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MATTERS UNDER DISCUSSION: 

Bi1116-The Public Schools Amendment Act 
*** 

Mr. Chairperson: Will the Standing Committee on 
Law Amendments please come to order. 

This morning the committee will be considering 
the following bil l :  Bill 1 6, The Public Schools 
Amendment Act. For the committee's information, 
copies of the bill are available on the table behind 
me. 

It is our custom to hear presentations from the 
public before the detailed consideration of bills. I 
have before me a list of persons' names registered 
to speak to Bill 1 6. 

George Marshall, private citizen; unnamed 
representative from Transcona-Springfield School 
Division No. 12 ;  David Turner, Manitoba Teachers' 

Society; Gail Watson, Manitoba Association of 
School Trustees; Wendell Sparkes, St. Vital School 
Division; Betty Green, Lakeshore School Division; 
Joan Seller and Paul Moist, CUPE, Manitoba; Mary 
Ann Mihychuk, Winnipeg School Division No. 1 . 

At this time, I would canvass the audience to ask 
if there are any other persons wishing to make 
presentations to the bill this morning, and if so, 
would they please identify themselves to staff at the 
back of the room, please. 

Does the committee wish to put a time limit on 
presentations? No? No time limit. [agreed] 

It has been our practice to hear from out-of-town 
presenters first. Does the committee wish to follow 
that this morning? [agreed] 

In reading the list, I see only lakeshore School 
Division from out of town, so I will call then on Betty 
Green, lakeshore School Division. 

Ms. Betty Green (Lakeshore Schoo l Division): 
On behalf of the trustees of lakeshore School 
Division No. 23, I would like to thank the committee 
for hearing the board's view on Bill16. We ask that 
the members of the legislative Assembly consider 
the negative impact that the passage of Bill 1 6  will 
have on the education of this province and, 
therefore, the trustees would ask that this bill not be 
passed into law. 

The local control of education has both a 
h istorical and practical s ig n ificance to the 
ratepayers of lakeshore School Division. Our 
school division is quite large and therefore 
encompasses a great many communities that have 
many things in common. However, they also differ 
from one another because of the large separation 
of distance. 

That is why we as trustees come together on a 
regular basis to meet, discuss and exchange ideas 
and views from the ratepayers of our different 
communities. The decisions we make as a board 
have an effect on each community within our 
school division. It is the understanding each 
trustee brings to the table which assists us in 
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making decisions that will benefit the students in 
our division. 

The passage of Bill 1 6, which is an erosion of 
local autonomy, will impair the ability of trustees to 
represent fairly the. citizens of Lakeshore School 
Division. This bill will impede our ability to tax and, 
hence, threaten many of the programs that are 
being offered that are desired by the residents in 
our division. These programs are of great benefit 
to our students .  In some cases, they are 
necessary for a post-secondary education 
entrance. They should not be threatened by this 
type of legislation, legislation made without 
consultation or consideration of the long-term 
effects. 

Our school division has made its way through 
some very difficult financial times. In doing so, the 
board has always maintained the quality of 
education throughout the school division. In the 
past, we have had some difficulty in balancing our 
budgets. However, the board has brought its 
budget into line in a consistent and regular basis. 

We receive about 80 percent of our funding 
direc tly from the province .  However, it is 
imperative that to offer some of the programs which 
are unique to our school division, we require 
additional funds from our local ratepayers. Our 
annual ratepayers meetings indicate a willingness 
to support these programs, and as long as our 
ratepayers have the option to pay, the programs 
will exist . The ability to pay determines which 
courses the local tax dollars will support. 

In the past, school boards and local teachers 
associations have had to rely on the arbitration 
boards to settle collective agreements. A board's 
refusal to give in to high salary increases has often 
necessitated this course of action, yet time after 
time, the arbitration boards have not given 
consideration to the division's ability to pay. This is 
an area which needs further investigation. 

* (0910) 

The board views the interference in local 
decision-making powers as one that is neither 
desirable nor necessary at the time. Leadership 
from this government could come through its 
Department of Education. Reaching directly into 
loca l  control does not show the quality of 
leadership that is necessary in the educational 
community where working together collectively and 

collaboratively could result in mutually beneficial 
solutions. 

We would agree with many of our colleagues 
who have noted that Bill 1 6  is unfair, because it 
singles out some school boards while it leaves 
others alone. Those school divisions with large 
surpluses or large tax bases will not be affected in 
the same way as the small school boards, like 
Lakeshore School Division, will be. The loss of 
professional development, parent-teacher or 
administration days will only increase the disparity 
between the public school boards. 

If it is the government's intention to seek a 
common denominator for education, let it not be the 
lowest common denominator. Let the government 
continue to press for equality in education across 
the province, not by restricting the board's activities 
but by encouraging boards to accommodate the 
diverse needs of their residents . Again, we 
recognize that we are in difficult financial times. 
However, for one level of government to reach in 
and remove the responsibilities and powers of 
another level of government is uncalled for. 

We believe a problem-solving approach to the 
current  cr is is  i s  requi red .  There was no 
consultation with school boards prior to the 
legislation being introduced. At no time did the 
government sit down and evaluate the alternatives 
open to  school  boards and the provincial 
government, and at no time did the provincial 
government sit down with school boards and 
assess the many risks that were involved in 
removing the democratic rights of school boards. 
At no time did the government sit down and trust in 
the wisdom that exists in the 500-plus trustees 
across the province in assisting them in making a 
decision. 

We would once again ask the government to 
reconsider the passage of this bill and sit down with 
the various school boards across the province to 
identify the concerns of the government. 

Let us help set priorities for education by 
reviewing the report of the panel on education 
legislation reform using the talents of not only the 
school trustees but the teachers and parents in 
planning steps to help improve education around 
the province. 

We would ask that the government not pass this 
legislation but rather set aside the time used in 
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meetings such as this one to plan the involvement 
of the many partners in the education process. 

On behal f  o f  the students,  parents and 
communities in Lakeshore School Division, we 
would urge that you deny the passage of this bill. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you very much, Ms.  
Green. Would you be prepared to enter into a 
discussion or answer questions of the committee 
members? 

Ms.Green: Yes. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you. Do any committee 
members have any comments or questions? 

Mr. John Plohman (Dauphin): I thought the 
minister might want to raise some questions first 
with you, but she has not indicated that, especially 
as it applies to the consultation. 

I note that you mention there was very little 
consultation with school boards prior to the 
government bringing Bill 16 forward. Was there 
any that you know of? 

Ms. Green: No, not that I know of. 

Mr. Plohman: So when you say very little, you 
mean absolutely none that you know of. 

Ms. Green: Not to my knowledge. That is right. 

Mr. Plohman:  What is  the feel ing of the 
Lakeshore School Board as to why the government 
brought in Bill 1 6? 

Ms. Green: I think the board recognizes the desire 
to not rely only on taxpayers' dollars and certainly 
to control to some degree the amount that school 
boards are taxing our local taxpayers. However, I 
think it should be stated again, as I stated in my 
brief, we do not do that without consultation with 
our ratepayers. Each year, we meet with each of 
our  communit ies,  or  in some cases two 
communities together, and have ratepayers' 
meetings where they have input into decisions we 
make prior to our budget decisions. 

They are asked questions such as which 
programs do you feel should be retained? Which 
ones do you feel we could at this time perhaps let 
go? If you want us to retain the programs, are you 
prepared to pay the taxes that are necessary to 
ensure they are continued? From the direction that 
we receive at those ratepayers' meetings, we 
proceed with our decisions. 

Mr. Plohman: I think your system is a good one in 
terms of consultation because if people are willing 
to pay, obviously you are prepared to go with their 
wishes and maintain the quality of education to the 
degree possib le.  That  is  the essence of 
consultation. 

In this case, it does not seem to have happened. 
Now, you said that you recognize perhaps some of 
the reasons why the government might have done 
this, but you did not really say clearly what they 
were. 

They said, and the minister can speak for herself, 
that there was a desire to keep property taxes 
down, but we know there was a $75 increase for 
every homeowner in the province in the budget, as 
well as the Pensioner's School Tax Assistance of 
$175 was being removed for many senior citizens. 
So I do not think that is the reason, yet they claim 
that is the reason. 

I wondered if you knew of any other reasons why 
the government would have shown this lack of 
confidence in school trustees to make these 
decisions locally about what level of taxation 
should be put in place and what the ratepayers 
were capable or willing to pay. 

Ms. Green: I guess I cannot speak to the motives 
of the government, only to those that I could at this 
time be aware of. 

Mr. Plohman: But what you felt were some of the 
alternatives then. I guess what I would like to ask 
you is whether-you know, you said they did not sit 
down and look at alternatives either. 

What were some of those you felt could have 
been looked at in this particular case? 

Ms. Green: Well, I think one of the areas we really 
would like to investigate further is the arbitration 
area. In many cases, and, in fact, in all cases, I do 
not think they take into consideration a division's 
ability to pay. Our division has never been a rich 
division. We do not have a large tax base, and the 
ability to raise taxes is not wittlin our grasp. 

So to meet with an arbitration award that we are 
unable to address really puts us in a difficult 
position. We have been in a deficit position. We 
have crawled our way out of it, and we are back at 
a balanced budget. We would like to keep it that 
way. 

Mr. Plohman: So can I read from what you are 
saying, that perhaps teachers' salaries, the impact 
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on teachers' salaries, is one of the major objectives 
of this bill? 

Ms. Green: That is, of course, one of the largest 
areas of expenditures the school division has. I 
think there are also other areas. For our school 
division, one of the areas that is perhaps unique to 
us is our transportation costs. 

For one given period of 1 0 years, we went $3 
million in an overexpenditure in that area over what 
the government allocations were. Now, that has 
been addressed to some degree in the last funding 
formula and we appreciate that. We are still in a 
position, though, that we are spending more than 
what we are receiving just to get our children to 
school. So that is another area. 

Another area, of course, is the area of special 
needs and what amounts to being almost a medical 
service that we are providing for some of our 
students. 

So in order to address some of those areas 
where we are spending more than what is being 
allotted, we have to be able to tax the people within 
our area. 

* (0920) 

Mr. Plohman: Or the other side of it would be that 
the government would address those areas with 
special funding in an equitable way so you would 
not have to do that. 

Ms. Green: That is right. 

Mr. Plohman: You said it is unfair. Are those 
some of the reasons why you think this is unfair in 
terms of its impact on smaller divisions or divisions 
without reserves, Bill 16 being unfair? Some would 
argue that it limits the wealthier divisions from 
raising more money with each mill than a poorer 
division so it is more equitable. 

I have said that I do not think it is fair because it 
does seem to hit the poorer divisions harder. That 
seems to be your argument here. Do you see the 
other side of tl:lat, or do you not feel that there is a 
valid argument on the other side? 

Ms. Green: I think there is a valid argument. I am 
sure the school divisions that sit in that position will 
speak for themselves and/or the Manitoba 
Association of School Trustees will speak to that. 

I have come prepared to speak to our position 
from Lakeshore School Division. As I have 
explained, ours is a position of one of the less 
wealthy school divisions. 

Mr. Plohman: When you say less wealthy, are 
you one of the bottom five or 10 in the province? 

Ms. Green: I would suggest that is true, yes. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, what do you feel 
the impact will be on your school division? What 
would you have done differently if this bill would not 
have been brought in this year? When you can 
think of the cut as well that took place-1 do not 
know whether you had an actual cut. The 2 
percent cut that took place, did it impact in a 
negative way for your division, or was it about even, 
or  was it 3 percent? What was the actual 
reduction? 

Ms. Green: We actually did not receive a cut. We 
actually received a little of an increase because of 
the way that the formula was to address the 
sparsity and the transportation areas. We do 
appreciate that. 

However,  it did impact on some of the 
programming that we were delivering within our 
school division. We had to make cuts to both 
programming and staff. As in all budgets, every 
area had to be looked at very carefully to decide 
where we could make those decisions. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, when you say an 
increase, was it more than inflation? 

Ms. Green: No. 

Mr. Plohman: So in absolute dollars it was not an 
increase? 

Ms. Green: No, that is right. 

Mr. Plohman: What you are saying is, you had to 
look at your whole budget as all divisions did as to 
the impact of the limited funding from the province 
this year. Then you had the other whammy that 
you could not increase your local levy to meet 
those priorities that you identified. 

Can you give us some idea of what you would 
have done differently had you been given the 
opportunity to exercise your jurisdiction as you 
always have as trustees-that is, to determine the 
priorities and to determine the local assessment or 
the local taxation level? 

Ms. Green: I guess we are quite thankful for the 
position that we ended up in this year. We did not 
receive a cut. In fact, we received slightly more. 
We were, with that money, able to allocate pretty 
much in most areas where we would have done 
whether the bill had been raised or not. 
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I guess we really are concerned about next year. 
The possibility, of course, if this bill proceeds, is 
that we wil l  not be able to increase again, 
depending on what the government decides to 
announce for the funding formulas for the 
upcoming year. That could impact on further 
decisions. 

I think it is really important to remember that as 
trustees, when we go to  those ratepayers' 
meetings, we hear from individual communities 
what their needs and desires are for the education 
of their children. Each year changes. In the rural 
areas we do not have the luxury of school divisions, 
for example, in Winnipeg, where numbers of 
classrooms can be shuffled .  We have one 
classroom, one grade perhaps of Grade 5s which 
one year may be 30 children and the next year may 
only be 1 5 .  We d o  not  have the abi l i ty to 
accommodate those increases and decreases in 
population that larger school divisions and schools 
have. 

There are times when we have, from year to 
year, a need to hire additional staff just to cover 
some of those anomalies that are created by the 
changing of sizes in classes. So perhaps next year 
we are going to find ourselves in a situation where 
we actually have to hire additional staff and where, 
if we are unable to tax, it is going to put us in a very 
difficult position. We will be either deciding not to 
and having classes of 40 in a classroom or actually 
cutting programs that may be necessary to our 
children. 

Mr. Plohman: Do you have larger-than-average 
class sizes in Lakeshore Division now? 

Ms. Green: I am not sure what the provincial 
average is, but I know that we are running around 
1 7. I think that is slightly above the provincial 
average. 

Mr. Plohman: Would you agree that the bill has 
already had its impact on this current year, so really 
it is the second year of the impact of the bill that we 
are discussing in terms of any ability to change? 
Would you like to see the government remove the 
provisions for the second year of the bill and 
undertake a consultation process to determine 
what alternatives might be put in place for next 
year? 

Ms. Green: Yes, that is correct. We do feel that 
this year the impact has been felt and has run its 
course. Next year, we would like to see the 

consultation that you are suggesting and the 
setting aside of this bill . 

Mr. Plohman : One more questio n .  Is your 
opposition basically to the principle of the bill 
insofar as it is impacting your division? I gather you 
were able to manage this year, but you are very 
much opposed to the principle of the government 
stepping in to the traditional jurisdiction of school 
boards. 

Ms. Green: Yes, that is exactly right. As I said in 
our brief, we understand the financial position that 
we are in and, in all honesty, perhaps if we had 
gone to the ratepayers and Bill 16 had not been 
imposed or presented to us, we may have chosen 
not to increase our taxes by more than 2 percent 
anyway. We can appreciate that, but what we are 
saying is it attacks the basic fundamental right of 
school boards to make those decisions. We are 
elected by our ratepayers, our electorate. We are 
accountable to them, and we wi l l  remain 
accountable to  them. 

Mr. Plohman: Yes, and just along those lines, one 
other question. You mentioned that the lack of 
consultation also involved the government not 
considering, in your mind at least, the risks of 
moving into this area of school board jurisdiction. 
What do you see? Is this the beginning of a 
process that will see a much larger abrogation of 
responsibilities-or taking over of responsibilities 
by the government? Is that the risk that you are 
talking about, that it establishes a precedent? 
What are the risks that you see? 

Ms. Green: I think certainly if this bill were to 
proceed and be enacted for longer than the 
two-year period, i t  would,  in fact,  have a 
devastating effect on the public school education. I 
know that in our area from time to time there are 
fluctuations of needs, and depending on our 
ratepayers' views of what we plan on proceeding 
with, they will or will not support us. One of the 
examples that I might use is the lTV initiative that 
we are involved in right now. That is going to be a 
relatively costly venture. However, in presenting to 
the community where we are implementing the first 
classroom of lTV, they are quite supportive of that, 
and they are willing to go along with and investigate 
the possibilities of using that. 

lTV is going to be, in our opinion, one of the 
saving factors in rural Manitoba. We are going to 
be able to teach those small classes that I referred 
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to earlier by tying in with other classrooms within 
our division and perhaps even outside of our 
division with neighbouring divisions and have one 
teacher teaching two or three classrooms of 
children. Those kinds of initiatives, it is critical that 
we are able to make those kinds of decisions and 
from time to time that may need the support of the 
taxpayers. As I indicated before, we have gone to 
the taxpayers, asked for that kind of support, and 
they have been willing to give it to us. 

* (0930) 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, I just wanted to 
say in closing, that I believe Ms. Green has given 
us a very balanced presentation. I want to thank 
you for that. 

Hon. Linda Mcintosh (Minister of Consumer 
and Corporate Affairs): I, too, indicate that you 
have given a very good presentation here. I have a 
question I would just like an opinion on. You made 
reference to it in your brief and it is one I have heard 
surface, so I would be interested in getting some 
feedback from you. 

I have heard this one surface from time to time 
from both teachers and trustees and it concerns the 
binding arbitration. Lately, in particular, I hear 
teachers tell me, individual teachers-! am not 
saying off icial  MTS position, but individual 
teachers-saying we have given up the right to 
strike; we had taken away from us our democratic 
right to strike. Like that was something they had to 
give up. 

Boards, as well-and I know with your division 
particularly that you historically have worked very 
hard to try to set wage levels that your public can 
afford-boards have said consistently that the third 
party decision making, and actually the principle 
behind your whole brief here is the local autonomy 
issue and third parties coming in to make decisions 
for you. 

In terms of the arbitration, I am not asking your 
board if they do not have a formal position, but do 
you have any suggestions as to what might be 
done? Because I am convinced, as are many, that 
the bulk of the cost is in salaries, and if the ability to 
freely negotiate that is taken away, how do you 
control those costs? Do you have any comments 
on that that you are able to make? 

Ms. Green: I guess,  I do not have a wel l  
formulated solution to this problem. Arbitration has 
created some problems and most definitely in the 

area of settlements where ability to pay has not 
been considered. Perhaps just an address to that 
one question may be sufficient. I am sure it is 
going to take a more detailed look than that. In all 
honesty, we have not spent a great deal of time on 
that, but I think it is something that needs further 
investigation. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: I thank you for that response. I 
know that it is difficult to respond if you do not have 
a formal board position because it is a highly 
sensitive area. 

I have heard again and again that the main 
problem with arbitration is the inability or the 
unwillingness of the arbitration board to take into 
consideration a board's ability to pay. Again, 
without knowing that your board maybe has not a 
formal position on this, would such a provision 
assist, do you think, in terms of your trying to keep 
a handle on your biggest expenditure? 

Ms. Green: Yes, I think it definitely would . I 
should probably clarify and say that our board has 
not gone to arbitration on a regular basis, if ever, I 
am not sure. I think if a school division were to 
know that was going to be a factor, it would work 
favourably in the negotiations. Certainly for any 
organization or business, you have to have the 
ability to pay before you can consider coming to a 
collective agreement with your employees. 
Without the ability to pay it, it certainly would not 
reflect well on you to make a settlement. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: For clarification, you indicate that 
you have not gone to arbitration often or ever. I 
wonder if it is possible for you to answer this 
question, again without compromising your board. 

I have had it put to me on many occasions, 
indeed, I have been part of a scenario as a trustee 
myself where this type of situation has happened 
where the negotiations are proceeding, the board is 
saying I do not have the ability, we do not have the 
ability to pay more than zero percent, or 1 percent, 
or whatever the amount is, and at the time that 
arbitration is being considered then other boards 
begin to be handed arbitration settlements in the 
area of, say, 3 or 4 percent. I am aware that many 
boards in that circumstance will say, rathe( than 
being forced to go to arbitration and having a 3 or 4 
percent imposed upon us, which will surely be the 
outcome once the precedent is set, we will settle for 
2 percent which is more than we want to pay, more 
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than we are able to pay, but less than we think the 
arbitration board will impose upon us. 

Are you able to indicate whether or not your 
board has found itself in that situation and thus 
avoided arbitration by settling for higher than they 
felt they could afford? 

Ms. Green: In many cases, that is in fact how 
things proceeded, a final settlement was come to in 
those situations. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: I realize these are not directly on 
the principle you have put forward which I have 
heard and I think is self-explanatory . I just 
appreciate the extra clarification on this issue here. 

Mrs. Shirley Render (St. VItal): Like the others, I 
appreciate a very reasoned brief and actually Mrs. 
Mcintosh's questions answered my own. 

1 was just going to make the comment that I was 
curious of the fact that you did put in the fact that 
arbitration is something that needs to be resolved 
and this whole question of ability to pay is not 
necessarily a factor in these kinds of negotiations, 
either perhaps with the teachers, although there 
are many, many teachers who realize that the 
province or the school division does have problems 
but it seems as if this is one of the areas where you 
do not have control. That courses, transportation, 
you seem to be in the driver's seat, you can go to 
the ratepayers, but with salaries this seems to be 
slightly out of your hands. 

I think you have raised an interesting point that 
this is something that perhaps has to be discussed, 
not necessarily with the government but the whole 
b usiness of  talking about salar ies s o  that 
everything is looked at as a coherent whole. Thank 
you. 

Ms. Green: I would just like to say that it is quite 
similar to the principle that we are arguing within Bill 
16. 

As Mrs. Mcintosh suggested, it is another area 
where a third party comes in and makes those 
decisions. 

. We really believe that school divisions, school 
boards have to be able to make as many of those 
decisions as they can to remain accountable to our 
taxpayers. 

Ms. Avis Gray (Crescentwood): I would like to 
thank Ms. Green for her presentation. It was very 
informative, and we appreciate your taking the time 
to come here this morning. 

I will not repeat a number of the issues that my 
colleague Mr. Plohman has raised. I just wanted to 
clarify, as I listened to your brief, and correct me if I 
am wrong, I really picked out two main themes of 
your brief. One was your concern about Bill 16, 
because it does in fact remove local autonomy and 
decision making from school divisions and, as well, 
the inequity that this bill creates among school 
divisions. Would that be correct? 

Ms. Green: That is correct. 

Ms. Gray: Thank you. I wanted to clarify that 
because as comments were being made and you 
were answering some questions about funding, et 
cetera, there were a number of comments at this 
committee table about school divisions always 
asking for more. I did not get that impression at all 
from your presentation, so I did want to clarify that. 

One more question in relation to the consultation, 
and again this is not directly related to Bill 16. I am 
wondering if you could answer this. One of the 
recent decisions that was made as well by this 
government was in relation to speech and hearing 
clinicians. Did that affect your school division? 

* (0940) 

Ms. Green: Yes, it did. We had been receiving 
our services from the Child Care and Development 
Branch and now have to hire our own clinicians. 

Ms. Gray:  Mr.  Chairperson,  was there 
consultation with your school division before that 
decision was made, any consultation in terms of 
here is something we may be looking at, what 
would the impact be, do you think you could 
manage with the changes? Was there any 
consultation? 

Ms. Green: To my knowledge, there was not. 
However, there may have been consultation with 
our special needs co-ordinator. 

Ms. Gray: I asked that question because again in 
your presentation you talk about consultation, and 
actually that theme in your presentation is very 
consistent with the minister's comments during our 
long Estimates process in Education. She uses 
that word a lot, and we have been concerned on 
the opposition side of the House about whether in 
fact there has been any real consultation with 
school divisions. 

I know you mentioned it as a concern here in 
regard to Bi11 16. I was interested to know if, in fact, 
there had been consultation on other areas. 
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I agree with you that whatever decisions 
government has to make, it is important that there 
be real consultation with people in the field and 
school trustees, particularly when it is related to 
education. 

I thank you very much for your time and your 
presentation. 

Mr. Ben Svelnson (La Verendrye): Ms. Green, it 
is nice to see you here this morning. 

There is just one little question I would like to put 
to you. We talked about arbitration. When we go 
to arbitration-and once again, I have been on a 
school board also-and we have the open right, if 
you will, to tax over and above the student grants 
and categorical  grants that we get from 
government. It puts, would you think, perhaps, the 
arbitrator or the arbitration board in somewhat of a 
difficult position knowing that you as a school 
board, indeed, have an open right to increase taxes 
to cover whatever expenses or whatever increases 
they would impose. Now if, and indeed it has 
happened here, your amount that you can increase 
your taxes has been capped and the amount of, in 
fact, the per student grants and so on that you as a 
board get are indeed set, do you not think that this 
would put a different picture in the eyes of an 
arbitrator? 

Ms. Green: I am sure it would. Unfortunately, we 
had arrived at a collective agreement prior to any of 
these announcements and are now in a three-year 
collective agreement with our teachers and our 
nonteaching staff. So that solution is not available 
to us. The bill will be in place for two years. We will 
come out of a collective agreement and be back in 
the situation as we were before. I agree with you 
that certainly, for those school divisions who had 
not arrived at a collective agreement, it may be of 
some benefit to them, though, I must also say, the 
arbitration boards have not always taken that into 
consideration when they come to their agreements. 

Mr. Svelnsoo: I can appreciate what you are 
saying as far as what the arbitration boards have 
taken into consideration. I have seen it many times 
myself. That is all at this point. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you. 

Hon. Rosemary Vodrey (Minister of Education 
and Training): I would just like to say, too, nice to 
see you here this morning. I have certainly 
enjoyed the opportunities we have had previously 

to discuss the issues of your division. I know that 
we have spoken several times apart from this bill 
specifically on the issues such as distance 
education, the interactive TV and the issues that lie 
before your division, but I appreciate your time in 
coming here this morning. I know we will talk 
again. 

Mr. Chairperson: If there are no other questions 
or comments, I thank you very much, Ms. Green, 
for your presentation this morning. 

Ms. Green: Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you. George Marshall, 
pr ivate ci t izen.  The N o .  2 presenter from 
Transcona-Springfield is not here, but they have 
submitted a written presentat ion. I t  will be 
circulated for the committee members later. David 
Turner, Manitoba Teachers' Society. Mr. Turner, 
you may proceed. 

Mr. David Turner (Manitoba Teachers' Society) : 
I am accompanied by the general secretary of the 
society, Jean Gisiger, and the society's analyst, 
Glen McRuer. Should your questions become 
highly technical, I shall, with your permission, ask 
Mr. McRuer to assist me in answering them. 

By way of introduction, The Manitoba Teachers' 
Society welcomes this opportunity to provide a 
committee of the Manitoba Legislative Assembly 
with its views in regard to The Public Schools 
Amendment Act, Bill16, of 1993. 

The Manitoba Teachers' Society, for decades, 
has had a deep interest in the range of issues 
encompassed by the subject of public school 
finance. The society has continually studied the 
numerous aspects of public school finance 
functioning within Manitoba and throughout 
Canada. On behalf of its more than 1 3,000 
members, the society has endeavoured over the 
years to advise the government of Manitoba of 
those measures necessary to enhance student 
equity, the equitable provision of education 
programs and services to Manitoba students.  

Likewise, based on its detailed examination of 
public school finance models, the society has 
at tempted to advise M anitoba provincial  
governments of funding policies and practices 
which would have a detrimental effect on the 
objective of student equity. 

The society has also attempted to identify to 
Manitoba provincial governments those methods of 
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taxdtion in support of public schools which impede 
taxpayer equity. 

We come now to the insertion of new definitions 
into The Public Schools Act. The new legislation 
proposed by Bill 1 6  opens at Section 1 86.1 (1) with 
four definitions o f  known and familiar terms 
associated with Manitoba public school finance. 

In the past, the society has been concerned 
about the use by the provincial government of 
terminology in the implementation of public school 
funding schemes which have not been defined in 
statute o r  in regulation.  Therefore, such 
terminology has been of  questionable application 
as well as legal standing. 

While the society concurs with the entry of the 
definitions presented in Bill 16 into The Public 
Schools Act, these definitions might more properly 
be added to the other definitions for this part of the 
act contained within Section 1 71 .  

The introduction of the public schools finance 
program in 1 992-93 with a high special levy 
requirement, in introducing the schools finance 
program, a new model of public school finance in 
the 1 992-93 fiscal year, the government of 
Manitoba stated the funding approach was 
constructed pursuant to certain guiding principles. 
Foremost among these principles were student 
equity and taxpayer equity. 

A third guiding principle identified by the 
Manitoba government in relation to the introduction 
of the public schools finance program was "shared 
responsibility" for funding. 

It can be observed that the capping of the special 
requirement being proposed by Bill 1 6  overrides 
this principle. 

The Manitoba Teachers' Society heartily concurs 
with the two guiding principles of student equity and 
taxpayer equity for a model of public school 
finance. 

During the educational finance review preceding 
the inauguration of the schools finance program, 
the Manitoba Teachers' Society had advised the 
Manitoba government of its policy that the funding 
o f  p u b l i c  schools should b e  the complete 
responsibility of  the provincial government. 

* (0950) 

The society believes full provincial funding of 
public school education programs and services is 
essential to student equity. 

Society policy further holds that over and above 
the amount of full provincial funding, any public 
school division or district wishing to provide 
supplementary programs be entitled to do so from 
local revenue sources at a level not to exceed 5 
percent of the annual value of prQvincial operating 
support to the division or district. 

It is important  to e m p hasize that  the 
proportionate representation of society policy is not 
95 percent provincial source revenue plus 5 
percent local source revenue but, rather, 1 00 
percent provincial source revenue plus 5 percent 
local source revenue. 

Moreover, the society regards the 5 percent local 
source revenue as being an option to support 
added services, not as a necessary support of 
revenue to cover a shortfall in the provincial 
government responsibility to finance Manitoba 
public schools. 

As the term "special levy" implies, local source 
revenue should be confined to the funding of 
certain education-related services sought by a 
particular community. It should not constitute a 
maj o r  s o urce of revenue to maintain an 
underfunded provincial public school finance 
model. The key aspect of any limitation of 
local-source revenue is a fully appropriate and 
encompassing level of provincial-source revenue 
to ensure equitable service delivery. 

In relation to the '93-94 fiscal year, society's 
policy of 5 percent local-source revenue, in addition 
to full provincial funding, anticipates a total province 
wide special levy of no more than $50 million. 

The introduction of the new model of public 
school  f inancing, 1 992-93 , presented an 
opportunity for the provincial government to reduce 
the growing burden placed on the special levy 
during preceding years. However, in deciding the 
total value of provincial funding to be distributed by 
the schools finance program, the Manitoba 
government recognized that the new funding model 
in its initial year would require public school 
divisions and districts to contribute an additional 
$300 million in special levy revenue. 

No effort was made by the Manitoba government 
at the design stage of the schools finance program 
to build factors into the funding model to reduce the 
continued substantive reliance on the special levy 
in most public school divisions and districts. The 
Manitoba government apparently accepted that its 
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new funding model would involve a shortfall of 
$300 million relative to the total annual operating 
costs of public schools throughout the province. 
The Manitoba government did not demonstrate 
concern for the he�vy and inequitable burden of the 
special  levy in  1 992-93 .  As a result ,  the 
introduction of the schools finance program in 
'92-93 saw the total provi nce-wide special 
requirement rise by $1 8 million, from $283 million in 
the '91 -92 fiscal year to $301 million. 

Bill 1 6  does not enhance equity. After one year 
of operation of its new public school funding model, 
the Manitoba government now seeks to cap the 
s pecial  requ i rement  in  1 993-1 994 and in  
1 994-1 995. However, the provincial government is 
not utilizing a device within the funding model to 
establish an upper threshold for the special 
requirement. The Manitoba government gives the 
impression of wanting to outflank its own newly 
introduced funding model through the enactment of 
Bill 1 6  amendments to limit special requirement 
increments by an arbitrary 2 percent in each of the 
'93-94 and the '94-95 fiscal years. As such, the 
modular integrity of the schools finance program 
has been weakened. 

Given the parameters of capping, the total 
province wide special requirement will rise by $1 3 
million, from $301 million in the '92-93 fiscal year to 
$31 4 mi l l  ion in the '93-94 fiscal year. This 
increment is slightly more than 4 percent and 
includes the offset for reduced phase-in support as 
well as the allowances for increased enrollment. 

Chronic underfunding by the provincia l  
government is  forcing public school boards to raise 
ever larger amounts of necessary revenue from 
local property tax base. The special requirement 
continues the recent trend of setting a new 
historically high level each year as the Manitoba 
government reduces the proportionate value of its 
operating support to public schools. It is this 
dominant tren9 which defeats both student equity 
and taxpayer equity in relation to Manitoba public 
school finance. 

An analysis of the distribution of the $31 4-million 
special requirement for public schools in 1 993-94, 
among the 53 taxing jurisdictions, reveals the stark 
inequity being reinforced by provincial government 
underfunding. 

The attached table has calculated the total value 
of the capped 1 993-94 special requirement in each 

school division or district on the basis of total 
eligible enrollment to ascertain special requirement 
per e l ig ible student .  The 1 993-94 special 
requirement per eligible student ranges from a high 
of $3,21 4 in the Snow Lake School District to a low 
of $1 71 in the Frontier School Division. 

Even setti n g  aside these two particular 
jurisdictions in response to a possible claim of 
some form of northern anomaly, the range then 
extends from a high of $2,849 per pupil in the 
Sprague School District to a low of $665 per pupil in 
the Hanover School Division. 

Capping the special  require ment :  the 
prerequisite to property tax credit reduction. 
According to the remarks made by the Minister of 
Ed ucation and Tra in ing  (Mrs .  Vodrey) in  
introducing Bill 16  to the Manitoba Legislative 
Assembly on March 9, 1 993 , the objective of 
capping the special requirement of public school 
divisions is to control tax increases. Later, in these 
same remarks to the House, the minister was 
careful to specify "any division-driven tax increase." 

One month later, in delivering the Manitoba 
provincial budget for the 1 993-94 fiscal year, the 
Minister of Finance (Mr. Manness) reduced the 
total value of Manitoba property tax credits by $53 
million . Eliminating this amount of property tax 
credit formerly paid by the Manitoba government on 
behalf of the ratepayers acted to increase the 
property tax burden of ratepayers throughout 
Manitoba by $53 million. 

This provincial government continues to transfer 
revenue responsibi l i t ies from the far more 
com prehensive and equitable province-wide 
taxation base to the local taxation base, which is 
wholly dependent on the property tax. Moreover, 
there is an obvious congruence between the action 
on the part of the government of Manitoba to curtail 
property taxation by public school boards and the 
action to eliminate 22 percent of property tax credit 
revenue. 

The Manitoba Teachers' Society believes these 
two measures demonstrate fiscal policy linkage. In 
crafting its fiscal policy for 1 993 and 1 994 and 
seeking to eliminate $53 million in existing property 
tax relief, this provincial government has sought to 
mitigate the impact of the resulting property tax 
increase by curtailing property taxation by public 
school boards. Such a narrow objective for 
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provincial fiscal policy fails to enhance either 
student equity or taxpayer equity. 

In conclusion, the Manitoba Teachers' Society 
believes the essential condition of any limitation of 
local source revenue from Manitoba public schools 
is a fully appropriate and encompassing level of 
provincial source revenue to ensure equitable 
service delivery. This condition is far from being 
met within our province. For the 1 993-94 fiscal 
year, the Manitoba government will contribute 
operating funds of only 67 percent of the actual 
costs incurred by public schools in providing 
education programs and related services. 

Moreover, the capping of the special requirement 
does not enhance student equity or taxpayer equity 
throughout the province. At minimum, Bill 1 6  will 
preserve the existing range of student inequity and 
the existing range of taxpayer inequity. At worst, 
Bill 1 6  will intensify the educational disparities 
e ncounte red by stude nts and the taxation 
disparities borne by ratepayers. 

Given the chronic underfunding of public school 
prog rams,  and the fa i lure of this proposed 
legislation to reduce student inequity and taxpayer 
inequi ty ,  the Man itoba Teachers' Society 
recommends the withdrawal of those proposed 
sections of The Public Schools Amendment 
Act-Bil l  1 6  of 1 993 appearing after section 
1 86.1 (1 ). 

Finally, I would draw your attention to the figures 
on the last two pages of attachment there: The 
Ranked Value of Capped Special Requirement for 
Each El igible Stude nt Per Manitoba School 
Division and District in 1 993/94 (Current Dollars). 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you very much, Mr. 
Turner. Does the committee have any questions or 
comments to direct to the presenter? 

Ms. Gray: Thank you for your presentation. As 
usual ,  it was very thorough. One question,  
because really your presentation, I think, very aptly 
talks about the MTS' concerns with Bill 1 6, but you 
talk about looking at changing the way that 
government funds education and moving away 
from property tax base. I know that has been a 
topic of discussion among numerous organizations 
and groups and probably among different political 
parties in Manitoba. 

Given that we have the funding formula the way 
we do now, in that we actually use property taxes 
as one method for receiving funds for funding 

education , one of the main concerns with the 
funding form ula  now, as I understand it ,  
is-particularly with Bill 1 6-that it does create 
such inequities from one school division to another. 
I am wondering if MTS has a solution for-what 
amendments could be made, not necessarily to Bill 
1 6, but what amendments could and should be 
made to the funding formula that would allow more 
equity across the school divisions? 

* (1 000) 

Mr. Turner: In response, fi rst of al l ,  I would 
suggest to the questioner that this bill not so much 
creates inequities as maintains inequities. It is not 
starting inequities off; it is preserving them, perhaps 
making them a little bit more inequitable; but I do 
not think it is exactly creating them. The inequities 
are already there . 

To get back to your question, though, I think the 
policy that the society is promulgating is on page 2 
about the fourth paragraph down there. Basically, 
to try and put this into different words, the emphasis 
would be on the larger tax base of the whole 
province, rather than on small, local tax bases, as 
the previous presenter made the point, some of 
which are more able to fulfill that requirement than 
others are. As you can see from the figures at the 
back there, the spread is quite amazing really for 
one province of just over one million people. 

Ms. Gray: I am wondering, Mr. Turner, if you could 
tell me what type of consultation occurred with the 
Manitoba Teachers' Society in regard to Bill 1 6  or 
other policy decisions that have been made in 
regard to education in the last year. 

Mr. Turner: There are two parts to that question. I 
am not aware of any consultation of a Bill 1 6. In 
respect to other matters, there is a continuing 
discussion , dialogue with the minister and her 
deputies through the year. So there is ongoing 
discussion, as there would be with the other 
partners of education,  with the trustees and 
superintendents and so on. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: Thank you for your presentation. 
It is very clear in terms of your position. 

You refer to chronic underfunding of education. I 
know that when the money was there that in fact 
funding to education was not underfunding. It was, 
in fact, higher than the cost of inflation for the first 
few years that we were here. 

I am just wondering if you have done any studies 
or have an in-depth awareness of the fiscal and 
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financial situation of this province and this country 
vis-a-vis the international money markets, our 
credit rating, comparisons to countries such as 
New Zealand. Are you aware of what happened in 
New Zealand, for example, in terms of the need to 
have the fiscal responsibi lity in place in a very 
strong way to signal that our credit rating is such 
that we do not see our interest compounding and 
escalating? 

Mr. Turner: In response to the question, two 
members of our executive, together with one or two 
other teachers from Winnipeg School Division No. 
1 ,  I believe, visited New Zealand during the spring 
break of this year. They certainly brought back a 
picture of New Zealand education which was not 
exactly glowing, from the reports that I heard. 

I do have some information with regard to the 
relative size of '92-93 deficits as a percentage of 
the gross domestic product in Canada. These 
figures that I have in front of me here, effective as 
of March 23, 1 993, and the source is provincial 
budgets, ministry of finance and corporate relations 
estimates, Manitoba, in terms of its deficit, is the 
second lowest in the country, second only to B.C. 

Moody's bond rating, to move to the international 
flavour that you asked about, in the U.S.A., have 
rated the Canadian debt position as overstated. In 
other words, the implications of those figures would 
be that the deficit is of some dubiousness in 
Manitoba if you are going to be comparing it to 
other provinces. 

I have also got here in front of me an article from 
the Winnipeg Free Press of March 1 ,  1 993. The 
analysis here was based on Conference Board 
figures. I will just quote one sentence from it. It 
says: In all cases, the growth in Manitoba outstrips 
the national trend. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: Yes, and I wonder if you are 
aware, when you say the situation in New Zealand 
was dreadful a,nd you talk about the gross national 
product, that New Zealand was at 66 when it 
slipped over the edge and its credit ran out, and we 
are at 64 in Canada, and that Manitoba's credit 
rating, along with one of the Maritime provinces, 
has been sustained because, and stated very 
clearly because, we are attempting to not raise 
taxes and we are atte m pting to not s pend 
excessively. Those provinces that are doing those 
things, you are quite right, are worse off than us, far 
worse off than us. 

I do not know if the teachers who went over to 
New Zealand on your behalf were there to do a 
study of what happened when New Zealand's 
credit ran out, but I could assure you that they went 
from the third highest standard to the 22nd 
overnight. We do not want that to happen here. 
We know that there are at least two provinces in 
Canada who, because they were not watching their 
spending, were in grave jeopardy of having an 
official trustee come in. I do not think that you want 
that to happen. 

You say that the deficit is not the problem that we 
think it is and that the statements of our concern are 
overrated and that type of thing. I do not know who 
else you have talked to. That would certainly be a 
position that we have not heard a lot of. That is a 
very unusual statement for us to hear being said, 
and it is certainly not a statement that provinces 
right across this country, i ndeed, the federal 
government itself are saying, because we see 
provinces,  Brit ish Columbia ,  Ontario, 
Saskatchewan, right across, having to make these 
kinds of decisions. 

What would you suggest if we presume that the 
deficit is a problem and high taxation and 
government spending is a problem and that it is not 
overstated as you say it is? What would you 
suggest we do to try to contain the costs and size of 
government and the burden on the ratepayer and 
maintain our international credit rating so that we 
do not have people in Zurich and London and 
bankers in New York deciding what our social 
programs are going to be here? 

Mr. Turner: In response to the question, I would 
like to go back to the beginning of your question, 
where you were referring to the sudden drop in the 
f inancia l  s ituat ion i n  New Zealand.  My 
understanding of that sudden drop agrees with 
yours. It was very sudden, but it was due, not to 
any particular long-term policy of the government, it 
was due to the fact that because the government 
had instituted a policy of nonnuclear weapons in 
New Zealand or the area and since certain 
countries close to us had been putting pressure on 
New Zealand to accept visits of nuclear warships, 
et cetera, and New Zealand had resisted this, 
tremendous pressure was put on the International 
Monetary Fund to withdraw all credit from New 
Zealand, resulting in the kind of chaos that you 
described. 
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Anyway, it was an international force on New 
Zealand. It had very little to do with the actual 
economy of New Zealand. But to get back to the 
second part of your question, talking about our 
advice to the government of Manitoba, here I have 
to go back to something I said in the presentation of 
the society's on Bill 22. The indications that we 
have from our research is that, since the present 
government took office in 1 988, something of the 
aggregate of $300 million have been given away or 
absorbed by the Treasury, and this $300 million 
clearly would do wonders for the present public 
school system. I have an itemized list of this $300 
million which I am prepared to read to you if you so 
wish. 

* (1 01 0) 

Mrs. Mcintosh: I am sorry, my question was, 
s ince 1 98 8 ,  you m e ntioned the chronic 
underfunding of education. What was the funding 
in education in 1 988 versus inflation, 1 989 versus 
inflation, 1 990 versus inflation, was it higher or 
lower? 

Mr. Turner: I am afraid I cannot answer that 
question, I am sorry. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Turner, one of the first things 
you mentioned here is the society's feelings that 
the government has violated its own principles and 
guidelines that it had established that student 
equity and taxpayer equity would be the guiding 
principles behind policy actions by the government, 
and Bill 1 6  has violated that because-and I do not 
want to put words in your mouth, but what you 
really said in the conclusion of your brief summed it 
up best-what it really does is preserves the 
existing range of student inequities. In other 
words, it freezes the inequities that are there right 
now. 

Through your research, have you been able to 
determine whether the government made any 
substantive steps towards addressing those 
inequities, quite apart from the freeze which 
entrenches that with this capping, other steps to 
ameliorate those inequities? Are you saying that it 
has done some or none or is it insufficient in terms 
of what they have actually done? 

Mr. Turner : In response, the government's 
schools finance program is in its first year of 
operation. There is still advising the government a 
committee for that program. I believe, as a result of 
advice from that com mittee ,  certai n smal l  

amendments were enacted in  that funding to allow, 
for instance-the previous presenter referred to 
this-if a school division is regarded as sparse, 
certain additional helps were given to it. I believe 
this is in Bill 1 6  as wel l .  If a school division 
experie nces a s udden i ncrease in stude nt 
numbers, there is the possibility there. These are 
very small things though and they are what I would 
call tinkering. They do not address the main 
problems. 

Mr. Plohman: So in the area of special needs, has 
that been addressed in a specific way by the 
government for dealing with the divisions who are 
unable to meet the needs, quite apart from the 
belief that the provincial government should fund 
1 00 percent of special needs? I believe that is the 
society's position along with 1 00 percent of all the 
costs of the public school system. Since that is not 
the case at the present time, are there sufficient 
resources for school divisions in the area of special 
needs to address inequities that may exist in ability 
to fund those requirements of special needs 
students? 

Mr. Turner: In response to the question, the 
society is extremely concerned about the special 
needs area. We were very concerned when the 
government gave layoff notices to 66 clinicians. 
Now these were not our members, but we could 
see the immediate impact on students of the 
province, hence our public protest through an 
advertising campaign on their behalf. 

I believe the government has since then said that 
it will offer $45,000, later raised to $55,000, to 
school divisions that would employ these people. 
Whether it is just a one-shot deal or whether it is a 
continuous supporting grant, I am not, quite frankly, 
sure. But certainly in that area, in the layoff notices 
that went to the clinicians, I think there was a clear 
indication from the government that special needs 
was not a priority of its educational system, and we 
think it should be. 

We think it should be both -for the children who 
are involved and also for our own members 
because our burnout rates, the number of our 
members who are receiving assistance of various 
kinds, ! mean, counselling assistance, is increasing 
every year. To some extent this is due, I think, to 
the impact of mainstreaming, not the principle of 
mainstreaming I am referring to, I am talking about 
mainstreaming without the supports that should go 
with that. 
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Point of Order 

Mrs. Vodrey: Just to clarify for the president of 
MTS, the $45,000 for special needs for funding for 
clinicians is a part of the funding formula, has been 
in the past, was not an addition as a result of this 
particular decision. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you, the minister did not 
have a point of order. 

*** 

Mr. Plohman: Yes, another point that the society 
has made here is that it should be 1 00 percent 
provincial funding of the public school system. 
Based on what for each school division have you 
determined how that would work? It is good to say 
1 00 percent, but is it based on a provincial average 
cost or on the norm, or is it based on the highest 
cost divisions or how would that work? Would it be 
on the actual costs of delivering a set amount of 
educational services by each division, is that how it 
would work? 

Mr. Turner: The difference in funding between the 
present level of funding and a 1 00 percent funding 
would be something in the range of $270 million. 
Clearly, that would be something that would be 
unrealistic to expect immediate implementation of 
that. But if a policy principle was accepted, that the 
1 00 percent funding would be the a im ,  the 
objective, that could be achieved over a period of 
five to 1 0 years to implement that. 

Another aspect of our policy that is not referred to 
here refers to boundary review. The society 
favours ongoing, continual boundary review by a 
legislative committee, and in that respect I think 
perhaps the 1 00 percent funding that you are 
referring to in your question could well be tied in 
with considerations com ing from a boundary 
review. You will appreciate that in the figures at the 
back of this presentation to you, we have school 
divisions here: I am looking at the first two, as a 
matter of fact. Snow Lake has 225 students, 
Sprague has 1 26, but lower down, Leaf Rapids 385 
and so on. 

We have over 50 school divisions in a province 
with only just over a million people, and it does 
seem as though such a boundary review is called 
for, but not a one-shot deal as the last one was, not 
one for the next 25 years, but an ongoing review of 
school division boundaries. Only then, I would 

suggest, to get back to your question, is it going to 
become meaningful. 

Mr. Plohman: I understand that you feel there 
would be some efficiencies from boundary review, 
but I was asking really about what constitutes 1 00 
percent funding in the society's policy? Is it based 
on 1 00 percent of the costs of each division based 
on actual costs? Or would it be based on a normal 
cost or an average cost of del iver ing that 
service?-just for clarification. 

Mr. Turner: With the Chair's permission, I would 
ask our analyst to respond to that question. 

* (1 020) 

Mr. Glen McRuer (Manitoba Teachers' Society) : 
Very interesting question, Mr. Plohman. There are 
a number of ways that programming costing could 
be undertaken in the province. The society has 
some concern that since FRAME was introduced in 
1 983, it could continue to be developed beyond 
the, approximately, 37 or 38 programs that are 
specified in FRAME at the moment, FRAME being 
the standard report ing syste m of program 
accounting required of all Manitoba public school 
boards. 

The society sees the evidence accumulated year 
by year, school board locale by school board 
locale,  unlike other provinces in Canada, as 
providing a fairly good starting point in terms of 
education program and service delivery costing 
with the extension of FRAME, as the society has 
recommended to the government over the years, to 
perhaps a delineation of 50 or 75 program areas, 
education service areas. We could then, within the 
pub l ic  school commu nity and working in 
conjunction with the government, come to some 
sort of recognized costing pattern and then apply 
the public school funding model to those actual 
costs. 

You are aware that the public school funding 
model, today, designates recognized costs which 
are quite different than actual costs in Dauphin as 
compared to Morris, for example. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr .  Chai rperson , what I am 
gathering then is that this would be based on actual 
cost determined by a detailed analysis and 
experience as a result of intensive record keeping. 

Mr. Turner: That is correct. 

Mr. Plohman: I am gather ing from your 
presentation that it is clearly your position that this 
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bill was not introduced out of concern for property 
taxpayers by the government per se, because if 
anythi ng , from what I gather from your 
presentation, you believe that it  just simply gave the 
government more room to increase property 
taxation, themselves, by way of the property tax 
credit reduction. 

Mr. Turner: In response, it would seem from Bill 
1 6  that the e m phasis is from the Finance 
department of the government,  not from the 
Education department. This is not a bill that does 
much for education. It, perhaps, does something 
for the government's financial strategies. 

Mr. Plohman: Yes, I asked that question in light of 
the $75 increase to every property taxpayer in the 
province plus the $1 75 pensioner tax reduction that 
was eliminated for many senior citizens. 

I just want to ask one more question in terms of 
consultation and alternatives. You mentioned 
something about the government having 
alternatives in terms of taxation measures that 
perhaps could have been used. 

We have seen huge increases to private schools. 
I be l ieve this year again it was in  the 
neighbourhood of 1 0.4 percent. I do not know if 
you are aware of that figure but, overal l ,  the 
government did have revenue options. 

You mentioned some $300 million. Can you tell 
us how you determined that? Is that the cumulative 
amount over the last four or five years that the 
government has been in power in this province? 
Where do you find the $300 million? 

Mr. Turner: In response to the question, the data 
comes from the annual provincial budget as 
analyzed by our own research office at the society. 

In the fiscal year '88-89 there was a reduction in 
the provincial personal income tax resulting from 
the implementation of the national tax reform 
measures by the Government of Canada. The 
annual loss there was in the region of $52 million. 

In '89-90 there was a reduction in the provincial 
personal income tax resulting from the lowering of 
the basic Manitoba income tax rate from 54 percent 
to 52, a loss of $33.4 million; also, an increased 
deduction to Manitoba personal income tax allowed 
for children and disabled dependants, $28 million. 

In the f iscal  year '88-89, annual  payro l l  
exemption raised from $1 00,000 to $300,000. That 
was a loss of $23.3 million. The fiscal year '89-90, 

the annual payroll exemption was raised from 
$300,000 to $600,000, a loss of $23.6 million. In 
1 990-91 , introduction of Workforce 2000 plan 
offering a maximum payroll tax credit of .3 percent 
to offset employee training costs, $8 million. 

The fiscal year 1 992-93, payroll tax credit for 
training costs extended from goods-producing firms 
to include service-oriented firms, half a million 
dollars. The fiscal year 1 993-94 , annual payroll 
exemption raised from $600,000 to $750,000 for 
payrolls between $750,000 and $1 .5 million taxes 
phased in at reduced rates. Of 43,000 Manitoba 
employers, 2,300 pay the tax. That was a loss of 
$7.8 million. 

In the fiscal year '90-91 , impact of the elimination 
of the federal manufacturers sales tax on the 
Manitoba retail sales tax, $30 million. In the fiscal 
year '92-93 , sales tax telecom m unications 
exemption, removal of provincial sales tax from 
certain business telecommunication services, $1 .2 
million. 

In '88-89 fiscal year, the scope of application of 
the land transfer tax was reduced. For example, 
land transfer to a parent corporat ion was 
exempted, and that was a loss of $6.1 million. 
That, I believe, comes to somewhere in the region 
of $300 million in aggregate. 

Mr. Plohman: Yes, so the position is that there 
were alternatives in terms of revenue sources that 
have been forgone by the government over the 
per iod of tim e .  You are not recom mending 
necessarily that each of those should have been 
retained or increased or anything, but you are 
saying , these are some revenues that the 
government had as alternatives to making the cuts 
in education that were made this year. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Turner: What I quoted to you were a series of 
policy decisions made by the government over the 
last five, almost six, years. Each of those decisions 
had its effect, as I said there,

' 
on reducing the net 

income of the provincial treasury. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, just one final 
question. Do you have a position with regard to 
pub l ic  funding of pr ivate schools,  i n  the 
neighbourhood of $22 million per year and now, 
again, largely due to enrollment increases, a 1 0.4 
percent increase year over year, school year over 
school year this last year, even though it was stated 
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publicly that it was a freeze, now are 2 percent cut, 
the same as the public school system got? 

Mr. Turner: In response, the society recognizes 
the right of private schools to exist. What we do not 
agree with is the use of public money to support 
private schools. 

Mr. Plohman: Private schools of any kind, or is 
this a blanket kind of policy, or does this deal with 
elite schools that exclude certain students or all 
students, all private schools? 

Mr. Turner : The policy refers to private schools. It 
does not discriminate between those that you, in 
your question, called elite schools and those that 
would be other private schools. 

Ms. Gray: Mr. Chairperson, I have a general 
question in relation to education reform, and it 
relates certainly to Bill 1 6  and Bill 22 and the 
policies of this government. 

I know you have just become President of The 
Manitoba Teachers' Society, but you have been on 
the executive for certainly the past year . You 
mentioned that there have been ongoing meetings, 
and there are ongoing meetings with the minister 
and certainly her senior staff. 

* (1 030) 

I would ask you, and perhaps you can enlighten 
me because I have had difficulties in getting this 
answered in the Estimates, but with the education 
reform that is about to occur or has already begun 
to occur, which was announced in the throne 
speech by this government, do you have some 
ideas or an understanding from this government as 
to what exactly this reform, what it will involve, a set 
of objectives and guidelines about the reform, any 
type of framework, and have you also been asked 
to participate in that reform in any particular way? 

Mr. Turner: In response, there is a report on 
educational legislation reform from a panel chaired 
by Roy White ,  and we have ,  in the society, 
responded to

"
that. We have our response now, 

and it will be passed on, I believe, to the minister 
probably in the next few weeks. 

There were 1 06 or 1 07 recommendations that we 
addressed. Naturally, there were some that we did 
not support and many that we supported. Since we 
had submitted to the Roy White panel, we had had 
our half-day in court, as it were. So that will be an 
ongoing dia logue ,  I presum e ,  as those 
recommendations are underway. 

One of the recommendations that I remember, 
for instance, that we cannot accept was the idea of 
naming the private schools, since that has come up 
in our discussion this morning, naming the private 
schools, independent schools. That is something 
the soci ety cannot accept. But there was a 
recommendation, one of the 1 06 refers to some 
element of professionalization of the teachers of 
the province, and that we would be in support of. 

So it is a mixed bag as you can expect with 1 07 
recommendations. We will be presenting our 
response to those 1 07 in the very near future. 

I am sorry, but I forgot the first part of your 
question. I rem ember you ended with the talk 
about the Legislature before. If it was to do with 
ongoing dialogue, I have been on the provincial 
executive for five years now. I am starting my sixth 
year on the provincial executive ,  and I am 
conscious that every year the president and the 
Minister of Education (Mrs. Vodrey) will have fairly 
regular ongoing liaison meetings, as I think would 
be only right and proper, to maintain the public 
school system.  

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you . I would like to 
remind the members of the committee that the 
legislation before the committee this morning is Bill 
1 6, and we do have a number of people that are 
waiting to make presentations. It is not my intent to 
l i m it the discussion on B i l l  1 6 , but I would 
appreciate it if the committee members would 
confine their questions and comments to that bill. 

Ms. Gray: I know that the minister is concerned 
about my line of questioning, but I basically see Bill 
1 6  as being not just what it says. 

Point of Order 

Mrs. Vodrey: I just would remind the member for 
Crescentwood that I have not said anything yet, so 
to attribute that kind of motive is just absolutely 
ridiculous. I think she should be listening instead to 
the words of the presenter rather than attempting to 
attribute a motive. 

Mr. Chairperson: The honourable minister did not 
have a point of order, but I would remind the 
committee members that it was the Chair that 
brought it to the attention of the com mittee 
members that we should confine our discussion to 
Bill 1 6. 

* * *  
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Ms. Gray: I recognize that Hansard certainly is 
unable to indicate what nonverbal communication 
there is in this committee, but be that as it may, and 
of course we have been listening very closely to all 
presenters. 

My question was really related to consultation 
and an understanding of the relationship of 
Manitoba Teachers' Society and the government. 
It relates to Bill 1 6  because there seems to be a 
number of concerns expressed by MTS about Bill 
1 6  and also from other school divisions and 
organizations. 

My question is: Does The Manitoba Teachers' 
Society feel that they have an understanding or a 
grasp of the education reform that this government 
is embarking on? That really is my question. 

Mr. Chairperson: Ms. Gray, just to illustrate that it 
is the Chair that runs this committee, not the 
minister, I will rule that question out of order. If you 
wish to direct a question directly concerned with Bill 
1 6, please do so. 

Ms. Gray: My question is: In Bill 1 6  and in this 
presentation, there is discussion and there are 
comments on consultation and the importance of 
equity and the importance of education, and I would 
ask, in relation to Bill 1 6, can the president of The 
Manitoba Teachers' Society tell the committee 
today as to how they have been briefed or how they 
have been told that Bill 1 6  fits into the education 
reform that this government is embarking on? 

Mr. Turner : The soci ety views B i l l  1 6  as 
something of an aberration in terms of education 
reform. It sees it as a freezing of the principles of 
student equity. It sees Bill 1 6  very much in the 
realm of the Minister of Finance rather than the 
Minister of Education. For that reason,  it is 
perhaps appropriate that the Minister of Finance 
(Mr. Manness) has joined this committee. 

Mr. Brian Palllster {Portage Ia Prairie): Thank 
you, Mr.  Turner, for your presentation. You 
mentioned, and we are aware, although certainly 
members opposite choose not to recognize the 
truth of what you said earlier in terms of the growth 
in Manitoba as projected by the Conference Board 
of Canada. Your implication is clear, and I think it is 
generally accepted that that growth projection is 
due to the fiscal policies of this government. 

I will ask just a couple of quick questions, and 
you may choose to answer them in detail if you 
wish or you may just choose to say yes or no. 

Do you see this fact as a positive reality for this 
province and for education as a result? 

Mr. Turner I just want to go back to the beginning 
of your question. Did you say did I say this act? 

Mr. Palllster: No, the fact, tbe fact that the 
projected growth projected by the Conference 
Board of Canada, as you al luded to in your 
presentation, do you see that as a positive thing for 
Manitoba and, therefore, for Manitoba education? 

Mr. Turner: In response to the question, when I 
was alluding to the figures in an earlier response, 
and I think I was quoting the relative size of the 
'92-93 deficits in Canada, it was a provincial 
comparison, and I made the point that Manitoba's 
deficit was second only to B.C.'s. The point that I 
was making at that juncture in our deliberations 
was that the deficit bogey was somewhat overrated 
perhaps in this province. 

Mr. Palllster: Are you then aware that in this 
province we, this year, will spend over $500 million 
in interest only paying past debt-[interjection] 

Mr. Chairperson: Order, please. Mr. Turner, do 
you wish to respond to that? 

Mr. Turner: No, I do not think I can respond to that 
question. 

Mr. Palllster: Is it the position of The Manitoba 
Teachers' Society that Manitoba would be wise to 
accumulate a higher debt and to expend more 
money on an annual basis to accumulate higher 
deficits? Does your organization see this as a 
benefit to Manitoba students? 

Mr. Turner: In response to the question, when I 
was listing the items of the $300-million aggregate 
tax, for want of a better word, giveaways, each of 
those items-there were many items, I must have 
itemized over 1 5  of them-were results of policy 
decisions. 

Now, I think it would be clearly irresponsible to 
expect any government of Manitoba to suddenly 
bring into the educational budget $270 million, that 
I was referring to before, just like that. It would 
have to be phased in. It would have to be a gradual 
policy decision, and that is what I was getting at at 
that particular point. The items that we referred to, 
many of the items I referred to, were gradual 
increases in the payroll exemption. 

Now the payroll exemption used to be called the 
Health and Education tax, and it is clear that that 
money, which is hardly there at all now, has been 
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moved from health and education to provide, I 
guess , exemptions for the em ployers of the 
province. Now those were policy decisions, and I 
was simply itemizing a series of policy decisions 
that the government has made. At the same time, 
one of the policy decisions seems to have been to 
rely more and more on the local taxpayer to support 
the education system. 

Mr. Palllster: Mr. Turner, thank you for that 
clarification then. Given your use of the word-and 
you said for lack of a better word, so I will agree 
with you that there probably is a better word than 
giveaway-this $300-million giveaway you refer to 
of reduced personal and corporate tax, given your 
use of the phrase, a loss to describe lower tax-

* (1 040) 

Mr. Turner: -a loss to the total revenue. 

Mr. Palllster: Loss to total revenue of lower tax, 
would it follow then that your organization suggests 
higher taxes would be an alternative, and would it 
follow then that you would refer to higher taxes as a 
gain? 

Mr. Turner: In response to the question, one 
aspect of educational reform that the society would 
be very much in favour of would be a consideration 
of existing boundaries as they exist. I am going to 
repeat myself here, but you see where I am going 
with this, that I think certain financial efficiencies 
could be enacted as a result  of boundary 
redistribution. Fifty-five, 56, 57 different school 
d iv is ion bou ndaries in  a prov ince with the 
population of Manitoba seems to be, well ,  an 
anachronism . I believe the last t ime it was 
seriously looked at was 20-25 years ago. 

Mr. Palllster: I appreciate your moving to a 
suggestion, a positive suggestion. Thank you for 
that. So you see that as a more viable alternative 
than the reintroduction of higher tax levels? 

Mr. Turner : I do not want to get caught up in 
urging higher tax levels. I too am a taxpayer and I 
represent taxpayers clearly here . What I am 
saying is that the government, for its own reasons, 
has in fact-and I apologize for the word, I cannot 
think of a more technical word-given away a total 
of $300 million over its term of office. Now perhaps 
if it had not given away quite so much, we would 
not be in the tight problem that we are in at the 
moment in public school funding in this province, 
and obviously Bill 1 6  is a reflection of that, as was 

Bill 22 and all the others, which we regard as 
detrimental to the whole system. 

Mrs. Vodrey: I would j ust l ike to thank the 
presenter. David, I know you are new in this 
position. You have just recently assumed it, so I 
would like to welcome you formally at this point and 
thank you for your presentation. I also appreciate 
your acknowledge m e nt of the n u m bers of 
consultations and meetings that we have had 
together. I know you were a member, as were the 
other people with you, except perhaps the new 
member who is with you today, on the meeting 
which we had which specifically focused on 
education reform and the follow-ups that we have 
had where we did have a very useful session. I 
would also say in those consultations and in our 
regular meetings issues were raised on both sides, 
and I have appreciated that. 

In the area of special needs which you have 
spoken about, I know you will recognize the very 
dramatic increase in the amount of money in the 
area of special needs which now flows through the 
new funding formula. I do not have the figures with 
me. I believe it is over $30 million more which is 
flowing, and also I appreciated you mentioning the 
education finance advisory committee. I know 
Manitoba Teachers'  Society does have a 
representative on that committee. Then, I would 
also like to say, in the funding area, that that has 
been an area where we have had some fairly long 
discussion regarding funding which comes only 
from the consolidated revenue and funding which 
also comes from the consolidated revenue and the 
ESL. 

With that, Mr.  Chair, those are simply my 
remarks in response to the presentation. I do not 
have any formal questions. I know that we will 
meet again. I know that we will talk again. Thank 
you, very much. 

Mr. Chairperson: Mr. Turner, did you wish to 
make a comment? 

Mr. Turner: No, thank you. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thanks very much for your 
presentation, Mr. Turner. 

Gail Watson, Manitoba Association of School 
Trustees. You may proceed when you are ready. 
Welcome. 

Ms. Gall Watson (Manitoba Association of 
School Trustees): Thank you, Mr. Chair, and 
good morning.  The Manitoba Association of 
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School Trustees is pleased to have this opportunity 
to share its views on Bill 1 6  and to urge members of 
the Legislative Assembly to deny passage of this 
legislation. MAST exists to assist school boards in 
ensuring that the public voice in education is heard 
and respected. That public voice in education is 
expressed through locally elected trustees who are 
elected to represent the community's interest in 
publ ic  school education a nd to respond to 
expressed local needs. 

(Mr. Ben Sveinson, Acting Chairperson, in the 
Chair) 

Manitoba has a long history of locally controlled 
education, based on the conviction that parents 
and communities have a profound interest in  
ensuring that their chi ldren receive the best 
poss ib le  educatio n .  Th is  confidence i n  
community-based decision making, often referred 
to as "local autonomy," has characterized the 
governance of publ ic  school education for 
decades. 

To ensure that schools m eet com m u n ity 
expectations, this province requires that schools be 
governed by locally elected school boards. The 
province has delegated to school boards the duties 
associated with the management of education and 
the powers necessary to fulfill those duties. To 
ensure that school boards have access to the 
financial resources necessary to fulfill their duties, 
the province has given elected school boards the 
power to levy a tax on property. The mandate of 
current school boards to govern education was 
reaffirmed only last fall as a result of the October 
'92 elections. 

The Manitoba Association of School Trustees 
believes that Bill 1 6  is a legislative action which will 
undermine the quality of education in the province 
of Manitoba. Bill 1 6  removes from parents and 
communities their traditional right to decide how 
much they are prepared to pay in support of their 
ch i ldren's schoo l i ng .  B i l l  1 6  is also now 
unnecessary because all school boards have 
already complied with the province's directive to 
limit increases in property taxation for 1 993. Bill 16  
wil l  contribute to  the increasingly inequitable 
system of education in our province, denying 
children equal access to educational opportunity. 

As the people elected by communities to govern 
the school system i n  accordance with the 
e x pectations of our ratepayers,  we m ust 

emphasize that what we are objecting to in this 
presentation is the removal by the province of the 
rights of local communities to exercise control over 
decision making in the schools in which their 
children attend. 

The province's actions are an intrusion by one 
level of government into the rightful domain of 
another level of government. Just as the provincial 
government would rightly oppose the intrusion of 
the federal government into provincial affairs, 
school boards are opposed to this attempt to 
override their legitimate authority. If communities 
are to retain control over the schools which educate 
their children, it is essential that they maintain the 
right to levy a tax to support education. 

The province's limitation on the taxing rights of 
school boards i n  fact den ies pare nts and 
community members the right to decide how much 
they are prepared to pay to ensure that their 
ch ildren receive the best possible education 
services. This legislation lim its the abilities of 
school trustees to respond to the needs of their 
communities. 

As is the provincial Legislature, school boards 
are made up of elected polit icians who are 
sensitive to the public mood. School boards set 
their rates in open meetings in a process that 
involves ratepayers often in discussions about 
what programs and services are essential and 
should be preserved. School boards agree that 
most ratepayers have reached the limit of their 
abil ity to pay increases in property taxes. Last 
year, meaning a year ago, a number of boards did 
not raise school taxes at all; some were even able 
to reduce school taxes. Paradoxically, however, 
the same boards that took this course of action are 
the ones most negatively affected by this restriction 
on their authority to raise revenue. 

Unfortunately, the provincial government has 
been paying a decreasing share of the cost of 
education. Despite the promise by the provincial 
government to pay 80 percent of the cost of 
education, its level of annual contribution has 
steadi ly decli ned for the past decade.  The 
provincial government now pays less than 67 
percent of the cost of education on a provincial 
basis. A number of boards receive less provincial 
funding than that. 

(Mr. Chairperson in the Chair) 
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The provincial government now pays less than 
half of the cost of public school education from its 
general revenues. The majority of the cost of 
education is in fact paid by local property taxpayers 
either through the Education Support Levy, which 
as you know is levied by the province, or through 
the special levy levied by the school division or 
district. 

Faced with rising costs and declining provincial 
revenues, school boards often have no choice but 
to raise additional revenue through higher property 
taxes. The provincial government, having been 
unable to live up to its promises to adequately fund 
education, now seeks to l imit school boards' 
access to their only other significant source of 
revenue, the local tax on property. 

• (1 050) 

Bill 1 6  is unnecessary. Its intent has already 
been accomplished, even though the bill has not 
been passed into law. In threatening to enact 
legislation to limit boards' taxation powers, the 
provincial government has achieved its objectives. 
School boards, without exception, levied increases 
respectful of the province's 2 percent cap on 
special requirements. These amounts cannot be 
increased for 1 993-94. Legislation mandating a 
cap on this year's taxation increases is not 
required. 

Bill 1 6  is also unfair because it arbitrarily singles 
out school boards. Municipalities, for example, 
were not affected by this legislation, even though 
many municipal governments have significantly 
increased mill rates in recent years. Why should 
communities be denied the right to maintain and 
improve their schools through taxes while retaining 
the right to pay taxes for sewers, snow removal and 
other municipal services? Is not the education of 
our  ch i ldren as im portant as the physical  
infrastructure of our communities? 

Fiscally, school boards have been the most 
responsible level of government, limiting their 
expenditures to their annual revenues. They are 
unique among levels of government in having 
maintained a balanced budget and in some cases 
having established budgetary surpluses in contrast 
to debt-ridden provincial and federal governments. 

The school boards most unfairly affected by Bill 
16 will be those who have demonstrated restraint in 
recent years by keeping their mill rates to a bare 
minimum. By suddenly denying these boards the 

power to raise money in their communities, the 
provincial governm e nt w i l l  have effectively 
punished school boards who in the past have 
exercised the greatest degree of financial restraint. 

Bill 1 6  is also sure to undermine the ability of 
Manitobans to obtain equal access to quality 
educational services. Bill 1 6  will very quickly 
create inequities in the level of educational services 
which communities can provide. 

Some boards can raise far more money from 
property taxes than others. School divisions with a 
low property tax base are presently able to raise 
very little additional revenue in their communities, 
and these same boards are further constrained by 
a 2 percent cap on increases in their special levy. 
These are also the school divisions hardest hit by 
cuts in provincial support. Boards which rely less 
heavily on provincial funding will also generate the 
most new revenue from a 2 percent increase in 
their special levy. 

Finance minister Clayton Manness has indicated 
that educational funding reduced 2 percent this 
year will be cut further in 1 994. Over these two 
years a large gap will become evident between the 
have and the have-not school divisions. 

For decades Manitobans have worked to ensure 
that educational opportunities are available to all of 
our young people regardless of the wealth of the 
community in which they are raised. In a few short 
years the combined effects of Bill 1 6  and cuts to 
provincial funding will entrench inequities in our 
school system.  

Increasingly the educational opportunities 
available to our young people will be determined by 
the wealth of the communities. Communities with a 
large property tax base will be able to afford better 
schools. Communities with a low property tax base 
w i l l  have l e ss adequat e  schools .  Once 
entrenched, this inequity in educational opportunity 
will become extremely difficult to correct. Bill 1 6  
will undermine the efforts that this province has 
made to provide equal access to educational 
serv ices regardl e ss of the  wealth of the 
communities in which students live. 

In March, by requesting that the provincial 
government f reeze the salaries of division 
e m ploye e s ,  t rustees have confirm e d  the ir  
com mitment to s lowing down the continual 
increase in salaries. Trustees are concerned 
about escalating salary costs which now make up 
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85 percent of the total cost of education. School 
boards are willing to co-operate in whatever way 
possible to control costs in this area. The ability of 
school boards to control employee cost is limited by 
the arbitration process, which must be used in 
Manitoba to settle disputes. Even when school 
boards have held firm against r ising costs , 
employee groups who have taken their cases to 
arbitration boards won substantial awards. The 
cumulative effect of these arbitrated decisions has 
been to remove from school boards the power to 
limit the growth in employee costs. 

The predicament which school boards faced was 
compounded by the lateness of the province's 
funding announcement. Contracts with employees 
were already in place. It is extremely difficult to 
demonstrate creativity and innovation in fiscal 
management when the financial environment is 
changed on short notice. It will be impossible for 
school boards to maintain programs as a result of 
the cap and reduced provincial funding. Retaining 
the abil ity to tax is vital in order for boards to 
continue to offer the kinds and quality of programs 
and services which our citizens and our province 
will require to become competitive throughout the 
decade and into the new century. 

Trustees must strive to balance a community's 
ability to pay with that same community's needs 
and expectations of the schools that serve their 
community. As the people elected to govern the 
school system in accordance with those fiscal 
realities, needs and expectations, we m uch 
emphasize that we are objecting to the removal by 
the province of the rights of local communities to 
exercise control over decision making in  the 
schools which their children attend. 

On behalf  of the stude nts , parents and 
com m un ities of our provi nce , the Manitoba 
Association of School Trustees urges the members 
of this legislative committee to support the right of 
our communities to decide for themselves the ways 
in which they will choose to support education. Do 
not deprive them of this right by passing Bill 1 6. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you very much, Ms. 
Watson. Are you prepared to enter into dialogue 
with questions? 

Ms. Watson: I am. 

Mr. Plohman: Thank you, Ms. Watson, for your 
presentation. 

I wanted to ask first about consultation. We have 
asked -that of the other presenters as wel l  
frequently h e re this m orn ing .  Was MAST 
consulted in any way as to alternatives to Bill l6, or 
advised that this was coming, through any process, 
prior to its being introduced in the Legislature? 

Ms. Watson: While the minister consults with us 
regularly as part of our ongoing dialogues, MAST 
was not consulted, to my knowledge, in regard to 
Bill 1 6. 

Mr. Plohman: Is it the principle of Bill 1 6  that 
MAST is most vehemently objecting to here? 

Ms. Watson: It certainly is. It is the restriction on 
locally elected trustees to make the decisions that 
we believe we were elected to make. 

Mr. Plohman: You mention that the bill is not 
necessary. You would, I guess, agree that that is 
true with regard to '93-94 year, but you do not 
mention the distinction as it applies for the coming 
year. Would you believe that it is not necessary if 
the government's objective is to cap the ability of 
school boards to raise money in the '94-95 year 
that this bill would be necessary in their eyes? 

Ms. Watson: School boards have embarked on 
longer-range planning in my mind from what they 
have in the past. It seems to me that most boards 
across this p rovince are looking at other 
alternatives. The discussion with the ratepayers 
has certainly increased in the last two to three 
years in regard to meetings, trying to determine 
with the people in the community what the essential 
educational services are that everyone wishes to 
preserve. 

So it seems to me that it is not necessary, 
because trustees are as cognizant of the fact that 
ratepayers really do not wish to pay additional 
taxes. There are some exceptions, however, and it 
seems to me that, where those exceptions exist, 
communities should have the right to make those 
decisions, if that is a mutually accepted decision 
between the ratepayers of the community and the 
local trustees. Because of some areas where 
longer-range planning is taking effect, where taxes 
have been held or even reduced in some situations 
in one year, then the community is quite willing to 
accept an increase in the next year, because they 
are usually quite aware of that. 

.. (1 1 00) 

So, in my mind,  I do not believe that this 
legislation is necessary for the following year, 
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because trustees across this province are very 
cognizant of the fact that taxes are pretty much high 
enough. 

Mr. Plohman: So this heavy-handed approach 
really would not be necessary, you believe, if the 
government were to withdraw this bill, having had 
its impact or desired effect from the government's 
point of view for the current year, that there would 
be a general co-operative atmosphere that would 
exist; and, if the government undertook a major 
consultation with school boards throughout the 
province with MAST and other partners in 
education problems could be worked through 
without this legislation. 

Ms. Watson: That would be my belief. As I said 
before, trustees are very aware of the financial 
situation within the province. Trustees, as I 
indicated, are willing to co-operate in whatever way 
they can in order to preserve a quality of education 
in Manitoba that we can all be proud of. Yes, with 
consultation and a process in which trustees are 
involved, I believe the same can be accomplished. 

Mr. Plohman :  Do you agree w ith the MTS 
position, or is MAST taking a position with regard to 
provincial funding? You mention 80 percent as a 
commitment that was made that has not been 
followed through. Should the province fund 1 00 
percent of the funding of public education? 

Ms. Watson: The Manitoba Association of School 
Trustees does not have a position to fully fund 
education, because we do believe that a portion of 
the educational expenditure should be a decision 
that is made at the local level. MAST, however, is 
very supportive of a greater portion of educational 
expenditures coming from general revenue. We 
feel that the amount that is now on the local 
taxpayer is becoming excessive and too large a 
proportion. 

Mr. Plohman: Then how do you see dealing with 
the inequities, because of the ability to pay, or the 
ability of school divisions to raise money varying so 
much across the province? How do you see those 
being addressed, through special measures? 

Ms. Watson: It is my understanding that when the 
new funding formula came into place, the total 
amount of dollars that used to be utilized for 
equal ization across the province has been 
reduced. While some equalization methods have, 
in fact, been incorporated into other parts of that 

funding formula, the total dollars that are now 
utilized for equalization are, in fact, smaller. 

It would seem to me, in order to maintain equality 
across the province, the funding formula needs to 
address the ability to pay. Divisions that have a 
significant property tax base, without question, 
have m uch different range of opportun ities 
available to them than do school divisions in 
Manitoba that because of their geographic 
sparseness, because of fewer students, whatever 
the reasons-and usually, that is almost always 
connected with a lower property tax base-equality 
of education is starting to become an issue that we 
are becoming quite concerned about. 

Mr. Plohman:  Would you say the scarcity 
provisions, for example, which was an effort to 
provide some equalization, is just really scratching 
the surface, it is not doing enough to even have a 
m aj o r  i mpact on equal ity of educational 
opportunities in the province? 

Ms. Watson: We were pleased to see that the 
funding formula did recognize that this year. We 
compliment the department for recognizing that. 
H owever,  I would hope that the Advisory 
Committee on Education Finance would, in fact, 
look at that again because there are several areas 
that certainly still need to be addressed in that 
regard. 

Mr. Plohma n :  Mr.  Chairperson, just a final 
question. Would you agree that the government 
has violated its own guiding principles of student 
equity and taxpayer equity in introducing Bi11 1 6? 

Ms. Watson: The inequities that exist previous to 
Bill 1 6  are certainly going to be amplified because, 
in almost all cases, the inequities deal with the 
property tax base that differs across this province. 
So you are correct that as these inequities now 
become frozen at a certain state, 2 percent in one 
district is not 2 percent in another; again, based on 
the ability of the property tax bases which differ 
widely throughout Manitoba. 

Ms. Gray: Mr. Chairperson, I do not have any 
questions. Certainly, I would thank MAST and 
thank Gail for her presentation. It was a very 
well-written and well-presented brief. I think it very 
well says really the essence of what a number of 
individuals, teachers, parents, trustees in this 
province, their concerns about Bill 1 6. So thank 
you. 
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Mr. Svelnson: Ms. Watson, you mention the 
capping of the special requirement was such that 
the announcement was late for a number of the 
arbitration awards that did happen. In other words, 
the arbitrators did not know of the capping, if you 
will. Am I not right on that? 

Ms. Watson: There were many salary settlements 
already . in place when the funding announcement 
was made. So a salary trend had already been 
firmly established throughout the province. Since 
then, the few arbitrations that have taken place 
have continued to follow the salary trend that was in 
place previous to the funding announcement. In 
other words, the local ability to pay and the cap has 
not been taken into consideration by the arbitration 
settlements that have taken place following the 
funding announcement. 

Mr. Svelnson: Do you know of any boards 
appealing that type of decision possibly to the 
minister or through the minister? 

Ms. Watson: I believe the minister is quite aware 
of MAST's position in regard to arbitration. We 
have a lot of concerns about it at this point, 
because no consideration is taken in regard to the 
local ability to pay. 

MAST has asked for several  years that 
arbitration settlements be restricted to salary only. 
We have had cases in Manitoba where arbitration 
boards have provided settlements that have 
provided benefits that have never existed previous 
to an arbitration board decision. Because of that, 
most boards across Manitoba are very reluctant to 
go to arbitration because some item that no one 
provides in this province could very easily be 
awarded during the settlement. 

Mr. Svelnson: But to your knowledge there have 
been no requests of appeals by school boards 
within the province that would ask them to take into 
consideration, or to make sure that it was taken into 
consideration, that your funding i ndeed was 
capped on both ends, if you will, both the special 
requirement and indeed the province? There were 
no requests of that nature? 

Ms. Watson: I believe it has been an ongoing 
request to the government that alternatives be 
examined. Now whether a specific board has in 
fact asked the minister to appeal it, I am not aware 
of such a case. 

Mrs. Vodrey: I would like to thank you, Gail, for 
your presentation on behalf of MAST this morning, 

and also for your acknowledgement of the process 
of cons1,1ltation and discussion that has gone on 
around a number of issues over the past year. I 
know also that you have assumed your position 
within the last few months, but in your previous 
position you were also a part of those discussions 
and that we will have more. I am aware of MAST's 
concerns around the issue of arbitration. It has 
been an issue that you have raised with me. 

* (1 1 1  0) 

In the area of the special requirement and the 
limit and how it affects the special levy, I know that 
you are aware-some of the questioning may not 
have pointed out that the special requirement which 
speaks to a school year affects a special levy which 
deals with a calendar year and, therefore, affects 
two years. So that is what we see put forward in 
this bill. 

Then, also in relation to the funding formula, I 
know that MAST has representation on the Ed. 
Finance Advisory Comm ittee, that there was 
representation from the beginning by MAST and 
that you have continued representation on that 
committee, and that the issues that you have raised 
today, I am sure, will be raised in fact with that 
committee. 

With that, I have no further questions. I just 
thank you for your comments, and I know that we 
will talk again also. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you very much, Ms. 
Watson, for your presentation this morning. 

Wendell Sparks, St. Vital School Division. Joan 
Seller and Paul Moist, CUPE Manitoba. 

Ms. Joan Seller (Canadian Union of Public 
Employees - Manitoba): I do not have Paul Moist 
with me today. He is out of town. I have with me, 
though, to assist with the questions, June Ross. 
She will be assisting with any of the questions, if 
need be. You have got copies of the submission. 

The Canadian Union of Public Employees, 
C U P E ,  Man i toba, i s  p l e ased to have the 
opportunity to present our views on Bill 1 6, The 
Public Schools Amendment Act. CUPE represents 
over 2 ,  700 e m p l oyees of school d iv is ions 
throughout Manitoba, and as an aside, those are 
2,700 employees who consider themselves very 
much to be partners in the education system, albeit 
forgotten partners. 
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Our members work as audio-visual technicians, 
bus drivers, clerks, secretaries, custodians,  
cleaners, food service workers, maintenance and 
tradesworkers, educational assistants and library 
workers. In short, CUPE members provide many 
valuable, but often underrated, services which are 
integral to the provision of quality education. 

CUPE members are uniquely placed within 
schools to see a side of the delivery of education 
that few others see . They have fi rst-hand 
knowledge how schools ope rate in al l  their 
functions, in the classrooms, in the offices and in 
the overall physical plant. Their work is essential to 
the provision of the best possible administrative 
and physical environments, environments which 
are critical to the delivery of quality education. 

This means, of course, that CUPE members are 
also uniquely placed to observe and feel the 
consequences when inadequate provincial funding 
threatens the quality of education in our province. 
Bill 1 6, however, is not just about inadequate levels 
of provincial funding for our education system. It is 
also about this government's unprecedented move 
to curtail the taxing authority of school divisions, 
thereby intruding on an autonomous level of 
governm ent,  de mocratical ly e lected and 
responsible and accountable to the public. 

Bill 1 6  represents the most extreme intervention 
by a provincial government into the affairs and 
authority of a junior level of government in the 
province's history. Not only is this government not 
prepared to adequately fund the education system, 
it also does not want to allow school divisions, in 
consultation with their respective electorates, to 
make up the shortfall through the imposition of tax 
increases in excess of the predetermined level of 2 
percent. 

In this submission, CUPE will examine the record 
of this government in the area of funding along with 
the resulting cutbacks which have resulted from 
years of underfunding. As well, we will examine 
the recent provincial budget which added further 
pressure on municipal and school property taxes 
through the tax increases passed along through the 
alteration of various provincial property tax credit 
programs. 

In short, we believe it is essential to review the 
government's total record in the area of education 
in order to put Bill 1 6  into its proper context. Bill 1 6  
cannot be looked at i n  isolation. It is, i n  reality, just 

one more attack on Manitoba's public education 
system. 

On a national level, CUPE is Canada's largest 
union representing just over 400,000 public sector 
workers, including education support staff in every 
province. Our long-standing policy on education 
funding was formulated at our biennial convention 
held in 1 971 and reads as follows: Request that 
the federal and provincial governments bear the full 
cost of education. 

While some progress has been made in some 
areas of the country, Manitoba is moving in the 
opposite di rection with more and more of the 
financial burden of funding the education system 
falling on sources other than the province itself. 

The system,  as we will discuss later in the brief, 
is suffering under the constant stream of cutbacks 
that have been imposed in the past few years. Not 
surprisingly, the quality of education is suffering at 
a time when we ought to be redoubling our efforts 
to produce quality graduates capable of assuming 
jobs in an increasingly competitive world. 

We urge all MLAs to consider carefully the 
comments contained herein and to recognize that 
Bill 1 6  is in no party's interests and ought to be 
defeated. 

Service cutbacks with in the system . As 
mentioned, we believe that Bill 1 6  should not be 
looked at in isolation. Our members, along with 
children as the primary users of the system, have 
been faced with a steady stream of cutbacks over 
the last few years. 

In this section, we document some specific 
service cutbacks in four separate school divisions. 
The comparative reference points are 1 990 and 
1 993. Please note that the service cuts do not 
include days off without pay, pursuant to Bi11 22. 

One of the most important concerns parents 
have about the schools their children attend is 
whether they are clean and well maintained. The 
physical condition of the schools is perhaps the first 
thing that parents and the general public notice 
when they visit. 

Some of the standards to be maintained in our 
buildings include heating regulations, procedures 
to deal with break-ins and vandalism, responsibility 
for the safety of children, fire regulations, safety 
and security of property, standards of cleanliness, 
monitoring of electrical and plumbing systems, 
painting and minor repairs, handling of solvents 
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and chemicals, grounds maintenance and a wide 
range of other concerns. 

Schools are com p l e x  physical p lants 
representing the investment of millions of dollars in 
public funds. They require a staff skilled in the 
maintenance and repair of complex electrical, 
heating, air conditioning and security systems, 
shop and s ports e q u i p m ent ,  grou nds and 
communication systems and the control of large 
inventories of supplies, parts, equipment and 
materials. Modern methods of maintenance also 
require the use and control of toxic chemicals. 
Safety and hygiene are paramount considerations 
and efficiency and cost-effectiveness are high 
priorities. 

Our members have appropriate certifications and 
are responsib le  for the k nowledge and 
implementation of statutory requirements and 
regulations including Workers Compensation 
requirements, fire regulations, building codes and 
equipment safety standards. It should be quite 
clear that cutbacks in this area wil l  be both 
expensive and dangerous. 

Custodial duties do not only involve the washing 
and waxing of floors and the vacuuming of rugs. 
The duties involve much more including wall and 
desk scrubb ing ,  c lean ing and sanit iz ing 
washrooms, washing windows and a multitude of 
minor maintenance duties. All of these duties 
protect the . taxpayers' investment in the buildings 
and provide a clean, safe environment for our 
children. 

Custodial staff are the first line of maintenance. 
It is the routine spotting of problems, doing basic 
maintenance and making m inor repairs that 
prevent costly breakdowns and extensive and 
expensive repairs in the future. Even a simple 
thing like tightening a screw on a desk or the right 
kind of wax on tile floors can prevent damage. 
Basic cleaning and maintenance, particularly 
during bad weather, prevents the results of wear 
and tear, particularly in older buildings. 

The point to be made here is that the work to be 
done remains the same regardless of class size or 
pupil-teacher ratio, and when it is not done, the 
long-term cost, all of which is again borne by the 
taxpayer, will more than offset any temporary 
savings. 

* (1 1 20) 

Our research indicates that the expectations and 
rationale for employing custodial staff is extremely 
varied from division to division. However, we have 
found, in general, staffing appears to be done on an 
assumption that anywhere between 1 ,600 and 
2,200 square feet can be maintained in one hour. 
This translates to 1 2,800 to 1 7,600 square feet per 
eight-hour shift. 

The overall decrease in custodial services hours 
in the St. Boniface School Division, as the figures 
show, has been 51 hours or a 1 4  percent reduction. 
In addition, this division has served notice of its 
intention to impose three unpaid days off on all 
caretaking staff, pursuant to B i l l  22 .  This 
represents an additional service cut. 

I n  the  Agassiz School D iv is ion ,  wh i le  
expectations vary amongst school divisions, 
management in the Agassiz School Division has 
advised CUPE of their expectation that custodial 
staff maintain between 1 ,600 and 1 ,800 square feet 
per hour. Budget cutbacks have resulted in the 
following situations . In the Edward Schreyer 
School, there is a total represented decrease of 
approximately three hours per day or 1 5  hours per 
week or 780 hours per year. Based on the average 
production of 1 ,700 square feet per hour or 1 3,600 
square feet per eight-hour shift, this school should 
have 51 .2 hours of custodial service versus the 
43.5 it now has. The school is therefore short 7.7 
hours per day, 38.5 hours per week, or 2,002 hours 
per year. 

In Powerview School , again based on the 
division's average productivity requirement of 
1 ,700 square feet per hour, 1 3,600 per eight-hour 
shift, Powerview School should have 37.6 versus 
the 30 hours that it has. This school is short 7.6 
hours per day. 

In addition to the foregoing cutbacks, the school 
board has imposed an eight-day leave without pay, 
pursuant to Bill 22. This adds a further 1 ,468 hours 
of service cuts in custodial services. 

In Transcona-Springfield School Division, the 
maintenance department services 23 worksites 
throughout the division. Cuts have also occurred in 
custod ia l  serv ice s ,  l i brary serv ices and 
paraprofessional services. In addition, the board 
has passed a resolution, pursuant to Bill 22, to 
impose six days off without pay on all support staff. 

In Evergreen School Division, over a three-year 
period, the total loss per person hours was 1 36 or 
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1 6  percent decrease in custodial and maintenance 
services. Some specific examples of these cuts 
include the following: in Gimli High School there is 
a reduction of 22.5 hours per week of custodial 
service; Winnipeg Beach School, a reduction of 20 
hours per week of custodial services. In addition to 
the aforementioned cuts, pursuant to Bill 22, is 
ordering eight days off without pay for the support 
staff. 

The question needs to be asked here, how do all 
of these cuts protect the taxpayers' investments in 
the facilities? I just want to re-emphasize the 
statement that we made on page 5 that says that 
the work to be done remains the same regardless 
of class size or pupil-teacher ratio, and when it is 
not done, the long-term cost is going to be much 
greater to the taxpayers. 

Provincial Funding. Since 1 981 , the portion of 
the province's share of direct funding of the public 
school system has declined steadily. We have 
provided a graph that shows the decline of 
provincial funding. 

Another measure of declining real support from 
the province can be found when accumulative 
change in provincial funding percentage increase 
plotted against inflation are measured, as is done in 
the graph provided on page 1 0. The years of 
restraint funding have caused many cuts in service, 
as has been previously demonstrated. In addition, 
it has caused school divisions to have to pass on 
increases to the public through the imposition of 
school property tax increases. 

Since the current government assumed power, 
the gross special levy has assumed a steadily 
increasing portion of total public school funding, 
and there is a graph provided on page 1 1 .  This 
trend is but one example of the current 
government's contribution to property tax increases 
throughout the prov ince,  despite their  
self-proclaimed policy of holding the line on taxes. 
Each and every year, school trustees are having to 
wrestle with decisions on whether to cut services or 
raise taxes or both. 

In short, school trustees are being placed in the 
uncomfortable position of having to choose 
between quality education and a false fiscal 
responsibi l ity forced upon them by provincial 
government irresponsibility. 

The publ ic school system is an essential 
component of our democracy. Public education, 

which provides an opportunity for children from all 
class, ethnic and religious backgrounds to mix and 
learn together, promotes tolerance, understanding 
and a respect for human rights. 

The determination of the Rlmon government to 
encourage private schools with major increases in 
pub l ic  tax dol lars is an ind ication of their  
antidemocratic leanings. Private schools, which 
exist in order to provide a special quality of 
education for the wealthy and the privileged, should 
not be subsidized with publ ic dollars .  The 
Manitoba government will allocate $20.3 million to 
private and parochial schools in '92-93. This 
represents an increase of some 1 1 .8 percent over 
the funding level of the previous year. 

The current increase in funding to private 
schools is  m e re ly  another feature of the 
long-standing Tory tradition of underfunding public 
education. An examination of funding increases to 
both the public and private systems indicates that 
this government has a clear bias in favour of 
serving and enhancing the private school system, 
thereby undermining considerably the public 
education system. The graph on page 1 4  shows 
the pattern of Manitoba government support to 
private schools over the period from 1 985 to 
1 992-93 as compared to the financial support given 
to the Manitoba public school system. 

In addition to the decision to reduce funding to 
public schools by 2 percent announced earlier this 
year, the provincial budget impacted negatively on 
the public school system. The Pensioners School 
Tax Assistance Program ,  which previously 
provided benefits of up to $1 75 for pensioners, was 
previously income tested for only those pensioners 
between the ages of 55 and 64 . The new 
provincial budget applies that income test to all 
pensioners, and those with a family income of 
$23,800 or greater will receive no benefit. 

This decision along with the reduction of $75 of 
the general property tax credit will all serve to place 
pressure on both municipal and school board 
property taxes. These are but two more examples 
of tax increases that many Manitobans wi l l  
experience from their provincial government, which 
continues to profess its opposition to raising taxes. 

Bill 1 6  represents an unprecedented attack by 
the province on all school divisions and school 
boards that were democratically elected and are 
accountable to their respective electorates. In 
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addition to cutting funding to the public school 
system, the province now wishes to entrench 
legislatively its own fiscal conservatism on each 
and every public school division. 

Bi l l  1 6  represe nts an  about-turn for th is 
gove r n m e nt ,  as even they recogn ized the 
autonomy of school boards among others two 
years ago through the introduction of Bill 70, The 
Public Sector Compensation Management Act, and 
I quote : This bill does not affect the following 
groups : teachers ,  school e m p l oyees a nd 
municipal employees, because school boards and 
local councils are elected and must justify their 
spending and taxation to the ratepayers. End 
quote. 

In 1 991 , school divisions were elected bodies 
responsible to their ratepayers. By 1 993, in the 
eyes of the province, these elected bodies, while 
still responsible to their ratepayers, must follow a 
predetermined fiscal agenda set by the province. 
The recent announcement that a comprehensive 
review of the education system will be undertaken 
begs the question whether the system itself has not 
been damaged to the extent that the review is not 
much more than a shallow political gesture. 

Throughout this submission, we have stressed 
the need for a high quality education system that is 
equally accessible to all Manitobans regardless of 
their place of residence, their background. We 
believe that education should have as its primary 
goal the development of active citizenship, which 
we bel ieve to be the cornerstone of a true 
democracy. We believe that the province's public 
education system should guarantee universal 
accessibility to quality education programs. 

* (1 1 30) 

This guarantee would require among other things 
changes in education finance to ensure adequate 
levels of provincial support to school divisions; the 
e xpansion of programs and services to 
accommodate the increasingly diverse composition 
of our communities as well as learners with special 
needs; prohibitions against the commercialization 
and privatization of education services changes in 
the curriculum to ensure the development of 
citizenship skills including the introduction of labour 
studies. 

Regrettably, the record of the province in the 
area of support for our public education system is 
poor when the following factors are considered: 

Declining provincial funding for the public system 
coupled with increased funding to private schools;  
regressive budget decisions such as reduced 
funding to public schools; the expansion of income 
testing to the Pensioners School Tax Assistance 
Program ; reduced numbers of student loans and 
student social allowances; ACCESS programs in 
Manitoba are receiving $1 .2-million cuts or 1 4  
percent on average; some programs such as the 
Winnipeg Education Centre education program are 
being cut 20 percent; the introduction of Bill 1 6  to 
curtail the taxing authority of school boards to the 
province's predetermined level. 

The above outlined actions of the province, 
among others, are being met with widespread 
opposition throughout Manitoba. Students, parent 
councils, trustees, and the general public are all 
voicing concerns with and opposition to the steady 
stream of provincial cuts. 

We believe that the following mission statement 
from a rural citizen's group accurately reflects the 
degree of opposition which exists in all areas of the 
province. The mission statement is quoted from 
the Concerned Agassiz Citizens minutes of May 3, 
1 993 meeting, and I quote: Concerned Agassiz 
Cit izens is a recent ly formed,  grassroots , 
nonpartisan organization. It consists of concerned 
parents, citizens,  business people, farmers, 
teachers and other organizations who share 
common concerns about a reduction in funding to 
education, the agencies and all other programs 
affecting the wel l-being of our children and 
communities at large. We believe the four-year 
deficit reduction plan announced in the recent 
Manitoba budget threatens the delivery and quality 
of services and education in our province. End 
quote. 

As mentioned previously, B i l l  1 6  must be 
considered in concert with the steady stream of 
funding cuts and restraint decisions which have 
eroded the public education system already. Bill 
1 6  simply adds to the misery, along with removing 
legislative autonomy from all school divisions. 
F u nd ing  cuts have been j u st if ied by the 
government as a necessary fact of life, as the 
province focuses on debt reduction. It is a strange 
set of priorities indeed which regulates the 
education of our chi ldren and of those who 
desparately need special programs to a lesser 
position. 
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Surely ,  an investment in education is an 
investment in the future of our province and should 
be one of the last places to be cut. For the reasons 
outlined herein, CUPE calls upon the government 
to withdraw Bill 1 6  in favour of an approach of 
working the school divisions of leaving them with 
their autonomy and authority to set their own 
special levy increases in consultation with the 
electorate and the preservation and enhancement 
of the public education system. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you very much, Ms. 
Seller. Are you prepared to enter into dialogue or 
questions from the committee? Thank you. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: Thank you very much for your 
presentation. Just a comment, you have not been 
forgotten. We do value the work that is done in our 
schools by those who are nonteaching people in a 
wide variety of areas. We know it is not just the one 
component that makes up the school division. 

A couple of questions really regarding some 
statements you have made that I find a little 
puzz l i n g .  You have ment ioned years of 
underfunding for education , and I wonder, I am 
presuming you mean, because of the context in 
which this is written, government underfunding to 
education, and I wonder if you could clarify what 
you mean by years of underfunding. I know we 
have had a cut in funding this year, but you are 
talking about years historically. 

Ms. Seller: I am going to ask sister Ross to assist 
with questions. 

Ms. June Ross (Canadian Union of Public 
Employees}: If you look at page 9 and you look at 
the decrease in funding that has occurred from the 
government all the way from 1 981 through '92-93, it 
is that decrease in funding that has cut services in 
our area pretty well all the way through. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: So you are talking about a 
decrease in the size of the increase. So you are 
not really talking about an actual decrease, but the 
lessening of the size of the increase. I note, for 
example, between the years 1 981 and 1 988, which 
was the previous administration, there was 1 1  
percent decrease in the increase, and between 
1 988 and 1 993, which is our administration, 4 
percent decrease in the size of the increase. But I 
think in terms of underfunding, if you look at what 
has happened in the last five years, you will see, for 
example, there was a 3 .6 percent increase in 
funding in '88; 7 percent increase in '89; 1 0.8 

percent increase in '90-91 compared to the CPI, 
which that year was 5 percent; 3.4 percent; 6.4 
percent and then of course the zero. 

Really, if you look at the CPI, you will see that we 
have been substantially well above it on the 
cumulative overall in the last five years which is 
hard to define in real terms as a cut. 

Ms .  Ross: We do not see it as a substantial 
increase at all. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: Okay, would you agree that there 
is a difference between a cut and an increase that 
is not as big as you would like it to be? 

Ms. Ross: No. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: There is no difference. 

Ms. Ross: I do not agree. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: I thank you for the clarification 
that a cut is really an increase that is not as big as 
you wou ld l ike it to be.  On page 1 0  in your 
presentat ion,  you have a chart that shows 
compared to inflation. I am not sure if I am reading 
it correctly. I am presuming the zero line, anything 
above that would be a percentage increase above 
inflation, anything below that zero line would be a 
negative, like a decrease. So I see, for example, in 
'83 there was a large percentage increase in 
funding. Are you aware what the revenues to the 
province were that year? 

Ms. Ross: No. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: Okay. Then I look and I see 
again increases in '89, '90, '91 , et cetera, above the 
increase of inflation. Are you aware what the 
revenues to the province were at that-1 wonder, 
Mr. Chairperson, if you could ask, particularly the 
mem ber for Dauphin (Mr .  Plohman) to stop 
initiating conversations when questions are being 
asked and all members to avoid answering them. 

Mr. Chairperson: I would apprec iate if a l l  
members of the committee would leave the floor to 
Madam Minister. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: Are you aware that percentage 
increases to the province in the early '80s were up 
in the area of 1 9  percent, and that in the current 
fiscal situation they have dropped down to close to 
a levelling out? 

Ms. Seller: Neither Ms. Ross nor myself pretend 
to be economists. The point of our being here and 
representing our members is that using the 
economic situation, using cutting or decreasing the 
deficit and using the education system to try and 
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balance a budget is the wrong way to go. That is 
the point we are trying to make. You do nothing in 
the long term to improve an economic situation by 
hurting the education of the children now. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: Yes, I am not expecting you to be 
economic experts because there are very few 
people really who truly understand the depth of the 
problems that nations are facing these days. I am 
just referring to the charts that you presented and 
spoke on. So I presumed, since you presented 
and spoke on them, that you were familiar with the 
variables that affected that graph. I did not mean to 
put you on the spot. 

* (1 1 40) 

I understand what you are saying that you should 
not affect education, you should not hit education, 
in quotations. It is certainly not something we want 
to do. Understand, with percentage increases like 
1 0 .8 percent back a couple of years ago, we 
brought funding up and education up to a higher 
level than most other provinces were doing at the 
time, but that is neither here nor there in terms of 
the real impact of decisions governments have to 
make these days. 

You mentioned education to be one of the last 
places to be cut. I agree. It has been. 

I would like to ask you-you have made a couple 
of statements here. You have the long-standing 
Tory tradition of underfunding public education, 
when your own charts show that the previous 
administration had similar difficulties funding 
according to their revenues compared to our 
revenues. We have done a far greater job than 
what was done when revenues were at 19 percent. 

I want to ask a question which the member for 
Dauphin (Mr. Plohman) asked earlier of another 
presenter. I will just repeat the question almost in 
the same words that he used, but I want to make 
reference to a quote you have here in your 
presentation. You said private schools which exist 
in order to provide a special quality of education for 
the wealthy and the privileged should not be 
subsidized with public dollars. 

I am wondering if by that you mean the poor 
paroch ia l  schools.  Some of the smal ler ,  
impoverished parochial schools that exist for 
religious reasons are in a different category than 
the ones that provide education to wealthy people. 

Ms. Seller: By p rivate we m ean al l  private 
schools, any school that restricts the access of the 
total population. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: Just for clarification then, you are 
not making a distinction. You have specified here 
that you do not want private schools that provide 
education for the wealthy to get tax dollars, but you 
also mean the poor paroch ial schools ,  the 
religious-based ones that are working out of church 
basements and so on also should not get funding? 

Ms. Seller: Any private school, any school that 
restricts into its corridors as students any persons 
for any reasons and is getting money out of the 
public tax dollar, we feel is wrong. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: For clarification then, if you have 
a parochial school that does not restrict admittance, 
for example some of the poorer parochial schools 
in the heart of the city, in the north end and so on 
that are religious-based but do admit anybody who 
wishes to come, they would be exempt from this? 

Ms. Seller: There again I could not separate out 
one "private" school from another. I do not have an 
entire listing of it. Our problem with private schools 
gett ing publ ic funding i s  that they in effect 
discriminate against entire groups of the population 
by restricting their admittance. That is our basic 
problem with the system, and the fact that they get 
money from the public purse. 

Mrs. Mcintosh: I am still a little puzzled. I have 
one more question, but I am just still a little puzzled 
on this on. If they do not restrict admittance then it 
is all right, but if they do, it is not? Is that-

Ms. Seller: Would that be considered a private 
school? 

Mrs.  M cintos h :  Wel l ,  there are some 
religious-based schools which have no restrictions 
on admittance or anything, but they will teach 
with-say they may be Catholic, for example, and 
they want to have that religious atmosphere and 
attitude permeate the schools which we are not 
allowed to do by law in public schools, they will let 
anybody come, but if they come, of course, they 
would be expected to be exposed to the Catholic 
attitude. 

Just one last question of this presenter, Mr. 
Chairperson, and I appreciate the feeling here. I 
do. I honestly do. I guess from our vantage point 
looking at-one of the earlier presenters said, you 
know, you do not know what it is like when your 
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funding is suddenly cut. I mean, we do. That is 
why we are in a lot of this problem. 

You k n ow ,  our funding ,  th is provincial  
government, in terms of certain things that have 
happened out there in terms of our income, is no 
longer what it was. We have made a pledge not to 
increase the burden on taxpayers. We have 
fulfilled election promises not to, if we possibly can, 
to help the economy by reducing the burden on 
taxpayers, not be adding to it or increasing it. 

What would you suggest we cut in order to help 
maintain our international credit rating, which we 
need to keep our interest rates from escalating and 
therefore further increase our debt, and we have to 
keep the taxes down in order to attract investments, 
et cetera? What would you suggest we cut? 

Ms. Seller: I cannot give you a list today of what 
CUPE would suggest you cut. We have , in a 
number of instances, through the house of labour, 
tried to give this government input as to some of the 
things we think could have been done such as a fair 
taxation system that would not exacerbate the 
problem but would help to alleviate some of the 
problem. 

We are not hiding our heads and saying that 
there is not a problem. I cannot tell you today what 
to cut: What we are here to do is tell you that we do 
not think taking away the right of individual school 
divisions from going to their electorate and letting 
the electorate make these decisions, because if 
electorates are faced with a choice of declining 
education system and an increase in their taxes, 
then I think we should give the citizens of this 
province the credit that I think is due to them, and 
that many of them would choose education as 
being the primary factor. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, I just want to take 
a brief moment to make a statement that I think it is 
nonproductive for this committee and unfair to have 
certain members generalizing on revenues over a 
long period of time, in the early '80s, 10 ,  1 3  years 
ago. 

It is ridiculous, especially when the member does 
not even specify what revenue she is talking about, 
whether it is transfer payments from the federal 
government or whether it is sales tax revenues or 
other sources, income tax revenue. 

I think the member should remember, before I go 
to a question, that we were still in the midst in '81 , 
'82, '83 of the Lyon-induced recession. It was not 

invented by this government. The recession was 
deep in Manitoba at that time, and a lot of these 
revenues were falling. So the member should 
bring her detailed facts to the table before she 
presents them as factual. 

I would like to ask the presenter from CUPE to 
perhaps give us some idea of the cost impact in the 
long term of the underfunding and provision of 
custodial services. Do you have any analysis of 
this? 

You talk about on page 7 of 43.5 hours being 
available instead of 51 .2 of custodial service in the 
Edward Schreyer School, I believe. Then in the 
Powerview School you note that as a result of Bill 
22, the shortfall is almost doubled from 1 ,976 hours 
per year to an additional 1 ,468 hours of service. So 
there is a lot of underfunding of custodial services, 
and it has a cumulative impact. I wonder if you 
have done any analysis of that? 

Ms. Seller: No, we have not done any formal 
analysis. The accumulation of the hours and the 
impact of the hours and the lessened attention our 
schools are getting, that is the kind of research we 
have been doing. It is a very simplistic point we are 
trying to make here. 

If I own a car, and I never ever have it serviced, 
the car is going to fall apart on me eventually. My 
last car was a 1 980 Mustang. I sold that this 
spring, and "sold" is the key word here, because 
there is somebody else using it. I took care of that 
car. It was regular maintenance. I took care of the 
car; the car still is in great working condition. 

The point is, if you do not take care of something, 
and that includes our schools ,  our physical 
schools--if you do not take care of them , then you 
have to end up replacing schools. You cannot 
make repairs to an infrastructure that has been 
totally destroyed. It is not a big, complicated point 
we are making here. In my reasoning, it makes so 
much sense that it boggles my mind that everybody 
is not picking up on this. 

* (1 1 50) 

Mr. Plohman: So you are really making a point 
that preventative maintenance is cost-effective. 

Ms. Seller: Definitely. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, that is obviously 
widely accepted in many areas, the personal lives 
of people as well as in business and In government. 
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It is a very important point here, and I thank you for 
raising it. 

You talked about the Bill 1 6  as an unprecedented 
attack on local autonomy. Do you know of any 
other-and I should have asked this of MAST as 
well perhaps, and others in MTS-whether there is 
any other measure by government that would even 
come close to this kind of massive intrusion into 
local decision making? 

Ms. Seller: The total opposite. I was here a 
number of weeks ago, a couple of weeks ago, 
making a presentation on Bill 23, in which this 
government, the same government, presented the 
totally opposing arguments for presenting that bill 
that they are to presenting this one. 

We are all the same province; we are all the 
same citizens in this province . How can you 
present two different bills with two totally opposing 
sets of reasoning behind it? One talking about 
giving the total autonomy of the electorate in the 
municipalities, and another bill talking about totally 
removing that from the electorate in the school 
divisions. 

Mr. Plohman: I note as well your reference to the 
surprise abandonment of the principle that is stated 
on page 1 6, that the government stated when they 
were dealing with the introduction of Bill 70, the 
principle that teachers, school employees, and 
municipal employees would not be affected by this, 
because they are subject to local councils and 
school trustees who are elected to make decisions 
in that regard. 

I note you say that this bill at this time is biased 
against public education because it has not applied 
to the municipalities and their ability to raise money 
for snowplowing and everything else. You are 
making, I think, a rather impacting statement when 
you say, well, how is it that education cannot be 
deemed to be as important as maintaining the 
infrastructure in the municipalities? 

I take it, though, that you are not advocating that 
the government, in fact, try to lim it the powers of the 
municipalities in that area. You are simply pointing 
out the contradiction in the way they have 
operated-the dichotomy there. 

Ms. Seller: Yes, that was the point. It was to, as 
you say, point out the contradiction in governing. 

Mr. Plohma n :  Mr .  Chai rperson , from the 
questions that were made by a previous member 
about funding of private schools, I take it there you 

are raising the principle of funding private schools, 
putting public money into private schools versus 
funding the public education system, which should 
be un iversally avai lable to everyone on an 
equitable basis. 

Ms. Seller: Yes, universality is what we are talking 
about. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, would you also 
be, I guess, supporting the contention of other 
groups who have said that they would like to see 
the government withdraw the bill at this time 
because it has, from the government's point of 
view, its desired impact for the current fiscal year? 
Instead of putting it in place, perhaps even in more 
dramatic terms in terms of its impact on school 
divisions and on your members, on the work that 
they do ,  they should s im ply undertake a 
consultation with all of the partners, including 
CUPE members, to determine whether there is 
another course of action that could be more 
acceptable to everyone. 

Ms. Seller: I was hoping actually you would ask 
me whether we had been consulted, as you did 
other speakers, because I could have given you the 
short answer to that. The short answer to that is 
no ,  never .  Obviously ,  we bel ieve that a 
consultative process would be far and above 
anything we have been given the opportunity to 
take part in so far, and we do believe the bill should 
be withdrawn totally. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, I just have a final 
question. 

Would you say that the impact in the second year 
of Bill 1 6  could be much worse than even the first 
year? Is that the position that you would take? 

Ms. Seller: Definitely. We have to then go back 
and try and catch up to everything that we lost in 
the first year, and I think the reality is, and we all 
know it, that there is no such thing as catch-up. 

Ms. Gray: Mr. Chairperson, I do not have any 
questions, but I just wanted to thank the presenter 
for her presentation . Certainly, some of my 
questions were answered in the discussion. I 
appreciate you taking the time out, you and your 
colleague, to present here this morning. Thank 
you. 

Mrs. Vodrey: Ms. Seller, I would also like to thank 
you for your presentation. I can tell you that we 
certainly appreciate the spirit of your presentation 
and the issues that you have raised on behalf of 



66 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA July 5, 1993 

your members as important contributors in the area 
of education. 

I would like to tell you, in the area of consultation, 
that I certainly meet with the Manitoba Federation 
of Labour. I have met with them around the issues 
of education reform and other areas, and I look 
forward to that consultation continuing because we 
certainly have recognized the role of labour as an 
important part in the way that education Is moving 
and in the issues that are affecting education. I can 
tell you that I look forward to talking with them again 
also. 

Mr. Chairperson:  Thank you very much for your 
presentation this morning, Ms. Seller. 

Mary Ann Mihychuk, Winnipeg School Division 
No. 1 .  Good morning, whenever you are ready. 

Ms. Mary Ann Mlhychuk (Winnipeg School 
Division No. 1):  Good morning, still. On behalf of 
the Board of Trustees of Winnipeg School Division 
No. 1 ,  I would like to express our appreciation for 
the opportu n ity  to a ppear before the Law 
Amendments committee in regard to Bill 1 6, The 
Public Schools Amendment Act. 

In March 1 993, the Minister of Education, the 
Honourable Rosemary Vodrey, announced Bill 1 6, 
which provides for a maximum 1 993-94, 1 994-95 
special levy increase of 2 percent as adjusted by 
full-time equivalent pupils from one year to the next. 
This bill limits and is in direct contravention of the 
current authority of the school trustees under The 
Public Schools Act. 

The Public Schools Act in Section 41 requires 
elected trustees of school boards to provide 
adequate accommodation for resident students, 
authorize disburse ment of monies including 
salaries and set an annual budget. The act further 
provides the authority of school trustees under 
Section 1 86(2) as follows: After receiving notice 
under subsections (1 ) and (1 .1 ), a school board 
shall estimate the amount of revenue that will be 
required to be raised by a special levy and shall 
apportion to each municipality within that school 
division an amount that bears the same relation to 
the total amount that is required to be raised by 
special levy as the total school assessment in 
respect of each municipality bears to the total 
school assessment in respect of the school 
division. 

It is clear that the responsibilities of school 
trustees go far beyond the question of setting 

special tax levies, and trustees in this division have 
made major advances involving parents and public 
in advisory roles in providing input to their children's 
education via parent school councils and parent 
community advisory committees, both by area and 
by program, for example, French Immersion and 
aboriginal education. 

There has not been a review by the province as 
to whether the current resources allocated to 
education are adequate to meet the challenges of 
today. There has simply been a fiscal decision that 
special tax levies are to be capped for two years in 
order to reduce spe nd i ng and restra in  tax 
increases. This decision was made without any 
consultation with school boards or parents of 
chi ldren i n  the publ ic school system or the 
taxpayers or community members. 

In a letter to the board of trustees dated May 1 7, 
1 993, the Honourable Rosemary Vodrey stated: 
Setting a 2 percent limit on how much more the 
school divisions can raise through property taxation 
in a fiscal year for the next two years was not an 
easy decision, but the province is committed to 
doing what it can to restrain increases in taxation. 
Let me assure you, however, that this measure 
does not reflect a long-range plan to do away with 
local decision making. 

• (1 200) 

While this statement "that this measure does not 
reflect a long-range plan to do away with local 
decision making" is welcomed by all trustees who 
believe in local autonomy, the very actions of this 
government in introducing Bill 16  show a disregard 
for the consultative approach which has been 
previously stated as an objective of the Minister of 
Education. 

The Minister of Education has indicated on 
several occasions that there must be consultation 
with major educational organizations, MAST, MTS, 
MASS and MASBO as well as with individual 
school districts and divisions. There was no 
consultation before the unilateral decision made by 
this government to put a 2 percent cap on the 
special requirement for the 1 993 and 1 994-95 
school year. 

Bill 1 6  proposes changes to The Public Schools 
Act that will, if passed, remove the authority vested 
in elected trustees to determine the annual tax 
requirement of the school division district and in 
accordance with subsection 1 86(2) ( 1 )  and 
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transfers this responsibility to the Minister of 
Education to determine the maximum taxation 
allowable. 

When the trustees of this board were elected 
only in October of last year, they were given the 
mandate by their electorate to make decisions 
regarding the l eve l  of taxation requi red to 
supplement provincial funding and other sources of 
revenue in order to offer the level of programming 
to best meet the needs of our students and our 
com m un ity ,  I wou ld  add . This proposed 
amendment to The Public Schools Act totally 
disregards this mandate. 

While the trustees of the division are aware of the 
financial problems facing the province as a result of 
current economic situations which all governments 
must deal with, the trustees do not support the 
course of action chosen by the government in the 
proposed Bill 1 6. 

I would like to summarize by saying that indeed 
we are locally elected, accountable, and we go 
back to our voters every three years, and we were 
only there last October. One of our platform issues 
was the issue of taxation and the level of taxation 
that our people could stand. I would also like to say 
that I do not think there is anybody better than the 
trustees to know exactly what people are saying. 
Our board had a position before the government 
came in with their 2 percent for our level of taxation. 
In addition, this is an unprecedented move, the first, 
I believe, in Manitoba's history of this kind. I would 
think no government would want to have this 
emblazoned on their record. 

I know that the government has a philosophy of 
hands-off management in terms of business. I 
would suggest that the operation of education in 
our division is a business and that perhaps the 
government would consider a more open approach 
to management when it comes to local divisions. 

This bill is also unfair in the way it relates to 
divisions and how they can operate and provide 
serv ices. In addition,  it is u nfair in that the 
gov e rn m e nt identif ied only school boa rds .  
M u n ic ipal i t ies a lso are loca l ly  e l ected 
governments, and you chose to ignore them. I say 
that is unfair. I personally would not have touched 
either one, but you have missed an opportunity. I 
personally believe education is far more vital to the 
province. 

1 also want to say that I believe that there is a bit 
of talking out of both sides. We know that the 
gov e r n m e nt is concerned about federa l  
interference into their affairs, and I am hopeful that 
the province understands the importance of this 
measure in terms of interfering with our ability to 
govern. Just as you would not want the federal 
government to interfere in your business, we would 
appreciate the abil ity to govern our own local 
governments and our own jurisdictions. 

Finally, the ultimate goal of the government was 
tax constraints. We were, I hope, not set up,  
a l though i t  does seem that way. We were 
restricted. We were given a minus 2.1  in  Winnipeg 
No. 1 School Division and with a 2 percent tax levy. 
Then when the budget came down, our taxpayers 
were hit with an increase. That was unfair as well. 

The measures of the bill have been, I think, in 
terms of the goal for tax restraint, succeeded, 
achieved. The 2 percent cap has been met; taxes 
are low. We have negotiated with our employee 
groups reasonable settlements. Our nonteaching 
components have settled at zero. There has been 
good co-operation in our division. You have 
achieved the goal of tax restraint, so I would 
suggest that it is possible to maintain this and 
provide local governments their ability to tax and 
govern by rescinding this part of Bill 1 6. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you very much, Ms. 
Mihychuk. As usual, we will ask you if you would 
respond to questions or comments. 

Ms. Mlhychuk: Sure. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr.  Chairperson, I thank the 
presenter, Ms. Mihychuk, for the presentation. 
Almost without exception today, presenters have 
stated that this is an unprecedented intrusion into 
local decision making. I think that is obviously so 
very evident that perhaps it is a reason why there 
are not more school boards here today. 

I know you may not be able to answer this 
directly, but you may have discussed this issue with 
other of your colleagues in other school divisions, 
why is there not trustees from every school division 
in the province here today? 

Ms. Mlhychuk: I think there are. They are being 
represented by MAST. At our last convention, this 
was the first resolution to be debated, was by far a 
majority, virtually unanimous in the request for 
MAST to take a very strong position and come to 
these hearings and come and approach the 
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honourable Minister of Education as well as the 
Minister of Finance-sometimes I get the two 
confused-to approach the government on this 
issue. MAST has taken a very strong stand on this 
issue. 

I also think that the timing of these committee 
hearings is not conducive to meaningful public 
input. Much of the education community is now 
busy taking a bit of a break. We have just 
completed the school year as you know. We had 
only three days off. 

Mr. Plohman: I certainly was not meaning to 
underplay or downplay the role of MAST in 
representing al l  school divisions. They did an 
excellent job with their presentation in representing 
that viewpoint. However, there are certain school 
divisions such as Lakeshore and Winnipeg No. 1 
who have appeared here. There were others, a 
couple of others, I guess the superintendent of the 
St. Vital School Division was to have been here and 
Transcona-Springfield, but it was something that 1 
felt was worth asking in terms of whether there is a 
general feeling of futility here in terms of whether 
anything can be done to change it. 

I guess from what you have said and other 
presenters said too, we have seen that the impact 
has already been felt. pnte�ection) 

I thi nk the person who accuses others of 
interrupting is now making conversation. 

Mr. Chairperson, I wanted to ask about the 
impact on the second year. Have you done any 
analysis in Winnipeg No. 1 about the impact on 
'94-95 of Bill 1 6  in terms of Its impact? Others have 
said that the impact will be more devastating in the 
second year. What will happen there, if you could 
shed any light on that, in terms of Winnipeg No. 1 ,  
if this bill is passed as it is currently structured? 

* (1 2 1 0) 

Ms. Mlhychuk: On the first part of it-1 just wanted 
to comment that the committee hearing structure is 
very difficult to respond to. I was on the list for Bill 
22 and attended for two days and was never called. 
Then on the third day, when the division actually 
had the opportu n i ty to hear ,  addit ional  
responsibilities called us away, so we were not able 
to come on that. In addition, the timing, the notice 
given to submit is very short. I do not know if that is 
appropriate to comment, but if there could be 
some-it is very difficult to come and participate in 
this structure. 

The impact of Bill 16  is going to be dramatic next 
year. This year we have reduced our expenditures 
in Winnipeg No. 1 by $4 million, and next year we 
estimate that combined with Bill 1 6, as well as, 
possible reductions In the level of funding, either at 
zero or less-hopefully not-we would be looking 
at reductions of over $7 million. Those are major 
program changes. We will not be able to provide 
services as we are doing today. 

This year we have deferred building projects. 
Hopefully, everyone has had an opportunity to visit 
our schools in Winnipeg No. 1 ,  but I think that is a 
measure that you can appreciate we wanted to do 
as the last opportunity. The facilities that students 
go to school in are nowhere near the grand facilities 
that we have here in this committee Chamber. 
Many of our schools are in desperate need of 
renovation and maintenance. We deferred building 
projects. We reduced administration and cut in 
several areas of administration. We cut the Child 
Guidance Clinic. We reduced supports for retiring 
employees and the principals' conference, as well 
as using $1 .2 million from our surplus. 

Next year will be very traumatic. We are looking 
at cutting major programs to try and meet the $7 
million that we are projecting as a loss. 

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, that $7 million that 
they are projecting as a loss, is that based on zero 
percent from the province or a reduction in funding 
from the province? 

Ms. Mlhychuk: That is projected-we have 
calculated both in terms of zero and minus two. I 
am working at a zero. I just do not see the 
education community being able to take a minus 
two again next year. 

Just two years ago, we received zero. Then we 
had a cost-of-living increase, now a minus two. If 
we get another minus two, education will not be the 
same. 

Mr. Plohman: I guess, stating the obvious, others 
have stated it and I would just ask if you agree that 
there is nothing in Bill 1 6  that promotes student 
equity or taxpayer equity in this province. Those 
are guiding principles that the minister and the 
government have stated as guiding their policy 
decisions. Would you agree with that? 

Ms. Mlhychuk: In terms of Bill 1 6, I think it actually 
entrenches some of the inequities. I am not sure 
that that was the intent of the government. There 
have been attempts to equalize in terms of the 
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funding formula and some recognition of other 
special conditions for divisions, but overall Bill 1 6  
will entrench inequities. 

Ms. Gray: Again, I think this presentation was--1 
thank Ms. Mihychuk-very well done, and certainly 
expresses the views of the school trustees in one of 
the-well, probably the largest school division in 
the province of Manitoba. I certainly appreciate 
your comments, particularly about the intrusion into 
local decision making of the school trustees. 

I thank you very much for your presentation, and 
taking the time out of a very busy schedule, I know, 
to be here today. 

Mrs. Vodrey: I would like to thank you for your 
presentation also, and remark that we have had the 
opportunity-! am not sure if it was actually outlined 
in your presentation, I do not think it was-the 
amount of consultation that we have had, as well 
the opportunity to discuss the issues that are 
particularly relating to the issues of the Winnipeg 
School Division. 

I would say-and this is really to the member for 
Dauphin (Mr. Plohman), though-the presenter 
was pulled into this, that it is unusual to speculate 
on why presenters may or may not be here today. 
Those presenters may have, in the case certainly 
of one, found some other resolution to their issues. 
I would say that as the chair of the Winnipeg School 
Div is ion speaks about the reduction of 
programming-

Point of Order 

Mr. Plohman: On a point of order. 

The traditional operation of these committees 
over the last 1 2  years is that the minister, like 
everyone else of the members of the committee, 
ask questions of the presenter for clarification and 
additional information on their presentation, not to 
make statements. 

This has been happening by the minister on 
every occasion, and it is inappropriate. The 
question is, what has been tradition by all members 
of the committee? I just want that on the record, 
because I have not stated-and I have been very 
patient, and I think others have been, with these 
statements by the minister, which are seH-serving 
and political in nature, and not certainly-

Mr. Chairperson: Order, please. The member 
does not have a point of order. I believe that all 
members of the comm ittee should have the 

opportunity to couch their comments as questions 
or as observations. 

* * *  

Mr. Chairperson: The honourable minister, to 
continue her comm ents or observations or 
questions. 

Mrs. Vodrey: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 

Then in the area of program reductions, as the 
chair has mentioned , I notice also that this 
particular school division did not take advantage of 
any further opportunity, any opportunity at all , 
under Bill 22, which would have provided some 
additional revenue to that school division. So I 
point that out, and then I also point out the 
resolution which came forward from MAST 
regarding the freezing or rollback of wages, and 
that being a request from elected members. 

With that, however, I would say to the presenter, 
thank you very much, and I look forward to our 
continued discussions over the next while, because 
I do recognize we have many issues in education 
that we will be dealing with. 

Ms. Mlhychuk: Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you very much for your 
presentation, Ms. Mihychuk. 

George Marshal l ,  second cal l . Not here . 
Wendell Sparkes, St. Vital School Division, second 
and last call. Not here. 

That completes then the public presentations on 
Bill 1 6. Is it the committee's wish to continue with 
the consideration of the bill this morning? That is 
agreed? 

Mr. Plohman: No, it is not. Mr. Chairperson, in 
light of the presentations made this morning and 
with only some 1 0  minutes before the normal 
adjournment time, I wonder if there would be a 
willingness to call it 1 2:30, because we would like 
to at least look at the possibility of bringing in some 
amendments as a result of these presentations. I 
think that facilitates the democratic process and 
input from the public. We certainly think that is an 
important aspect. 

Now, if we had more time and we had finished at 
1 1  :30 or something like that, my request would be 
perhaps viewed differently. It seems in  this 
instance that the government would want to 
co-operate in this regard so that it would give added 
meaning and weight to the presentations that are 
made by the public here today. 
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• (1 220) 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you. I have indication 
that some members would like to continue and 
some would not. 

Al l  those i n  favour of cont inuing with the 
consideration right now, please say yea. 

Some Honourable Members: Yea. 

Mr. Chairperson: All those opposed, say nay. 

An Honourable Member: Nay. 

Mr. Chairperson: In my opinion, the Yeas have it. 
So we will continue with consideration of Bi11 1 6. 

Ms. Gray: Mr. Chairperson, I appreciate that you 
have asked for Yeas and Nays, but I just would like 
to put on the record, I think that the member for 
Dauphin has a very valid point in light of the 
comm ittee having an opportun ity to havi ng 
reviewed and asked questions of the presenters 
this morning. 

Although some of the information is what we 
have heard in the past, there was certainly some 
new information or information that had a bit of a 
different twist presented this morning. I think it is 
very valid information and certainly I, as a member 
of our caucus, would like the opportunity to review 
these presentat ions and look at pote ntial  
amendments to this bill. 

Again, as the member for Dauphin indicated, this 
committee normally would adjourn at 1 2:30, that 
being around nine minutes from now. I again just 
want to put on the record that I concur that we 
should adjourn and come back to look at potential 
amendments whenever it is convenient for the 
committee to reconvene. 

Mr. Chairperson: Thank you, Ms. Gray. It has 
been pointed out to me that there is no specific time 
of adjournment for this committee. 

So we will now move to consideration of the bill. 
Does anyone on the committee have an opening 
statement or any comments or questions on the bill 
before we m ove into clause-by-clause 
consideration? 

Mr. Plohrnan: Mr. Chairperson, I appreciate the 
opportunity to make an opening statement at this 
time. 

The refusal of the committee and the government 
members to consider giving an opportunity for 
some amendments that might be brought forward 
which the majority could certainly vote down if the 

government was determined not to proceed with 
being responsive and reflective of the public mood 
and public presentations that are being made here 
today indicates to me that the minister has been 
conducting herself and the government has been 
conducting itself in a way that makes a mockery of 
consultation. 

It is not reflective of consultation if presenters 
come forward with points of view and presentations 
as they have done today and then there is no 
consideration of those presentations that are made, 
even on Bill 22, which was very controversial, it 
was held over for clause by clause. 

In this particular case, in every case when the 
minister has spoken, she has not asked a question 
of presenters. She has spoken and not asked 
questions. That is what is wrong, I would say, with 
consultation by this minister. That is the problem 
we have here. 

People who have come forward are the 
designated partners in education that this minister 
and this government have identified, and yet one 
after another, as they have come forward here 
today, they have indicated they have not been 
consulted. Yet the minister says oh, yes, I am glad 
to see that everyone is pointing out that we do meet 
regularly. 

I am wondering what is happening there. Where 
are the questions from the minister, which is the 
essence of consultation? Is it only statements, or 
is there some effort on the part of this minister to 
hear what others have to say, to listen and to reflect 
that in her actions? 

I have seen bullying in this committee by the 
government in the past with their majority, but 
certainly we have always, traditionally, adjourned at 
1 2:30 and at that time we have a half hour break 
before going into caucus meetings and Question 
Period at 1 :30 in the House. I would hope that the 
Chairperson would reflect that in the adjournment 
time, so that we do not have to get into all kinds of 
procedures here that would delay further the 
actions of this committee and of the Legislature. 

We do not want to leave the impression with the 
public that we are more interested in procedural 
wranglings. We want to leave an impression which 
is true, in our case at least, that we want to reflect 
some of the concerns that were raised by members 
of the public here today. I would think-

Mr. Chairperson :  Order, please. 
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Point of Order 

Mr. Svelnson: Mr. Chairperson, what is being put 
forward by the honourable member for Dauphin is 
not my understanding of what just happened here. 
My understanding was that, in fact, we would 
proceed on to 12:30 which is the usual time in my 
eyes. Now, what is being presented to the 
committee right now is what I would like to know. 

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

The Chair stated that there is no set time for 
adjournment, which is the advice which was given 
to him by the Clerk of the Legislature. It is certainly 
totally up to the will of the committee at what time 
we adjourn. 

We have now moved from that into opening 
statements on the bill, and Mr. Plohman has the 
floor. 

* * *  

Mr. Plohman: Mr. Chairperson, I appreciate your 
response. I would just point out that today we have 
heard from a number of presenters who have 
consistently made the statement and the case that 
Bill 16  has no value in terms of the government's 
agenda with education, particularly for this current 
fiscal year because in fact, its impact has already 
been felt. 

In fact, an school divisions, without exception, 
have carried out actions that are consistent with the 
bill insofar as the raising of taxation of the local levy 
that has taken place this past year. So, in fact, the 
government has every reason to consider that 
aspect of testimony or of input that we had today in 
terms of whether they want to proceed with the 
passing of this bill as it applies to this particular 
year. 

We have also heard that the government did not 
consult on this bill with any of the groups. I think 
that is something that we want to reflect on and 
consider as wel l .  We have heard that the 
government has in fact violated its own principles 
that it statecf-.1 cannot see how the public cannot 
help but be cynical about a minister in government 
who states that student equity and taxpayer equity 
are the guiding principles behind their actions, 
when in fact they undertake action contained in Bill 
1 6, which does, at best, freeze the inequities and, 
at worst, makes them even greater in the province 

of Manitoba among school divisions in  this 
province. 

We do not see any action by this government 
with regard to boundary review. They talk about it. 
There are statements made from time to time but 
no action in terms of any efficiencies that may result 
from any actions that they could announce there. 
The minister has indicated that an announcement 
will be made in this area imminently. This was 
about a month ago. We still have not heard in that 
area. 

We find that the public have made presentations 
today that would show a bias against education in 
making this unprecedented move into the authority 
and jurisdiction of local school boards in this 
province. Again ,  we have determined that is 
unprecedented from everyone's point of view. 
They have, in fact, stepped on the toes, stepped on 
more than the toes, stepped on the very being of 
school boards in this province-one of their very 
reasons for existence. 

They, at the same time, stated just a few short 
years ago that school boards were independent 
elected politicians and therefore they should not do 
it. It is a complete contradiction from in a short time 
of a year or two from Bill 70 to this particular bill and 
the bills that are introduced this year. Why the 
change of heart? Why the loss in respect for these 
groups who were elected just last fall to make 
decisions involving education? That has been 
made abundantly clear during the hearing process 
this morning and, I think, was very telling in terms of 
the regard that th is m i n i ster  has and this 
government have for the democratic process, for 
elected public officials at other levels. 

What has also been pointed out is the 
contradiction in this government's treatment of 
municipal officials. While they are giving special 
treatment to trustees in terms of taking away their 
authority to make decisions, they are coming to the 
conclusion, Mr. Chairperson, that it is okay for 
municipalities to continue to make those decisions 
for municipal councillors. 

We would submit that they were wrong, certainly, 
in stepping into the jurisdiction of school boards, 
and this point is made very clear when those who 
presented it showed that in fact they have not done 
the same with municipal councillors. We would 
certainly not advise doing it in any of those 
instances. 
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It is clear to us that elected officials at the local 
level have a responsibil ity by way of law. The 
government feels that they can just unilaterally 
change this law whenever they feel that it is to their 
advantage, and really they are not doing it on the 
basis of principle-even that. We could not excuse 
it under those circumstances but on the basis of 
principle that property taxes must be kept as low as 
possible. 

If that was the principle, Mr. Chairperson, why 
then would they have increased the property taxes 
by $75 for every homeowner in the province of 
Manitoba while they are bringing in this kind of bill 
that says they want to cap local taxation and 
property taxes. 

Point of Order 

M rs .  Louise Dacquay (Se i n e  River) : Mr. 
Chairperson, the hour being 1 2:30, I wonder if you 
would like to canvass the committee to see what 
the will of the committee is. I understood there was 
some willingness to have committee adjourn at 
1 2 :3 0 .  I wonder if you m ight canvass the 
committee to see what the intention and will of the 
committee is. 

Mr. Chairperson: Is it the will of the committee to 
rise at 1 2:30? [agreed] 

Committee rise. 

COMMITTEE ROSE AT: 1 2:30 p.m.  


