes for the port, but see it perhaps as a t ime 
when the supporters of the port ral lied to its defence. 

When we passed the resolution just a few days ago, 
unanimously in  this House, I must say that I felt real ly 
good being a supporter of the port. I felt really good 
that it took the port, in  a way, to bring this House to 
unanimity because, in  the seven years that I have been 
here-and there are other Members who have been 
here much longer than I have- I cannot remember very 
many occasions, maybe one or two, where there has 
been unanimous support for any resolution in this 
House. I felt really good. 

You wil l have to forgive me if I get frustrated when 
I see that perhaps the support is not as solid as I thought 
it was. When I saw the Premier (Mr. Filmon) today get 
u p  and waffle on the issue and suggest somehow that 
it was to be blamed on previous Governments, I was 
amazed . Is the Premier not aware of the fact that, in 
1 984, a $92 mil l ion subagreement was signed by the 
previous Government, the NDP Government, with the 
previous Liberal Government federally, which brought 
major improvements to the Port of Churchi l l?  Was he 
not aware of the developments that took place under 
the previous Min ister of Transportation who worked 
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t irelessly for the port? You can take not just my word, 
as a colleague, but the people from Churchi l l  were 
amazed that a Member for Dauphin (Mr. Plohman) would 
take such an i nterest in  the port. 

A lot has been done by previous Governments. Let 
this Premier (Mr. Fi lmon) not try and blame it on previous 
Governments in  terms of the situation. I hear today as 
well Members in speeches and Members from their 
seat talking about the Wheat Board and not interfering 
with the Wheat Board . I th ink the case for Churchi l l  is 
clear. l t  has been documented i n  consultant study after 
consultant study. Church i l l  is an economical port for 
the shipment of grain .  That is proven.  I guess one of 
the saddest parts,  i ro n i cal ly, is t h at much of t h e  
catchment area for Church i l l  is n o t  i n  t h e  Province of 
M a n i toba .  M ost  of t h e  catch ment  area is i n  
Saskatchewan. A larger part of the catchment area for 
the Port of Churchi l l  is  actual ly in  Alberta than in this 
province. I suspect that is  one of the problems that 
we have had is lukewarm support from some of the 
agricultural areas i n  this province. 

I recogn ize that they are not in  the catchment area, 
but I would hope that everyone in  every area of this 
p rovince wou l d  remem ber the  f ight  of farmers of  
western Canada in  the 1 9th Century, and remember 
just how important the port was then and how important 
i t  can be in  the future. Remember that we are talk ing 
about grain,  yes, but we are talk ing about future 
economic development as wel l .  I really believe that,  
when we are in  the position now that the port 's  dest iny 
i s  with in the hands of this generat ion,  the port 's very 
future is in the hands of the elected officials of today 
i n  th is Legislature and in the House of Commons, what 
we need is not lukewarm support at the provincial leve l .  
We need every one of the 57 Members of th is  House 
ful ly supporting the port and standing up for it in this 
Legislature, in  this debate, in  Question Period , i n  every 
other opportunity. 

That is the message I th ink we should  send today. 
Yes,  we pass a resolution; yes, we al l  p lace comments 
on the record. But the bottom line of our comments 
today has to be that we, the 57 Members of the 
Legislature, are wil l ing to take a stand for Church i l l .  
We are wi l l ing to say that it has a future. We are wi l l ing 
to f ight for it now, recognizing that its future is at stake 
this very moment and that,  yes, we are going to get 
what C h u rc h i l l  d eserves,  wh ich  is t hat it w i l l  be 
recognized as an economical grain shipment port. lt 
wil l be recognized for its future potential for economic 
development, for northern Manitoba yes, for Canada 
as wel l-you bet ! Our future, I bel ieve, l ies as much 
in  the North as any other area i n  Canada. As a 
Northerner, I am proud to support the Port of Churchi l l  
at every opport u n i ty, but  I t h i n k  we here a l l  as 
Manitobans should .  That is why I look to this debate 
to send that clear message to the Prime M inister and 
the Government of Canada. 

Mrs. Gwen Charles (Selkirk): I am very pleased today 
to speak on the Port of Church i l l .  

When I moved to Manitoba i n  1 969 to come to 
university, besides the City of Winn ipeg, there were two 
other places I recognized from the history I was taught 

i n  Ontario, those being the Selkirk settlers in the Town 
. of Selkirk, which turned out to be the history of my 
own l ife, and also the Port of Churchi l l .  I think that 
shows what Canadians see of Man i toba ,  n ot one 
isolated community but  a province, a province that 
extends from the south to the north . They recognize 
not only the farm land but also the northern scope and 
vast tundra and ports, and all the areas that go with 
the North that we think of. 
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Tod ay, we are d i scuss i n g  n o t  j ust t h e  Farm 
Association and how grain is shipped . We are d iscussing 
the future of Manitoba. We are d iscussing how it relates 
to the rest of Canada and how Canada relates to 
M anitoba. We have a Minister of Canada today who 
refuses to recognize the provincial representation that 
wishes to d iscuss the future of Manitoba. I f ind this 
absolutely start l ing.  

There are arguments to be made in  many ways as 
to whether Churchi l l  is viable or not .  I think one Minister 
of the G overnment today mentioned, can we afford 
Church i l l .  That is a question,  because certainly we are 
looking at the economics of everything here in this 
House. Can we not afford the Port of Churchi l l?  That 
is the question we have to also address. We have to 
address what it means to Manitoba. 

We have a booming tourist industry i n  Manitoba and 
even more so i n  Churchi l l .  People are coming from the 
United States i n  droves to see the polar bears, the 
migrating of birds, the beluga whales and so forth.  We 
have a port that is a jumping-off p lace for the rest of 
the North. We have the abil ity to provide medical 
services for the North, and continue to do so with the 
good wishes of our M inister of Health (Mr. Orchard). 
We have the abi l ity to open up,  to be the starting-off 
place for the North of Canada, and that is indeed a 
respons i b i l i ty we cannot take l i g h t ly here in t h i s  
Assembly. 

* ( 1 640)  

Can we afford  the  Port  of C h u r ch i l l ?  N ow the 
arguments are being made by the Government that we 
cannot d i rect the Canadian Wheat Board what it can 
do. lt  has to stay non-polit ical . That is an argument 
indeed, but can we not address to them some concerns? 
The Minister, I think, has that authority. He is the Minister 
of the Canadian Wheat Board. What d oes he do there, 
just sit and hold the title? Does he not d iscuss anyth ing 
with them? Does he just look at their  books at the end 
of the year, and that is i t? 

I suggest he has some role to p lay with the Canadian 
Wheat Board . What we were told on our Tuesday 
meeting by Peter Thomson of The Grain Transportation 
Authority that he suspected - and I am not sure that 
was his term but that was the way I recall his intent ion­
that the Canadian Wheat Board has not even looked 
at shipping grain out of the Port of Churchi l l ,  and we 
could ask them to look at it .  I suggest here that we 
ask very vehemently that they look at the Port of 
Churchi l l  because, when they look at the Port of 
Churchi l l ,  they are looking at Manitoba. When they are 
looking at M anitoba, they are not looking at just the 
farmers. They are looking at our Northerners, and they 
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are looking at what Canada means on a province-by­
province basis. 

The Canadian Wheat Board indeed should in overall 
terms be non-polit ical, but the Finance Min ister ( M r. 
Manness) h imself ind icated that it has been challenged 
by the Member for Arthur (Mr. Downey). Now, if you 
can challenge it once, d oes that mean you never 
challenge it again ?  Can we not challenge it to look at 
putting grain through the port? -( Interjection)- You 
escaped once, wel l ,  why can we not do it more often ?  
I mean, w e  do not want to d o  it on a day-to-day basis 
but, if we have to do it  every two decades, i t  is not 
too bad. 

We have to be able to go to our federal Government. 
They i ndeed are over us in  the aspect of Canada-wide 
M i nistries, but  we indeed shou ld  be ab le  to ta lk  to 
them. This Assembly was not asking them for immediate 
action. They were asking them to l isten to us and, if 
they wil l  not l isten to us, then who are we supposed 
to speak to? The Prime M i nister wi l l  not l isten to the 
Premier (Mr. Fi lmon). The M i nister wi l l  not l isten to the 
Minister of our Transportation (Mr. Albert Driedger) who 
is doing indeed a great job at trying to get his attention .  

So what are we supposed to do,  just s i t  here? No,  
I think we took the responsible attitude of  getting an 
all-Party agreement that we have to d iscuss th is  motion. 
I take g reat o bject i o n  to the M e m bers of  t h e  
G overnment w h o  are trying to make t h i s  a pol it ical 
statement. I f  we are going to pretend that there are 
no politics i nvolved, well maybe that is naive, but we 
have to do our utmost to take pol itics out of it on a 
one-to-one basis and on a party-to-party basis. I really 
d o  object to the tone that has been set by some 
M i nisters here that we are trying to make a big game 
plan out of this. 

If we cannot believe in  each other's bel ief that we 
are representing Manitobans to the best of our abi l i ty, 
then what are we here for? We have to have respect 
for each other. We have to have respect for Manitoba, 
and we are defin itely d iscussing whether we are having 
respect for the Port of Churchi l l  or whether we are just 
going to g ive up and say, wel l  maybe next year, maybe 
the year after, whenever the next crisis enters and we 
will deal with it  then. 

We each have choices to make in  this l ife and we 
have decided to make the choice today to d iscuss the 
Port of Churchi l l .  Now, do  we have an answer for what 
should be done? H opeful ly, there wil l  be some wise 
decision here of all the d iscussions that take place 
what d i rection we i ndeed can take. I hope that wi l l  
come to our meeting tomorrow as a committee. I th ink 
there is some future for the Port of Church i l l ,  and I 
hope every one of us here bel ieves there is a future 
for the Port of Church i l l .  

But we cannot assume the future exists. We do not  
know today when we leave this bu i ld ing what our future 
may be, or the future of this Government wi l l  be. We 
have to assume that we can do the best for the future 
and, in doing the best, it is indeed looking at the issues 
of the day and the issue today is the Port of Church i l l .  
We cannot delay look ing at  i t .  We were q uestioned as 
to why we have not brought it up in our speeches. Wel l ,  
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it is obvious. We had a committee looking at it .  Are 
we supposed to supersede the committee, as the 
Min ister of the Wheat Board has decided to do in  just 
speaking without their consultat ion? No.  

We, as Mem bers of the Opposition, have stood up 
and spoken on the Budget. We have not spoken on 
the Canadian Wheat Board nor the Port of Church i l l  
because it is being dealt w i th  in  another forum.  To imply 
that,  as some of the M inisters have done, is to try to 
put some polit ical atmosphere on an issue that should 
have taken away from that, and into the area of what 
our future is. 

We have to look towards our North.  We have to 
protect our North. There is a great, great population 
up there that we always seem to overlook.  There is a 
great , great vast area up there that we do not tend 
to, as in  the environment or a wi ld l ife, or any of those 
protections. But we have to look at what the futu re is, 
to have a viable community there, to have a community 
that we can proudly say is part of Manitoba, to have 
a community that edges on one of our most northerly 
borders. 

lt  means that we are a complete province, and only 
in  completeness should we be happy in  this Legislature 
because we are here to represent, not just Winn ipeg, 
not just the farmers of Manitoba, but indeed all  of 
Manitoba. So let us regard, and take this into regard 
when we are looking at the d iscussion today, that we 
are looking towards our future. If this were a northern 
issue, it  would have d ifferent arguments. lt  is an issue 
of all, not only just grain ,  but of our North, and of every 
att itude we have for Manitoba, because our future is 
across the whole scope, and we should look towards 
the vitality of Manitoba and keep al l  those aspects in 
mind .  Thank you. 

Hon. James Downey (Minister of Northern Affairs): 
I want to be very brief in  my comments and g ive 
everyone an opportunity to put their comments on the 
record . lt is not an issue coming to this Legislative 
Assembly for the fi rst t ime, but for many t imes, and 
I h ave been here for some years, h ave h ad the  
opportun ity to look at  it  from the  Opposition benches, 
and had a chance to look at it from the posit ion of 
M i n ister, before as M in ister of Agriculture. 

I want to start my comments today by saying that 
I do not th ink there is any one person here today trying 
to underestimate the i mportance of the issue, the fact 
that it is a community in Manitoba, there are people's 
livelihoods at stake, that it is a part of a system, Canada 
is known worldwide for its abi l ity to grow top qual ity 
food , that we are able to,  after sort ing out some of 
the transportation problems and some of the d ifficulties 
that I was involved in through the late 1 970s and 80s. 
A lot of the pol itics we referred to my col leagues and 
a h istorical meeting was held right in this bui ld ing.  

I n  January of 1 979, I bel ieve it was, under Sterl ing 
Lyon, some people may recognize the name of Otto 
Lang as t h e  former M i n ister resp o n s i b l e  for t h e  
Canadian Wheat Board , t h e  transportation system. One 
of the major problems at that time, ladies and gentlemen 
of this Assembly, is that we had a mu ltitude of grain 
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i n  western Canada. We had the First M i n isters of this 
country meet ing on what they could do to improve the 
economy of western Canada. lt was very straightforward 
what could  be done if we got our act together. We could 
streaml ine the system, add some product to hopper 
cars to the system, put some engine power in  place, 
clear some of the bureaucracy, get labour onside and 
move grain.  That is exactly what happened and it was 
a very h istorical event. 

I had the privilege to be part of the organization of 
i t ,  and I think some positive th ings were accomplished. 
l t  was not approached from one single side. 

I would l ike to speak, and I am not speaking in  defence 
of my federal friend ,  the federal M inister responsible 
for the Canadian Wheat Board, i n  not coming to this 
committee meeting,  because I would  have thought it 
woul d  have helped clear the air for some of the 
Members, and I am somewhat d isappointed in  that 
regard . However, I am not going to stand here and lay 
full condemnation on his head , because he has been 
a good M i nister for the Canadian Wheat Board and 
for the farmers of western Canada, when one looks at 
the positive pol icies that have been put in place-g rain 
stabil ization changes, the low price at a grain support 
program. There have been several b i l l ions of dollars 
put into the hands of western Canadian farmers. I th ink 
we would be less than responsible if we stood here 
and fully condemned one Minister of the Crown. Yes, 
d isagree and be totally u pset that he did not come to 
our committee, but I th ink we want to be very careful 
not to destroy future relationships that we hope to have 
with federal M i nisters, with the province and the future 
use of Churchi l l  because one would not want to sour 
in any way, shape or form an ongoing opportunity for 
that particular port. I say that because, when you are 
condemning one federal Min ister, you are condemning 
the federal Government. I l ike to look at it  i n  a l ittle 
broader range. 

* ( 1 650) 

I wou l d  l i k e  t o  t h i n k  t h at not o n l y  s h o u l d  t h i s  
Committee be looking at, yes, the immediate concern 
of movement of grain but I can assure you as M i n ister 
responsible for Northern and Native Affairs that with 
my colleague, the M i nister of Transportation (Mr. Albert 
Driedger), my colleague, the Minister for Industry, Trade 
& Technology (Mr. Ernst), that we have to, in the longer 
term, look to a broader range of commodit ies that can 
be moved in and out of the Port of Church i l l .  This may 
be old fashioned, it may be rhetorical but let us not 
get ourselves into the situation where we say that we 
are going to continue to let the future of Churchi l l  be 
hanging on the future of the grain industry. 

Let us look at the actual situation. As I mentioned 
i n  Committee the other day, the grain industry is i n  d i re 
st ra i ts .  Western Canad ian  farmers - a s  we see 
continued d ry weather, no fal l rains and no prospect 
for future moisture for growing of another crop-you 
are not going to see grain suppl ies loosen up. You are 
going to see grain suppl ies tighten up and continual ly 
t ighten up .  I do not want to be a Member who stands 
here and is talking doom and gloom, but I th ink we 
have to look at it in a real istic way. 
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I have to be very honest with my col leagues from 
the New Democratic Party who for many, many years 
stood up first of all to defend labour. They see the 
importance of the grain industry in the farm community 
as it  is tied and I th ink we do not want to segregate 
any one section. I th ink it is extremely i mportant that 
we expect the same kind of support-and I again go 
back a l itt le bit in  history to when I was a M in ister in  
1 977 when the Port of Churchi l l  was not operating 
because of a labour str ike, because of a shut down 
and work stoppage. I was desperately at that t ime, as 
M i nister of Agriculture, requesting support from the 
New Democratic Opposition to help get the workers 
back to work in  Church i l l ,  but it was not forthcoming.  
l t  d id  not come. I put on the record the other day what 
the response was. lt was that I offered to send farmers 
or pay farmers' way to go to Churchi l l  to load grain. 
The response from the New Democratic Party at that 
t ime was, farmers would not know how to handle the 
grain. I have the press cl ippings, by the way, on that 
particular h istoric t ime. 

I th ink- and it is not polit ical cr it ic ism, it  is  reality 
that I am putting on the record. Let us take a broader 
look at the whole picture and when the Conservative 
Party stands and say we need support to move grain 
when labour shutdowns come into p lay, let us work 
together to do it because to d irect a labour movement 
or to d irect strikers back to work is  the same thing as 
d i rect ing the Canadian Wheat Board to put grain i nto 
the Port of Churchi l l .  That is the k ind of power that 
this Committee, this H ouse is asking to take place. I 
do not th ink you want that. I really th ink you should 
assess very carefully what you are asking in  that regard. 

What we want do are two things, basically, in  my 
estimation. Make sure that every bushel of wheat, every 
bushel  of bar ley, every bushel  of product that i s  
available, that can b e  sent to t h e  Port o f  Churchi l l  and 
used in  that port, is done. That is what we want done. 
You want to do it through persuasion, actual ly through 
a d irective. Then you better be careful because it has 
serious impl ications in  al l  of our society, and I should 
say for the Honourable Member for Selk irk 's (Mrs.  
Charles) sake that sometimes in  debate one can get 
rol l ing along pretty good and make statements that 
can cause some action or reaction in the community. 

I happened to be a Min ister of Agriculture, went 
through frustration and through a tie up in the grain 
system, and a lot of the problem at that t ime was being 
pointed at the Canadian Wheat Board . I say this-and 
it is on the publ ic record -that through frustration and 
concern for the farm community, I made the statement 
that the Canad ian Wheat Board should be wrestled to 
the g round because it was a bureaucracy unto itself. 
I can tell you that was the first time I ever received a 
call from the Chief Commissioner of the Canadian 
Wheat Board , as a Min ister of Agriculture. 

I think any Min ister of Agriculture i n  western Canada 
should be contacted , on a regular basis, to d iscuss the 
concerns of the grain industry when t imes are tough 
or vice-versa. However, it  was somewhat taken out of 
context. I did survive that statement. lt  was editorialized 
and I was kicked around for a while, but after the writers 
had their satisfaction,  there were some improvements. 
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There were truly some improvements. Whether it was 
that statement that caused it or whatever it was, we 
had some act ion.  

This activity that we are going through,  I am sure, 
wil l  make them take a look at every possible avenue, 
but I th ink it  is  very dangerous ground for us to get 
i nto the posit ion of actually d i rect ing ,  because it would 
be no d ifferent, in  my estimation, to d irect the Canadian 
Wheat Board to do it  as it would be to d i rect - an d  I 
say d i rect-a labour movement to load boats against 
their wishes. 

We have got to be pretty carefu l in  how we approach 
it. I think the broader work that this Legislat ive Assembly 
should be doing -and I am d isappointed that it has 
not been done prior in a more meaningful way - is the 
alternative use for the Port of Churchi l l .  I am sure the 
Member for Churchi l l  (Mr. Cowan) has been somewhat 
frustrated at t imes that he m ust have seen products 
other than wheat, barley or  oats going out of other 
ports that may have been able to  go th rough the Port 
of Churchil l .  

I am not sure what work was done by the prior 
administration in  that regard . I know that there have 
been some recent press comments that Manfor was 
considering the shipping of some lumber to the U .K .  
Excel lent idea ,  excel lent p otent ia l .  Agai n - a  short 
season but a possible alternative. Those are the k inds 
of things that I th ink wil l  add to the long-term longevity 
of Churchi l l .  I th ink the g rain ,  yes, has to be a major 
part of it ,  but when i t  cont inues to be-

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The H onourable Member's t ime 
is  over. 

Mr. Downey: I t h a n k  you for  t h e  o p p o rt u n i ty t o  
participate i n  this debate. 

(Mr. Speaker in the Chair. )  

Mr. Storie: I would l ike to a d d  a few brief remarks to 
the record as one of the northern M LAs who represents 
a constituency, who has an interest in maintain ing ,  
deve lop ing ,  sec u r i n g  the  l o ngevity of the Port  of 
Churchi l l  not only as an i mportant northern asset but 
an asset to the Province of M anitoba and to Canada; 
and I guess, also, to  add my thoughts i n  response to 
some of the comments that we have heard , particularly, 
from the Members on the Government side who soun d ,  
I th ink,  unfortunately defensive about this part icular 
situat ion,  who feel some obl igation to defend the 
i nterests of their federal counterparts rather than defend 
the real i nterests of Manitobans and, I believe, the real 
i nterests of M an itoba, Saskatchewan and A l berta 
farmers. 

M r. Speaker, we are talk ing about a port whose 
importance goes beyond,  for many people, I bel ieve, 
simply the question of handl ing grain .  We know-and 
it  has been put on the record -that what we have seen 
over the past few years is a diminution of the importance 
of Churchi l l  in terms of handl ing g rain .  

We have a circumstance currently which, I bel ieve, 
t h reatens t h e  P o r t  of C h u rc h i l l  because of t h e  
unwi l l i ngness, the seeming  inab i l ity of t h e  cur rent  
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M i nister responsible for the Wheat Board to stir up his 
courage and make some tough decisions. We have 
heard from Members on the Government side, including 
the M in ister of Finance ( M r. Manness), the M i nister of 
Northern Affairs (Mr. Downey), the M inister of Health 
(Mr. Orchard), who have warned us that we should be 
concerned about the possi b i l i ty of pol i t ic iz ing the 
Canadian Wheat Board. 

Wel l ,  let no  one i n  this Chamber be under the i l l usion 
that the Canadian Wheat Board is not polit icized in 
some sense, in a small "p" sense already. There are 
interests on the Canad ian Wheat Board which contend 
w i th  i n terests a m o ngst  that g r o u p .  They do n ot 
necessari ly represent the interests either of Manitoba 
farmers - 1  shou ld  not say Canad ian  farmers,  but  
Mani toba farmers-and certainly do not  represent the 
i nterests of communit ies such as the commun ity of 
Church i l l .  They have their own polit ics, and pol it ics is 
being played on the basis of dol lar signs in the main. 

* ( 1 700) 

lt is  pol it ical . The decisions that have been made 
over the past number of decades with respect to the 
Port of Churchi l l ,  the shipping of grain to the Port 
Church i l l ,  always had a polit ical element. I would defy 
anybody to suggest that there has not been some 
element of pol itics, and again I say small "p" pol it ics, 
not L iberal, not Conservative necessarily, but they are 
making decisions i n  someone's best interest and it  is 
n ot always the Canadian farmer. 

The point I am trying to make is that this hysteria 
that seems to have struck and gripped the Members 
of the Government with respect to polit icizing the 
Canadian Wheat Board, there l ies the fact that on 
occasion pol it icizing something is not necessarily bad . 
Every t ime I have heard pol it icization mentioned in the 
context of this debate, it has been pejoratively. Just 
because you polit icize something does not mean that 
has to be negative. We have pol it icized lots of issues 
in t h i s  c o u ntry  f rom M e d icare to u n e m p l oyment  
successfully. We have polit icized them because we 
believe there was some method, some underlying good 
that would come out of polit icizing this issue. 

There is the potential for some underlying good to 
come out of pol iticizing the issue of whether we are 
going to ship wheat through the Port of Church i l l .  l t  is 
a question of whether there is vision, whether there is  
some hope, some understanding of the potential that 
l ies in the Port of Churchi l l .  The federal Government 
and the M i nister responsible for the Wheat Board , and 
the Wheat Board itself, are going to have to take a 
serious look at the long-term potential for that port. 
The studies that have been done in  the past number 
of decades have recogn ized the potential not only for 
the hand l ing ,  as has been said ,  of grains, but also the 
hand l ing of other commodities, and the IBI Report 
suggests an additional 20 commodities that could be 
sh ipped through that port. 

I f  po l i t ic iz ing  t h i s  issue means that the federal  
Government, either in concert with the Wheat Board 
or independently, decides to take some action to secure 
the long-term stabi l ity and the enhancement potential 
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of the Port of Church i l l ,  then I say let us pol it icize the 
i ssue to t h at ext e n t .  l t  d oes not h ave t o  mean , 
necessari ly, that farmers or the grain companies are 
going to be the sacrificial lambs in that endeavour. lt 
s i m p ly means t h at there has to be a p o l i t i ca l  
commitment to the  Port of  Churchi l l .  We saw that 
commitment by the previous NDP Government, the 
previous Minister of Transportat ion who was wi l l ing to 
commit provincial doll ars and a federal Government 
that at one time was prepared to commit federal dollars 
to the development of the Port of Church i l l .  We have 
l ost that. 

For the Minister responsible for the Wheat Board to 
say he is not prepared to i nvolve h imself i n  this issue, 
to take a stand in terms of the longer-term interest of 
Churchi l l  in Manitoba and Canada, then I th ink that is 
unfortunate. 

I think this debate wil l  be healthy if we pol it icize the 
Port of Churchi l l 's  pl ight. If we pol iticize the pl ight of 
workers, hopeful ly workers in  the Port of Churchi l l ,  then 
I think we will have accomplished someth ing,  because 
I think it is time that the federal Government in  particular, 
but certain Members of the G overnment also, sat d own 
and considered whether they have a vision for the 
Churchi l l  l ine and what Churchi l l  can be for the Province 
of Manitoba. 

I f  they believe, as we believe, certainly, i n  the New 
Democratic Party, that it  is an i mportant asset to 
Manitoba, then let us not be afraid to stand up;  because 
I wi l l  tell Members opposite, h istory is ful l  of examples 
of people who said ,  wel l ,  I cannot stand up because 
I am going to be overwhelmed by other i nterests. If 
we do not stand up and say what we bel ieve, that we 
believe in the Port of Churchi l l ,  then we are missing 
an opportunity. I do  not think Members in  th is Chamber 
want to miss that opportunity. I know I do not. Thank 
you, M r. Speaker. 

Hon. Gary Filmon (Premier): When the motion came 
forward for this great u rgent debate on the Port of 
Churchi l l ,  I felt that Members opposite, in their collective 
wisdom, must know something that we on th is  side do 
not  know, that they must know something that they 
could propose that could happen as a result  of this 
debate that would assure the long-term viabi l ity of the 
Port of Church i l l ;  that somehow they had a magic 
solution, they had an answer, and that this debate today, 
which is going to knock aside the debate on the Budget, 
was going to be the be-al l and the end-all  and the cure 
for al l  the p roblems with the Port of Churchi l l .  

Of course, the New Democrats, M r. S peaker, have 
been working with the Liberals on this u rgent debate 
because they had taken away the in it iative from the 
Liberals a couple of weeks ago when they put forward 
their own proposal for emergency debate and,  of 
course, the Liberals d id not go along with it .  

So now the Liberals, having lost the in i t iative, want 
to come back on the in it iative and be seen somehow 
to be doing something on the Port of Church i l l  that 
was not being done. 

M r. Speaker, what do we have? We have an u rgent 
publ ic debate on Churchi l l  that, from my judgment, has 
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produced a lot of self-serving statements saying that 
we all believe in and we all support the Port of Churchil l .  

I want to tell you we have said that over and over 
and over again .  Whenever the question has been asked, 
every o n e  o n  t h i s  s i d e  h as i n d icated t h e i r  tota l  
commitment and  their total support for  the  Port of 
Church i l l .  My Min ister of Transportat ion (Mr. Albert 
Driedger) has ind icated that we wi l l  do everything we 
can to see that grain is shipped through Churchi l l  in  
the q uantities that are needed to ensure that the port 
remains viable. 

We continue to be committed to that. I do not have 
any doubt in my mind that the Members opposite have 
the same k ind of commitment. We had that same 
commitment when we got together as "al l-Parties" and 
passed a resolution about a week ago that said we 
would d o  a certain number of things i n  order. The all­
Party committee would get together, would call together 
people from all the various g roups who are i nvolved 
in Churchi l l  because, indeed, the long-term viabil ity of 
the Port of Church i l l ,  or the short-term viabi l ity of the 
Port of Churchi l l ,  is not something that is i n  the hands 
of th is Legislature. 

lt  is within the hands of a whole host of players in 
the game. They have to d o  with the Pools who are 
represent ing and marsha l l i ng  and market ing g rain 
through the Canad ian Wheat Board i n  this country. They 
have to do with the Canadian Wheat Board, with the 
Canadian National Railways, the Grain Transportation 
Authority, the Min ister responsible for the Canadian 
Wheat Board . Obviously, there are many players in  this 
w h o l e  p uzzle t h at h ave to be i nvo lve d  and take 
committed action to support Church i l l .  

But ,  M r. Speaker, are  we talking about an issue that 
has come about as a result of the drought in Canada 
this year? To some degree, we are. Are there other 
issues involved in  this whole process? Yes, indeed there 
are, because the fact of the matter is that Churchi l l 's  
viabi l ity is at  r isk th is year because of low grain 
transportation potential because no  act ion was taken 
by p rev ious a d m i n ist rat i o n s  to t a k e  C h u rc h i l l ' s  
dependency off shipping grain only a s  its only major 
function . 

The  rea l i ty  is that  the  former  N ew Democrat i c  
administration that represents all five seats in  the North ,  
and has done so since at  least 1 98 1 ,  d id  not do anything 
in  its term of Government to take the dependency of 
Churchi l l  off the shipment of grai n .  Indeed, they did 
not. Did they arrange for any other commodities to be 
shipped through the Port of Church i l l?  Is there any 
other use being made to the Port of Church i l l?  Thanks 
to the former admin istration- no, there is not. 

* ( 1 7 10 )  

S imi larly, d id the  former federal Trudeau Liberal 
Government do anyt h i n g  to ensu re t h e  l ong-term 
viabi l i ty of the Port of Churchi l l?  What d id  they do? 
What d id  they do to make sure that Churchi l l  would 
be viable in the longer term? Absolutely nothing. We 
have a community i n  Churchi l l  that al l  of us want to 
preserve. How do we preserve it? We take it away from 
its dependency on one single commodity or one s ingle 
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i ndustry. That is what we do to make it long-term, a 
community that will last forever in Manitoba. What does 
that mean? That means making sure that it has other 
industries and other sectors of the economy that it can 
depend u pon to be economically viable. 

Okay, here is  the Member for Concordia (Mr. Doer) 
who cannot remem ber anyth ing other than one l ine:  
Did you phone the Pr ime Minister? He cannot remember 
anything else about this issue ,  and he knows less about 
making Churchi l l  viable and a community of su bstance 
and a community with stabi l ity for the long-term,  
because he d id  absolutely noth ing .  He d id  absolutely 
nothing for it .  That is what the Leader of the New 
Democratic Party ( M r. Doer) knows about Church i l l­
nothing.  He on ly believes that al l  you have to do is 
pass a resolution i n  this H ouse or have a debate in 
this House and that wil l solve Churchi l l 's problem. When 
he was in  Government and had an opportunity to create 
economic  opportun ity, eco n o m i c  deve lopment  i n  
Churchi l l ,  h e  d i d  absolutely nothing. That i s  the problem 
we find ourselves in  today. 

When the Leader of the Opposition says that she 
went to Churchi l l  for the first t ime and she spoke with 
school chi ldren, and they said that they want to preserve 
Church i l l  because they l ive there, d id she say to them 
what needs to be done is to ensure that Churchi l l  has 
an economic base that wi l l  support it  for al l  time in 
future; that we can ensure that we develop tourism in 
Church i l l ;  that we can ensure that we develop other 
economic opportunities; or that we can ensure that it 
is  not just dependent on grain ,  so that when there is 
a drought year and there is not much grain to go around 
and every port is screaming for it  and that her colleague, 
the Liberal Premier in  Ontario, is screaming that not 
enough grain is  being sh ipped through Thunder Bay, 
that instead we are put in this k ind of confrontative 
squeeze? 

That is not the way it should be. If we are going to 
do something in the long-term in Church i l l ,  it is going 
to  be done because a Government takes the long-term 
view of Churchi l l .  I wi l l  give you some -( lnterjection)­
Yes, we are. As a matter of fact , in response to the 
Member for Dauphin (Mr. Plohman), yes, we are. When 
my Ministers were meeting with federal Ministers during 
the past week and they talked in  terms of Church i l l ,  
they talked in  terms of  long-term economic opportun ity. 

I wi l l  let the Members of the Opposition in on a l itt le 
bit of information which they may not be aware of. The 
Min ister of Tou rism (Mr. Ernst) is going to be going 
next weekend to the Port of Churchi l l  to meet an 
i ncoming cruise ship, the fi rst t ime a tourism cru ise 
ship has come into the Port of Church i l l .  That is the 
k ind of thing that can give some opportunity for the 
longer-term. lt is  a first step to the development of an 
ongoing tourism program for the Port of Church i l l .  

We are-and our M i nisters were d iscussing wi th  the 
federal G overnment a number of in it iatives that can 
also be ut i l ized to create a longer-term opportunity in 
the Port of Church i l l .  Yes, we are talking about taking 
its dependency off just the shipment of grain ,  but at 
the same t ime we also believe that the shipment of 
g rain can be a cont inu ing benefit .  We also believe that 
the shipment of other commodities should be and can 
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be a cont inu ing benefit. The previous admin istration, 
when they were in  Government, d id  not th ink that was 
important or could not do anything toward that, so they 
d id  not f ind any other commodities that cou ld be 
shipped through Churchi l l  or any other arrangements 
that could be made. 

We are faced with this kind of issue in  which the only 
answer is that we have to come up with some emergency 
debate to d iscuss the things that we al l  agree on .  We 
al l  agree on Churchi l l  being a community that we want 
to preserve in Manitoba. We all agree that we want 
our share of the long-term viabi l ity of Church i l l .  Is that 
going to happen because of this debate? No,  it is not. 
These people opposite do not want to debate the 
Budget, they do not want to debate the issues that 
Manitobans are concerned about. I nstead, for whatever 
pol it ical purposes, they want to have an emergency 
debate that al lows them to talk about their d iscussions 
with school ch i ldren i n  Church i l l .  We have a committee 
in place. 

Some Honourable Members: Oh, oh! 

Mr. S peaker:  O r d er, p l ease.  I am s u re that  a l l  
Honou rable Mem bers would want to grant t h e  First 
M i n ister (Mr. F i lmon) the courtesy which is granted to 
them. 

Mr. Filmon: The truth hurts, the truth hurts. I can 
understand their sensitivity. The fact of the matter is 
they have not done something when it was in their 
power. Al l  they want to do, the Li berals, because they 
are inexperienced and do not have any knowledge of 
what is going on in Church i l l ,  they want to join in with 
the NDP to create a pol it ical issue over the Port of 
Church i l l .  

The fact of the matter is we are committed to the 
long-term viabi l ity of  the Port of Church i l l .  We are going 
to d iver-sify the community of Church i l l .  We are going 
to make sure that there are other opportunities in  
tourism , in  economic development and other avenues 
for employment, to ensure that this Legislature wi l l  not 
have to enter into this debate when there is a d rought, 
when there is a shortage of grain to be shipped . We 
d o  not want to have to go through this again in  future.  
We want the Port of Churchi l l  to be viable in  the longer 
term, and we are going to take it off its dependency 
on one single commodity. 

Mr. John Angus (St. Norbert): I am pleased to be 
able to part icipate in this d iscussion and debate, and 
I would l ike to address some of my remarks to the First 
M i n ister ( M r. F i lmon) of this province, who suggests 
that the problem, at least in  my mind,  is not of 
d iscussion, not one of debate, not one of addressing 
the problems, but the problem is one of attitude, an 
attitude that says that it  is them against us, that we 
have ulterior mot ives, that we have a hidden agenda, 
that we are just trying to make polit ical points. 

lt d isappoints me that he wil l have to read my remarks 
in Hansard . lt  d isappoints me that he is not prepared 
to cooperate, that he is not prepared to work together 
and speak on behalf of Manitobans, because I read 
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with concern in the paper that Mr. Peterson from Ontario 
is writing letters to the Prime M i nister and arguing his 
case for Thunder Bay. 

I read with i nterest that Vander Zal m  is writing and 
communicat ing with the Prime M in ister of this country 
and competing for grain i nto Vancouver, i nto ports on 
the west coast . And where are we? We are not even 
prepared to talk to the M i n ister of the Wheat Board . 
The whole problem is one of attitude, in that as indicated 
before, we recognize the problem, and I applaud the 
in it iative of the Members opposite i n  trying to look at 
alternatives to address the solution i n  the Port of 
Churchil l  because that is what is required . That is exactly 
what is required , that there m ust be more methods. 
There must be more d ialogue, and more readiness to 
sit  d own and work together cooperatively on th is issue. 
I f  the First M i nister (Mr. Fi lmon) continues to stick his 
head i n  the sand, or i n  the case of Church i l l ,  i n  the 
snow perhaps, and not recognize that there is the abi lity 
for people to work cooperatively to address issues that 
are of concern to Manitobans; to recognize that by 
deserting those people, by moving the population of 
M anitoba south from the Port of Churchi l l ,  that the cost 
is going to  be astronomical to t he citizens of Manitoba, 
and to the citizens of Canada, and that we m ust take 
a positive action of cooperation of working together. 

* ( 1 720) 

l t  is very d isconcert ing when I recognize that these 
ind ividuals on the opposite side of the H ouse wi l l  not 
cooperate, wi l l  not recognize, that continually try to pit  
t heir part icular team against our team. lt  is further 
d iscouraging when it is apparent that the level of th is 
debate is one that is going to have to be addressed 
in written form because they are not prepared to pay 
attention ,  to sit down and d iscuss the issue, not in their 
committee rooms, not in  this H ouse, not on any level .  
The First M inister (Mr. Fi lmon) goes off to Ottawa and 
he d iscusses, apparently, with his Leader, the Prime 
M i nister of Canada, options that can be explored to 
assist M anitobans, but he is not prepared to share that 
i nformation with this House. H is  ind ividual M i nisters 
work i ndependently of an al l-committee structure and,  
as has been said by other Members and by Members 
on the opposite side too, it  is a real opportunity for 
us to work together and speak on behalf of the rights 
of M anitobans and the desires of Manitobans and the 
problems of Manitobans. 

U nfortunately, M r. Speaker, the H onourable First 
M i nister ( M r. F i lmon) of this particular province has 
reduced us into a two-sided tennis match again .  He 
does not want the bal l  and he bats it back to us, 
i n d icat i n g  t h at we h ave p r i vate agend as a n d  
mot iva,tions. suggest ing that w e  want to do th ings that 
are unparliamentary, that we want to disrupt the process 
of i nformation.  

lt is a very important issue. lt  has financial impl ications 
on this province that could be devastating and that we 
have got to try and work together cooperatively to 
address these solutions. I am suggesting to you that 
it is a problem not of in i t iative. The H ouse has taken 
the init iat ive to work together. The problem is one of 
an attitude. Are we prepared to sit d own and work 
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cooperatively, or are we simply paying mouth service 
to this type of cooperation? lt  appears, u nfortunately, 

that the First M inister (Mr. Fi lmon) of this province is 
simply paying l ip  service to the problem and is not 

prepared to take any specific act ion.  

I believe that we, as a H ouse, have recognized that 
there is a serious problem and that we, as elected 
Members of the population of this province, wish to 
address that problem cooperatively and continually to 
try and find solutions that we can l ive with . We are not 
arguing political posit ion.  We are not arguing d ifferent 
methods of accompl ishing the same objective. We are 
arguing the fact that we want to be able to pul l  in the 
same d i rect i o n  to add ress th is  prob lem.  If t hose 
M inisters and if the G overnment of this particular 
province at this time cont inues to closet themselves 
to try and address this problem, they are not going to 
get any further ahead than they have to date. 

We have seen the type of cooperation that they have 
been able to muster from their senior brothers and 
sisters. We have seen the lack of cooperation, of 
participation, of wil l ingness to even sit down and discuss 
and include not only the elected Member of that area 
but other interested persons in this particular House 
who can contribute. We have seen them with their 
att itude once again ,  th ink ing that they have the only 
solution and the only way of doing things. M r. Speaker, 
it  is their attitude that is wrong and, unt i l  t hey change 
their att itude, there is not going to be any progress in 
this province on this particular issue. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Jay Cowan (Churchill): M r. Speaker, first, I would 
l ike to thank you for your decision to al low this debate 
to continue today. 

Let there be no doubt about it i n  any person's mind 
who s its in  this Chamber or who is l istening to th is 
debate or who reads about this debate as to what is 
at stake in  this debate today. We are speaking to the 
very future of the Port of Churchi l l  and a community 
that relies upon that port for its economic future. We 
are t a l k i n g  a b o u t  h u n d reds  of fam i l ie s - fathers,  
mothers, daughters, sons,  ch i ldren -that are touched 
by what happens or, more importantly, what might not 
happen at that port this year and in every year. 

We are speaking to the future of hundreds of railway 
workers a n d  t h e i r  fam i l ies ,  i n  C h u rch i l l ,  G i l l a m ,  
Herchmer, l l ford , T h o m p so n ,  P i kw i t o n e i ,  T h icket 
Portage, The Pas. Al l  a long the bayl ine, Manitobans 
and their fami l ies depend upon the Port of Churchi l l ,  
and depend upon the Port of  Churchi l l  receiving i ts  fair 
share of Canada's grain exports. 

We are speaking to the d i lemma faced by the small 
businessowner in  Churchil l  who called me the other 
day because he was concerned about the future of the 
port. He was concerned that, if the port does not open , 
his business wi l l  suffer. He wanted to expand his 
business by bui lding onto the facil ity he owned for more 
space. What we say here today wi l l  touch that Churchi l l  
businessperson and his fami ly. The other d ay, a young 
Native woman who normal ly works at the port called 
me because she had not been called back to work yet . 
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Normally, there would be 1 30 to 1 40 people working 
at the port today. Unfortunately, there are only 80 
workers. Those are numbers, but what we are talk ing 
about are young Native women, young men, people 
from al l  over the province who come to the Port of 
Churchi l l  to work.  Those other 50 to 60 employees and 
their fami l ies are l istening very careful ly to what we say 
here today, and they are looking to us today. They are 
looking to each and every one of us for a strong, un ified , 
unequivocal support of their port, their community, their 
future. 

I spoke recently to rai lway workers in  G i l lam and 
Churchi l l ,  and they are worried about their jobs. They 
are l istening to us today. They are depending upon us 
today. Those are the people who elected me four t imes 
i n  the past number of years to  represent their i nterests 
in this Legislature. More importantly, they are my friends. 
They are my friends whom I t rust and who trust me. 
Conservative Members in this Legislature often accuse 
myself and my NDP col leagues of using this issue for 
political purposes. They say that almost to suggest that 
we should  not speak out on every occasion and i n  
every way i n  support o f  t h e  port. 

This is a pol it ical issue. What is needed is pol it ical 
wi l lpower. What is needed is  a political commitment 
by the federal Government to  use the Port of Churchi l l  
to i ts  ful lest capacity. That is  why it was so regrettable 
t hat, j ust  today, the federal  Conservative M i n ister 
responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board showed us 
that pol itical wi l l  is lacking.  Charl ie Mayer said today, 
both publ icly and privately, that he wi l l  not ask the 
Canadian Wheat Board , for which he has ult imate 
responsibi l i ty, to ship grain through the Port of Churchi l l  
th is year to ensure that gra in  flows to and through that 
port. As long as he takes that position and as long as 
any Member in this Legislature stands and defends or 
excuses that lack of polit ical commitment, I wi l l  stand 
in this Legislature and apply as much polit ical pressure 
as I can to ensure that lack of pol itical wi l lpower does 
not continue any longer. 

What is needed for the Port of Churchi l l  now is 
political pressure. As long as political pressure is needed 
to support the Port of Church i l l ,  I and my col leagues 
and others in  this Chamber will use every opportun ity, 
both inside this Chamber and outside this Legislature, 
to  bring political pressure to bear on those who lack 
polit ical wi l l .  That is why this debate is so very important .  

Today our voices must be loud,  our voices must be 
strong and, as much as is possible in  an arena such 
as this, we must speak with one voice, for our voices, 
our ind ividual voices and our col lective voices, today 
must reach out beyond these wal ls. They must reach 
out to those in Churchi l l  and those in  Gi l lam, those i n  
l lford, Pikwitonei, T h e  Pas a n d  a l l  along t h e  bayl ine. 
They must hear what we are saying here today and 
we must speak clearly to them. We must offer them 
suppor t  by sh owi n g  t h at we care about  what is 
happening to them. We must jo in our voices with theirs 
and have them join their voices with ours to speak out 
to those who lack pol it ical wi l lpower. That col lective 
mult itude of voices must carry al l  the way to Ottawa 
so that there can be no doubt  as to our resolve to 
fight for the future of the Port of Church i l l .  
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I am concerned , therefore, when the Leader of the 
Conservative Government, the Premier ( M r. Fi lmon) of 
this province, stands in  his place and gives the type 
of speech which he just gave. I want those to know 
who are l isten ing to us today that type of speech does 
not reflect the feel ings on th is side of the House. That 
type of speech d oes no just ice to the very critical and 
urgent crisis that is before us.  They lost an opportunity 
in the Budget, I bel ieve, M r. S peaker. He just lost an 
opportun ity here to add to that strong, un ified , u nited 
voice. But, in spite of his fai l ing,  I can assure you that 
every Member on this side of the House will stand 
strong in support of C h u rch i l l .  We w i l l  use every 
opportunity that we have to carry on the struggle and 
the battle for an effective shipping season in  the Port 
of Churchi l l  this year and every year, and we wi l l  not 
ever stop the fight, whether it  be polit ical or otherwise, 
unt i l  the Port of Churchi l l  receives its fair share of the 
grain export shipments from this country. 

lt is not charity that we ask for, nor d o  the members 
of the railway union,  the members of the Port of 
Churchi l l ,  the small businesspeople in the community. 
lt is not they who ask for charity. Al l  they ask for is a 
fair share, and I believe that is the very least that we 
can g ive back to them in return.  

So I thank you for your decision today, and I thank 
all Members of th is House for the opportunity to enter 
into a debate that is so very crucial to the many 
hundreds and thousands of ind ividuals in  northern 
M an itoba who look to us for support and look to us 
for gu idance. 

Hon. John Penner (Minister of Natural Resources): 
M r. Speaker, it is certainly a pleasure to rise in  the 
House to speak on the issue of the Port of Churchi l l  
and the abi l ity of Manitobans to uti l ize their  port .  I 
certai n l y  sym path ize wi th  t hose M e m bers who s it  
opposite and voice their  concerns about the abi l ity and 
the survival of a community. I th ink that is really what 
is at issue here is the abi l ity of a community to survive. 
M r. Speaker, I th ink it is imperative for those of us who 
sit in this Chamber and make decisions on behalf of 
the people of this province to talk about communities' 
abi l i t ies to survive. 

I th ink it is also important that we recognize that we 
must feel and have a feel for the economic impact of 
the d rought that we are facing today, because we wi l l  
next year as leg islators sit in  this Cham ber and address 
problems that are much, much greater than the problem 
of s h i p p i n g  gra in  t h rough  any port ,  whether i t  is 
Vancouver or whether it is Churchi l l  or whether it  is 
Thunder Bay. Next year at this t ime, we wi l l  hear people 
say that we did not grow half as much grain this year 
as we d id  the previous year. Those of us who know 
the grains industry and the farm community recognize 
ful l  well that the whole total industry is dependent on 
grain movement at any time of year. 

I want to say, and I wi l l  be very brief, that there are 
many th ings that I th ink we need to recognize, and the 
one thing that is most important that we must recognize 
is that any given town in this province cannot be 
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dependent on one industry. Therefore, I th ink it is 
i mperative that those of us sitting i n  this Legislature, 
whether we are N DP's or whether we are Liberals or 
whether we are Conservatives, pay some attention to 
d iverting our attention to establishing and assisting in  
establ ishing mult iple industries that can be viable in  
Church i l l  and in  other towns. 

I would hope that the attention that this issue has 
focused on Churchi l l  wil l  lead us all to a different thought 
p rocess, and recogn ize that there are other things that 
can be done to provide employment opportun ities in  
the  towns and vi l lages other than transport ing grain .  
I th ink i t  is i mportant that those of  us who s i t  here and 
want to d iscuss the possib i l ity of intervening,  of a 
political intervention, in an institution that has served 
the farm community well over many years in marketing 
the commodities that ind ividual farmers simply were 
n ot able to market on their own for many, many years 
without pol itical i ntervention .  lt behooves me to beg 
this H ouse that we go on record to indicate very clearly 
to the Prime M i nister of Canada and the M in ister of 
the Canadian Wheat Board not to pol it icize that very 
sacred i nstitution that farmers depend on for the market 
of their grain .  

We have sat many, many t imes as organizations in  
western Canada and d iscussed th is  very same issue­
whether we should or should not. There have been 
many studies done on the costing of shipping of grain 
through the various ports that we have at our d isposal . 
There was one, and I agree with what the Mem ber 
opposite said before, the Member for Church i l l  ( M r. 
Cowan) - o r  was it the  M e m ber for Dauph in  ( M r. 
Plohman)?-that there was a study done that ind icated 
it was as economical or probably more economical to 
ship grain through Churchi l l  than it was through Thunder 
Bay. But let us recogn ize when that study was done. 
lt was d one in  1 986 or prior to 1 986. l t  was tabled in 
1 986. 

I would suggest to you that the economics of shipping 
grain have changed since then because we have since 
then brought on the Port of Rupert . l t  is much more 
economical to ship and load grain through the West 
Coast ports now for the farmer, to the farmer, than it 
was prior to 1 986. We should recogn ize that. We must 
realize that things and t imes change and economics 
change and that we are very dependent, that the farm 
commun i ty  is very dependent  and  has been very 
dependent on the abi l ity to access the most economical 
ports, whether that be Churchi l l  or whether that be the 
West Coast or whether it be the East Coast, but have 
access to the most economical ports to move their 
commodities out of this country. That, M r. Speaker, I 
th ink is the key. 

The most i mportant issue here, and if there are other 
things that must be done, is to ensure that employment 
opportunities are maintained at Churchi l l .  I think that 
is what we should be d iscussing here-and other 
employment opportunit ies and maybe recognize that 
the economics of doing business at the Port of Churchi l l  
has somewhat d imin ished over the past years. 

I say to you that the biggest service we could do for 
the people at Churchi l l  would be to ind icate to them 
that we recognize the di lemma they are in. We recogn ize 
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the unemployment that they are facing and we are going 
to  address that issue, we are going to d iscuss those 
very issues with our federal counterparts, and that we, 
as a province, are going to pay attention to that. 

That, M r. Speaker, in  my estimation,  should have 
been the nature of the debate that we were entered 
into here today and we would  have spent our t ime more 
wisely. 

Mr. Ed Mandrake (Assiniboia): I am p leased to be 
able to speak on the resolution on the Port of Churchi l l .  
To say I was dismayed -no, I was annoyed -that the 
H onourable Member, Charlie Mayer, who is the Minister 
from Manitoba, had adopted such a negative attitude 
regarding the crisis at the Port of Churchi l l  and not 
meeting with this committee. 

Under the 1 984 Port Development Plan between the 
then-Liberal Government and the Province of Manitoba, 
the Wheat Board was instructed to g ive its best efforts, 
and we see what the efforts are to ensure shipment 
of a min imum of 3 percent of total exports of wheat 
to Church i l l .  

M r. First Min ister (Mr. Fi lmon), p lease speak to your 
Leader in  Ottawa and tell h im to have his M inister 
responsible for the Wheat Board instruct the Wheat 
B oard to adhere to the 1 984 agreement, if not for this 
year guaranteed , then assure them that they wil l  get 
the shipment for 1 989. 

Your  colleague, Charlie Mayer, is quoted in  the paper 
as saying, "The cost of going to Churchi l l  has been 
h igher than other ports, and we cannot force the Wheat 
Board to do anything about it . " Yet in  a letter from the 
Wheat Board , signed by lan McCurrie, dated April 2 1 ,  
1 988, he states the following:  " Rai l  rates from The 
Pas/Churchi l l ,  producer payment $4.66, government 
payment 1 7.76, total 22.42; Thunder Bay, producer 6.34, 
g overn ment pays 2 4 . 1 2 ,  30 .46 ;  West Coast , 8 . 7 4 ,  
g overnment pays 33.27, 42.0 1 . "  You call that common 
sense. Where is your sense now? 

M r. Speaker, i f  we were able to convince the Wheat 
Board to ship the wheat to Churchi l l  today, has the 
Wheat Board done its homework and sold the wheat 
to the Eastern Bloc countries? This is the question we 
should be addressing.  If the Wheat Board has not done 
its homework, then I would strongly suggest that it  
undertake it today to sel l  our barley to the Eastern 
Bloc countries for 1 989. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Plohman: M r. Speaker, I am anxious to part icipate 
in this debate. F irst of all, I want to say how saddened 
I was by the comments made by the First M in ister, by 
the Premier ( M r. Fi lmon). 

I sat here and could not help but reflect on the 
comments made by the Mem ber for St. Norbert (Mr. 
Angus) when he talked about the att itude of this 
G overnment i nsofar as this debate is  concerned . I th ink 
that the Premier exemplified that problem that th is 
G overnment has better than anyone of them on that 
side, or I could say worse than anyone of them. 

* ( 1 740) 

His sarcastic comments, h is sarcastic remarks and 
his d isplay of a lack of respect for the Members of this 
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H ouse and the motives that he attr ibuted to all of the 
Members of this House as they stood up i n  defence 
of Churchi l l  bothered me a great deal, because he 
seemed to be talking about pol it ical expediency in the 
hearts of everyone of the Members that were speaking.  
I do  not th ink that that does service to this debate and 
to this issue. 

He talked about self-serving statements that have 
been made by Members here, and I th ink that is 
regrettable. He talked about their own u nwavering 
commitment and that they could join easily with al l  
Members of this House in  working to support Churchi lL 
Every t ime Members stood u p  and from their seats we 
saw support for Churchi l l  that was qual ified support; 
yet excuses one after another-whether it  was the 
M ember for Rhineland (Mr. Penner) or the Member for 
Portage (Mr. Connery) as he sat there, the Member for 
Arthur (Mr. Downey) or the Premier (Mr. Filmon) himself. 
They talked of supporting Churchi l l  on one hand ; on 
the other hand, they talked about ifs, ands or buts, 
a n d  that  i s  not g o o d  e n o u g h .  We h ave to h ave 
unqualified support for Churchi l l  at this particular time 
in our h istory. 

I was encouraged by some of the speakers that spoke 
here today. The Member for Selkirk (Mrs. Charles), when 
she talked about this being an issue for al l  of Manitoba, 
i t  is an i mportant issue for northern Manitoba and for 
the community of Churchi l l  itself; but it is also important 
for  a l l  of M a n i t o b a  because it exem p l i f i es h ow 
successive n at i on a l  G overnments  have t reated 
Manitoba and that is  what we are really deal ing with 
here today. 

The Premier (Mr. Fi lmon) of this province seems to 
be giving up,  seems to be blaming, seems to be str ik ing 
out He seems hurt and wounded because of this 
debate, e m b a rrassed because of this d e bate,  
embarrassed because he could not get results when 
he spoke to the First M inister of this country- Brian 
M ulroney. When he went and raised al l  those hopes 
and said he was going to get so much from that Prime 
Min ister and he came back empty-handed and now 
this debate, he is taking it so personal ly. He should 
not take it personally. lt is  much more than one 
ind ividual,  even if it is  the Premier. 

But he should not strike out at previous Governments. 
We did not accomplish everything -we know that ­
with regard to Church i l l ,  b u t  w e  undertook efforts that 
were unprecedented in this province in conjunction with 
the national G overnment at that t ime when Lloyd 
Axworthy was t h e  federal  M i n i ster  a n d  t h e  New 
Democratic Government was the Government at  the 
provincial leveL We signed a $93 mi l l ion agreement 
with $58 mi l l ion of provincial money for that port That 
was unprecedented, that was real dedication and effort 
toward rejuvenating the economy. The Conservatives 
have opposed that over the years. 

When the First Minister of this province talks about 
nothing, why does he not reflect on that $58 mi l l ion 
investment and al l  of the th ings that have been d one, 
including a new hydro transmission l ine to help diversify 
the economy, the money and effort that were put into 
boxcar rehabi l itat ion, stabilization of the l ine, a new 
tug, a new air terminal and so on for Church i l l - al l  of 
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those efforts? Now it is up to this Government to bui ld 
on those efforts, to expand on those efforts, to fol low 
through as the studies called for that were undertaken 
in  1 986, the I B I  studies that were referred to by a 
number of Members. 

I just want to address briefly the issue of pol it icizing 
the Wheat Board on this issue, because it has been 
raised as the issue that prevents us from moving any 
further forward on this issue, the Wheat Board . Now 
let us just look at it I believe that it is t ime in this 
c o u n t ry for  the W heat Board t o  be used as an 
instrument of national pol icy for social and economic 
development That happens from time to t ime. 

Everyone is  so worr ied a b o u t  the word 
"pol it icizat ion." Let us look at it .  What has happened? 
Is there any Member in here, in this House, who would 
think that the grain companies have not had an influence 
on the Wheat Board 's deal i ngs? The UGG and Pioneer 
Grain and Cargi l l  and al l  those grain companies with 
their faci l ities at other ports, have they not had an 
impact in  a small "p" polit ical way on what they are 
doing? I say yes, it  is already polit icized at that leveL 
Surely, it  would not be bad, in the national i nterest, to 
use it  to develop certain areas of this country for social 
and economic objectives. 

I want to say we do not need handouts for Church i l l .  
Church i l l  stands on i ts  own. l t  is the most frugal port, 
the most efficient port for shipments from a large area 
of this country. Check the studies. Clearly, the IB I  studies 
demonstrate that from the catchment area. So we do 
not need handouts; but if we d id ,  I would say an 
argument could sti l l  be made for sovereignty reasons, 
for vision reasons, vision for our country, for nation 
bui ld ing.  

We have to look at this at much more than just grain.  
Others have said that,  but we have to look at the role 
that this port can play in  Canada's future and Canada's 
North and development. If this was in  other areas of 
the country, there would be no doubt about the priority 
that Churchi l l  would get, like the H ibernia oil fields in 
N ewfo u n d l a n d .  We d eserve, i n  M a n i t o b a ,  better 
treatment than we have been getting. We deserve action 
on the part of this federal Government, and that is what 
we are demanding here today. 

Hon. Edward Connery {Minister of Labour): I just 
wanted to make a few comments on the Churchi l l  
situat ion.  

Last year, I took the opportun ity to go North and I 
visited the Port of Churchi l l  and the Town of Churchi l l .  
I found that it was a beautiful town . There was a lot 
to see and I think there is a lot to be done for the Port 
of Church i lL  Unfortunately, this group is just talk ing 
about the grain-handl ing situation. There is a lot more 
to Churchi l l  than just grain handl ing.  We have tourism. 
The Leader of the NDP said that they quad rupled 
tourism in his term . The best guess is that, in  a 1 0-
year period,  they might be lucky to double it .  lt would 
be nice if the Leader of the NDP for once would be 
factual but, nevertheless, he th inks he can q uadruple 
it .  What ever he says, he th inks is the truth and there 
is a lot of untruth. 
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The port can be viable. it takes a h igh volume of 
grain, we have got to have it there. I hope that, as a 
group,  we can work to make Churchi l l  a viable port. 
it is  a great place to have. I support the Port of Churchi l l .  

Ms. Avis Gray (EIIice): One of our prospering northern 
communities is i n  jeopardy here today. That is the Town 
of Churchi l l  and the surrounding communities. 

I too have had the opportun ity and the pleasure to 
be in  the Town of Church i l l .  I have spent t ime there 
and worked with the schoolchi ldren, with the people 
who l ive in the community and with the professionals 
and the paraprofessionals of the health centre. 

Many of the Members here today have expounded 
far better than I can about the importance of the Port 
of Churchi l l  and its viabi l ity as an alternate port in 
Manitoba. I quote from a letter, Mr. Speaker, to a M r. 
Redgeford (phonetic) from the Honourable First M i nister 
(Mr. Fi lmon) in January of this year, in which he said 
as well :  "As I have indicated in  this past, my colleagues 
and I remain committed to the maximum ut i l izat ion of 
t h e  Port  of  C h u rc h i l l ,  w h i c h  represents a v iab le  
alternative for western grain producers." 

My comments this afternoon are d irected to my great 
concerns and d ifficulties with the Honourable M i n ister 
of Transport 's (Mr. Albert Driedger) comments about 
the uselessness of the three-Party committee, because 
you are saying we now are d iscussin g  this as a matter 
of urgent publ ic debate. With all due respect , I have 
some concerns that  t h e  M i n ister  of Tran s p o rt 
u nderstands the concept of effective lobby. 

Effective lobby i nvolves taking every appropriate and 
responsible opportunity to put forth a particular point 
of view. Certainly today, us debat ing th is matter of 
urgent i mportance shows to the people of M anitoba, 
to  the federal G overnment, a representative of which 
is  in  the bui lding today, and puts on the record of 
H ansard that, i n  fact, we bel ieve very strongly about 
this particular issue. That is part of effective lobbying. 
That d oes negate the usefulness of the three-Party 
committee. In fact, the concern as p resented by the 
H onourable Leader of the Opposit ion is that, because 
M r. Mayer has chosen not to meet with the three-Party 
committee, perhaps it  shall be rendered somewhat 
useless and an empty shel l .  That is our concern . 

We are having some d ifficulty today with the First 
M i nister's (Mr. Fi lmon) refusal to take a risk on behalf 
of the people of Manitoba. The First Min ister has a 
g olden opportun ity because of h is  self-procla imed 
special relationship with the First M i nister of Canada. 
He has the opportunity to talk to M r. Mu l roney and to 
u rge t he Prime Minister of Canada, to urge M r. M ayer, 
to sit down with the three-Party committee, to spend 
his t ime judiciously i n  Manitoba and have open, honest 
d iscussion and consultat ion. 

* ( 1 750) 

I wonder, is the First M in ister (Mr. F i lmon) reluctant 
t o  say, yes, I will talk to my federal friend and urge his 
cooperation for the best interests of Manitoba. Is  the 
F irst M inister t imid to say, yes, I wi l l  put that phonecall  
through, because he is afraid that the Prime M i nister 
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wil l  say no. Wel l  I say to the First M in ister, better to 
have shown true concern to this Legislative Assembly 
and to Manitobans, to have shown leadership in this 
province and have failed , than to not take the risk at 
al l .  

The First Minister talks about a whole group of players 
in this game. Wel l ,  I l i ke football and I say to the First 
M i n ister :  Is t h e  F i rst M i n ister w i l l i n g  to be t h e  
quarterback or i s  h e  going t o  sit on the sidelines as 
the th ird string? 

I ,  as wel l ,  in d iscuss i n g  t h i s  matter of urgent  
i m portance,  have a lot  of  d iffi cu l ty with the F i rst 
Minister's (Mr. Fi lmon) comments today- 1 have a lot 
of d ifficu lty with his comments any day, but part icularly 
today-when he tries to imply and say to us on this 
side of the House that we should be ashamed because 
we have worked together with the N .D .  Party and vice 
versa. We are not ashamed of our working together 
on this side of the House to bring a matter of urgent 
public importance to the Legislat ive Assembly and to 
let the people of Manitoba know what our concerns 
are. We are not ashamed that we have been able to 
work together in  the true form of democracy in  this 
Legislative Assembly this afternoon. 

Mr. El ijah Harper (Rupertsland): I would l i ke to take 
a few minutes to speak in  support of this resolut ion.  
I have been to the Port of Church i l l  a few t imes. 
Presently, the resolution that is before us is a very 
important issue which should be dealt with by the 
Members of this House. 

I must say that I am disappointed with the Premier 
(Mr. Fi lmon) of this province for not representing the 
interests of the people of Manitoba, especially the 
people who are m ost going to be affected by the lack 
of transportation or the movement of grain through 
the Port of Churchi l l .  There are many people who wil l  
be affected . As mentioned before, usually about th is 
time of the year, there are about 1 30 to 1 40 people 
who are employed as a result of the shipment of the 
grain through the Port of Church i l l .  I must say that 
there are many other people who are affected by t he 
shipment of grain through the bayl ine. Along those many 
stops that the shipment cars are going through, there 
are many Northerners and Native people who are 
affected by the lack of action of th is Govern ment and 
also the insensit ivity of the federal Government. 

I must say that we establ ished a legislative committee 
to deal with this important issue and,  as a result of 
t h i s  m o r n i n g ' s  i n act ion  of t h e  federa l  M i n ister  
responsible for  this issue, it has demonstrated a lack 
of polit ical wi l l  to deal with this resolut ion that was 
adopted by all the 57 Members of th is Assem bly. I th ink 
it is an insu l t  to al l  Manitobans. 

I must say also that the kind of relat ionship that we 
had in  our term of Government with the present 
Conservative Government in  Ottawa was not, I feel ,  all 
that g reat or t h e  federal  G overn m e n t  was n ot 
responding to our needs because I felt that there was 
some political posturing of the federal Government. 

I also feel that the Min ister responsible for Nat ive 
Affairs, the M i nister of Northern Affairs ( M r. Downey) 
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should stand up and be counted with the Native people, 
and stand up for his posit ion and talk with his col league 
in  Ottawa, the M inister of Indian Affairs, where his 
priorities l ie with the Native people. They are certain ly 
going to be affected by the Port of Church i l l ,  the 
decisions that are being made. 

I must point out that this country is a unique country 
and we, as Native people, have never real ly been 
recognized as developing this country. lt is oftentimes 
frustrat ing to have deaf ears from a senior  Government 
i n  Ottawa to deal with the i mportant issues that Native 
people face. The money that the federal Government 
is spending presently is going to Newfound land and 
also to the development of the Atlantic Agency and in  
Quebec. When I see the federal Department of  Indian 
Affairs grant ing $9.5 mi l l ion to a Japanese paper 
company, i n  which the Lubicon (phonetic) Ind ian people 
wanted t h at p iece of  land  and offer ing  a fore ign  
company $9.5 mi l l ion,  says something to me i n  this 
country of where this federal Government's priority lies. 
I might have said that they should have offered the 
Lubicon Ind ians some land and then g iven them the 
$9.5 mi l l ion,  and then supported the Ind ian people for 
a joint partnership .  

That is the k ind of leadershi p  that this Pr ime M i n ister 
is leading.  I m ust say that our provincial Leader should 
be stand ing up for all Manitobans, including the Native 
people in the Province of Manitoba. I look forward to 
the support of the M inister responsible for Native Affairs 
(Mr. Downey) providing leadership  in that area. 

When I speak about the Canadian Constitut ion, I say 
that it  is a unique country and when I talk about the 
recognit ion of d isparities across the country, there is 
certainly a recognit ion in  the Constitut ion about the 
equalizat ion,  that we should get the fair share of the 
resources t hat are available i n  this country. Certainly 
Manitoba needs to get their fair share, not necessari ly 
get a special treatment, but all we are asking for is a 
fair share of the money that is being d istributed across 
this country. We see money flowing into Newfoundland 
and also into Quebec and into the Atlantic provinces, 
and basically i t  looks like they are buying some votes 
there because election is coming forth . 

Thank you very much, M r. Speaker. 

Mr. Harold Taylor (Wolseley): Thank you, M r. Speaker, 
I would l ike to start off my participation in this debate 
by, first of all, saying  that my compliments to you on 
the two decisions that you had to make in  regard to 
this debate earl ier th is afternoon.  

I am famil iar with Church i l l ,  having visited it  i n  a l l  
seasons. I understand i ts  desires and i ts  needs. I have 
met with many of its residents, its businesspeople, its 
professionals, and its comm unity leaders. 

Weste r n  farmers located w i th i n  t h e  t rad i t i o n a l  
Churchi l l  catchment area know that it i s  cheaper t o  
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ship their grain through Churchil l than through the G reat 
Lake ports. This port is in fact the most efficient now 
i n  al l  of Canada in  its g rain-handl ing capabi l ities. What 
Churchi l l  now needs is firm , sincere and effective 
advocacy, not only for its cont inu ing existence but also 
to its much deserved expansion role as the Prairie 
seaport. 

At a meeting just the other day of an al l-Party 
committee of this H ouse, there was assurance of C. N . ' s  
cooperat i o n  a n d  of  the s u p p o rt of t h e  G ra i n  
Transportation Authority for t h e  provision o f  grain cars 
and train crews. 1 t  has been suggested that Churchi l l  
is not dependent. lt has been suggested that Churchi l l  
is dependent on barley only as a commodity to be 
shipped out of it and that therefore, because there is 
no barley in the catchment area, there wi l l  be no g rain 
for Churchi l l .  

Wel l ,  I say to that, hogwash. I th ink what we have 
got to look at is what is in that catchment area, and 
bear i n  mind that it  is only i n  very recent years that 
barley has been a single type of commodity that has 
been shipped out of there. Before that, it was mixed 
g rains with a dependency on wheat, and I th ink we 
should go back to that sort of a situat ion.  

l t  was with i nterest that I noted al l  the improvements 
under way to improve the Port of Church i l l  such as­
these were mentioned by the Government Min isters­
the u pgrading of the grain-hand l ing equ ipment,  the 
dredging for the harbour and the approaches, the 
construction of a new and more powerfu l tugboat, the 
recently completed high-voltage transmission l ine, the 
railcar refurbishing and the rail l ine upgrad ings. Al l  of 
these, by the way, were contained in the northern 
Manitoba ERDA which was negotiated with the previous 
Government by the federal Li berals, and I am glad they 
are giving credit where cred it is d ue. 

* ( 1 800) 

Fed era l  C o n se rvat ive M e m bers h ave not been 
noteworthy in  the i r  success in  -( Interjection)- Thank 
you, M r. Speaker. My best stuff is sti l l  coming .  

Mr. Speaker: The hour being 6 p .m . ,  I am i nterrupting 
procedures according to the Rules and, pursuant to 
Rule 2 1 .(4), this debate is terminated . 

Hon. James McCrae (Government House Leader): 
I n  accordance with Rule 65.(6. 1 ), I am tabl ing today 
for the i nformation of al l  Honourable Members the 
sequence for consideration of the Est imates of the 
various Government departments by each sect ion of 
the Committee of Supply. I have already provided the 
Clerk of the Legislature (Mr. Remnant) with a copy of 
th is sequence. 

Mr. Speaker: The House is now adjourned and stands 
adjourned until 10 a.m. tomorrow (Friday). 




