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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA 

Friday, March 6, 1992 

The House met at 10 a.m. 

PRAYERS 

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 

PRESENTING PETITIONS 

Ms. Becky Barrett (Wellington): Mr. Speaker, I 
beg to present the petition of Robert B. Znidarec, 
Sandra Tuzzolino, Bruce Martini and others, 
requesting the government show its strong 
comm itment to dealing with child abuse by 
considerinq restoring the Fight Back Against Child 
Abuse campaign. 

Mr. DaveChomlak(KIIdonan): Mr. Speaker, I beg 
to present the petition of Malinda Zdrill, Laurie 
Cannon, Anne Katlmen and others, requesting the 
government show its strong commitment to dealing 
with child abuse by considering restoring the Fight 
Back Against Child Abuse campaign. 

READING AND RECEIVING PETITIONS 

Mr. Speaker: I have reviewed the petition of the 
honourable member. It conforms with the privileges 
and practices of the House and complies with the 
rules. Is it the will of the House to have the petition 
read? 

The petition of the undersigned citizens of the 
province of Manitoba humbly sheweth: 

THAT child abuse is a crime abhorred by all good 
citizens of our society, but nonetheless it exists in 
today's world; and 

It is the responsibility of the government to 
recognize and deal with this most vicious of crimes; 
and 

Programs like the Fight Back Against Child Abuse 
campaign raise public awareness and necessary 
funds to deal with the crime; and 

The decision to terminate the Fight Back Against 
Child Abuse campaign will hamper the efforts of all 
good citizens to help abused children. 

WHEREFORE your petitioners humbly pray that 
the Legislature of the Province of Manitoba may be 
pleased to request that the government of Manitoba 
show a strong commitment to deal with Child Abuse 

by considering restoring the Rght Back Against 
Child Abuse campaign. (Ms. Barrett) 

TABUNG OF REPORTS 

Hon.  H a rry Enns ( M i n i ster o f  Nat u ra l  
Resources): Mr. Speaker, I would like to table with 
the House the Auditor's Report and Financial 
Statements for the year ended March 31 , 1 991 , for 
Venture Manitoba Tours Ltd. 

Hon. Darren Praznlk (Minister of Labour): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to table in the House today the 
1 988 and 1989 Annual Report of The Manitoba 
Labour Management Review Committee. 

* (1 005) 

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD 

Budget 
Employment Creation Strategy 

Mr. Gary Doer (Leader of the Opposition): Mr. 
Speaker, unemployment statistics released today 
have both good and bad news for Manitobans. 
Fifty-two thousand-[interjection] I know the Tories 
do not like balanced budgets because they do not 
have balanced responses, but perhaps we could 
have an intelligent debate on these numbers if the 
members will allow us to ask the questions. 

Some Honourable Members: Oh, ohl 

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. 

Mr. Doer: I notice the Premier is back and the 
decorum in this House has continued to go down. 

Mr. Speaker, my question is to the First Minister. 
There are 52,000 people unemployed in the 
province of Manitoba, and we are pleased that that 
is 5,000 less than last month. It is 10,000 less than 
were working in the province of Manitoba a year ago 
and 20,000 people less than two years ago in 
February of 1 990. 

Of great concern to members on this side of the 
House has been the so-called despair figures that 
we are seeing in the unemployment statistics. The 
member for Flin Flon (Mr. Storie) asked that 
question yesterday about the number of people who 
are dropping out of the labour force, and we did not 
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get any answer back from the Premier or his Minister 
of Industry, Trade and Tourism (Mr. Stefanson). 
There are 8,000 people who have dropped out of 
the labour force over the last 1 2  months. They have 
quit looking for work, or they have moved out of this 
province. 

Mr. Speaker, my question to the Premier is: For 
the 8,000 people who have dropped out of the 
labour force in the province of Manitoba, will his 
budget next week continue to be developed in the 
policies of despair that we saw last year, or are we 
going to have hope for the 52,000 people who are 
unemployed and the 8,000 people who have quit 
looking for work in the province of Manitoba? 

* (1 01 0) 

Hon. Gary Fllrnon (Premier) : Mr. Speaker, it is 
always nice to be back to listen to the questions from 
the prince of darkness over there. 

Mr. Speaker: Order, p lease. I rem ind the 
honourable First Minister that all members are 
honourable members. I would ask the First Minister 
to withdraw that comment. 

Mr. Fllmon: Mr. Speaker, I will certainly withdraw 
any comment that is seen to be offensive in this 
House, however true it may be. 

Mr. Speaker: I would like to thank the honourable 
First Minister. 

Mr. Fllmon: The fact of the matter is that we get 
nothing but doom and gloom from the member 
opposite. When he talks about an intelligent debate 
on the statistics, that means that he can selectively 
draw the worst part of the statistics and concentrate 
on that as being what he would like to see here in 
this province. 

Mr. Speaker, most Manitobans will take a 
balanced view on that. Most Manitobans will be 
happy that in February of 1 992 we have the second 
lowest unemployment rate in the entire country. 
Most Manitobans will be pleased that on a 
seasonally adjusted basis, there are several 
thousand more people employed today than there 
were just a month ago. 

Most Manitobans will be pleased that while the 
manufacturing employment Canada-wide dropped 
by 4.6 percent, this province did not have a drop in 
its manufacturing employment, that in fact, as a 
result of announcements that have been made just 
in the past month at Versatile, at places like 
Advance Composite Structures, at other major 
employers, that those who have been laid off are 

being recalled and that at places like Dominion 
Bridge and so o n ,  there are sign ificant 
improvements in the employment and our economy. 
Most Manitobans will be pleased with that. The only 
ones who will not be will be the Leader of the 
Opposition (Mr. Doer) and his doom-and-gloom 
colleagues, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is, despite the 
fact that things are turning in a better direction, we 
are going to continue to work and work hard to 
improve the situation, to get more Manitobans 
working and to turn around this economy in a more 
positive vein, and every single thing that is in this 
coming budget will be designed to ensure that we 
keep on the path toward growth and improvement 
in our economy so that more Manitobans will be 
working. 

Mr. Doer: Speaking of keeping on the path, the 
increase in welfare and social assistance in the 
province of Manitoba, specifically in the city of 
Winnipeg, has been 51 percent, the highest 
increase of any urban centre in Canada. 

I would ask the Premier, in light of the fact that he 
is going to stay on the path, the path of last year 
which has not produced the prediction of the 
unemployment rate that the Minister of Finance (Mr. 
Manness) made in this House in his budget in any 
month since he produced and tabled that budget, 
will the Premier have any hope in his budget for the 
51 percent increase in people on social assistance, 
some 67,000 last year, according to the School of 
Social Work, who found themselves on social 
assistance in the province of Manitoba and a 51 
percent increase in the city of Winnipeg alone? 

Mr. Fllmon: Mr. Speaker, I realize that the Leader 
of the Opposition wants to ignore the fact that during 
the last recession, there were greater increases in 
weHare numbers year upon year when the NDP 
were in government. He may not recognize that 
throughout this country, in places such as Ontario 
under an NDP government, there are huge 
increases in numbers of people on weHare. 

The fact of the matter is that we obviously do not 
want that to continue to be that way. In the interim, 
we are giving increases in social allowances, 
greater increases than were given by NDP Ontario. 
We as well, of course, have made some changes to 
their asset test requirements, so that it would make 
it easier for those who are facing the prospect, the 
very unpalatable prospect, the prospect that we do 
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not want to continue, of them being on social 
allowances. 

The fact of the matter is that last year we also 
allowed them to keep their GST rebate and have 
done various things to improve the social 
allowances for those people who are handicapped, 
Mr. Speaker. 

All of those things were designed to try and make 
it easier for those who, unfortunately, face that 
burden because we do not want them to be in those 
difficult circumstances. 

As well, Mr. Speaker, what we are working on is 
to have the overall economy improved, and that is 
what all the measures that we are taking into 
account will do, unlike the NDP, who have raised 
taxes every time they have been in similar 
circumstances. We do not want to place a greater 
burden on the people in this economy, unlike the 
NDP, who have raised the deficit so that future 
generations will pay the price. We do not want to 
do that. We are going to carry on to improve 
circumstances. 

* (101 5) 

Employment Creation Strategy 
Government Priorities 

Mr. Gary Doer {Leader of the Opposition): Mr. 
Speaker, I have a further question to the First 
Minister. 

The unemployment rate is continuing to rise in the 
city of Winnipeg. It is now 1 1 .1 percent. That is on 
top of the 51 percent increase we just talked about 
on the welfare rate increase. 

With the good news of the reduction of 5,000 
people unemployed, it is still leaving us 52,000 
unemployed in the province of Manitoba, and the 
bad news of the 8,000 people dropping out of the 
labour force, which should be a major issue for this 
province-there are only four provinces that have 
had losses of people in their labour force. In fact, 
Canada and many other provinces have had an 
increase of numbers in their labour force. 

My question is to the Premier. Given the 
unemployment rate in the city of Winnipeg and the 
unemployment rate now in northern Manitoba, will 
the actual economic unemployment rates be a 
factor in the decisions the government is making in 
terms of the delivery of public services, or will the 
location of cabinet ministers be the determining 
factor for how government employees are deployed 
in the province of Manitoba? 

Hon. Gary Fllmon {Premier): Mr. Speaker, the 
fact of the matter is that whenever investment in job 
creation takes place anywhere in this province, it 
benefits the city of Winnipeg. 

In fact, I recall seeing a survey that said that the 
investment, for instance, in a hydroelectric project 
up north such as Conawapa would create 60 
percent of the jobs in Winnipeg, because the 
suppliers, the contractors, the service support 
people for those kinds of things would come out of 
the city of Winnipeg. tt does not matter where 
investment takes place. Ultimately, Winnipeg 
benefits. 

If this Leader of the Opposition is suggesting that 
we ought to abandon the rest of the province and 
not look at the needs of rural Manitoba, which is 
under severe pressure because of an international 
grain subsidy war, because of low prices for their 
commodity, because of all sorts of problems, if he is 
suggesting that we ought to ignore the plight of all 
of those areas because he wants to politicize the job 
creation in this province, I will not accept that. 

We are going to take a balanced approach. We 
are going to ensure that the economic benefits that 
accrue to this province will indeed be spread 
through all regions of this province as much as 
possible. 

Cross-Border Shopping 
Government Initiatives 

Mr. Jerry Storie {FIIn Flon): Mr. Speaker, some 
months ago and over the last year, the public has 
expressed surprise and anger at the fact that this 
government has chosen to do some cross-border 
shopping of its own. 

MPIC had purchased furniture, the Department of 
Education was asking teachers to go to North 
Dakota, and Christmas trees were purchased out of 
province. 

My question is to the Minister of Industry, Trade 
and Tourism. Can the minister indicate to this 
House what specific steps the province will be �aking 
in concert with groups like the Cham ber of 
Commerce to stem the tide of cross-border 
shopping which has cost Manitoba, it is estimated, 
some 3,000 jobs? Can he specifically indicate what 
the government is going to do with respect to the 
request by the Chamber of Commerce and other 
groups, individual businesses, about the need for 
Sunday shopping? Can he indicate what the 
government's policy is with respect to those issues? 
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Hon. Eric Stefanson (Minister of Industry, Trade 
and Tourism): I believe the honourable member 
would appreciate that the Chamber of Commerce 
has recently struck a task force to deal with this very 
issue. We met with them recently, and we are 
expecting feedback from them in terms of specific 
recommendations. 

I would hope he also appreciates some of the 
decisions that have been made in the last several 
weeks by the federal government related to this 
issue because it is an issue that is not only affecting 
Manitoba. In fact, Manitoba is faring, if you put it in 
perspective, better than many other provinces as it 
relates to the cross-border shopping issue.  
Decisions such as the reduction of tariffs on some 
of the products coming into our provinces, some of 
the other decisions that were made by the federal 
government recently should help the cross-border 
shopping issue. 

We as a province also are represented on the 
national task force on cross-border shopping 
dealing with issues, the fundamental issues, the 
long-term issues of competitiveness, issues that, 
unfortunately, members across the way have 
created, the problem that we are faced with today in 
terms of that fundamental issue. We as a 
government have said on many occasions that we 
are working to create the positive economic climate 
in Manitoba so that we are competitive with the 
United States and other parts of the world. 

* (1 020) 

Dept. of Industry, Trade and Tourism 

Mr. Jerry Storie (FIIn Flon): Mr. Speaker, we are 
always--

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. Question, please. 

Mr. Storie: Can the Minister of Industry, Trade and 
Tourism explain why, after suggesting that when the 
Department of Natural Resources used the U.S. 
post office to mail letters the practice would stop, 
and yet in January of 1992, the minister's own 
department is mailing in U.S. post offices? 

Hon. Eric Stefanson (Minister of Industry, Trade 
and Tourism): Mr. Speaker, I think a concern that 
was raised some time ago was that a particular 
department not so much used the mailing services 
of the United States, it was that in one particular 
instance, I believe, an error was made where 
somebody mailed some mail from the United States 
back into Canada. 

There are occasions where,  I bel ieve , 
government departments and other organizations 
have utilized U.S. mail services for U.S. mail only, 
because of the financial element of it, whereby it is 
a sign ificant cost saving to that particular 
department, to the government of Manitoba and to 
the taxpayers of Manitoba. Somethi ng,  
unfortunately, that the opposition party never seems 
to take into consideration is the taxpayer of 
Manitoba, the due diligence that governments have 
to do to deal with taxpayers' dollars, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Storie :  According to the Cham ber of 
Com m erce, 3 ,000 of those taxpayers are 
unem ployed today because of cross-border 
shopping. 

To the Minister of Industry, Trade and Tourism, 
will he stop the practice of cross-border shopping in 
his own department that he has condemned in 
others? 

Mr. Stefanson: Mr. Speaker, I do not know where 
the honourable member is coming from. We have 
never, never indicated anywhere in our department, 
obviously, any support for cross-border shopping. 
We oppose cross-border shopping. We are doing 
all that we can to deal with it. 

The issue that the honourable member raises has 
nothing to do with cross-border shopping. In 
particular instances, the mail might be trucked down 
through Manitoba companies to utilize the postal 
services of the United States because of the cost 
effectiveness, not mailing mall back into Canada, 
Mr. Speaker. 

Clearly, we are continuing to work with the 
Chambers of Commerce in this province, with 
communities in this province, with the private sector, 
with Manitobans, on that issue. Progress is being 
made through some of the decisions of the federal 
government, and we will continue to work with 
Manitobans on that issue. 

Point of Order 

Mr. Storie: Mr. Speaker, I neglected to table the 
document that I was referring to. 

Mr. Speaker: The honourable member does not 
have a point of order. 

Repap Manitoba Inc. 
Financial Status 

Mrs. Sharon Carstalrs (Leader of the Second 
Opposition): Mr. Speaker, on February 27, we 
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heard a great deal of rhetoric about the difficult 
financial circumstances faced by Repap. We were 
told that the restructuring was necessary. In fact, 
our Minister of Finance told us the restructuring was 
necessary, "given the incredible economic losses, 
the financial losses within the industry." 

Can the Minister of Finance tell the House today 
why this company under such great financial losses 
is capable of investing 26 million new dollars in the 
province of British Columbia? 

Hon. Clayton Manness (Minister of Finance): 
Mr. Speaker, I am not privy to the corporate 
decisions made by Repap with respect to investing 
their funds generally and certainly not with respect 
to specifically making decisions with regard to other 
provinces. 

I do know that the Manitoba project would require 
$1 billion. I do know that Repap had invested 
sign ificant m i l l ions of dol lars in Phase 1 
development costs, which for the most part is now 
going to be lost, as a matter of fact one of the 
reasons contributing, I am led to believe, to their 
s ignif icant write-down of l osses.  The 
circumstances changed in the industry. They 
certainly, I am led to believe, have changed from 
province to province. The decision to invest $26 
million, using that information coming from the 
leader of the liberal Party (Mrs. Carstairs), is new 
information too. 

* (1 025) 

Mrs. Carstalrs: Mr. Speaker, I am prepared to 
table an article from The Globe and Mail business 
section this morning which indicates exactly that 
kind of investment in British Columbia. 

We had a comment from the minister on the 27th 
which said, how are we going to maintain the 
operation at Manfor if Repap is then forced into 
insolvency because of this action? Well, Mr. 
Speaker, it is very clear this company is not 
insolvent. If they can come up with $26 million to 
invest in British Columbia, then they can honour 
some of their commitments in the province of 
Manitoba. 

Can the minister responsible explain to this 
House why Repap has been allowed to default on 
every one of its contract obligations when it 
obviously has money to invest in other provinces? 

Mr. Manness: Mr. Speaker, I am troubled with the 
attitude the Liberals bring forward on this issue. It 
tells me, particularly listening to the question put 

forward by the Liberal leader yesterday, that they 
are against commercial logging. She said so in her 
commentary yesterday. What is obvious is the 
Liberals are driven to want to drive Repap out of the 
province of Manitoba and destroy the livelihood of 
thousands of people in this province. 

Mr. Speaker, Repap has done everything that 
they were committed to do with respect to cleanup 
within the facility and within the grounds put on the 
schedule. Repap has been a model corporate 
citizen in The Pas community. Do not take my word 
for it; take the word for it from the community leaders 
in that place. 

I say to the member, if she is saying to the people 
of Manitoba that Repap has broken their  
commitment to our province because they have 
invested $26 million, I would think in Skeena, I would 
ask her whether that is for environmental purposes. 
I would ask her, seeing that she has access to the 
article and I do not, whether or not it is for other 
commitments that they made. I think to play 
Manitoba oft against B.C., in my view, is shameful 
on her part. 

Employment Creation Strategy 

Mrs. Sharon Carstalrs (Leader of the Second 
Opposition): Mr. Speaker, but by just the slightest 
bit of coincidence, they are buying a log-chipping 
facility, which of course they were not prepared to 
honour in their commitment in the province of 
Manitoba. 

Can this minister explain why the contract in 
British Columbia will force Repap to maintain levels 
of employment, whereas the agreement he is 
prepared to renegotiate talks about comparable and 
will not inform us whether those comparable are 
what they are committed to on Day One or what is 
in place right now in The Pas? 

Hon. Clayton Manness (Minister of Finance): 
Mr. Speaker, every assertion in the question put 
forward by the leader of the Liberal Party is 
incorrect. 

Firstly, right today, Repap, instead of owning 
chipping facilities of their own, because they have 
contracted through Spruce Woods, because of that, 
60 to 70 people in the Swan River area have a job 
today, purely because of their commitment under 
the contract. There is a portable chipper in place 
but I do not expect the Liberals to know that. 

More importantly, the Repap original agreement 
was a commitment to 1 ,200 jobs after a billion-dollar 
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investment. Of course, the restructuring will 
attempt and make its best efforts to work toward still 
the 1 ,200 figure as agreed to in the first agreement. 

Gemini Reservation System 
Merger 

Mr. Daryl Reid (Transcona): Mr. Speaker, reports 
out today indicate that the Gemini Reservation 
System shared by Air Canada and Canadian 
Airlines International are merging operations with a 
global network to be known as Galileo international. 

My question for the Minister of Highways and 
Transportation is: Can the minister tell the House 
today what impact this will have on the over 1 00 
Manitobans employed in the airline reservation 
systems in this province? 

Hon. Albert Driedger (Minister of Highways and 
TransportaUon): Mr. Speaker, no, I cannot. 

.. (1 030) 

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, since there are over 1 00 
Manitobans employed in the Gemini Reservation, 
and the merger will lead to employee layoffs-

Mr. Speaker: Question, please. 

Mr. Reid: It is in the article, right there. 

VVhat assurances--

Mr. Speaker: Question, please. 

Mr. Reid: Mr. Speaker, I have also taken the 
opportunity to consult with members of the industry. 

Mr. Speaker: Question. 

Mr. Reid: Since this minister does not know, what 
assurances can he give to the people employed in 
these jobs that these jobs will remain in Manitoba? 

Mr. Driedger: Mr. Speaker, I will take the question 
as notice and find out what the impact would be on 
people working in Manitoba. 

Mr. Reid: VVill this minister and this government 
notify the federal government and the airlines 
involved that Manitoba is strongly opposed to the 
further removal of any more airline jobs from 
Man itoba, inc luding the now jeopardized 
reservation jobs? 

Mr. Driedger: As I indicated before, I will try and 
get the information to try and find out what the impact 
is going to be for jobs in Manitoba. 

I might indicate that this government has always 
been very conscientious of any of these things, to 
see whether we can negotiate and work with them 

and try and influence so that these jobs stay in 
Manitoba. 

Manitoba Telephone System 
Billing Contract 

Mr. Gregory Dewar (Selkirk): Mr. Speaker, my 
question is for the Minister responsible for the 
Manitoba Telephone System .  

Now that Bell Canada has taken control over 
SystemHouse, will the minister cancel plans to give 
the MTS billing contract to this firm, a move that 
would cost Manitoba jobs? 

Hon. Glen Findlay (Minister responsible for the 
admlnlstraUon of The Manitoba Telephone Act): 
Mr. Speaker, Manitoba Telephone System has a 
mandate to provide the best quality service at the 
lowest possible price to all its subscribers. 

The Manitoba Telephone System has a very good 
track record of being able to do that over the last four 
years, after the debacle of the NDP in the sands of 
Saudi Arabia. 

In terms of the Manitoba Telephone System doing 
work or contracting to have work done, they will 
analyze the bids and look for the best bidder at the 
lowest cost in order to protect our subscribers in the 
province of Manitoba. It is a principle they have 
used for a long time, particularly over the last four 
years, and a principle they will continue to use. 

Rate Structure 

Mr. Gregory Dewar (Selkirk): Mr. Speaker, how 
much of the $1 00 million that MTS has allotted to 
modify network information systems, a move to 
attempt to compete with Unitel, will MTS spend this 
year, and what will be the impact of these 
expenditures on local rates? 

Hon. Glen Findlay (Minister responsible for the 
admlnlstraUon of The Manitoba Telephone Act): 
Mr. Speaker, almost some four years ago, we made 
an announcement of Service for the Future. It was 
a process to take 47,000 party lines in rural 
Manitoba and convert them to private lines, 
individual lines. That program is occurring over a 
course of seven years. It also includes replacement 
of old switches with digital switches. 

The program continues. At this point in time, 
about 1 3,000 of those individual lines have been put 
in place in rural Manitoba to increase the quality of 
telecommunications services, to increase privacy 
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and increase the ability of people in rural Manitoba 
to do business. 

I am very proud of that program. It is ongoing. It 
is up to speed, with the expectations year to year 
that were announced some four years ago, and it 
will continue in 1 992. 

Telephone Directory Contract 

Mr. Gregory Dewar (Selkirk) : Mr. Speaker, will 
the minister assure the House, in the upcoming 
contract for the telephone directory, that he will not 
once again give the contract to the United States, to 
keep the jobs here in Manitoba? 

Hon. Glen Findlay (Minister responsible for the 
administration of The Manitoba Telephone Act): 
Mr. Speaker, I do not think the member listened to 
my first answer. I said very clearly that the job of the 
Manitoba Telephone System is to supply services 
at the least cost, and whenever a contract is put out, 
we look for the lowest bidder, the person most 
capable of doing the job. 

The last time around, it saved considerable 
money for the telephone subscribers in Manitoba by 
using that principle. I can guarantee you, the 
citizens of Manitoba and all telephone users that the 
Manitoba Telephone System will continue to use 
that principle, operate a good telephone system and 
be able to have a positive bottom line year in and 
year out, not lose $28 million dollars a year-

Transportation Industry 
Rail Line Jurisdiction 

Mr. Paul Edwards (St. James): Mr. Speaker, my 
question is for the Minister of Highways and 
Transportation. 

The Senate Standing Committee on Transport 
and Communications is currently reviewing CN 
Rail's application to sell the main railway line 
between Truro and Sydney, Nova Scotia. That is 
presently before the Senate com mittee. The 
relevance for this minister and for this province, we 
suggest, is that this is the first time that this type of 
rail line is being applied for for abandonment. This 
is not a branch line, but is equivalent to a main rail 
line such as the line between Portage Ia Prairie and 
Brandon. 

Mr. Speaker, given this new phase of rail line 
abandonment which is being applied for by CN to 
sell these off and put them under provincial 
jurisdiction, is the Minister of Highways and 

Transportation supportive of this new phase of 
abandonment by CN Rail, to sell and put them under 
provincial jurisdiction so that the provinces will be 
responsible for maintaining these rail lines? 

Hon. Albert Driedger (Minister of Highways and 
Transportation): Mr. Speaker, the position of this 
government in terms of rail line abandonment is well 
known and well documented. I might also indicate 
that the TAC committee has at the present time 
been mandated by the Council of Ministers of 
Transportation last September here in Winnipeg to 
go out and review exactly the implications of a total 
rail system that was going to provide the best 
system for all of Canada. 

This has been requested by the federal 
government as well. That study is underway right 
now, and I would anticipate that by the time they 
come back with their report a year from now, we will 
be able to see exactly what kinds of decisions will 
be made for the future. 

Senate Transportation Committee 
Manitoba Representation 

Mr. Paul Edwards (St. James): Mr. Speaker, 
again for the minister, he is free to attend the Senate 
committee. Will the minister, will the government be 
making a presentation to this committee, given the 
enormous consequences that will flow from these 
main rail lines, these lines being placed under 
provincial jurisdiction if they are sold off privately? 
Is the minister going to make a presentation to that 
committee? 

Hon. Albert Driedger (Minister of Highways and 
Transportation): Mr. Speaker, I indicated before 
that we have a TAC committee that has been set up 
across the whole country. They are reviewing the 
whole aspect of rail lines and ports across Canada. 
Our representatives have been very active in 
participating in that role, and if there is any need for 
further involvement, we will look into that. 

Transportation Industry 
Rail Line Jurisdiction 

Mr. Paul Edwards (St. James): Mr. Speaker, 
again for the minister, will the minister ensure that 
any privatized rail lines continue to fall under federal 
jurisdiction and that this is a condition of privatizing? 
Will he make that known to the Senate committee 
because, otherwise, this province is going to be left 
holding the bag, maintaining those lines when itis 
properly under federal jurisdiction? 
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Hon. Albert Driedger (Minister of Highways and 
Transportation): Mr. Speaker, I repeat again, 1 
have indicated that the position that Manitoba has 
put forward, as well as the members opposite, when 
they were government-we have been on the same 
course in terms of position that we have taken 
regarding rail line abandonment. There has been 
no change in our position. We will continue to look 
very carefully at any moves that are being made by 
both CP and CN rail lines. 

Education System 
Funding Formula 

Mr. Dave Chomlak (KIIdonan): Mr. Speaker, we 
were very pleased that at 4:30 yesterday, the 
Mi nister of Education and Training f inally 
acknowledged that there were major problems in 
fairness in the government's funding model. 

My question, Mr. Speaker, is what procedures 
has the minister put in place to monitor the situation 
to ensure that 50 teachers will not lose their jobs in 
St. Vital, teachers will not lose their jobs and taxes 
will not go up in Evergreen, the vocational programs 
in Morris-Macdonald will not be cut, and the line-ups 
for special needs students will not continue to grow? 

Hon. Rosemary Vodrey (Minister of Education 
and Training): Mr. Speaker, ! was pleased to make 
that announcement yesterday. The announcement 
provided additional phase-in funds for divisions 
which were experiencing in the first year of applying 
the funding formula some difficulties and concerns 
in their area. Having provided those funds, I now 
trust that the divisions will be extremely responsible 
in the application of those funds within their 
divisions. 

• (1 040) 

Mr. Chomlak: I have a supplementary, Mr. 
Speaker. Will the minister take another look at her 
own advisory committee report that recommended 
a four-year phase-in because of the serious 
difficulties in tax increases that will result as a result 
of the government's funding formula? They 
recommended a four-year phase-in-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. 

Mrs. Vodrey: At this point we have been focusing 
with school divisions on the first year of the phase-in, 
and we have been talking with them about their 
anticipation of applying the funding formula in the 
second and in the third year. I think it is very 
important that the divisions and our department 

keep a very open communication. That is certainly 
my aim and the aim of this government. 

Mr. Chomlak: My final supplementary is to the 
same minister. Can the minister assure this House 
that she will return to this House with a revised 
formula if things like 30 percent tax increases in Leaf 
Rapids and other school divisions continue to result 
as a result of that-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. The honourable 
member's question is hypothetical and therefore out 
of order. The honourable member, kindly rephrase 
your question, please. 

Mr. Chomlak:  Mr .  Speaker,  m y  f inal 
supplementary is: Does this minister have any idea 
of the kind of tax increases and job losses that are 
occurring as a result of her funding formula in the 
first 30 days of the funding formula, never mind year 
two or year three? 

Mrs. Vodrey: I would like to remind the honourable 
member that by and large across this province the 
funding formula is in fact working very well. The 
funding formula, as I reminded him last week, was 
also the creation of interest groups in Education who 
sat around the table to develop that formula. It is 
working well, and I remind him again too of our 
government's increase in our commitment to 
Education of 3 percent. With that commitment, I 
trust that the boards will then act responsibly in the 
next few years. 

Port of Churchill 
Rail Une ProtecUon 

Mr. John Plohman (Dauphin): Mr. Speaker, 
during the transportation talks hearings, it became 
evident that the Minister of Agriculture had not 
ensured that Manitoba's interests were protected. 
The minister endorsed hearings and documents 
that were used during the hearings that provided 
limited and biased information on such key issues 
as rail line abandonment at Churchill and the alleged 
efficiencies associated with those issues. 

I ask the Minister of Agriculture, since he so 
proudly endorsed this federal process, why he did 
not ensure that information was included on 
Churchill that would show the true savings and 
efficiencies to farmers of maximizing the use of 
Churchill. Instead, it was included in the first 
documents, Mr. Speaker, whereby statements were 
made that eliminating the rail line to Churchill, the 
facilities at Churchill, would be part of efficiency. 
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Hon. Glen Findlay (Minister of Agriculture): Mr. 
Speaker, farmers in Manitoba have to export at least 
80 percent of the wheat they grow and it is probably 
fair to say about 70 percent of all the grains they 
grow in this province. It is very important that the 
cost of transporting those grains to those export 
positions, whether it is at Churchill or whether it is at 
the West Coast or out at the East Coast, are kept in 
line. Those costs have increased very rapidly over 
the last 1 0  years in particular, in some cases over 
50 percent. 

Farmers cannot afford to pay those continued 
increased costs. There must be a major effort made 
to try to find efficiencies in the system. There was 
a major transportation task force some two years 
ago that looked at some efficiencies that could be 
had. The transportation talks process was set in 
place to allow all the stakeholders to talk about some 
of the realities of the system-how do we control the 
cost, how do we keep things efficient. 

The Port of Churchill is a very important port for 
us in terms of agriculture and hopefully other 
commodities in the future, but the Canadian Wheat 
Board that is selling through that port has to be sure 
that the farmers are getting the best possible deal in 
the process of making that sale. Certainly the buyer 
of that grain has to want to pick it up through that 
Churchill port. There has been some difficulty in 
being able to sell grain through there, but the Wheat 
Board continues to try to do it. They have been 
relatively successful in making sales there and will 
continue to try to do it, particularly as we make more 
sales to Russia and the Eastern European nations. 

Mr. Plohman: The minister did not stand up for 
Churchiii-

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Speaker, why did this minister 
not ensure that Manitoba's position was clearly put 
before the producers as part of the information that 
was included, that Manitoba will not endorse 
abandonment of railways with its so-called 
efficiencies without including the cost of all 
alternatives and demanding compensation for those 
who are hurt by rail line abandonment? Why was 
that position not put forward by this minister? 

Mr. Findlay: Mr. Speaker, it is rather amazing that 
this member does not want farmers to talk about 
information that is important to them. He wants to 
stamp out the ability of producers to hear about what 

is going on. All that information he has just talked 
about has been on the record for some time. 

Manitoba took a very strong position. They did a 
major study some two years ago to identify what 
would happen if the method of payment was 
changed in any way; somebody did it. We certainly 
identified that pooling of seaway cost must be part 
of any change, but it never materialized. That is a 
position that was never recognized before, 
something he never talked about before that would 
have clearly hurt Manitoba farmers had we not done 
the study to identify it. 

Mr. Plohman: Loss of Churchill will devastate

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. 

Mr. Plohman: Will this Minister of Agriculture admit 
that he has failed Manitobans by not standing up in 
the hearings for Churchill and then not standing up 
with the issues of rail line abandonment which the 
Saskatchewan government says will save, in terms 
of efficiencies, only 3 cents to 4 cents a bushel, 
where the transportation cost as a result of rail line 
abandonment will be 25 cents a bushel. Is this the 
kind of efficiencies this minister supports? 

Mr. Findlay: Mr. Speaker, it is rather appalling that 
this member stands up and does not mention the 50 
percent increased cost that the farmers paid at the 
farm gate. The farmer's value of a loaf of bread has 
shrunk rather drastically from 25 percent 1 0 years 
ago to 4 percent today. 

He does not talk about that, and that is what the 
issue is all about, to reduce the costs that the farmer 
has to pay beyond the farm gate. He needs a better 
share of the commodity he is producing and selling. 
All the efficiencies the farmers gained in the system 
have been lost beyond the farm gate because of 
attitudes of that kind of member. 

Foreign Domestic Workers' Program 
Government Position 

Ms. Marianne Cerllll (Radisson): Mr. Speaker, 
the federal Conservative government's changes to 
the foreign domestic workers' program is setting up 
a system which makes these women even easier to 
exploit. We have a situation where these women 
are forced to live with their employers. They have 
no freedom of movement, and they are going to be 
at the mercy of employers who are looking for cheap 
child care and home care maintenance. 

My question is for the Minister responsible for 
Multiculturalism. What has this government done 
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and what has she done to show her opposition to 
this federal program, to the proposed program which 
is backward changes to immigration legislation? 

Hon. Bonnie Mitchelson (Minister responsible 
for Multiculturalism): Mr. Speaker, I have met 
with domestic workers, and I have met with 
members of the immigrant community and listened 
to their concerns about changes in legislation. We 
are trying to work with the federal government to 
ensure that all women in Manitoba, including those 
who are immigrants, have opportunity to come to 
this province to work and to earn a living. 

Mr. Speaker: Time for Oral Questions has expired. 

Nonpolitical Statements 

Ms. Becky Barrett (Wellington): Mr. Speaker, I 
wonder if I may have leave of the House to make a 
nonpolitical statement. 

Mr. Speaker: Does the honourable member for 
Wellington have leave to make a nonpolitical 
statement? Leave. It is agreed. 

Ms. Barrett: Mr. Speaker, Sunday is International 
Women's Day, celebrated throughout the world, and 
I would like today to speak very briefly about 
International Women's Day. 

I would like to remind honourable members that 
International Women's Day is a day where women 
and men throughout the world have an opportunity 
to meet together and discuss and celebrate the role 
of women in our society, the actions and positions 
that women throughout history have played in our 
society, to join together to think about our current 
s i tuat ion and,  a s  I sa id ,  celebrate the 
accomplishments that we have made. 

It is also necessary, Mr. Speaker, to use 
International Women's Day to consider how far we 
as a society still have to go. We still have a long 
road ahead of us in the economic area, in the area 
of social policy, in the area of domestic violence and 
in the area of media. We have a current example of 
how some parts of the media still reflect on the 
status of women, and I refer directly to the latest 
cover of Maclean's magazine. 

Mr. Speaker, again, on behalf of our caucus, I 
want to join with all women and all men of good will 
in celebrating International Women's Day and hope 
to see everybody out on the celebrations on 
Sunday. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Speaker: Does the honourable Minister of 
Culture, Heritage and Citizenship have leave to 

make a nonpolitical statement? Leave. It is 
agreed. 

Hon. Bonnie Mitchelson (Minister responsible 
for the Status of Women): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
join with all  members of the Legislature in 
recognizing International Women's Day, which will 
officially be held on Sunday. 

I know that there are many different women's 
groups throughout the province that will be holding 
their own forms of celebration. I know that the 
indigenous women today will be holding a luncheon 
to celebrate International Women's Day. We have 
indicated and sent invitations to all members of the 
Legislature inviting them to our celebration here in 
the Legislature on Monday to celebrate the day. 

I want to say to all women in Manitoba that, yes, 
we have come some distance; we do have a long 
way to go, and it is very important all women and all 
people of Manitoba work together to promote 
women throughout our province. Thank you. 

Mr. Speaker: Does the honourable member for St. 
James have leave to make a nonpolit ical 
statement? 

Some Honourable Members: Leave. 

Mr. Speaker: Leave. It is agreed. 

Mr. Paul Edwards (St. James): Mr. Speaker, on 
behalf of our party, I want to join comments with the 
member for Wellington (Ms. Barrett) and the 
Minister of Culture, Heritage and Citizenship (Mrs. 
Mitchelson) in recognizing the good works of the 
groups that are involved in International Women's 
Day and its organization, both in the past, this day, 
and in the future. 

I join comments, in particular with the last 
comments of the minister, which are that clearly 
there are remaining injustices to be dealt with, there 
are remaining problems, there are remaining 
barriers in the community. They are oftentimes, I 
think, for many in the community quite staggering, 
and people become disillusioned, but also I think it 
is important to look at where we have come. I think 
that is one of the purposes of this day, it is to look at 
the achievements that have been made. There 
have been many. 

This community, this province has led in so many 
fronts, not particularly because of the results of any 
particular government. I think it is the result of the 
efforts of the community, and the community has 
come forward for decades and decades. I think we 
all wish the leaders in that community all the best in 
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the future years and all the best on this celebration. 
I look forward to seeing them at the celebration that 
the minister will be hosting, I understand. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker. 

* (1050) 

Mr. Speaker: Does the honourable member for 
Selkirk have leave to make a nonpolitical 
statement? 

Some Honourable Members: Leave. 

Mr. Speaker: Leave. It is agreed. 

Mr. Gregory Dewar (Selkirk): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to be able to rise in the House today to 
recognize the achievements of Elsie Bear. Elsie 
has recently been awarded the Order of the Buffalo 
Hunt, Manitoba's highest honour. She will be 
honoured at a function on Monday celebrating 
Manitoba women. A long-time resident of Selkirk, 
Elsie is known throughout the community and 
Manitoba for her wisdom and generosity. I have 
been fortunate over the years to be the recipient of 
both. She is an elder and a friend to me, to all Metis 
people in this province. She, I feel, is the heart of 
the Metis nation. I congratulate her and applaud the 
government in recognizing this special woman. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Speaker: Does the honourable Minister for 
Energy and Mines (Mr. Downey) have leave to make 
a nonpolitical statement? 

Some Honourable Members: Leave. 

Mr. Speaker: Leave. It has been agreed. 

Hon. James Downey (Minister responsible for 
Native Affairs) : Mr. Speaker, as well, I would like 
to recognize the contributions of Elsie Bear, and 
particularly recognize, and I appreciate the 
member's acknowledgement of the fact that the 
Premier (Mr. Film on) of this province is the individual 
who wanted th is  done,  t o  recognize the 
contributions of  Elsie Bear. We on this side of  the 
House in government want to express our thanks to 
Elsie Bear and her contributions to the Metis people 
and the aboriginal people of this province, and to the 
province as a whole for her contribution, her 
leadership role and determination to make Manitoba 
a better place to live for everyone. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY 

House Business 

Hon. Clayton Manness (Government House 
Leader): Mr. Speaker, on House Business, I 
understand that Law Amendments committee last 
night completed considerations of Bills 5, 7, 8, and 

46. Therefore, it will not be necessary for that 
committee to sit Tuesday evening next. 

Mr. Speaker: I thank the honourable government 
House leader. 

Mr. Manness: Mr. Speaker, would you call Bill45 
on the list of adjourned debates, second readings, 
followed by Bills 9 and 10 and thereon as shown on 
the Order Paper. 

DEBATE ON SECOND READINGS 

81114� The City of Winnipeg 
Amendment, Municipal Amendment and 

Consequential Amendments Act 

Mr. Speaker: On the proposed motion of the 
Minister of Urban Affairs, Bill 45, The City of 
Winnipeg Amendment, Municipal Amendment and 
Consequential Amendments Act; Loi modifiant Ia 
Loi sur Ia Ville de Winnipeg, Ia Loi sur Jes 
municipalites et d'autres dispositions legislatives, 
standing in the name of the honourable member for 
Wolseley (Ms. Friesen). 

Stand? Is there leave that this matter remain 
standing? 

An Honourable Member: Stand. 

Mr. Speaker: Leave. It is agreed. 

Mr. Paul Edwards (St. James): Mr. Speaker, it 
gives me pleasure to rise today to speak on Bill45. 

I want to start my comments by indicating that the 
minister's department and his staff have been 
forthright and helpful in my understanding and 
communication to my caucus' understanding of this 
piece of legislation. It does become somewhat 
complicated-! am going to suggest In my 
comments-m uch more complicated than it need 
have been, but I do want to acknowledge that there 
have been very helpful discussions and meetings. 
The minister has made his staff available for those 
and for that I want to express my thanks. 

This bill comes forward as a direct result of some 
decisions which have been made in the last number 
of years regarding Headingley and its residents and 
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indeed property owners. Those events culminated, 
as we all know, in November of last year, November 
1 4  to be exact, when there was a referendum held 
in Headingley on the issue of secession from the 
City of Winnipeg. Of course, as we all also know, 
somewhat in excess of 86 percent of the voters in 
that referendum voted to secede from the City of 
Winnipeg. Mr. Speaker, that referendum was held, 
it is important to note, not in a vacuum,  not as a 
spur-of-the-moment decision. That was held after 
years and years of debate over what the people of 
Headingley wanted and where the jurisdiction 
should lie for the municipal issue. 

(Mrs. Louise Dacquay, Deputy Speaker, in the 
Chair) 

Madam Deputy Speaker, there is a history to this. 
The member for Concordia, the Leader of the New 
Democratic Party (Mr. Doer), knows that history well 
as the former minister. We had Mr. Cherniack in his 
report address the Headingley issue. This issue 
has been around for many, many years. 

I suggest and I join with the minister in his initial 
comments and his speech that Headingley is 
unique. It must be dealt with on that basis. There 
is no equivalent in respect of the City of Winnipeg 
and the areas that fall under its jurisdiction to the 
situation at Heading ley. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, that is the premise from 
which I start, and that is the premise from which the 
minister started, that is, the uniqueness of the 
Headingley situation and the uniqueness of the 
things which we put Into place. We join with the 
minister in agreeing with the referendum to deal with 
that situation. 

Getting to the genesis of the dispute between 
Headingley and the City of Winnipeg, I do not 
pretend to have been around in those years or be 
as knowledgeable as the minister himself who was 
on City Council, the Leader of the NDP who was the 
minister. I do not have that historical experience, 
but I have reviewed some of the public history on 
this issue which tells me that from very early on, the 
residents of Headingley were not pleased with their 
relationship with the City of Winnipeg. Shortly put, 
they have always felt and continue to feel that they 
have paid their share but not received their share in 
services. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, I think that many 
Winnipeggers probably feel aggrieved, most feel 
aggrieved, at the level of taxes they have to pay and 
the services they receive. No other area has had, I 

think, more consistent and more persuasive 
arguments than the residents of Headingley, and 
they have been recognized. 

I think it is important to mention that they were 
recognized in the report done by Mr. Cherniack, and 
he said at that time-the Cherniack commission, 
that was in 1 986-when he recognized those 
problems and studied them, he indicated that the 
western boundary of the City of Winnipeg and/or the 
eastern boundary of Headingley, as the case may 
be, should be the subject of an immediate study of 
the alternatives for precise boundaries. 

The current member for Concordia (Mr. Doer) 
responded to that in 1 987 by going forward with a 
study on the viable options for the future governance 
of Headingley. I do not second-guess that decision. 
I think in the circumstances, given the uniqueness 
of Headingley, it was a correct decision that he 
made, and went ahead with that, but the natural 
result of that, when you start a process like that, you 
have to follow it through. You cannot do a study, get 
a result and ultimately not respect that result and the 
conclusions it reaches. 

Unfortunately, for whatever reasons, we are not 
privy to them, I am not privy to them, the City of 
Winnipeg was unable to accommodate the 
Headingley residents, given those concerns, given 
the conclusions of those reports and that study. 
They just were not. 

I do not know if the minister himseH was involved 
in trying to work out something between the City of 
Winnipeg to leave the Headingley residents under 
the city's jurisdiction but, in any event, it did not work. 
That is what we know; that is the fact. We are not 
here to second-guess or judge that; that is not our 
role in this Legislature. 

The result of that process of course was the 
referendum. You cannot hold a referendum and 
then just use it as advice or say, that is interesting, 
I am happy, I know now how you feel. You are going 
to hold a referendum, you build up expectations, you 
force people to take sides and confront the issue, at 
the end of the day you have to respect the 
referendum.  That is the bottom line, and anybody 
who goes into a referendum thinking that they can 
ignore or not deal seriously, concretely, with the 
results is fooling themselves and is not being honest 
or fair to the people who get involved in that process. 

I do not dispute, we do not begrudge the decision 
which was made democratically by the people in 
Headingley. 
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Madam Deputy Speaker, that was November of 
last year. Today, the minister puts forward a bill to 
deal with the results ofthat referendum. In principle, 
our caucus has no quarrel with allowing the 
residents of Headingley to form their own rural 
municipality. We have crossed that bridge. I think 
all three parties in this Legislature have crossed that 
bridge, albeit with trepidation and with extreme 
concern for the future of the City of Winnipeg as an 
urban metropolis that is able to support the things 
we need as an urban metropolis, which are of 
course a social welfare net, police, fire, roads, all of 
the things that the city supports. 

If we do not have all parts of the city pulling 
together to do that, we are not going to be able to 
do it. We cannot allow areas of the city to pick and 
choose and say, well, maybe I will be in with the city 
and maybe I will not. We went through that when 
this city became unified. We have had that debate 
and we have made that decision. We have to stick 
with it. It is in the best interests of every citizen in 
this city to stick with it. 

* (1 1 00) 

If we have concerns with City Hall and how it is 
run and how much we are taxed, those are going to 
come and go. People are going to change. We 
changed the size of council. We changed the way 
things are run at City Hall. Those are fine, we can 
have that debate, but when people get upset with 
the city, we should not invite, promote the answer: 
let us leave the city. That is not an answer which 
we are prepared to do anything to accommodate or 
promote except in extreme situations and in 
extremely unusual situations, and that is the 
category which Heading ley fits into in our view. For 
that reason we have gone down this road, and that 
reason alone. 

I think the wealthier parts of the city feel hard done 
by; they feel that there is so much of their tax 
revenue that does not come directly back to them 
and they think, well, if we just separated on our own, 
of course our taxes would go way down, or we would 
get far more services. There is some logic to that, 
but for the same reason that we have equalization 
payments and schemes within this nation, we have 
a certain sense of community and commitment to 
the larger urban centre, which is Winnipeg. 

Our party stands up foursquare in support of the 
unified cohesiveness of the large urban metropolis 
of Winnipeg and foursquare in support of doing 
everything within our power to ensure that the unity 

of that structure is maintained. I do not think that we 
have a quarrel in this House between the three 
parties on that issue. I may be mistaken, but I do 
not see it reflected in the minister's comments, and 
I have yet to hear from the New Democratic Party. 
I would be surprised if they would do anything to 
suggest that we should not do everything in our 
power here in the Legislature to ensure the unity of 
neighbourhoods and communities within the city of 
Winnipeg. 

So those are the premises that I start from. Let 
me now turn to the bill itself, because I do have some 
concerns, and the minister is aware of them. I have 
grave concerns, not about the principle, not about 
the object, but I do have very grave concerns about 
how that is being achieved. In particular, I do not 
intend to go through clause by clause, but it is my 
view, it is our assessment of this bill that it is far more 
than is necessary to achieve the object that we are 
trying to achieve in this bill. 

We in effect set out here, it is my assessment and 
our view, a blueprint for secession from the city of 
Winnipeg, and I acknowledge that it is not 
unrestricted, but we put into place essentially a 
system whereby other communities-this bill is not 
restricted to Headingley-any other community that 
qualifies, and the only limitation in real terms is that 
it be a village or a town, to enter into this process 
which leads to a referendum and leads to secession. 

I do not want to do anything, as I have said, and 
I think this bill does, to in a sense make it easy, lay 
out a blueprint, a road map for secession from the 
city. We do not want to do that, Madam Deputy 
Speaker. That is wrong for the city of Winnipeg. 

We know that there are already other peripheral 
communities within the city that are agitating. 
Certain communities have had petitions and they 
have groups formed to advocate this very type of 
action that the citizens of Headingley have taken, 
that is, secession, notably residents in St. Germain, 
notably parts of St. Norbert. These issues are there 
already. They are trying to link themselves to the 
Headingley experience. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, I want to deal with them 
fairly and honestly. I want to deal with them, but I 
want them to know right now that we will go to the 
nth degree to do what we can to ensure that their 
grievances are dealt with within the community 
structure, within the city structure. By way of 
analogy, if I can, I think the family of communities, 
that is, the city of Winnipeg, if we are going to have 
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a fight, if we are going to have a dispute, if there are 
grievances, let us do it, but within the city. Let us 
not have as an option, or offer the option, of walking 
out the door and of leaving and of getting out of the 
City of Winnipeg. 

Well, the member for Portage Ia Prairie (Mr. 
Connery) wants to raise the issue of who is to blame 
for Heading ley. Madam Deputy Speaker, I am not 
a city councillor, never have been, nor has the 
member for Portage Ia Prairie. His colleagues have 
been members of that City Council; they may have 
some answers for him as to why what has happened 
has happened. That is not the point here and to see 
that as the point is incredibly narrow, given the 
seriousness of this issue because, as I have said, 
other communities will have similar grievances. We 
cannot contribute to or promote the use of a process 
to secede as a response to grievances of a 
community within the city. We cannot do that. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, there is no question in 
my mind, on review of this bill and having had the 
benefit of advice from the minister's staff and 
himself, that that is what we are doing. There is one 
place in this entire legislation that Headingley is 
actually mentioned, and I want to key in on that, 
because I acknowledge that is mentioned in one 
place, and that is at the proposed Section 38.5, 
which indicates that notwithstanding any agreement 
entered into by the City of Winnipeg after February 
1 7, 1 992-and the key to this section is that date, 
February 1 7, 1 992. 

The purpose of that section is only to deal with 
agreements that have been entered into prior to or 
before the starting of this session, when this bill 
came forward in order not to allow Heading ley or the 
City of Winnipeg to burden each other beyond that 
date with contracts they have entered Into. That is 
the only purpose for that. That is the only part of this 
bill that ties into the R.M. of Headingley, and that is 
of grave concern to us, because what we want to 
achieve in this bill, no more, no less, is to achieve 
what the residents of Headingley set out to do and 
have asked for in their referendum .  

Madam Deputy Speaker, let m e  quote the 
minister's comments, because I look forward to his 
explanation and I look forward to his amendments 
to achieve what he said he wants to achieve. He 
said, Bill 45 contains legislation which will enable 
Headingley to withdraw from the City of Winnipeg's 
boundaries to form a separate rural municipality. 
He goes on to say, Headingley is unique. 

H eadingley has more in  com m on with its 
neighbouring rural municipalities than it does with 
Winnipeg. 

Now, the gist of all of those comments, and he 
recites the same historical events that I have, is that 
Headingley is unique, and he concludes, in fact, this 
bill does not allow for the creation of cities at all, this 
bill allows for rural municipalities, towns and villages 
only. That is true, Madam Deputy Speaker, but the 
fact is that towns and villages only does not restrict 
this bill to Headingley. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, that is clear. As I have 
said, there is one section in this entire bill that ties it 
to Headingley, which does not specify as a date 
unique to Headingley. That would be reset in 
another case in the event that the residents of St. 
Germain or St. Norbert wanted to do the same thing. 

Madam Deputy Speaker,  the i nevitable 
conclusion of th is leg is lation and these 
amendments will be, is going to be, that the City of 
Winnipeg is open for secession applications. There 
is no other conclusion that the residents on the 
periphery of this city, wherever they may be, would 
come to, looking at this. There is discretion in the 
m i n ister to hold a referendum i n  s i m ilar  
circumstances, and the regulations which the 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council may put in to 
establish or confirm area boundaries of the city and 
to alter the boundaries where they see fit. They are 
all in here. Why do we need to alter the city 
boundaries and provide this type of carte blanche to 
do that in this bill? We have one job. The job is to 
deal with Heading ley. 

• (1 1 1  0) 

The municipal board is looking at the boundaries 
right now. What should be in this bill is legislation 
which is adequate to redraw the boundaries once 
the municipal board has come down with its decision 
to deal with that, to deal with the issue of 
Headingley's administration, the need for an 
election in Headingley once those boundaries are 
known, to deal with the transition of power, of 
jurisdiction from the City of Winnipeg to the R.M. of 
Headingley, Madam Deputy Speaker, when it 
becomes a new R.M., which is anticipated January 
1 ,  1 993. Those are the things which this bill needs 
to achieve. It could be far shorter, far more specific 
and, in  our  view, far m ore-and to use a 
word-conservative in what it sets out to achieve. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, in terms of the 
legislative drafting of this bill, certainly small-c. literal 
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conservatism would be very useful because largess 
in partitioning off the city of Winnipeg is not welcome 
by our caucus. We want to achieve what is 
necessary, no more, no less. This bill does far more 
than that, and we will be coming forward with 
amendments. I am not convinced yet that simple 
amendments to this legislation are going to do the 
trick to rectify what is going to be, I think, a grievous 
error on the part of this minister if he pushes this 
legislation through. 

It strikes me, on looking at it, that really it needs 
to be rethought, because the fundamental principle 
which was obviously behind the drafting of this 
legislation was that we do not want to have to come 
back here and do it again; we want to put it in place 
for Headingley but also for future concerns. That 
was the principle with which this bill was drafted, and 
that was wrong. Therefore, I do not know that the 
bill can be saved in its present form. I think it has to 
be rethought. Now, I realize time is of the essence, 
but you know, the referendum was in November, 
and one assumes that the minister will have at his 
disposal the ability to deal with these things quickly 
in terms of legislative drafting. 

I would like to see a much shorter bill, a much 
more specific bill tied into Headingley and dealing 
with what Headingley needs, that and that alone, 
Madam Deputy Speaker. If other parts of the 
periphery of this city agitate and get to the point that 
Headingley does, we would not welcome that, but 
should it happen, if that happens, what is wrong with 
dealing with it again in this Legislature? Why should 
we not deal with it again in this Legislature? This 
goes to the heart of the city of Winnipeg and of the 
community of communities that we need in this city 
to support the infrastructure. Now, why should we 
not have, if someone else comes to this--why make 
it easy for future communities? We are not saying, 
it will not happen; we are not saying, close the door 
forever and a day, but what we are saying is, if you 
want to do it, we want a chance to look at it again. 

I do not want the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council 
deciding that other communities will secede from 
the city. I do not want that. I want that to be back 
in the Legislature and us debating it, thinking about 
it and asking our councillors, why, why is this 
happening? How come these communities want to 
get out of the city? Why can you not deal with this 
internally and not risk the very existence of the city 
itself every time you have a community that is upset 
with you? 

I think we should throw the buck back to the City 
of Winnipeg and, with this blueprint in place, we 
com prom ise our  ab i l ity as legis lators as 
representatives of the entire province who have an 
interest in the survival of the City of Winnipeg, not 
just those who represent constituencies in the city. 
We compromise our ability to do that, and we do not 
want to participate in that compromising of our ability 
to, as legislators, do what we can to preserve the 
ongoing survivability and ability of the City of 
Winnipeg to maintain what it needs as an urban 
metropolis. 

We need the unity of the communities, and we 
cannot condone or participate, we suggest, in laying 
out a blueprint for other secessions from the City of 
Winnipeg. We do not want any part of that. We 
want to deal with the people of Headingley fairly and 
squarely, and do what is necessary to achieve what 
we have committed to them to do, and that is it. That 
is all we want to do, no more, no less. 

Thank you, Madam Deputy Speaker. 

Mr. Doug Martindale (Burrows): Madam Deputy 
Speaker, I notice with interest that the minister is in 
the Chamber. I am pleased to see him here and 
listening, taking a very particular and good interest 
in debate on this bill. 

The minister and I go back a number of years at 
City Hall, when he was a city councillor. From time 
to time, I presented briefs before committees and 
before City Council as a whole. 

What I recall from that was that, everything this 
minister was for, I was against, and everything I was 
against, he was for. 

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Inkster): Nothing has 
changed. 

Mr. Martindale: Not much has changed, says the 
member for Inkster. 

For example ,  I was opposed to the 
Sherbrook-McGregor overpass, and the minister 
was--1 think we have a point of order here, Madam 
Deputy Speaker. 

Point of Order 

Mr. Marcel Laurendeau (St. Norbert): I would like 
to bring to your attention that possibly the member 
could speak to the principle of the bill, and we could 
get on with the debate. 

Madam Deputy Speaker: I thank the honourable 
member for raising that point of order. I would like 
to remind all honourable members that debate on 
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second reading is to be strictly relevant to the bill 
under consideration. 

* * *  

Mr. Martindale: I think it is very difficult to separate 
the Minister of Urban Affairs (Mr. Ernst) from his 
history at City Council. I think it is very relevant; in 
fact, half of the cabinet are former City of Winnipeg 
councillors, and the problems that they are having 
now are a direct result of things they did or did not 
do when they were at City Council. So I think there 
is a connection between the principle of this bill and 
the former history of this minister on City Council. 

We have numerous problems with this bill. We 
think that this bill was drafted with extreme haste, 
that it was not well thought out, that even enough 
consultation with the department was not given. 
We understand that the department was only 
briefed a week ago. 

We think that the bill is far too wide, far too broad 
in Its scope. What the intent of it should have been 
would be to deal with Heading ley. Instead, it allows 
the possibility for a number of Headingleys, if we 
could use that example, that any part of Winnipeg 
could secede because of the very broad powers 
given to this minister in this bill . 

We believe that the minister should not be given 
the power to adjust Winnipeg boundaries by 
regulation; in fact, we think the minister needs to 
rewrite the bill and to make substantial changes. 
We believe that all boundary changes should come 
before the Legislature, and there are some very 
obvious reasons for this. 

We know that more than half of the population of 
Manitoba lives in Winnipeg, and that is both a good 
thing, but it also causes some problems. From time 
to time we hear people in the Legislature referring 
sometimes to what could be described as the 
narrow vision of people who live in Winnipeg. That 
has often been described as people having 
perimeteritis, people who are unable to see beyond 
the boundaries of the city of Winnipeg. I suppose it 
is people who live in Winnipeg who are probably the 
most susceptible to that. Of course we would not 
expect rural members, regardless of which party 
they are from, to be plagued with the problem of 
perimeteritis. 

Unfortunately, it seems that the affairs of the city 
of Winnipeg have a disproportionate impact on 
affairs of the province of Manitoba, but it seems that 
people in governments flip-flop on this. It seems 

that some of the ministers who are now in cabinet, 
including the Minister of Urban Affairs (Mr. Ernst), 
when they were at City Hall they were always saying 
to the province, well, butt out, leave us alone, do not 
interfere, do not tell the City of Winnipeg what to do 
in its affairs; we are a big-city corporation and we 
can run our own affairs and we do not want the 
Province of Manitoba telling us what to do. 

* (1 1 20) 

Now that some of these same people are in 
provincial cabinet, they are doing things which in the 
past they would have called it meddlesome and 
interfering in the City Hall's affairs. So it seems that 
their perspective has changed since. 

I think probably some suburban members on the 
government side are following this debate with great 
interest. Sometimes people might be tempted to 
read or write letters, but on a debate like this, I think, 
members opposite who have suburban Winnipeg 
ridings that may even have some rural voters in 
them are listening to this debate with keen interest 
because they might even be hoping that this bill 
would apply to their area and that their area might 
be allowed to have a referendum and that part of 
their constituency might even be allowed to secede 
from the City of Winnipeg. 

Of course, that is not unusual. I do not blame 
them for that. Everyone wants to be populist, 
everybody wants to be at the head of the parade and 
to do what their constituents want. Now sometimes 
that is kind of a narrow perspective-(inte�ection) 
Well, the member for St. Norbert (Mr. Laurendeau) 
asked me if I ever do that. I can say in all honesty 
that there are numerous issues and numerous times 
in which I honestly disagree with my constituents, 
and I take flak on that. 

It would be very easy to be populist and to be 
ahead of the parade on what I would call especially 
a number of right-wing issues, but I do not do that. 
I take stands as all members in this House take 
stands and we get criticized for it. (interjection] 

Madam Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The 
honourable member for Burrows (Mr. Martindale), to 
continue relevant debate on the principles of this bill. 

An Honourable Member: It is irrelevant. 

Mr. Martindale: Well, I think being populist is 
relevant to this debate because that is what some 
people have done, and that is why we have this 
so-called Headingley bill in front of us. Because it 
was popular in a certain part of a constituency, they 



March 6, 1992 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA 1029 

were doing what their constituents wanted them to 
do. I do not blame them for doing that. 

We will be looking forward to hearing members 
on the government side add their comments to the 
record on this bill, esp�cially the member for 
Assiniboia (Mrs. Mcintosh). We are concerned that 
this bi l l  g ives the m inister excessive and 
unacceptable power to write regulations that we 
probably will not see and will not be aware of. We 
will not know what is in them, but we are concerned 
that we will give the minister too much power. 

We are opposed to having referendums on 
boundaries. We do not think that is the best way to 
make decisions in the interest of all people in 
Winnipeg or even Manitoba. It is possible to 
imagine that, if you let one area secede, then 
another area will want to do the same thing. We are 
looking at St. Germain, and then we are looking 
maybe at St. Norbert, then Transcona, and then 
Unicity starts to unravel .  

We know that there are people in those areas who 
were opposed to Unicity when it was brought in, but 
I think to unravel it at this date is too late, not wise 
and not in the best interests of all Winnipeggers. 

For example, it would seriously erode the tax base 
of the City of Winnipeg. We would have more 
aff luent suburbs with h igher property tax 
assessment, higher tax bases, being seceded or 
eroded or taken away from the City of Winnipeg. 

Mr. Laurendeau: Why do you not just come right 
out and say it? Make the rich pay, right? Why do 
you not just come right out and say it? You are 
impugning the motive. Say it. Do not just impugn 
motive. 

Mr. Martindale: Well, I think the member for St. 
Norbert is trying to encourage me not to be relevant 
to the topic at hand. 

Mr. Laurendeau: I would never do that. 

Mr. Martindale: The result would be that we would 
be left with the old City of Winnipeg or the old City 
of Winnipeg and some other suburban areas which 
would not able to carry the financial burden of the 
services that they would have to provide for that 
area. 

In fact, we already have that problem now, 
because we are losing people in the inner city who 
are moving to the suburbs. We have empty lots; we 
have empty, closed factories. More and more ofthe 
tax burden is being shifted to suburban Winnipeg. 
If you were to lose that tax base from the city, it 

would have a detrimental effect on the inner city. In 
fact, it would adversely affect the constituency that 
I represent , and m a n y  other inner  city 
constituencies. 

You only have to look at how the boundaries 
change, provincial election boundaries, every ten 
years to see how we are losing population in the 
inner city. For example, Burrows constituency used 
to be entirely a north-end constituency from the time 
it was first drawn up. After the 1 989 boundary 
changes, the boundaries moved from the CPR 
being the southern boundary down to Notre Dame. 

The reason is that apartment blocks are being 
torn down, houses are being boarded up, houses 
are being torn down, and we are losing population 
in the inner city. I think it is not in the best interests 
of Winnipeg as a whole to see this continue. That 
is why we have the Core Area Initiative. 

In fact, I think we should give credit to the 
Conservative government. They were the ones 
who signed the initial Core Area Agreement, when 
the Sterling Lyon government was in office back 
before the provincial election in 1 981 .  They saw a 
need for that; they saw a reason for it. The reason 
was that the inner city was deteriorating, and so they 
were part of this effort to revitalize the inner city, an 
effort that I supported, although this is one of the 
areas where the minister and I were in conflict. 

I remember, the minister was opposed to 
changing the Logan industrial site into half of it being 
residential, and I was in favour of that. I think the 
minister called it Logan heights at the time. 
pnterjection] Logan woods. He had some statistics 
on what the actual costs were, that he felt it was not 
justifiable, but we on the other hand thought that 
there was a sustainable community there, a good, 
stable community in many ways, in spite of the 
deterioration of the housing and that they should 
stay there. I think it has been a wonderful example 
of urban renewal in the inner city. 

Another problem that we have with this bill is that 
other municipalities cannot have referendums in 
one part of the jurisdiction and, therefore, neither 
should Winnipeg. We believe that all taxpayers 
should determine such important issues. It does 
not seem to make sense to have a law that is 
applicable only to the City of Winnipeg and not to 
rural Manitoba or other parts of this province. 

We believe that this bill gives the minister the 
power to determine final division of assets of 
breakaway rural municipalities from the City of 
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Winnipeg and that he would only have the 
recommendation of the municipal board, which the 
minister himself appoints. 

The municipal board is an interesting body. I was 
once a member of the Manitoba Municipal Board. It 
is very interesting to sit-[interjection) The member 
questions whether I was really independent. My 
Leader reminds the government that I used to 
criticize the NDP. In fact, I was very unpopular with 
them from time to time, because I used to have 
press conferences and criticize them. 

* (1 1 30) 

However, I think we all know that the government 
appoints their supporters to government boards and 
commissions. I do not think anybody objects to that, 
except the Liberal Party of Manitoba, because we 
appoint people on merit, and it is normal for 
governments to appoint people who agree with their 
phi losophic point of v iew to carry out the 
government's philosophy to which they were 
elected to put into action. 

We know the municipal board is a quasi-judicial 
body; it is at arm's length from the government. 
Nonetheless, the government appoints the 
member&-

Hon. Jim Ernst (Minister of Urban Affairs): The 
government appoints judges, too. 

Mr. Martindale: As the Minister of Urban Affairs 
says, the government appoints judges too. 
However, I think we would all agree that the judiciary 
is much more independent from government than 
boards and commissions. 

We also notice with concern that the minister has 
the power to regulate the provision of services to the 
new rural municipality by Winnipeg for as long as 
and under whatever circumstances he chooses. 
There needs to be more discussion of this. We 
need to look longer at the implications of this. We 
want to know how Winnipeg taxpayers are 
protected; in fact, this is the whole reason probably 
for this bill, that the people in the Headingley area 
were paying quite high property taxes and believed 
they were getting very little in return for services. It 
is probably going to go up because of offloading. 

What would happen if Winnipeg continued to 
provide services for an area that had broken away? 
Would the people feel that the level of taxes that they 
are paying for those services would be fair? Who 
would question the city as to the fairness? What 
right would people have to check the city's figures 

as to whether they were accurate or not, or would 
they just have to trust the city that the billing for those 
services was fair and just during, as the minister 
says, a transition period? 

We are concerned that there is no plan for 
Headingley or any other  breakaway rural 
municipality. We believe that Headingley should 
remain a rural type area and that this should be 
included in the act. I know that there is a Planning 
Act. I was briefed on it by department staff, used to 
be Municipal Affairs staff when I was appointed to 
the municipal board. One of the good things about 
The Planning Act-1 believe it was originally brought 
in by a Conservative government in fact-is that in 
spite of changes in government, The Planning Act 
has by and large been followed, that the rural 
municipalities around Winnipeg do have planning 
and plans, and that there is an expectation that they 
follow those plans and that they not subdivide too 
much rural land, or that they not subdivide land 
inappropriately, and that they subdivide land close 
to where existing services already are. 

What would happen at Headingley? Would the 
plan for the planning districts be followed? I am not 
sure. I guess I would like some reassurances on 
that. 

We are opposed to sections of this bill because it 
really looks like a dismantling of Unicity, and we are 
concerned that this would contribute to urban 
sprawl. The flip side of what I was talking about 
before in terms of inner city depopulation is urban 
sprawl, that people are moving from the inner city to 
the suburbs, but in fact the population of Winnipeg 
is not growing very much. It is growing very slowly, 
and yet it is becoming more and more expensive to 
service those new suburban lots. The cost of that 
is borne by all taxpayers, not just the people in those 
new suburban areas. 

So we are concerned about anything that 
contributes to urban sprawl, and we think that this 
bill might. It is not just urban sprawl within the city 
of Winnipeg, it is the commuter areas within 
commuting distance of Winnipeg where more and 
more people are moving to rural municipalities and 
driving into Winnipeg. The City of Winnipeg bears 
a lot of those costs, especially streets and 
transportation, but other services because people 
take advantage of those services in the city. We do 
not blame them for that. People, of course, want the 
best of both worlds. They want to live in a rural area 
and have some of the advantages of country living. 



March 6, 1992 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA 1031 

Perhaps it is more peaceful ,  perhaps it is quieter, 
perhaps it has a small-town atmosphere if they are 
living in a small community. Perhaps there is less 
crime. There may be all kinds of good reasons why 
people want to live outside of the city boundaries 
and commute to the city. 

The other part of the "best world" that they want 
and they get is that they probably pay a lot less in 
taxes, but they frequently use services from 
adjoining municipalities-in this case the City of 
Winnipeg. In effect the taxpayers of the city of 
Winnipeg are subsidizing the people in those rural 
municipalities who commute to Winnipeg and use 
our streets and transportation and other services. 

We are concerned that the minister was quite 
involved in the Headingley vote, applauded their 
vote, and permitted a referendum when there was 
no provision in the act for it. This bill is kind of an 
example of putting the cart before the horse. They 
had the referendum, now they are coming to the 
Legislature with a request for legislation to enable 
this to happen. [interjection] Well, we have some 
concerns about referendums. 

Perhaps I should have consulted him before I 
spoke on this bill. Sometimes we have to speak 
with limited experience. Perhaps I should have had 
a briefing from the minister before I spoke. I 
remember the minister gave me very helpful advice 
once at City Hall. I was criticizing the CPR and said 
that they had taken $9 billion profits out of western 
Canada and not paid their fair share of taxes. The 
Minister of Urban Affairs (Mr. Ernst) was chairing 
that committee, and he said I should use the word 
"alleged." It might save me from a lawsuit. I 
thanked the committee chair at the time and 
probably saved myself some grief by adding the 
word "alleging" that the CPR had done this. I thank 
the minister for the good advice he gave me in the 
past. 

I guess it is never too late to talk about this bill. 
We may get to discuss it in committee and speak on 
it in third reading, so it will never be too late to talk 
in person to the minister about the intent of his bill. 

I think, actual ly,  the minister's record on 
strengthening the city and whether his biases are in 
favour of the inner city or the suburbs is quite 
interesting. We know that the minister was 
opposed to the north Logan renewal, and he has 
admitted that. We know that the minister has not an 
exemplary record on preserving riverbank land, 
particularly by allowing a commercial strip mall on 

Portage Avenue on the river, Rotary Pines on the 
river and condominiums on the river. I think, 
fortunately, for future riverbank land, that Rotary 
Pines failed to materialize, which means that in the 
future the City of Winnipeg has the opportunity to 
buy up some of that land and make it available for 
the public to have access to the river. 

In fact, one of the most interesting people, who 
lives in Headingley, who is a big supporter of public 
access to riverbank land, is Mr. lan Dubienski, who 
has spoken at pu blic forums on numerous 
occasions about the need to preserve riverbank 
land in Winnipeg and public access to riverbank 
land. One of the members opposite asked if I was 
opposed to The Forks. I do not remember making 
any public presentations on The Forks. pnte�ection] 
Well, I would be happy to talk to Mr. Dubienski about 
landlord and tenant legislation. As the former 
Minister of Housing knows, I am very interested in 
landlord and tenant legislation. 

An Honourable Member: Well, talk to him soon 
because he lives in Headingley. 

* (1 1 40) 

Mr. MarUndale: I know he lives In Headlngley. 

This individual that we are speaking about is very 
knowledgeable about riverbank development. He 
travels regularly to Saskatoon, Regina, Edmonton, 
Calgary and Vancouver as part of his job, has 
walked on all those riverbank access lands in those 
cities and thinks that Winnipeg is not doing nearly 
enough to protect riverbank land. [interjection] Mr. 
Dubienski in fact lives on riverbank land and has 
some interesting comments to make on that as well. 
He is a good man on riverbank land issues. 

We think that, above all, city development should 
be guided by Plan Winnipeg. We have recently had 
a review of Plan Winnipeg, and we hope that this 
Minister of Urban Affairs (Mr. Ernst) is going to 
support it and that he is going to follow it because it 
is a very important process. It is one of the 
processes that involves a considerable amount of 
public consultation, because whenever' Plan 
Winnipeg is revised, there are always public 
hearings. Members of public come and they make 
presentations as I did, not the most recent time, but 
the previous time that Plan Winnipeg was reviewed. 

We hope that this Minister of Urban Affairs takes 
the Plan Winnipeg review seriously because we 
believe it follows a reasonable process. pnte�ection] 
Well, I try not to get involved in city issues anymore. 
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What I mean is city issues at a local basis. I have 
been to City Hall, I think, twice in support of 
community groups since I was elected. 

An Honourable Member: Yes, he used to live 
there. 

Mr. Martindale: I used to practically live in City Hall 
as my colleague from Kildonan says, and in the year 
and a half or so since I have been here, I have only 
been back to City Hall twice, and I did not speak. I 
did not make a public presentation. I went in 
support of groups from my constituency because we 
have city councillors; in fact, there are two city 
councillors from the area that I represent. I think it 
is preferable that they represent their constituents 
at City Hall, that I as an MLA should not go and 
speak publicly at City Hall unless it is absolutely 
necessary. 

Hon. Linda Mcintosh (Minister of Consumer and 
Corporate Affairs): We speak publicly here. 

Mr. Martindale: We speak here publicly on city 
issues, as the Minister of Consumer and Corporate 
Affairs points out, and I think it is appropriate that we 
speak here on city matters. I think it is quite different 
when it comes to going and speaking at City Hall as 
an MLA. I think sometimes people may even resent 
that kind of participation. They may consider it 
interference, but when there is a local issue that has 
city-wide implications, perhaps the Minister of 
Consumer and Corporate Affairs was thinking of 
Rotary Pines, in which case, yes, I was involved in 
what in many ways was a city issue. 

The reason I was involved was because of the 
airport, because the Chamber of Commerce was 
concerned about airport development, and because 
the airport itself, the general manager was 
concerned about the effects of Rotary Pines on the 
airport. 

As we know, the airport services not just St. 
James and not just the city of Winnipeg but the 
whole province of Manitoba, because the airport 
serves the whole province. In fact, it serves a huge 
area, so I think it was appropriate that I got involved 
in that issue which in some ways was a city issue 
but in many ways was a provincial issue as well. Of 

course, there was public money that was earmarked 
for Rotary Pines, which was another reason why I 
as Housing critic was involved. 

An Honourable Member: Because you do not like 
seniors. 

Mr. Martindale: Well, the minister is ra1smg 
extraneous issues, but I will not get into that. 
[interjection] There were 22 applicants to that 
program, all of whom were groups that wanted to 
provide funding, to provide housing for seniors, and 
we were not opposed to that. In fact, there was an 
NDP program, Seniors RentaiStart, that we brought 
in in 1 986 because we wanted to build housing for 
seniors. Many of those applicants were in rural 
Manitoba. 

Point of Order 

Madam Deputy Speaker: The honourable 
Minister of Urban Affairs, on a point of order. 

Mr. Ernst: I have been sitting very patiently, 
Madam Deputy Speaker, for the last 20 minutes, 
half an hour, listening to the member for Burrows. I 
think on occasion during that 20 minutes, half an 
hour, he has strayed close to Bi11 45, but not very, 
and not very often. I would ask you to call him to 
order and let him speak to Bi11 45 which is before the 
House. 

Mr. Gary Doer (Leader of the Opposition): The 
member for Pembina (Mr. Orchard) uses the term 
"silencer" and he is absolutely right when he is 
speaking to the member for Charleswood (Mr. 
Ernst) of wanting to censor the words from the 
member for Burrows. He was clearly on the topic of 
The City of Winnipeg Act dealing with planning, 
dealing with the lack of planning, dealing with the 
issues of developers. Clearly the member for 
Burrows was on the point of the bill and on the 
principles of the bill, however offensive the minister 
may find it. 

Madam Deputy Speaker: Order, please. The 
honourable minister indeed did have a point of 
order. I believe it would be helpful to the House if I 
were to remind all honourable members that on 
second reading it is the principle of the bill under 
consideration which is debatable, and when that bill 
is an amending bill it is the principle of the amending 
bill that is the business under consideration. 

Mr. Doer: Excuse me, on a point of order, did you 
say that the member for Charleswood did have a 
point of order or did not? 

Madam Deputy Speaker: I indicated that the 
honourable minister indeed had a point of order and 
I just read the rule that determines the relevance of 
debate on second reading of a bill. I had reiterated 
it earlier in the debate. 
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* * *  

Mr. Martindale: Madam Deputy Speaker, I concur 
with your ruling but frequently comments by 
members on the government side make it into 
Hansard, and not to reply to the silly remarks that 
they are making is something that I cannot do, 
because it gets on the record frequently. 

In conclusion, we would like to know where the 
capital region plan is that the government has been 
promising for the last two years. We are also 
concerned about changes without the basic regional 
plan that was recommended in the Cherniack 
report.  We know that these reports are 
commissioned at great expense to the taxpayers. 
We th ink  that when there are good 
recommendations in these reports they should be 
followed. [inte�ection] We would still like to see the 
basic regional plan that was recommended in the 
Cherniack report. Thank you, Madam Deputy 
Speaker. 

Mr. Doer: Madam Deputy Speaker, I would like to 
make some few brief remarks on Bill 45 that is 
before us today in the Chamber, The City of 
Winnipeg Amendment, Municipal Amendment and 
Consequential Amendments Act, a very broad bill, 
dealing with a lot of issues, dealing with the whole 
city of Winnipeg, quite frankly, because it deals with 
sections of boundaries , planning, and the 
authorities that the government is taking from this 
Legislature and giving to its executive branch of 
government, the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council. 

• (1 1 50) 

Very clearly this is a broad-ranging bill with many 
principles contained therein and the debate, 
therefore, should, as I believe, follow on the broad 
issues that are before this Chamber. 

The whole issue of Heading ley has been an issue 
that has been raised since Unicity, in the early '70s; 
was an issue that was dealt with in public hearings 
by the Cherniack Committee; was an issue that we 
dealt with in our white paper; was an issue, Madam 
Deputy Speaker that we caused to be studied 
separately, an independent feasibility study with the 
citizens of Headingley and with the City of Winnipeg, 
and is now before us in this Chamber in the form of 
legislation, but in legislation that has much greater 
omnibus powers than we ever thought would be 
coming forward into this Chamber dealing with the 
Headingley residents issue. 

Tracing back a bit of the history, and I am just 
going by memory, certainly Headingley was a 
unique area of the city of Winnipeg boundary in the 
early '70s. At one point it had long distance phone 
calls even though it was in Unicity. At another point 
the police officers never really got out to Headingley 
until there was some explanation that they in fact 
were responsible for coverage. 

It has been an area that has been perceived to be 
outside of the traditional boundaries of the city of 
Winnipeg because a lot of people believe that the 
city of Winnipeg's boundaries are actually the 
Perimeter Highway. That would be a natural 
perception of citizens to believe that the Perimeter 
Highway is in fact the de facto boundary for the city 
of Winnipeg-the Perimeter Highway where it 
exists, I should say, not, of course the Perimeter 
Highway as it is in northeast Winnipeg, where 
Lagimodiere is the temporary Perimeter Highway. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, the C herniack 
Committee dealt with Headingley and really left it in 
abeyance. They identified the weaknesses of it 
being in the City of Winnipeg, and the strengths of 
it remaining in the City of Winnipeg, and did say that 
the provincial government, the Urban Affairs 
department, should resolve this issue. But when 
they said that, they also identified a number of other 
planning issues around the city of Winnipeg and the 
city of Winnipeg boundaries, issues that are of very 
great significance to this Chamber and of very great 
significance to municipalities bordering on the city 
of Winnipeg. They identified the problem of the 
additional zone, and they identified and we further 
amplified the problem of suburban sprawl outside of 
the city of Winnipeg without any planning 
co-ordination between the city of Winnipeg and the 
provincial planning desires and in the urban centre. 

In the white paper that I produced, I quite frankly 
stated the truth when I said that we had a policy of 
trying to deal with suburban sprawl inside the city of 
Winnipeg, but we had an inconsistent policy as a 
province right throughout various administrations, 
whether it was the Conservatives or ourselVes, in 
dealing with areas of municipalities that border on 
the city of Winnipeg. In other words, we did not 
have the kind of green space planning legislation 
that you would see in other provincial jurisdictions. 

You do not see a kind of co-ordinated strategy 
between the major urban centre and the so-called 
green space, agricultural space, and other uses of 
space adjacent to the city of Winnipeg. Madam 
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Deputy Speaker, this is a very important issue that 
has never ever been addressed by members 
opposite because their philosophy is: Wherever the 
developer's shovel will go, we will follow, and we will 
zone it accordingly. 

I only remind the minister of his many speeches 
in the mid-'80s where his urban planning philosophy 
was well articulated to the people of Winnipeg. The 
head of the gang and the then deputy mayor of the 
City of Winnipeg, a very skilled urban politician, as 
I understand it, articulated his vision of planning for 
the city of Winnipeg, and it is a vision out of the 
mid-'50s, not a vision moving into the '80s or '90s or 
the next century. 

The member for Charleswood (Mr. Ernst) will 
know his own response to planning issues and his 
own recommendation to the Province of Manitoba 
in the mid-'80s-l think it was '85. His answer to any 
planning issues with the Province of Manitoba was: 
The province should have no role in planning 
anything in the city of Winnipeg, and the City of 
Winnipeg should have sole jurisdiction in planning 
anything dealing with the city of Winnipeg, including 
issues dealing with suburban sprawl, a two-line, I 
think, proposal, if the member-[interjection] 
One-page proposal? Yes. 

Even Alberta, even free-enterprise Alberta, in 
dealing with a municipal planning act and an act 
dealing with Edmonton and Calgary and other 
municipal centres and dealing with things like 
airports, dealing with planning-airports does deal 
with planning; Pines does deal with planning 
because it deals with airports. It is very germane to 
this bill, Madam Deputy Speaker, very germane to 
this bill, very important part of this planning concept, 
because when we move from the Pines, we can 
m ove to Assiniboia and referendums and 
separations, and no designation for planning under 
The Municipal Act for an international asset. So the 
member for Burrows (Mr. Martindale) was making 
some very cogent comments on this debate. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, the former deputy 
mayor of the City of Winnipeg is now on the loose 
as the Urban Affairs minister of the Province of 
Manitoba. I do not have any problem with him being 
on the loose in the Conservative caucus and the 
Conservative cabinet, but his philosophy is now on 
the loose and on the prowl, and on the prowl of the 
people of Manitoba with this bill that he has before 
this Chamber, a galloping developer's bill from the 
galloping developer's friend. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, the kind of philosophy 
that says that wherever the bulldozer will go we will 
follow is now the philosophy that we see contained, 
articulated in the principles before this Chamber. 
That is not what Cherniack said. You know, I did 
establish a feasibility study for Headingley, because 
I had a lot of sympathy for their situation for receiving 
radically differential services from the rest of the city 
of Winnipeg for d ifferent taxe s. I fu l ly  
acknowledged-in fact, I even invited the Minister 
of Urban Affairs, the then member for Charleswood 
(Mr. Ernst), to sit in on those meetings with 
m e-[interjection) Now m e mber,  yes,  
okay-because I thought that he, first of all, had a 
right to be there, and secondly, I thought he had a 
responsibility to be there to his members. I think we 
tried to work in a consensus way on this issue of 
Heading ley. 

An Honourable Member: He complimented us. 

Mr. Doer: That is right. 

I thought the feasibility study was well on the way, 
and we were going okay when we met our early 
demise, a demise that is a long time ago, a long time 
ago, many thousands of people who are now 
unemployed ago-25,000 more unemployed now 
than when we suffered our  early demise.  
[interjection) It is better to be on an artificial high, I 
would say to the member from Inkster (Mr. 
Lamoureux) than to be on a perpetual low as the 
members of the Liberal Party. pnterjection] Well, 
your own member from St. James (Mr. Edwards) 
just said the other day "the Liberal carcass." It is in 
Hansard. I would suggest that the member from 
Inkster read the Hansard where his own member 
makes a Freudian slip and calls his caucus a 
carcass. 

An Honourable Member: You should read some 
of the Freudian slips that say there is no leader of 
the New Democratic Party. 

Mr. Doer: We are a group of men and women, a 
team of men and women who work together, 
collectively and equally, and we do not have 
megalomaniacs. We will allow the people of 
Manitoba to judge what kind of leadership they 
want-the kind of carcass leadership versus 
perhaps a much more embellished, collective 
approach. 

Back to the bill, Madam Deputy Speaker. I was 
pointing out the member for St. James's comment. 
It is okay. On to the bill. 
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The member for Charleswood (Mr. Ernst) and I 
worked with this proposal, and now the Minister of 
Urban Affairs, and the proposal went to the former 
Minister of Urban Affairs. It seemed to have some 
balance to it. The Minist'3r of Urban Affairs was 
discussing this issue with the City Hall, and they 
were back and forth on this issue. They were 
discussing the issues of services and benefits and 
boundaries. 

.. (1 200) 

Madam Deputy Speaker, I want to say to the 
members opposite that when I was discussing the 
Heading ley situation with the members of the Urban 
Affairs Committee of Cabinet and the City of 
Winnipeg official delegation, I raised a couple of 
other issues on boundaries. What about some of 
the sections of the city of Winnipeg that are now part 
of municipalities that are inside the Perimeter 
Highway? What about other sections of the city of 
Winnipeg, what other parts of the city of Winnipeg 
are their borders? I did not see Headingley as the 
only issue of dealing with the city of Winnipeg 
boundaries. I also thought very strongly, and I still 
feel very strongly, that we need a provincial-wide 
policy on planning issues adjacent to the city of 
Winnipeg. 

We see this in other provinces. The planning 
policies that were established in British Columbia by 
the Dave Barrett government are still in place today 
in B.C. protecting the lower mainland for a balance 
of agricu ltural development and residential 
development .  In Quebec,  the Levesque  
government introduced considerable planning 
innovations that have not been changed by the 
Liberal provincial government in Quebec. Alberta 
has moved ahead on a municipal planning act, not 
the kind of planning act that I would support, but it 
has components to it dealing with provincial assets 
like airports that are way beyond anything in the act 
we see before us and way beyond anything in the 
scope that was presented in the Plan Winnipeg 
amendments made to this Chamber and passed last 
year. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, the question becomes, 
how did this issue of Headingley develop into this 
bill that has the potential to be a planning monster 
for the Province of Manitoba and the City of 
Winnipeg? Now the member frowns when I say 
that, but we only hearken back to his own vision 
articulated in 1 985 in his planning position as deputy 
mayor in the City of Winnipeg where he said, in 

essence, wherever we put our shovels, that is where 
the development will be, that is where the planning 
will be. 

The city would have all the jurisdiction in dealing 
with city of Winnipeg, and there would be no issues 
related to the city of Winnipeg in terms of planning. 
For example, an international asset like the airport 
would not have a provincial planning policy, it would 
only have the sort of 1 0-9 votes of City Hall and the 
kind of policies that we saw articulated in the Pines 
project last year. There would be no overall vision, 
there would be no overall planning, there would be 
no overall development, and there would be 
therefore no vision for the City of Winnipeg and 
co-ordinated with the Province of Manitoba. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, we see this bill now, the 
Headingley bill, but it has become much more than 
the Headingley bi l l .  If we are dealing with 
Headingley, that is one issue, but if we are dealing 
with the delegated power that the City of Winnipeg 
is going to have delegated to the government of the 
day, then we say to the minister that we have to be 
very, very sure that this government is not following 
through on the kind of developer vision that we saw 
with the Minister of Urban Affairs (Mr. Ernst) over the 
years when he was deputy mayor and that we now 
see in this omnibus bill. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, what we see here 
before us is not a Headingley bill. We do not see a 
Headingley bill. We see a major bill giving the 
government of the day and the cabinet in their back 
room major, major powers. If I read sections of this 
bill, this bill gives this minister and the Executive 
Counci l ,  the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council, 
powers to establish areas for the city of Winnipeg 
under The Municipal Act. It allows them in essence 
to deal with many more boundaries than the city of 
Winnipeg, and the minister will concede this is true. 

The minister says it does not deal with the city of 
Winnipeg. Why do we not just have a specific 
boundary in this act and a specific boundary dealing 
with the city of Winnipeg with no extra and additional 
powers for the minister to have new boundaries for 
new sections of the city of Winnipeg, new transfer 
of lands and properties from the city of Winnipeg to 
other municipalities and referendums in perpetuity 
for various sections that the minister deems 
appropriate or cabinet deems appropriate in the 
future? 

This bill gives the lieutenant-Governor powers to 
alter the boundaries. It allows him to deal with any 
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section of the city of Winnipeg, under our 
interpretation of it, and move it to an adjoining 
municipality. The minister is nodding his head yes. 
That is exactly what we are saying. This is not the 
Headingley bill; this is the former deputy mayor's 
planning bill-no planning, ad hockery after ad 
hockery after ad hockery. What every little duchy in 
the city of Winnipeg wants to, quote, have a 
referendum, a separation referendum, the cabinet 
and only the cabinet can allow it. The cabinet can 
decide the boundaries; the back-room cabinet can 
decide what that will mean; the cabinet can decide 
the division of assets. We could have a situation 
where we are left with an inner-city core as part of 
the city of Winnipeg, and all numbers of other areas 
in the city of Winnipeg without any planning 
ramifications at all will be able to move outside of 
the city of Winnipeg. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, the minister nodded his 
head a m inute ago when I said that any section of 
the city could do it if cabinet allowed it, and now he 
is nodding his head the other way. 

If the minister had been sincere in only dealing 
with the Headingley situation, which had been 
isolated by the Cherniack committee, which had 
been isolated in a feasibility study, then we would 
be dealing with a very narrow issue, but we are 
dealing with a very broad set of powers being taken 
from this Legislature and, in essence, taken from the 
public in a lot of ways and moved over to cabinet. 

There is no provision in this bill to have an impact 
study of any of these decisions before they are 
made. There is no public study in this bill to show 
what the impact will be both for the residents and for 
the rest of the city of Winnipeg. Will the taxes go up 
in the rest of the city of Winnipeg as groups separate 
from the city of Winnipeg? If the minister is 
concerned about the tax revolt in the city of 
Winnipeg, what is he doing about it in this bill? He 
is not doing anything on this bill. You are asking us 
to pass a blank cheque to this minister and this 
cabinet, to have holus-bolus referendums without 
any idea of where this will go in terms of the taxation 
levels of the City of Winnipeg. 

Even when it goes to the municipal board, again 
a board appointed by the Lieutenant-Governor, the 
cabinet is not even required to go there. The 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council may refer the 
matter to the municipal board for its consideration. 
It may request the board to consider and make 

recommendations on the matters that it deems 
relevant in the proposed alteration. 

Well, what about the public's right? Where do the 
public come in? If you were to take the wealthiest 
section of the city of Winnipeg-for example, what 
if you took Tuxedo? It was a former 
town-[interjection] Well, fearmongering-there is 
one way to solve that, Madam Deputy Speaker. 
The minister will withdraw this bill or amend this bill 
to make it very specific, dealing with the specific 
issue before this Chamber. That was supposed to 
be only the community that we then knew as 
Headingley. We now do not even know what Its 
boundaries will be, whether the race track will be in 
or out, or the Blumberg golf course will be in or out, 
Nick's Restaurant will be in or out or any other issue 
that is important to the City of Winnipeg. 

If that is the intent of the legislation, and I read 
different intent in the legislation, and I have every 
reason to read it in, then if it is the intent of keeping 
places like Tuxedo in the City of Winnipeg, why do 
we not say it in the bill? If it is the intent of having a 
specific urban sprawl impact study in the City of 
Winnipeg bill, why do we not say it? 

* (1 21 0) 

What about the issue of municipal services? This 
government across the way, when they were in City 
Council, is we will let this city expand to support a 
population of 750,000 people for the year 1 990. 
The province has picked up the tab for parts of the 
transit services, for capital costs for schools, for 
capital costs for hospitals, for operating costs for 
ambulance services, for all kinds of costs to the 
taxpayer in garbage collection, maintenance of 
roads, library services, et cetera, because the 
philosophy of members opposite was, again, 
wherever the bulldozer goes, we shall go too. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, that is the reason why 
we have inordinate taxes in the city of Winnipeg. It 
is because members opposite have let this city 
develop holus-bolus when they were at City Hall. 
When they were at City Hall, places like south St. 
Vital were developec:t-pnterjection] I am glad to see 
we have the members opposite in the debate now. 
I am glad to see we have a debate going. 

We have developed the city for the City of 
Winnipeg of 750,000 people-[interjection] I am 
glad that the member for Riel (Mr. Ducharme) is now 
admitting that suburban sprawl is a problem, 
something they never admitted before. It is an 
immaculate conversion on the road to Damascus. 
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Point of Order 

Hon. Gerald Ducharme {Minister of Government 
Services): Madam Deputy Speaker, I would like to 
put on the record that the member speaking now-

Madam Deputy Speaker: On a point of order? 
Order, please. 

Mr. Ducharme: -approved more changes, '86 to 
'88, Plan Winnipeg, than we made in the last four 
years. 

* * *  

Mr. Doer: Madam Deputy Speaker, I find it rather 
ironic that the member for Riel, the Minister of 
Government Services (Mr. Ducharme), who 
opposed so strenuously the development in the 
west Headingley area outside of the city of 
Winnipeg, will now pass and vote for a bill, will allow 
for no such stoppage of development outside of the 
city of Winnipeg by the Minister of Urban Affairs (Mr. 
Ernst). The flip-flop of the member opposite is quite 
remarkabl e ,  Madam Deputy Speaker. The 
Cholakis proposal, I believe it was-

An Honourable Member: The prince of darkness 
is fearmongering. 

Mr. Doer: Well, Madam Deputy Speaker, we are 
here to debate the powers of the cabinet. If 
members opposite who are in cabinet are not 
worried about the ways that their powers are 
delegated, so be it, but we are worried about the way 
you are delegating powers to yourseH. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, we want restrictions on 
your powers that you are giving yourseH. If you do 
not restrict radically the powers that you are giving 
yourseH to just be located in dealing with the specific 
issue of the Headingley issue, we will not only not 
vote for this bill, we will not only vote against this bill, 
but I assure members opposite this bill will not pass 
quickly through this Chamber. We have absolutely 
no desire to pass through this Chamber a bill that 
will give cabinet and a back-room group of 
politicians tremendous power to determine the fate 
of Winnipeggers and the fate of our boundaries 
without absolutely any requirement that you have 
any planning semblance at all in this bill. We will not 
pass this bill quickly as it is presently drafted. I 
make that promise and commitment in an open 
public way so the members opposite will do some 
work over the weekend on this bill. 

An Honourable Member: I am glad he is on record 
now. 

Mr. Doer: I do not have anything to hide, Madam 
Deputy Speaker. The member says, I am glad it is 
on record. Well, fine. I do not think it does the 
public any service at all in our speeches to the bills 
to not only point out our opposition and to point out 
our timing, because I think the public has a right to 
know. The public has a right to know that because 
the minister tried to stuff so many rights into this bill 
that were not required and tried to delegate so many 
powers to cabinet, he will be the author of 
Headingley not having the timing that he has 
promised to them on the day of the referendum 
when he stood up in the Headingley chamber. 

Madam Deputy Speaker, because any group of 
public figures that are elected to deal with city-wide 
problems and challenges cannot deal with a specific 
issue in an omnibus bill the way the minister has 
placed this before us in a very quick timing way. 
The minister would not do it himself when he was in 
opposition. He would not allow omnibus powers to 
be passed on to cabinet dealing with the whole city 
of Winnipeg if he was told by members of our side 
that it was only dealing with Headingley. 

Now I have some sympathy to the residents of 
Headingley having-{interjection] Well, I started to 
study and the Cherniack report identified the 
problem. We would have passed legislation 
dealing with not only Headingley, but dealing with 
the green space urban sprawl outside of the city of 
Winn ipeg.  We would have passed a 
comprehensive set of legislation consistent with our 
white paper to deal with the problem of urban and 
suburban sprawl outside of the city of Winnipeg, 
which is a major weakness as has gone on in the 
City of Winnipeg in our years in government and 
your years in government. 

We should be honest about that and deal with that 
problem, because we have now a real situation 
where we have thousands and thousands of zoned 
lots inside the city of Winnipeg. We have absolutely 
no population increases in the province of Manitoba. 
We have very little population increases in the city 
of Winnipeg and we have a planning document in 
place that was developed by members opposite at 
City Hall for a population of 750,000 people inside 
the city of Winnipeg by the year 1 999. 

The whole issue of referendums is a double-sided 
sword. last Friday in this legislative hallway, the 
Premier ofthe Province of Manitoba (Mr. Filmon), in 
answer to a question from the media dealing with 
the Morris resolution, with the member for Morris, 
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dealing with a referendum on the Constitution and 
the resolution that Vaughan Baird passed at the 
Morris constituency of the Conservative Party, the 
Premier of the Province of Manitoba said, and I 
quote: Well, we do not believe the referendums are 
a way to solve the political challenges that we have 
to make as government. We have to take into 
account both sides of every issue, and we have to 
make decisions that elected officials have to make. 
We were elected to make decisions. We the people 
of the Conservative Party were elected to make 
decisions and we will make those decisions, and 
that is why we will not support the referendum 
proposal by the members from Morris constituency 
of the Conservative Party. 

(Mr. Speaker in the Chair) 

Then today, we get this sort of omnibus 
referendum bill that is again determined by cabinet 
for portioning off the city of Winnipeg. It seems to 
us that we have another flip-flop between the 
Premier's position and this legislative position 
dealing with referendums. What side of the 
referendum coin are they on? Are they on the 
Premier's side of the referendum coin on dealing 
with a referendum on the Constitution, or are they 
on the Minister of Urban Affairs' (Mr. Ernst) side of 
the referendum issue in dealing with The City of 
Winnipeg Act? 

They seem to be on both sides. The Minister of 
Urban Affairs has stuck his finger in the air in the 
area of Headingley, an area that I might-is it in your 
constituency? (interjection] Ah, most of the area of 
Headingley is in the constituency of the member 
opposite. Most of the residents live in the south 
Headingley area. pnterjection] Well, our analysis is 
the majority of the residents in the Headingley 
proposal are in the minister's riding, but if you say it 
is only half, so be it. 

Mr. Speaker, the government now can make such 
determination to develop the referendums. Look at 
the language in this bill-without limiting the 
generality of the following, the minister may 
determine who can vote and who cannot. 

Why are we allowing one member of Executive 
Council to decide who can vote or not? What kind 
of powers does this minister want? The provincial 
Elections Act, the municipal elections act, the City 
of Winnipeg elections act prescribe who can vote 
and who cannot. Now why does this minister take 
that kind of power to himself? What right does 

he-you know, I thought the divine right of kings was 
eliminated a couple of centuries ago. 

This minister will sit in judgment of who can vote 
and who cannot. Now it is a nice concept perhaps 
for the minister, but I do not think it is a good concept 
for the people of Manitoba. You can vote; you 
cannot; you might be able to vote; which way are 
you leaning on this issue? I am not suggesting that 
the independent Minister of Urban Affairs (Mr. Ernst) 
who displayed his independence when he 
announced the referendum results, is somebody 
we-[inte�ection] Nobody else would announce it. 
I will ask my friends in south Headingley. 

Mr. Speaker, the powers of determining who is a 
qualified elector. Now why did the minister not give 
us the same qualifications for a referendum for only 
Headingley under The Municipal Act or under The 
Elections Act or under The Manitoba Act? 

* (1 220) 

Mr. Speaker, what about the issue of spending 
money for referendums? Is there any control of who 
can spend money for referendums? Has the 
minister not studied the referendum in California last 
year d eal ing with environ ment where the 
corporation spent $25 mHiion on a referendum and 
the environmental groups spent about $100,000? 
Has he not studied the history of referendums in 
terms of who has power and who has not? 

Why, if he is going to have a referendum 
provision, does he not have some controls of 
spending money so we could have an equal-

An Honourable Member: Okay. 

Mr. Doer: Well, the minister says okay. Another ill 
thought out section of this bill, another deficiency of 
this act. The whole issue of who spends money and 
who cannot is a very important issue in any vote in 
democracy. Any vote in democracy should have 
controls over who can spend money and who 
cannot. 

What about the issue of disclosure ? No 
provisions of disclosure in this bill. Now, surely the 
member opposite who has been in the middle of 
controversies on disclosure and knows the issues 
of disclosure at City Hall would want to deal with who 
is-if you have control of spending on referendums, 
you would want to deal with the issue of disclosure. 
There are no disclosure provisions, so you can have 
a group of people with millions of dollars, developers 
say, that want to get a section of the city of Winnipeg 
outside of the control of the City Council, spending 
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unlimited amounts of money under this bill. Okay, 
then, after they spend unlimited amounts of money 
under this bill, they are not required to disclose. We 
will not even know who is spending the money. Is 
the minister not concerned about that? 

We have a controversy over the last year dealing 
with one development in the city of Winnipeg, a 
zoning development. Can you imagine the 
controversy in the city of Winnipeg when we are 
deal ing with Tuxedo separating or St.  
James-Assiniboia separating? 

Well, the minister shakes his head. Look at the 
bill . We have legal opinions too. I suggest to you, 
Mr. Speaker, that your provisions are totally 
inadequate. Cabinet can decide or not decide who 
can vote, who can spend money, and whether there 
is going to be any disclosure. 

This is one of the worst bills I have seen before 
this Chamber, and I am surprised at the caucus 
opposite, the cabinet that did not see many of the 
deficiencies of this bill. Who is protecting the public 
in the members opposite? Who is looking after the 
public? No one over there. 

An Honourable Member: Come on, Gary. The 
municipal board. 

Mr. Doer: Mr. Speaker, the member says the 
municipal board. If he reads the bill, it is not required 
that the Lieutenant-Governor will refer the bill to the 
municipal board. It says may-may, Sir, not shall. 
It says may, so we are dealing with a bill that we 
were told is the Headingley bill . It is not the 
Headingley bill. We are dealing with a bill that gives 
dictatorial powers to the cabinet, absolute dictatorial 
powers to the cabinet. It allows them to decide the 
boundaries, it allows them to confirm the area 
boundaries of the city by regulation, it allows them 
to decide the inhabitants of a locality previously in a 
city or incorporated as a new town. It allows the 
cabinet to unilaterally decide a part of the city to be 
transferred, a part of the city to be transferred to an 
adjoining municipality. 

It allows the cabinet to decide the division of 
assets. I mean, it is going to look like an Edward G. 
Robinson movie. The people in the cabinet will be 
divvying up the assets of the community with no 
public input. Do you like that idea, or are you going 
to amend that as another weakness of the bill? 

It allows the cabinet to decide or not decide 
whether to refer it to the municipal board, and then 
it gives the power of referendums to the minister. 

The minister may, not shall, submit the question. 
That means the minister writes the question. The 
question could be only to one part of the city. Does 
Tuxedo want to separate and take all our high taxes 
away from the City of Winnipeg and leave the rest 
of the City of Winnipeg with a higher tax burden? Do 
you allow the rest of the city to vote on it if they want 
part of the city to split? No. The minister may 
decide, not only decide who can separate, but what 
the question is. 

You could even write a question like, do the 
residents of Tuxedo want to separate and therefore 
have lower taxes and not contribute to the rest of the 
City of Winnipeg? That Is the question you could 
write, or you could write a question dealing with 
many other sections of this act. Then you have no 
disclosure. You have no control of spending. Any 
study of referendums would show you, if you went 
to Grade 1 on referendums, you would find out that 
Proposition 1 3, propositions on the environment, 
even the free trade debate in this country, which was 
a quasi-federal election and a quasi-referendum on 
free trade, had millions and millions of dollars spent 
by corporations in favour of the Free Trade 
Agreement with the United States and very little 
money for the people opposed. 

I suggest to the minister he should study 
referendum experiences, because in the United 
States-if he wants to Americanize the city of 
Winnipeg, he should at least study the American 
experience. 

Mr. Speaker, this minister has given the people of 
Manitoba absolutely no protection for the city of 
Winnipeg on who separates, why they separate, 
what the impact on health care services, 
educational services, library services, ambulance 
services, maintenance services. He has given us 
absolutely no power in this Chamber to have any 
debate hereafter on these issues. He has no 
protection of who shall vote and who shall not. He 
has the divine right of kings in that section. He has 
absolutely no provision for the-1 would ask the 
Speaker how much time I have on the 40 minutes, 
although we have unlimited time-

Mr. Speaker: The honourable Leader has 
unlimited time. 

Mr. Doer: I will be concluding my comments on 
adjournment. [interjection] The former Minister of 
Education, who is now the Rural Development 
minister responsible for the other sections ofthis bill, 
the only cabinet minister in the history of the 
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province to be put on probation by the Civil Service 
Commission, tells us now from his seat that we 
should get to the substantive parts. 

Well, I guess he does not feel that no disclosure 
is not a substantive part. pnterjections] 

Mr. Speaker: Order. Order, please. 

Mr. Doer: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Okay, we will 
get on to the bill. These are very serious issues, and 
I know we enjoy the heckling across the way, but 
these are very important deficiencies in terms of this 
bill-very important deficiencies. 

I say, Sir, to you in the Chamber, I say to the 
Chamber today, the six or seven major, major 
deficiencies of this bill have to be resolved because 
if they are not resolved, this caucus and the New 
Democratic Party will fight for the rights of this 
Legislature to deal with boundary issues. We will 
fight for comprehensive planning with financial 
impacts to all the taxpayers. We will fight for a 
comprehensive approach to the City of Winnipeg, 
including green space legislation. We will fight for 
the rights of the people of Manitoba to have a say, 
not only the people voting, but the people affected 
by decisions. We will fight for full disclosure for any 

participant in a referendum.  We will fight for 
financial constraints on anybody participating in a 
referendum. We will fight to take away the right of 
a minister to decide who can vote and who cannot. 
We will fight against many of the provisions of this 
bill that should never be forwarded to this Chamber. 

The back-room political powers that are 
contained within this bil l ,  Mr. Speaker, are 
absolutely u nconscionabl e ,  absolutely 
unconscionable, and they do not deserve the 
support of this Chamber, including the support of 
members opposite. You should take another look 
over the weekend at this bill, and therefore we will 
debate this bill on its merit and there is not a lot of 
merit in this bill. Deal with Headingley, do not try to 
shaft the total city of Winnipeg and the city of 
Winnipeg residents. 

Mr. Speaker: The honourable member has 
indicated that he has concluded his remarks; 
therefore, this maHer will remain standing as 
previously agreed in the name of the honourable 
member for Wolseley (Ms. Friesen). 

The hour being 1 2:30, the House now adjourns 
and stands adjourned until 1 :30 p.m. Monday. 
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