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people—| am sure the Motor Dealers' Association
explained this in detail to Liberal Caucus last year when
they met, but the idea is to basically give people what
they want for their trade-in, because they have $2,000
to play with.

They probably argue that this is a good practice. |
do not think so, because a lot of people who are not
that informed, as consumers may not know any better,
will go in and think they are being given something
here when they are not. They have $2,000 extra to play
with, and they can pull back by $1,000.00. The consumer
thinks that he or she got a good deal and the fact of
the matter is that -(Interjection)- Well, the Member for
La Verendrye (Mr. Pankratz) suggests we go to
Steinbach to buy a car. | know a lot of people do, but
in Steinbach too they do not have the manufacturers’
suggested retail price stickers on those car windshields.

When | have talked to car dealers in this province,
| have run into the odd car dealer who supports this
legislation, but they always say, do not attribute that
to me. Do not quote me, because | do not want to get
into trouble with the Motor Dealers’ Association. Clearly,
the Liberal Caucus does not want to get into trouble
with the Motor Dealers’ Association either; because they
met with the Liberal Caucus last year and brought the
Liberal Caucus very quickly around to their point of
view that these stickers should not be there.

* (1750)

| would hope that the government Caucus would have
a little more sense than that. Most of these motor
dealers are Conservatives anyway, and they only
represent a couple hundred votes. | do not think the
Government would look at it that way. | think the
Government recognized that this is a popular thing,
and | believe that they are more than likely going to
act on this measure this Session. At least, that is the

; sense that | have.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, the Car Dealers' Association

has certainly proved to be effective when dealing with

t the Liberal Caucus. Up till now, | suppose they probably

: feel they have a fairly good record with the Government

i caucus as well, but | hope that will end soon. Thank
" you very much.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is it the will of the House to call
- it six o’clock? Is it the will of the House to adopt the
. motion on Bill No. 227 Is it agreed?

It has been moved by the Honourable Minister of
"Housing (Mr. Ducharme), seconded by the Minister of
',Energy and Mines (Mr. Neufeld), that Bill No. 22 be
.adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.

Mr. Deputy Speaker: Is it the will of the House to call
lit six o’clock? The hour being six o’clock .

‘Some Honourable Members: No, no.
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BILL NO. 23—THE CONSUMER
PROTECTION AMENDMENT ACT (2)

Mr. James Maloway (Elmwood) presented Bill No. 23,
The Consumer Protection Amendment Act (2); Loi no.
2 modifiant la Loi sur la protection du consommateur,
for second reading and referred to a committee of this
House.

MOTION presented.

Mr. Maloway: The Member for St. Norbert did not get
enough of joking around last night and he wants to
come back for a second try here and call it six. | mean,
| would suggest that he be patient for the next six
minutes and he will learn a little bit about The Consumer
Protection Act and about deposit legislation, and he
may not like deposit legislation, but he should learn a
little bit about it to know why he does not like it.

Now, Mr. Deputy Speaker, this Bill offers amendments
to the legislation and limits the amount of deposits that
a business could take to 20 percent of the selling price
in any retail sale of goods. Now, the reason we picked
20 percent, as a matter of fact, you could say that this
Bill is really designed to protect those who put down
large deposits because the original intention of the
Government, when it introduced the Bill some years
ago, was to limit it to, | believe originally, 5 percent
but then they amended it in committee to 10 percent.

We all agree, even our caucus agrees now, that 5
percent in fact is too low and 10 percent in fact would
be too low. Most people, even businesspeople | have
talked to, agree that 20 percent on a deposit is sufficient,
is a sufficient deposit. Another provision of the Bill, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, is that all deposits in excess of $500
per transaction be held in trust. This is so that if the
business happens to go bankrupt that your deposit
money will in fact be there for you. | am aware of people
who have lost money last year in the case of the
sunrooms. There are evidently equipment dealers in
Manitoba that have gone bankrupt in past years and
left farmers losing their deposits. So we feel that this
will certainly catch the upper end, the Bill is designed
to catch the upper end of the deposit problem.

In fact, under The Real Estate Act, when a person
buys a house In this province and they put down $500
or $1,000, the deposit is put in a trust account, as
simple as that. It is not allowable that the real estate
broker use that money for their cash flow of their
business, and so we do not see where this should be
any different.

Now, Mr. Deputy Speaker, | detailed last year cases
of Mr. and Mrs. MacLellan who lost $6,800 on a sunroom
from Omega Leisure Service and Mr. and Mrs. Bleasdale
and several others, and to these people when | spoke
with them last year it was a very, very traumatic position
for these people to be in, but they are not going to
get their money back. That money is gone, they will
never see it.

This is just a sad truth and if we pass such legislation
we are not going to prevent people from doing things
that verge on fraud. We are not going to prevent
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bankruptcies by this, but at least we are going to catch
more of these operations before they become real
serious problems.

Now this legislation is actively supported by the
Consumers’ Association of Canada. Anyone who wishes
to check that certainly can do that. They have been
actively lobbying the Government for legislation of this
type. | think the businesspeople | have talked to certainly
support this type of legislation. The main arguments
against it originally was the problem with it being too
low, 5 and 10 percent. Businesses came to the
committee back in 1983 and argued that it was going
to be a paperwork nightmare, that they would have to
hire extra accountants because they would have to
keep small deposits, $50, $60 in a trust account. This
Bill addresses that by making it 20 percent and making
it $500 and up for trust situations, very similar to what
real estate agents, real estate brokers are familiar with
right now.

| have also argued that businesses should not have
to rely totally on customers’ deposits. You have some
businesses operating in town that probably should not
be if their whole cash flow is nothing more than
customers’ deposits. Surely, a business should be able
to obtain a line of credit at the bank, should be able
to obtain credit with suppliers, and if they cannot obtain
a line of credit at the bank, if they cannot obtain credit
with suppliers, one wonders whether they should be
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holding themselves out as a business in the first place,
because they obviously do not have the financial
wherewithal to carry contracts and so it seems to me
that—

Also, we excluded from the Bill some of the people
who made representations at the committee in 1983.
The Retail Monument Dealers Association, the retail
dealers in custom clothing, garments and shoes,
because after all what can you do with custom-made
shoes that are made for an individual? What can you
do with a monument, a headstone that is made for one
individual? If you have a headstone made for somebody
and then you decide you do not want it, it puts the
retailer in a very bad situation. | would say that these
are all the exclusions that are put in the Bill that—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: The Honourable Member’s time
has expired.

Mr. Maloway: —but more could be added if—

Mr. Deputy Speaker: No, it has not expired. The hour
being six o’clock, | am interrupting proceedings «
according to the rules. When this matter is again before
this House, the Honourable Member will have nine
minutes remaining.

This House is now adjourned and remains adjourned
until 10 a.m. tomorrow morning (Friday).





