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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA 

 
Thursday, December 4, 2003 

 
The House met at 10 a.m. 

 
PRAYERS 

 
ORDERS OF THE DAY 

 
GOVERNMENT BUSINESS 

 
House Business 

 
Hon. Gord Mackintosh (Government House 
Leader): Mr. Speaker, would you please 
canvass the House to see if there is leave to do 
concurrence and third reading of the following 
bills: Bill 2, The Biofuels and Gasoline Tax 
Amendment Act; Bill 3, The Helen Betty 
Osborne Memorial Foundation Amendment Act; 
Bill 4, The Employment Standards Code 
Amendment Act; and Bill 202, The Nellie 
McClung Foundation Act, which I believe will 
actually be moved after Oral Questions, the last 
one, that is. 
 
Mr. Speaker: Is there leave to do concurrence 
and third reading of the following bills: Bill 2, 
The Biofuels and Gasoline Tax Amendment Act; 
Bill 3, The Helen Betty Osborne Memorial 
Foundation Amendment Act; Bill 4, The 
Employment Standards Code Amendment Act; 
and Bill 202, The Nellie McClung Foundation 
Act. Is there leave? [Agreed]  
 
CONCURRENCE AND THIRD READINGS 

 
Bill 2–The Biofuels and Gasoline Tax 

Amendment Act 
 
Hon. Gord Mackintosh (Government House 
Leader): Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the 
Minister of Energy, Science and Technology 
(Mr. Sale), that Bill 2, The Biofuels and Gas-
oline Tax Amendment Act; Loi sur les bio-
carburants et modifiant la Loi de la taxe sur 
l'essence, reported from the Standing Committee 
on Social and Economic Development, be 
concurred in and be now read for a third time 
and passed. 
 
Motion presented. 

Mr. Mackintosh: Mr. Speaker, I understand 
there will be some further comment on this bill. 
There were certainly some very interesting and 
diverse presentations on this legislation in com-
mittee the other night from all across Manitoba. I 
think that there were some valuable insights 
shared. I want to acknowledge the assistance of 
the Opposition and the independent members in 
moving this forward for determination by this 

ouse. Thank you. H
 
Mr. Jack Penner (Emerson): Mr. Speaker, The 
Biofuels and Gasoline Tax Amendment Act is an 
act that we have had significant discussions on. I 
think it is very apparent that this is in large part 
an enabling piece of legislation that would allow 
the Province of Manitoba to make rules by regu-
lations as to how the administration would be 
done of the act and how the ethanol industry 
would be given direction. 
 
 Whether it is to mandate or not is all part of 
the allowance of this bill, although it does not 
proscribe it in this bill. I think there are numer-
ous questions that will emanate out of this bill 
before we truly know what the impact of the bill 
will be. There will have to be, I think, significant 
further discussions with the industry, with the 
producers of the raw product as well as govern-
ments that are going to be impacted by this bill. 
 
 I think it is imperative that we as a society, 
and those of us that stand here in the Legislature, 
take a good hard look at what we are really 
trying to achieve with this kind of legislation.  
 
 Mr. Speaker, is it the economic benefactor 
or a rural development initiative that we are 
driving here? Is it a mandate to meet the Kyoto 
accord and the Kyoto agreements? Is it the 
environment that we are trying to protect with 
this bill? Are we trying to use this as an 
economic generator to try and derive dollars out 
of Ottawa to invest in our province without 
giving due diligence to the long-term economic 
mpact to government and society? i

 
 I think those are the questions that we must 
really ask ourselves. What is the purpose of this 
kind of legislation? Why are we talking about 
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using a food substance to manufacture and pro-
duce a fuel supplement to an industry that is 
largely driven by fuel? If it was not for fuel and 
fuel energy, agriculture would simply be non-
existent today in this province. 
 
 I look at this bill and these questions come 
to mind. If we are in fact really concerned about 
the environment, have we done the proper analy-
sis to determine what the true environmental 
effect of biofuels really are? Is the net effect 
positive or negative on the environment? Does it 
take as much fossil fuel to produce the grain that 
will go into and drive the industry as the end 
product coming out of it and the net benefit on 
the environment? 
 
 I do not know, Mr. Speaker. I have read 
numerous reports on the effects to the environ-
ment of ethanol. In my view, the question is still 
out there: Will it or will it not? I think that is the 
one that we must answer. 
 

 This Government, Mr. Speaker, in its 
Throne Speech and again a year ago during the 
election campaign, drove hard the idea that we 
must protect the environment. We are not op-
posed to that. Our party is in total support of that 
kind of initiative.  
 
 They use the ethanol industry to meet the 
demands of Kyoto. Today, Mr. Speaker, when I 
look at what Russia is saying and when I look at 
some of the comments our own Prime Minister 
or Prime Minister-elect is saying, the question is 
still out there: Will we or will we not? Will this 
bill or this kind of legislation meet the needs of 
the environment? I do not think there is an 
answer.  
 
 Will other countries or will all the countries 
that have been talking about Kyoto, will they 
remain participants in Kyoto? Are they saying 
the economics of it at this time are simply too 
stringent on our economies to be able to move 
forward in that direction? 
 
* (10:10) 
 
 I think we in Manitoba and in Canada must 
assure ourselves that we will not carry the whole 
economic load. Things that we do, whether it is 
in legislation or whether it is by economic 

drivers such as the $60-million incentive that 
Ottawa has put out there to the provinces to 
build an ethanol industry, are the right kinds of 
initiatives that will eventually lower our net 
emissions or whether this is a non-player in that 
event. If it is not an economic or if it is not an 
environmental benefit, and I know that there are 
some higher level officials in this Government 
today that are questioning the environmental 
effect of ethanol production, then if it is not a net 
benefit, then why are we doing this? 
 
 Are we then doing it simply to build another 
industry to try and create jobs and a market for 
our agriculture products? Is that the reason? 
Well, if that is the reason, then I think we should 
look at what is happening in some of our other 
provinces that have built ethanol industries be-
fore us. 
 
 I look at Ontario and I listen to what the 
Ontario corn producers are saying. Much of the 
product that is going into their ethanol industries 
is now being imported from the United States, a 
very highly subsidized corn being imported into 
Ontario and Québec to drive their ethanol indus-
tries. Will we be in a similar manner, in a similar 
state? I would suspect so, because once the 
industry is built it will have to go to the lowest 
cost denominator in order to remain competitive. 
We know that Minnesota and North Dakota and 
all the states in the United States that have built 
industries so far rely on a heavily subsidized 
commodity to go into those plants, namely corn. 
We know that. We know that the subsidy is 
somewhere in the neighbourhood of 40 to 45 
cents a gallon, U.S. gallon, in the United States 
directly to the industry over and above the sub-
sidies that are paid to the farmers to produce the 
corn. 
 
 How much money is society prepared to pay 
to maintain an industry that has questionable 
environmental effects? How much? I think we 
all in this Chamber need to ask ourselves that 
question. So far I have not heard the answer. The 
answers that I have heard so far are on both sides 
of the scale. One says, yes, there are environ-
mental benefits. Others say, no, there is not. 
 

 Mr. Speaker, I think we need to be assured 
by those that have the ability to honestly look at 
this, not from an economic standpoint, but from 
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an environmental standpoint, and say, is there a 
benefit. And, if there is not, are we then prepared 
as a society forever and a day to keep pumping 
taxpayers' dollars into an industry that might 
need that kind of support over the long term? I 
do not know that. But I say, are we as legislators 
then prepared to commit our people in this 
province to an industry that might have to be 
subsidized for a long, long time. 
 
 Those are my concerns and those are many 
of the concerns that I hear in discussions when I 
have discussions in the general public. As far as 
the benefit to the farm sector, to the farm 
economy, there is a positive and a negative. The 
feed producers or the grain producers would like 
to see other industries built that would be con-
sumers of their product. That is natural. The 
livestock industry, which is now a major part of 
our economic driver in this province, would like 
to see the feed costs come down. That is also a 
natural. I would suspect that both sides in that 
debate are wondering what this industry will do, 
being a large consumer of the raw grain product, 
and what will the need be for the end product 
coming out of these plants? 
 

 It has been touted as a net benefactor as a 
protein supplement. I am not sure where corn fits 
in that, but I would suspect that the starch con-
tent in corn would lead us to use corn because I 
think there is a greater degree of efficiency for 
alcohol production in corn than there is in wheat. 
I think the starch content in corn is significantly 
higher, and you could extract oil out of the corn 
as well at the same time, and you cannot do that 
out of wheat and some other grains. 
 

 I only raise these because they are questions 
in my mind, and I think we need some of those 
answers before we barrel headlong into an un-
known that simply is begging answers. 
 

 So I say to you, Mr. Speaker, we have I 
believe a task ahead of us, and that is to ensure 
that we are on the right track with an ethanol in-
dustry. Personally, I think there is an opportunity 
for government to do this kind of stuff if we are 
satisfied that it will not take an ongoing commit-
ment of taxpayers' dollars to keep the industry 
viable and running over a long period of time. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Mervin Tweed (Turtle Mountain): Mr. 
Speaker, I just want to put a few comments on 
the record in regard to the bill.  
 
 Mr. Speaker, I have had the opportunity to 
represent one of the communities or areas that 
have been promoting the idea of an ethanol 
plant. Some members may be aware, and some 
may not, but the original direction that the com-
munities I represent have gone was to create an 
alternative fuel source not using the grain as the 
raw material but the straw. I guess we saw this 
as more of a secondary opportunity for our 
producers to benefit from the product they 
produce. Not only would we be able to sell the 
grain for the feed and the processing that is 
needed, but the straw would be a secondary 
source and would be turned into the ethanol pro-
duct. 
 
 Technology has certainly come a long way 
in that field but not far enough at this point to 
move forward. I know that the communities that 
are involved in this, the Turtle Mountain 
Sustainable Ventures corporation, have switched 
their focus somewhat to try and help them 
qualify for the package that is currently made 
available by the federal government.  
 

 Mr. Speaker, I find it interesting and I guess 
somewhat disconcerting, when we talked about 
ethanol in the early stages, it was talked about as 
being an alternative fuel system that was based 
on environmental issues. I remember when the 
Government talked about it initially, it was to 
meet the Kyoto agreements and help us qualify 
for some of the Kyoto funding that was avail-
able. I suspect that is still where the funding is 
going to come from, but I find it ironic that the 
government of the day, when they introduced 
this bill and throughout most of the discussions, 
Kyoto has been completely left out of the dis-
cussions. 
 
  As the Member for Emerson (Mr. Penner) 
has said, Mr. Speaker, in rural Manitoba we 
recognized it more as an economic development 
opportunity as much as environmental. I do hope 
that the environmental side will prove true, but I 
think in reality, as I said before when we were 
talking about the straw, we were seeing it as an 
economic opportunity for our communities and a 
secondary source of income for our producers. 
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 I think it will still be that, but having the 
federal government I guess come late to the table 
with a certain amount of funding has forced this 
Government to respond. I think we all share a 
little bit of concern, and I suspect that the minis-
ter has a little bit of concern in the hastiness in 
which this bill was prepared and brought for-
ward. It is hard for me personally to oppose the 
bill because it is an enabling bill that I see is 
going to benefit my communities in the future, 
but I think more discussion and perhaps more 
time and more deliberation in discussing it with 
the communities would have been to everyone's 
benefit. Having been in government and served 
in opposition, I have often heard that legislation 
and regulation made in haste often creates diffi-
culties down the road because we do not take the 
time to look at the issues completely and prepare 
for those irregularities that happen along the 
way. 
 
* (10:20) 
 
 The group from Turtle Mountain has come 
before the Province. They were at the committee 
the other night and made their presentation, and I 
can tell you, Mr. Speaker, and to the minister, 
that this is a group of dedicated individuals, 
many of them municipal that have spent count-
less hours preparing for this day. I do not think I 
would be representing their views properly if I 
did not express some of the concerns that they 
have had but also to give them the encourage-
ment that they need to continue down this line. 
The proposal, as I understand it, for ethanol, and 
it has been explained to me by my groups of 
people, is that the production of ethanol for our 
communities, at most, will probably be revenue 
neutral, but what happens in the economy are the 
spin-offs that it will create in the livestock indus-
try, in other technologies that are going to pro-
cess the finished product and the by-products 
that are created, that is where the real economic 
development will take place, and those are the 
opportunities that we are looking at. 
 

 One of the concerns that I have–and I know 
that in the Throne Speech and in the past the 
government of the day has put a lot of emphasis 
on the environment–some of the communities, 
and I think rightly so, have a concern about the 
availability, I know that water is going to be a 
big issue, and I think that when we are dealing 

with the environmental side of it, we have to 
make sure, and I think we all, as legislators, have 
to make sure that the environment is protected 
and the policies that we develop to enhance the 
production of ethanol protects the environment 
and the people that access and use the water and 
the sources of water that are going to be needed 
to produce this type of volume. 
 
 Early in the discussions, Mr. Speaker, it was 
thought that the ethanol plants were going to be 
spread throughout the province as part of the 
economic development plan, and I think realisti-
cally we will see one or two new plants in this 
province over the next few years, and it is just 
simply because it has to contain a certain volume 
to make it financially viable but also to create 
the attraction from the outside investment that 
we definitely need to move this forward. 
 
 Another concern I have is the fact that we 
are going to offer subsidies to the product. It 
concerns me somewhat, but I also know that to 
attract the investors, I suspect the Government is 
going to have to raise some capital or at least 
take some of the risks in raising the capital to 
attract the new investors that will be coming to 
our province to look at this. 
 
 I also have a concern about the mandating. I 
think it is certainly something that no Manitoban 
likes the idea of being mandated into using 
something. I think it is a regressive move to do 
that to people. I think the people in Saskatche-
wan who have already passed their legislation 
and did it about two years ago or a year and a 
half ago are finding that one of the concerns that 
they are running into is the fact that we 
mandated. With the availability of the products 
that are out there, I do not know and I am not 
comfortable if mandating the use of it is actually 
the way I would like to see it go. I would like to 
be able to sell something on the basis of its value 
and have people want to purchase that product 
rather than forcing consumers to use it, a product 
which they are subsidizing and also a product 
which they are probably going to subsidize 
through capital investment from the Province. 
 

 Certainly, it is an issue that has been out 
there for quite a while. I know that the federal 
government needed a mandate from the province 
to flow some funding to create the opportunities. 
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I would have to agree that I am concerned about 
the hurriedness that we have put this through. I 
hope that all the regulations that will follow this 
bill will be in the best interests of all Manitobans 
and not necessarily just in the interests of the 
Government in picking and choosing where 
these plants might go. I hope that all factors are 
considered and taken into account when the 
Government makes that final decision. 
 
 With that, Mr. Speaker, I did want to make 
the acknowledgement that the environment is an 
important issue in this. We heard from people at 
the committee whether it is a break-even pro-
posal or a benefit or not a benefit. I think only 
time will tell, but I do look forward to the oppor-
tunities to bringing communities that I represent 
and communities that my colleagues represent to 
assist and help the Government in making this a 
bill that will be satisfactory to all Manitobans 
and all Canadians. So, with that, Mr. Speaker, 
thank you. 
 
Mr. Glen Cummings (Ste. Rose): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to put a few brief remarks on the 
record without repeating what was said on 
second reading. This debate continues to illus-
trate why we need to have a better process in 
terms of how we deal with significant legislation 
in this House because there was a good deal of 
information that we received at committee that is 
very useful in looking at the benefits of this bill 
or the benefits of moving down the road towards 
greater ethanol production. 
 
 I just want to pass comment on, without 
discrediting any of the presentations, on the one 
issue that a number of the presentations pre-
sented. That was that there is a real possibility 
that subsidized, out-of-country corn could come 
into plants in this province. There are, of course, 
two theories on that. One is that it is not a bad 
thing to have the Americans subsidize our etha-
nol plant so that we can feed the by-product to 
cattle and then ship it back. Not a scenario that I 
particularly admire, however. 
 

 I think the other consideration that the Gov-
ernment needs to take a look at is the source of 
feed stocks as illustrated by those concerns. I 
found it fascinating the one presentation that did 
in fact provide a model for how a closed loop 
could be developed that would set us apart from 

the Free Trade Agreement so it would not be 
countervailable. It would probably need to be 
supported by ongoing research and plant devel-
opment, but that is something that is probably 
not well enough funded in this country right 
now. It would be an opportunity for the province 
to become involved and expand that area be-
cause of the high competitive nature of agricul-
ture. We need to take advantage of the very best 
technology that is out there. I suspect that a 
model that was presented where we would have 
a closed loop of possibly growing a product that 
is not universally licensed to be grown in this 
country but could be grown under contract so 
that it was a closed co-op or at least contract-
only materials going into that plant would pro-
vide that protection. 
 
 A fascinating concept and yet one that has 
been around for a long time, Mr. Speaker. I 
guess I will repeat myself. All of this is being 
made possible to a large extent because the 
federal government is making tens of millions of 
dollars available across the country to develop 
the ethanol industry. We should go into this with 
our eyes wide open, knowing that government 
involvement, taxpayers' dollars, will be needed 
to invest in this industry to make it happen. 
 

 Certainly, as a rural member, I heard my 
colleagues' references. I think you will hear 
more of them reference that this moves very 
quickly from an environmental issue to an eco-
nomic issue. That is fair ball given that the fed-
eral government has put the amount of money on 
the table that it has.  
 
* (10:30) 
 
 If our society wants to move that way using 
taxpayers' dollars, then let us be sure that we put 
in place a system and a technologically advanced 
process so that we are able to squeeze every last 
nickel out of the benefits that may accrue as a 
result of further development of gasohol sales. 
The creation of the alcohol that is needed to 
make the gasohol, let us squeeze every dollar we 
can out of that without getting ourselves into 
countervailable arguments or becoming subject 
to American corn being the main feedstock. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I am sure to our city friends 
and colleagues this is an argument that, well, so 



386 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA December 4, 2003 

okay, I can understand the economics of it, but 
what basis do we have to all be talking about 
this? One concern that I think would make it 
very simple is that everybody understands we 
have a hog industry in this province that 
consumes a lot of barley and a lot of corn, a lot 
of domestic corn. There is one thing that governs 
the price of every bushel of barley that is fed to 
our cattle and our hogs. That is, how cheap can 
we get American corn in here? 
 
 Then you put just a little bit above that for 
the Canadian barley. That is the price of the 
barley unless there is a shortage everywhere. 
That is why we continue on this side of the 
House to harp about that aspect of ethanol pro-
duction. It is not because we are afraid of the 
competition. It is we are afraid of the reality of 
how the feedstock might, in fact, be acquired. 
 

 Mr. Speaker, I am prepared to see this bill 
move forward. I certainly will continue to watch 
the Government closely on how they might be 
involved in helping the federal government and 
the proponents within this Province who have 
put forward proposals or the Government would 
consider interacting and supporting those pro-
posals so in fact we do get some of that first 
tranche of money into Manitoba. 
 
 I want to close on one simple thought, Mr. 
Speaker. If we are not part of the first tranche of 
this proposal from the federal government, I 
want it clearly understood by the federal gov-
ernment, which so proudly proclaims on the eve 
of having a new Prime Minister that they want a 
government for all of Canada, now is the time to 
show that they actually care about Manitoba. 
 
Mr. Larry Maguire (Arthur-Virden): I too 
would like to put a few words on the record in 
regard to this Bill 2, The Biofuels and Gasoline 
Tax Amendment Act, that the Government has 
brought in during this session. 
 
 I appreciate the fact that we have a bill 
before us like this to discuss and debate the issue 
here in the province. I have some concerns that I 
would like to put on the record as well. Also, as 
my colleagues have spoken, saying that, from an 
economic development point of view, it is very 
difficult to speak anything but in favour of this 
type of a bill.  

 Of course, we need markets for our grains, 
for our livestock and other areas. I think that I 
would want to move forward and make sure that 
the Government is aware of the other issues that 
I know that they have looked at, one of them 
being wind and the other one, of course, being 
biomass fuels and being able to work more in the 
rendering industry, particularly because of what 
we are faced with right now and the importance 
that it has driven home to have a sound render-
ing industry in this province. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I think there are many existing 
examples out there today in Canada and our 
neighbours to the south, the U.S., whereby many 
new products could be gained, much energy 
could be gained from the use of these products in 
a non-traditional manner than what we have 
thought of as just disposing of them in the past. 
 
 My colleagues have spoken about the need 
to address this issue from a Kyoto point of view. 
The minister has even acknowledged now that it 
is not so much an environmental issue, which 
they tried to sell. I assume that perhaps he had 
difficulty within his own caucus trying to sell 
this bill to start with. So he brought out the 
environmental issue to try and make sure that it 
passed within caucus to get discussion on the 
table to get the bill forward.  
 
 Since that time, he has acknowledged, and 
quite rightfully so, that this is not as much of an 
environment issue as he at first maybe thought 
himself or others that it was, but I am glad to see 
that they have done the work to acknowledge 
that this is not as much gain to the environment 
as they may have at first thought. 
 
 However, having said that, if there is a 
region of the world or of North America that can 
produce ethanol in an efficient manner, and I 
want to back up a minute, Mr. Speaker, saying 
that, there is no doubt, I think, that once you get 
ethanol in a vehicle that there is a saving in the 
emissions in the atmosphere. Of course, it is 
from the production side and the farming side 
and the production side and the processing side 
that the emissions are sent into the atmosphere 
that negates the gain from once you have put it 
in the vehicle. 
 
 Having said that, I think that it depends on 
the type of fuel source that you use, obviously, 
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and we with the hydro and the electricity that we 
have in the processing sector, could, should and 
will have an advantage in that processing sector 
if anyone has, as we move towards other sources 
of energy, like the hydrogen fuel cell. 
 
 Having said that, I would say as well that, as 
this industry evolves, I think we are taking a 
page from our American neighbours. Private 
companies in the United States, large companies 
have been producing ethanol for decades in the 
United States. I have had the opportunity of 
being in Kansas and touring some of the those 
plants some years ago. At the same time, there 
are co-operative groups of farmers coming to-
gether to be involved as a value-added, if you 
will, from their farm in the plants in the United 
States as well. 
 
 Many of them are working very well, but I 
think one of the misleading things that we have 
to be careful with this kind of a bill is that the 
Government in Manitoba has raised the expec-
tations of so many communities around the prov-
ince that they are going to be viable and eligible 
for one of these facilities. 
 
 Many of them, as has been pointed out, have 
done a tremendous amount of work already in 
their local communities to raise dollars to get the 
plans together. Mr. Speaker, they have been 
working on them for years. When I was Wheat 
Growers president, some members of our board 
of directors were already involved with one of 
these similar types of plants in Red Deer, Al-
berta, and it has had quite a struggle, even with 
the sale of the by-products from these plants. 
That is right in the heart of cattle country. 
 

 I do not think there are any easy fixes to 
these issues. I raise that because anyone looking 
at trying to do something in the 30-million-litre 
range or even maybe, as some of the presenters 
the other night indicated, under-80-million-litre 
range, as far as a plant, is not likely going to be 
very viable in the long term. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, that leads us to the point where 
we may only have one or two plants at the most 
in Manitoba, needing no more than 140 million 
litres of this product in the province to meet our 
10% ration for ethanol. We have got an op-
portunity there, I think, to make sure that the 

communities come forward with very viable 
plans. 
 
 I say to them, can you come forward with a 
plan that will run on no subsidies. I do not think 
that is viable when our American friends are 
subsidizing to the length that my counterpart or 
my cohort from Emerson, our Agriculture critic, 
just indicated. The high subsidies on American 
ethanol are there. They are going to stay there. 
The reason that I believe they are going to stay 
there, whether it makes any sense or not, is that 
the American population, as has their govern-
ment, has made a decision, a defence decision 
that they are going to use ethanol to thin out the 
petroleum products that they have and be less 
reliant on off-shore oil, including the oil that 
they would get from Canada. 
 

 So, once that decision is made and they have 
moved from the 9 billion litres a year that they 
are using right now that over the next 10 years is 
predicted to move to 20 billion litres in the U.S. 
alone, then, I think it is incumbent upon us to 
make sure that we are doing everything we can 
to support that industry, to support our producers 
or farmers in the area. 
 
 Whether or not they raise these plants with 
wheat or with corn is not the issue here. Farmers 
are very adaptable. If they find that there is more 
money to be made in corn, they will, with the 
varieties that are coming on stream today and the 
research that is there and the companies doing 
research as well, find the right grain to use in 
these plants. 
 
 I have no doubt about that, and, as has been 
indicated by the Member for Turtle Mountain 
(Mr. Tweed), straw-based product may be one of 
those products that is used in these plants in the 
future.  
 
 Mr. Speaker, I have communities of Virden 
and Boissevain that are a part of that Turtle 
Mountain Sustainable Development group. Vir-
den has a good plan of their own. Melita has had 
discussions with ethanol. I know that all of these 
communities have some expectations of being 
picked, if you will, by the–well, blackmail is too 
hard a word, maybe, to use, Mr. Speaker, but the 
fact of the reactionary process by which this bill 
has been outlined and spoken to by others 
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coming forward at this time with deadlines to it 
like this partly because of the need to capture 
some of that federal money that the federal gov-
ernment has put out there in the narrow time 
frame that they have got is making some deci-
sions somewhat hasty. 
 
* (10:40) 
 
 I wish there was more time to debate some 
of these issues, because I think that the Govern-
ment has tried to say, well, we are going to give 
this industry an impetus to get going. We have 2 
cents a litre for two years, 1.5 for three, 1 for 
three, and then eliminating it.  
 
 Mr. Speaker, as a farmer and a farm leader 
all of my life, I do not want to be a politician 
now who stands up in front of people and says 
that this is a viable opportunity for you people 
and you should dive right into it, then have the 
subsidies pulled away, and down the road the 
industry goes broke and not be viable in the 
sector. I do not think these are responsible poli-
tical decisions on our behalf, to set up an indus-
try in high hopes only to have it fail. Surely no 
one would do that intentionally, but we have 
seen it happen before. I think that is why due 
diligence really needs to be the bearer on this. 
 

 I will end my comments by saying that I 
have some difficulties in the area of mandating 
these kinds of things. They are different than a 
health issue, I think, like the non-smoking issue, 
Mr. Speaker, where I see that as a savings to the 
taxpayers of Manitoba, because we have a medi-
care system that does not allow them to attract 
and get the health needs that they may have in 
other areas. So, therefore, it is not the same kind 
of mandating in my mind, and I believe that we 
have to be very careful with this kind of a 
process. However, as I said earlier, we are some-
what forced into a time frame here with the 
federal government, but I do not think we should 
let them run our agenda totally, because all of 
those decisions could change on December 12, 
and we would be into a whole new mandate 
from the federal decisions and a whole new 
package of spending when their budget actually 
comes down in the spring. 
 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I will end my comments 
there. I hope that I have represented the views of 

the people that I have talked to and who have 
given me advice on this throughout my constitu-
ency and across Manitoba in my role as rural 
development critic. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I say that we need to move 
forward. There are only two ways that this can 
be done; that is to increase the fuel prices or to 
increase the subsidy that the manufacturers are 
getting through the process. We have to be 
cautious as to which way we go. Thank you. 
 
Hon. Jon Gerrard (River Heights): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to speak on Bill 2 and to provide 
the Liberal perspective on this legislation. 
 

 First of all, let me say, Mr. Speaker, that we 
will support this bill. We will support it on the 
basis that it seems wise to provide what would, 
in essence, be a level playing field among 
Ontario, Manitoba and Saskatchewan in terms of 
supporting the development of an ethanol 
industry. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, the other provinces have 
moved more quickly than Manitoba. One of the 
problems with, of course, looking at this legisla-
tion at the moment is that the present govern-
ment has taken a long time to get it this far and 
having got it this far wants to push it through 
very, very quickly. This legislation could have 
been brought forward much earlier during the 
last four years with more time for consideration. 
 
 That being said, while we support this legis-
lation, we do have some very considerable reser-
vations. We are indeed very strongly opposed to 
one aspect of this legislation, and I will get into 
that later on. 
 
 First of all, Mr. Speaker, the issue of energy 
balance. We have heard presentations on both 
sides of this perspective. What I would say is 
this, that having looked at the documentation, 
that when you look, for example, at the report of 
David Pimentel, he makes the case that this 
depends on the question of energy balance to the 
extent to which you irrigate or do not irrigate. 
Well, on an individual farm basis you may irri-
gate or not. As I would read this, in fact, you 
may have a positive energy balance depending 
on how the grain is produced and how far you 
have to transport it to the site of the ethanol. 
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 On the other hand, you may have a negative 
balance in some circumstances where you are 
using larger amounts or more costly input. Suf-
fice it to say that it seems reasonable to conclude 
that there are at least some farms and some 
circumstances where you look at the energy 
balance that this can be positive. I think that this 
argument that on average or under some circum-
stances there may be a negative energy balance 
should not be used as the sole criterion to 
dismiss this legislation. 
 
 The second issue, Mr. Speaker, deals with 
climate change and greenhouse gases. There is a 
claim for a modest effect, a saving in something 
like 135 000 tonnes of greenhouse gas emis-
sions. When looked at in the context of the total 
transportation, annual production of greenhouse 
gases in Manitoba, which is seven megatons per 
year, approximately, that this is a potential re-
duction of greenhouse gases. If one goes along 
with these estimates of about two percent it is 
not overall a large effect. The extent of this 
effect is debated depending on how you do the 
calculations. 
 
 Clearly we heard a presenter who had come 
back from a conference in Saskatoon recently. 
The argument was put and the discussion that 
many of these when you do a full balance may 
not in fact be as positive in terms of greenhouse 
gases as this indicates. Nevertheless, I think one 
can again argue that depending on the circum-
stances and the use, if the incentives are 
appropriate in terms of greenhouse gas reduc-
tion, this may possibly have some effect in light 
of what is happening with the Kyoto agreement 
and in light of the size of the reduction. It is not 
impressive that this should be the major reason 
for driving this legislation. 
 
 There has been an argument, and I think this 
is a valid argument, that not only should we have 
a level playing field with respect to Ontario and 
Saskatchewan, but that by being there we will 
offer not only rural economic development op-
portunities, but opportunities for innovation. 
 
 I was impressed, for example, by the pre-
sentation of Bob McNabb from the Minnedosa 
ethanol producers group. Bob McNabb makes 
the point, made the point at committee that the 
co-products from ethanol production may be as 

important as the ethanol in how we proceed and 
in providing for innovation and development of 
the co-products as well as innovation in devel-
opment of an ethanol industry. We may in the 
long run be positioning rural communities in 
Manitoba and Manitoba in a positive sense in 
this economic environment and in the future 
potential for rural economic development. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I have listened to the various 
presentations, the Foxwarren Ethanol Agency, 
the Keystone Agricultural Producers, the Turtle 
Mountain Sustainable Ventures, the Pelly Trail 
Economic Development group, the Agassiz 
Agri-ventures, and all make a good case for 
making these changes as a way of promoting 
rural economic development and providing op-
portunities for communities. 
 
 I think, and I will come back to this, that it 
would have been smart to look at the alternative 
ways that the dollars here that were going to 
subsidize the industry could have been spent and 
whether this is the best way to spend in terms of 
rural economic development. 
 
 I think, Mr. Speaker, that from a farm and 
agricultural perspective, again the presentation 
by Bob McNabb I thought was quite helpful and 
useful. His presentation was helpful in part 
because in Minnedosa there is the current exist-
ing ethanol plant, and the members of the Min-
nedosa ethanol producers group have first-hand 
xperience in Manitoba with ethanol production. e

 
*
 

 (10:50) 

 Mr. Speaker, Bob McNabb's comments 
about winter wheat, the potential for improving 
the market for winter wheat, for making winter 
wheat the preferred feed stock for ethanol pro-
duction, both the comments that he made in 
committee and some conversations that I had 
with Mr. McNabb afterwards suggest that his ex-
perience in this area in the Minnedosa area 
should be listened to carefully in this respect, 
and they may offer some significant agricultural 
opportunities which should be considered. 
 
 I listened to the Canadian Petroleum Pro-
ducts Institute's presentation, and clearly there 
are some aspects of their presentation which 
should be carefully considered in the implemen-
tation of this bill. 
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 Mr. Speaker, I now come to the part of this 
bill where we disagree very strongly with the 
approach that the Government appears to be 
making. 
 
 What the Government appears to be doing in 
this bill is to take money from the gasoline tax 
that they themselves in their Throne Speech have 
indicated that they want to dedicate solely to the 
construction of highways and roads and infra-
structure. 
 
 It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that the 
presentation by Chris Lorenc in this respect was 
compelling, that having made that commitment 
in the Throne Speech, the design of this legis-
lation is wrong, that it may be fair to use a 
subsidy, which amounts in comparable fashion 
to the 2 cents a litre or 1.5 cents a litre or 1 cent 
a litre but that it should be reported in the 
financial reports of the Government as a direct 
business subsidy, and it should be included in 
the budget of Industry, Economic Development 
and trade. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I believe it is very important to 
do this, because I think it is very important that 
we should know and Manitobans should know 
exactly the amount of the business subsidy and 
where it is going and that business subsidies 
should not be hidden. 
 

 I listened carefully to the comments of John 
Pittman from the Manitoba Chambers of Com-
merce, and we agree that in general the approach 
here is a reasonable one in terms of give a sub-
sidy that provides a relatively level playing field, 
but we would disagree in this one aspect, that I 
think that for real transparency, it should be 
reported as a business subsidy because that is 
what it is and that it should appear as a line item 
in the Department of Industry, Economic Devel-
opment and trade. 
 
 I think it is important that all Manitobans 
should know the amount of business subsidy that 
this legislation proposes to provide to the ethanol 
industry in this province, and the calculations 
which I have made and which I have 
received,which I gather indirectly through Chris 
Lorenc are the result of calculations made by 
people within government, would suggest that at 
the peak of the subsidy at 2 cents a litre in one of 

the early years that the subsidy will probably 
reach somewhere between $20 million and $30 

illion in a year. m
 
 Now, the precise amount, of course, varies 
with the consumption of gasoline and a number 
of other factors, but that is a substantial amount 
of money. It is important that we know precisely 
what that amount of money is and have it re-
ported precisely in the budget of Industry, Eco-
nomic Development and of trade. The total, over 
the eight years, again it is not entirely certain 
what that total will be, but even with a generally 
modest side of the calculations, it is fairly clear 
that that total is going to be in excess of a 
hundred million dollars in direct business 
subsidy that will be provided by this Govern-

ent. m
 
 It is important that that number be known, 
and it is important that people realize, not only 
in this Legislature but elsewhere, that general 
citizens realize that what we are voting on is a 
business subsidy in excess of a hundred million 
dollars for a new industry. Citizens should know 
that what we are doing is making choices. Peo-
ple who are involved in rural economic develop-
ment should realize that the hundred million 
dollars could be used in this way, but it also 
could be used in other ways. In that fashion, if 
one started with a hundred million dollars and 
said what is the best way of using this for rural 
economic development, it would be interesting 
to know whether one would have got precisely 
the same answer and whether there may be more 
efficient ways of doing that. 
 

 I think that, for example, in the discussion 
from one presenter on greenhouse gases, it was 
indicated that spending on the ethanol may be a 
much more expensive way to reduce greenhouse 
gases than other alternatives. My point here is 
that if you put it to market and list it as a 
business subsidy, then it is transparent and clear. 
We as legislators and citizens in Manitoba will 
know the amounts that are being spent on an 
annual basis, the total amounts estimated, and 
we will be in a better position to have choices. I 
think that one of the things that was missing in 
the discussion that we had was people bringing 
forward alternatives to this in terms of rural 
economic development, and that was missing 
because of the way that this was presented in this 
bill. 
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 Mr. Speaker, I will close at this point. I want 
to reiterate this very important point that the 
reporting of this should be as a business subsidy 
and that it should not be hidden so that it is hard 
for people to see exactly what the amount is. We 
see that the Government has made a commit-
ment in this Throne Speech to spend every pen-
ny of the road fuel taxes on the construction of 
highways and bridges and infrastructure related 
to highways and that we see this as an under-
handed way of diverting money. I think many 
Manitobans would be quite distressed if the 
Government uses this approach to take $100 
million or more than that that should have been 
spent on building roads to divert to a business 
subsidy to ethanol. 
 
 That is where I close. Mr. Speaker, I hope 
the Government will listen and list this as a 
business subsidy rather than trying to hide it in a 
more indirect way. 
 
Mr. Ron Schuler (Springfield): Mr. Speaker, I 
too wish to put a few comments on the record in 
regard to Bill 2, The Biofuels and Gasoline Tax 
Amendment Act. After having been appointed 
the critic for Energy, Science and Technology, 
the first bill that was presented came across my 
desk, and that was in early spring. I certainly had 
a good look at it at that time. Of course, that bill 
changed substantially from the one we have in 
front of us right now. What is unfortunate is that 
the Government chose to rather fight an election 
prematurely, and premature it was, rather than 
dealing with policy issues of great importance to 
Manitobans. In fact, the debate on this issue 
should have taken place during the spring 
session of this year where we would have had 
ample time to have dealt with the issue, where 
we would have been able to go out in the 
communities and have a better debate on the 
entire ethanol issue. 
 
 As I will be referencing later on, as we sat in 
committee, we could see that there are many, 
many different opinions, even on the same side. 
I think it is important that we allow broad policy 
debates like this to have ample time. 
 

 What happened in the meantime, Mr. 
Speaker, is the election was held. Of course, the 
first bill died on the Order Paper, and it became 
history. Somewhere along the way, the federal 

government decided to enter the ethanol debate, 
putting forward $100 million for what they 
called the ethanol expansion program and, unbe-
known to most, decided in their wisdom they 
were going to fund three plants at $20 million 
and that the first $60 million was going to expire 
on November 19, 2003. 
 
* (11:00) 
 
 The Minister of Energy, Science and Tech-
nology (Mr. Sale) approached myself as the 
critic and said there was a problem with the 
federal program because there was such a quick 
expiry date put on the first $60 million that 
something had to be done in Manitoba because 
we did not have enabling legislation. 
 
 October 1, the minister, the Member for 
Russell (Mr. Derkach) and myself met. We had 
discussions. The minister laid out very clearly 
what the difficulties were, that there was a time 
line and to be able to even bid on any of that 
money we needed enabling legislation. As the 
Opposition, we agreed we would look at giving 
leave to hurry-up mode on the bill. The minister 
said it would basically mirror the first legislation 
that had been brought in, in the spring, and that 
within two weeks he would have something 
available for the Opposition. 
 

 We waited patiently, waited three weeks, at 
which time I sent a letter to the minister, I would 
like to just read that for the record, in which we 
stated: Dear Minister, on October 1, 2002 a 
meeting was held in your office dealing with 
proposed ethanol legislation–it was Bill 11, The 
Biofuels Act. At that time you and your assist-
ant, Patrick Caron, expressed concern about fed-
eral money expiring which was to be used to 
support an ethanol industry. Your request at that 
time was for leave to introduce new legislation 
dealing with ethanol, November 20, 2003, and, 
potentially, leave to deal with the legislation by 
December 4, 2003. 
 
 At that time, Mr. Speaker, you made a 
commitment that, within two weeks, we, the Of-
ficial Opposition, would receive a spreadsheet 
identifying the changes to proposed Bill 11. This 
would allow for the Opposition to seek advice 
and opinions on the intended legislation in ad-
vance of it being introduced November 20. 
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 It is now three weeks after our meeting and 
neither the Member for Ste. Rose (Mr. Cum-
mings) nor myself have been contacted by you 
or your assistant. We would like clarification as 
to when we can expect a copy of the changes be-
ing proposed to Bill 11 as time is running out on 
this important issue and we would appreciate a 
response from you as soon as possible. 
 
 Signed, the critic for Energy, Science and 
Technology. 
 
 After giving the minister an encouraging 
nudge to move on with the legislation, Mr. 
Speaker, the response was immediate. By Octo-
ber 31, we had a meeting with the minister. 
Myself, the Member for Emerson (Mr. Penner), 
the minister and departmental staff sat down and 
had a long discussion on the bill. 
 
 At that time, the minister laid out clearly 
where he and his Government were intending to 
go with new legislation. The approach they were 
going to take was a subsidy and mandate ap-
proach, of course a 10-year subsidy scaled down. 
It is all in the legislation before us. 
 
 We again agreed to give leave. We said we 
would allow it to go into hurry-up mode, again, 
the time line being a lot tighter at that point in 
time because we had lost considerable time from 
the first meeting to when we actually saw legis-
lation a month later. 
 
 To the credit of the department and the 
minister's staff, we did have a lot of follow-up 
questions and the minister and Rory, whose last 
name I do not know, but works for the 
Government, and Patrick Caron were very good 
at turnaround time in answering questions and 
getting us the information that we needed. We 
would like to thank them for that. 
 

 Again, keeping in mind that all the way 
through the difficulty for us on this was that it is 
a substantial piece of legislation. That hurry-up 
mode was something that we were very uncom-
ortable with.  f

  
 Mr. Speaker, the bill was tabled and went 
through first and second reading and went to 
committee. Many presentations came forward. 
We were pleased with the thoughtful and well-

rounded presentations on both sides of the issue. 
Covered from a philosophical perspective on 
respect, A versus B, to real brass tack kind of 
issues of local development, a lot of questions 
came forward and issues that I have dealt with in 
other speeches, the questions of: Is this a Kyoto 
commitment? Does this help with some of the 
obligations of what we can now call the crum-

ling Kyoto commitment? b
 
 What we found, Mr. Speaker, were pre-
senters on both sides, presented credibly, laid out 
a lot of information, a lot of science. At best, for 
an environmental argument, I would say there is 
a hung jury. There seem to be compelling argu-

ents on both sides. m
 
 The question of is this economic develop-
ment..Again, we had a lot of debate on both 
sides of the issue. The question of will this 
benefit Manitoba farmers or will cheap, 
subsidized corn from the United States be the 
beneficiary. Again, we had healthy debate on 
both sides, the question of will this benefit U.S. 
farmers or Canadian farmers, arguments on both 
sides. 
 
 Throughout the whole process, Mr. Speaker, 
we have stated clearly and again here at third 
reading that hurry-up mode and the debate being 
cut short is a real difficult position for us, the 
Opposition, to be in. For legislation, this encom-
passing hurry-up is problematic. For legislation 
that is so involved in the lives of Manitobans, 
legislation that is in fact so invasive in all of our 
lives, hurry-up has to be problematic. 
 

 It will deal with taxes. It will deal with our 
very daily lives of how we transport ourselves, 
goods and services. As the minister knows, a 
seasoned politician in this Chamber, the Oppo-
sition's role is to see to it that legislation is given 
full debate. In fact, if you view this Chamber, 
unique in parliaments throughout the world, it is 
not a linear set-up. It is actually in a horseshoe 
because we have this committee system where 
we have a lot of public input. In this instance, 
again, hurry-up is problematic. 
 
 We as the Opposition again have agreed to 
allow this to proceed today to move forward. We 
do so with grave concern with the hurry-up 
mode. In the end, this was not necessary. The 
bill could have been dealt with in spring. Pure 
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political motives got in the way. An unnecessary 
early election was deemed far more important 
than dealing with the kinds of legislation like 
this and others that will be coming. Hurry-up 
mode is where we find ourselves. 
 
 I believe that, even at committee, there 
would have been a lot more presentations if 
more time would have been given. Alas, this is 
where we are.  
 
 In the end, I would like to wish all of those 
who did apply to the federal government and 
will be allowed to ask for some of that $60 mil-
lion, we wish them well. We know that there are 
a lot of communities who are looking at this who 
feel that this is going to be a big benefit, a strong 
impetus into their economy. We, as the Con-
servative Opposition, certainly wish them well. 
We hope that we have individuals at the federal 
level, at the federal cabinet table, who will be 
standing up for us, our political ministers at the 
federal level, that they will stand and fight for us 
as Manitobans and see to it that at least one of 
the three plants be located here. We wish all of 
our proponents well. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I wish then to conclude my 
omments on Bill 2. c

 
*
 

 (11:10) 

Hon. Tim Sale (Minister of Energy, Science 
and Technology): In closing debate on this bill, 
Mr. Speaker, I want to again thank my col-
leagues, both on our side of the House and on 
the Opposition benches, for allowing us to move 
this bill along in response to the federal gov-
ernment's– 
 
Mr. Speaker: Order. I just want to make a 
correction here. It is the mover of the motion 
that closes debate, so after the minister speaks, if 
other members wish to speak, you are still 
allowed to speak. It is only the mover that closes 
the debate. 
 

Point of Order 
 

Mr. Speaker: The honourable Government 
House Leader, on a point of order. 
 

Mr. Mackintosh: My understanding is that the 
minister was intending to speak last. I think that 

was the intention, so if there are members 
opposite that wish to add to the debate, we 
welcome that before the honourable member 
contributes. 
 
Mr. Speaker: If there is a friendly agreement, 
because our rule states it is the mover of the 
motion that closes the debate, and the honour-
able Government House Leader was the one that 
moved the motion–I am only following the rules. 
If there is a friendly agreement, that is fine.  
 

* * * 
 
Mr. Sale: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the clarification. I also appreciate your adher-
ence to our rules. I again underline my thanks to 
all members of the House for allowing this de-
bate to move forward in a speedy fashion. 
 
 I have said many of the things that I would 
want to say on this bill, so I will be brief. I want 
to underline my concurrence with the comments 
of the honourable member who was my critic. I 
was his critic in Opposition. He has been my 
critic at various points. He has spoken strongly 
about the need for all of us to try and make sure 
that the federal government hears very clearly 
the level of support for the emergence of this 
industry from our rural communities.  
 

 I invite members opposite, through whatever 
channels they have access to, whether they are 
Liberal channels or other channels, to attempt to 
make it very plain to those who will make 
decisions on the allocation of the $60-million 
initial federal support program that the case for 
Manitoba is strong on the basis of costs of pro-
duction. It is strong on the basis of a mandate. It 
is strong on the basis of our community's 
engagement in this process because the goal of 
those who put forward this program at the 
federal level from the Liberal caucus, led by 
Julian Reed, by the way, a very formidable 
member of that caucus and a rural member from 
Brant, was precisely for community economic 
development and for the farming community of 
this country to have a ready market for feed 
wheat, feed grain, winter wheat that would 
otherwise not find its way as advantageously 
into the market as well as to develop the first 
steps in a transportation fuel economy that is not 
based on the fossil fuel industry. 
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 As I have said in debate, there is no dis-
agreement that at some point our economy has to 
evolve away from 100% dependence on fossil 
fuel and into a renewable fuel economy. There 
has been no technology in the world that I know 
of that has ever been introduced without some 
significant leadership on the part of government. 
Whether it was the action of Sir Rodmond 
Roblin to put in place the Manitoba Telephone 
System or whether it was the action of gov-
ernments in the 1950s to create the Manitoba 
Hydro-Electric Commission, which was the 
predecessor to Manitoba Hydro, or whether it 
was actions to develop new forms of industry, 
aerospace, transportation, railways, airlines, all 
of these major infrastructures that we take now 
for granted as private sector driven, essentially 
had their origins in public policy. I believe this 
industry is no different, that the ability to take 
advantage of the technology, the markets and the 
opportunities to move, for example, distillers' 
grains into the human food chain, not just the 
animal chain, will depend on public sector 
leadership. 
 
 I want to, again, underscore my critic's 
thanks to the communities who came so readily 
to be enthusiastic about the opportunities and to 
call on all of us to do our very best to ensure that 
this industry is not only developed at a level for 
Manitoba's needs but becomes a supplier to the 
Ontario market, which the government of On-
tario has recently announced will greatly expand 
when, in 2005, they move to a 5% mandate and 
several years later move to a 10% mandate, 
which will require in the range of 1.5 to 2 billion 
litres of ethanol to be produced to serve that 
requirement. 
 
 I see this as a great opportunity for many, 
many Manitoba communities, but it will require 
all of our support in a non-partisan way to ensure 
the opportunities can be fully exploited for the 
benefits of all Manitobans, all Manitoba rural 
communities, all Manitoba farmers. 
 

 I am encouraged, Mr. Speaker, by the tre-
mendous support the Manitoba Chamber has 
given to this and the Keystone Agricultural Pro-
ducers, who were unequivocally enthusiastic and 
appear to have done their homework extremely 
well in regard to the emergence of this industry, 
in fuel terms, in feed terms, by-product terms, 

economic development terms. They have done 
their homework. They know it is a very good 
opportunity, but no opportunities ever are 
successful without hard work. 
 
 As I said to the honourable Member for Ste. 
Rose (Mr. Cummings) in committee the other 
night, this is just one step on the road to devel-
oping the kinds of industry opportunities that our 
rural communities want. All of us are going to 
have to be part of making that a reality. So I in-
vite the collaboration of all members in making 
sure the federal government does not do what it 
did on the CF-18 and essentially reward a large 
market in the largest part of the country but 
indeed makes possible for the smaller provinces, 
namely Saskatchewan and Manitoba, to reap the 
rewards of their commitment to their rural 
communities and to ensure that a significant 
portion of that initial tranche of $60 million 
comes right here to Manitoba to get this industry 
started. Once it is started I know it will grow. 
 

 With those remarks, Mr. Speaker, I thank all 
members and look forward to the passage and 
enactment of this legislation. 
 
Mr. Speaker: Is the House ready for the 
question?  
 
Some Honourable Members: Question. 
 
Mr. Speaker: The question before the House is 
concurrence and third reading of Bill 2, The Bio-
fuels and Gasoline Tax Amendment Act. 
 
 Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the 
motion? 
  
Some Honourable Members: Agreed. 
 
Mr. Speaker: Agreed and so ordered. 
 
An Honourable Member: Agreed on division, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 
Mr. Speaker: Agreed on division. 
 

Bill 3–The Helen Betty Osborne Memorial 
Foundation Amendment Act 

 
Hon. Gord Mackintosh (Government House 
Leader): Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the 
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Minister of Labour (Ms. Allan), that Bill 3, The 
Helen Betty Osborne Memorial Foundation 
Amendment Act; Loi modifiant la Loi sur la 
Fondation commémorative Helen Betty Os-
borne, reported from the Standing Committee on 
Social and Economic Development, be con-
curred in and be now read for a third time and 
passed. 
 
Motion presented. 
 
* (11:20) 
 
Mr. Gerald Hawranik (Lac du Bonnet): Mr. 
Speaker, in Canada the foundation movement 
started in Manitoba, and, as a result of it starting 
in Manitoba, we, in fact, have more foundations 
that are registered in Manitoba than any other 
province. We recognize the importance of foun-
dations in Canada. They provide funding for 
other charitable groups and organizations in our 
province. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I think the most difficult task 
of any charity is usually in raising enough mon-
ey to carry out its charitable purpose, and foun-
dations are funders of other charities, and, there-
fore, they, through donations to other charities, 
allow these other charities to deliver services to 
our community, services which our communities 
and our residents have, in fact, come to expect 
and deserve. 
 

 I recognize the importance of the Helen 
Betty Osborne Memorial Foundation in their 
charitable work. I believe it is an important foun-
dation in memory of Helen Betty Osborne. The 
value of any foundation is really not in receiving 
donations but, in fact, in giving grants, bursaries 
and scholarships to any community. Without 
giving these grants, bursaries and scholarships, 
there is no reason to donate to a foundation. 
Giving to your community generally produces 
more donations which, in turn, helps the com-
munity even more. 
 
 This bill permits the Helen Betty Osborne 
Memorial Foundation to use the capital portion 
of the fund for the purposes of grants, scholar-
ships and bursaries. Currently, the foundation 
only has the authority to use the income from the 
foundation, and that is really the only purpose 
for the bill. 

 Now, there are certain reasons why this bill 
should be introduced, one of which is the fact 
that many other foundations, in fact most foun-
dations in Manitoba already have the ability to 
use income to give out grants.  
 

 The second reason is that because of low 
interest rates, low returns on investments, on 
capital, what has been happening is that because 
The Income Tax Act does have a requirement 
under it to give out 3.5 percent of the capital of 
any foundation in order to retain their charitable 
status, because of those low interest rates, they, 
in fact, have to dip into capital in order to 
comply with The Income Tax Act. Therefore, I 
believe that it is an important amendment, I 
think, to this foundation.  
 
 As a caucus, we had some concerns about 
the bill, and our concerns revolved around the 
fact that some donors who believed that the 
capital amount of their donation would be pre-
served in perpetuity may now be affected. Had 
they known that the capital was not going to be 
preserved, they may not have even given to the 
foundation. 
 
 Our concern was that the rules were being 
changed midstream without regard to the donors 
to the foundation who contributed to the capital 
of the fund. I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, with 
respect to this matter, the minister provided us 
with his written assurance that, in fact, the 
capital of the fund would be protected by way of 
regulation up to the time that the bill comes into 
force unless, of course, the donors otherwise 
direct. 
 
 In addition, as I say, the minister did provide 
us with that written assurance last week, and 
further to his written assurance, he say, further to 
expressed concerns about protecting direct 
donations given to the foundation on a presumed 
understanding that monies go to the capital fund, 
I propose that a regulation be drafted stipulating 
that the amount of donations made at the time 
the bill comes into force shall be protected from 
payment out for scholarships, unless donors 
otherwise direct in writing. 
 
 That was an important issue for us, and, in 
fact, at committee a few days ago, the minister 
also gave us that assurance that he would consult 
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with myself as critic in the area in order to draft 
the appropriate regulation to cover our concern. 
 
 With that, Mr. Speaker, I end my debate. 
 
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Inkster): Mr. Speaker, 
I had opportunity in second reading to express 
concerns or thoughts in regard to Bill 3. I just 
want to reinforce that we want to ensure through 
regulations that the capital of the fund itself be 
protected in some form. Otherwise, as I say, I 
believe I had put on the record in second reading 
more comments as to the importance of the fund 
itself in many different ways. 
 
 With those few words, we are prepared to 
see it pass through third reading. Thank you. 
 
Mr. Mackintosh: I thank members opposite for 
their contributions, their advice and for 
participating in pursuing this to a vote. This was, 
of course, legislation brought forward at the 
request of the board. We are very pleased at the 
vigour that they are showing as an organization 
now in fundraising. We are certainly seeing very 
positive developments at the foundation and 
look forward to their fundraising efforts this 
spring. 
 
 I invite all members to participate in that 
gala. The fundraiser has, I think, discovered a 
niche for fundraising and that is the auctioning 
of Aboriginal art. It certainly was a very great 
success for the first gala that took place last year. 
 
 I thank the members for their attention to 
his bill. t

 
Mr. Speaker: Is the House ready for the 
question? 
 
Some Honourable Members: Question. 
 
Mr. Speaker: The question before the House is 
concurrence and third reading of Bill 3, The 
Helen Betty Osborne Memorial Foundation 

mendment Act.  A
 
 Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the 

otion? [Agreed] m
   

Bill 4–The Employment Standards Code 
Amendment Act 

 
Hon. Gord Mackintosh (Government House 
Leader): I move, seconded by the Minister of 

Labour (Ms. Allan) that Bill 4, The Employment 
Standards Code Amendment Act; Loi modifiant 
le Code des normes d'emploi, as amended and 
reported from the Standing Committee on Social 
and Economic Development, be concurred in 
and be now read for a third time and passed. 
 
Motion presented. 
 
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Inkster): Mr. Speaker, 
I wanted to put a few words on the record in 
regard to Bill 4.  
 
 Bill 4 is interesting in the sense that it is 
actually going to be the first real piece of labour 
legislation I have had the opportunity to speak 
to, Mr. Speaker. I guess I should start off by 
giving credit where credit is due. This bill is, in 
essence, broken into two parts. The first part 
deals with compassionate leave. The second part 
deals with parental rights in having EI benefits 
and then being able to have a job after being on 
those benefits. Both of those initiatives were, in 
fact federal initiatives. That is in fact why we 
have the bills before us today because the federal 
government looked at these two programs and 
thought that it was a progressive way of pro-
viding for the workers, not only in Manitoba but 
in Canada, a more compassionate way of dealing 
with a parent that has fallen ill or for a birth of a 
new child in a home, in allowing for a parent to 
remain at home. We see them at both extremes.  
 

 I was really encouraged to see legislation of 
this nature come forward that really reinforces 
good positive initiatives. It was encouraging to 
hear that the Manitoba Labour and Management 
Review Committee did get the opportunity to 
review and has unanimously supported what we 
are talking about today.  
 

 Mr. Speaker, what I wanted to really focus 
some attention on, because it is an issue that 
really is raised time and time again, the NDP 
like to take credit in a couple of issues. One is 
health care, that they rule on health care. We just 
take a look at their track record over the last four 
years. You will find that that is not the case.  
 

 On labour, this is one which I feel quite 
passionate about because I was around, Mr. 
Speaker, when the New Democrats killed final 
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offer selection. You know something? There are 
so many people, so many workers, the average 
worker in the province that benefited by final 
offer selection, yet this is the political party that 
killed final offer selection.  
 
 For those members, I can see a couple of 
them in dispute here, a bit confused. The mem-
ber from Thompson should explain to the ones 
that were not around back in '88 and '90 when 
Mr. Jay Cowan and the member from Thomp-
son, the current leader, the current Premier of 
our province, killed final offer selection. It was 
to the detriment of the workers in this province. 
All they had to was support the Liberals' initi-
ative that would have made final offer selection 
prevail. It would have been here today. 
 
 So I am a bit sensitive when it comes to 
labour legislation, because the New Democrats, 
time and time again, try to take credit for trying 
to represent the interests of the workers in this 
province, but the record is very clear that they do 
not.  
 
 When you take a look at this particular bill, 
the federal legislation to protect the parent that 
chooses to stay home passed in 2000. Many 
provinces have already brought in the legislation 
to protect the interest. Yet you have the New 
Democrats here in the province of Manitoba who 
are way behind the eight ball once again when it 
comes to protecting the interest of the parent, 

r. Speaker.  M
 
*
 

 (11:30) 

 In fact, one has to question why it is it took 
this Government so long to bring in this legis-
lation. Well, this is not something that was new. 
Representatives from the Labour Management 
Review Committee have indicated that the de-
partment have received many phone calls saying 
that there are people that have been negatively 
affected and that there was in fact a need for this 
sort of legislative amendment. Why did it take so 
long for this Government to bring it in? I will 
suspect, Mr. Speaker, the reason is because of 
the second federal initiative, that being of com-
passionate care. When they saw the compas-
sionate care issue, they realized yes, this is 
something that is positive, we want to bring it in.  
 
 In doing that, they figured well, just as well, 
bring this other component along with it, 

because we are bringing in Bill 4. I believe it 
was more of a tag-on. Again, it amazes me how 
a government that likes to preach that they 
represent the workers lags behind so many other 
provinces when it comes to protecting their 
rights. Mr. Speaker, the record clearly shows 
that. Even representatives from the Labour Man-
agement Review Committee, in one of the 
reports, makes reference to the fact of the num-

er of phone calls on this.  b
 
 The first thing that comes to my mind is 
why then did this Government sit on that 
particular issue. Instead, what we see is 
legislation being brought through in the fashion 
that it is as opposed to why not come in a few 
days earlier to allow for more debate inside the 
Chamber, to allow for possibly more time in our 
committees, to allow for outside organizations, 
the average worker maybe, possibly for 
employers to be able to come to committee to be 
able to add comments, to be able to meet with 
critics. But instead, this Government did 
something which it opposed doing while it was 
in opposition. In opposition, this Government 
condemned the Tory government whenever they 
brought in legislation and said, we have to get 
this legislation passed and it has to be passed 
immediately; sorry for limiting debate and so 
forth. 
 
 When this Government was in opposition, 
Mr. Speaker, they did not tolerate it. They said 
that that was not the way democracy should 
work. Well, what happened to applying those 
same sorts of principles to the legislation that 
they bring to this Chamber? Instead they bring in 
the legislation. And I can appreciate why. The 
reason why we are prepared to see it pass third 
reading is, unlike this Government, we do care 
about the workers and we do see that this 
legislation will benefit the workers. We do care 
about compassionate leave, and that is the reason 
why we are prepared to see this bill pass today.  
 
 But shame on this Government, shame on a 
government that does not care for the workers, 
when, back in 2000, legislation was passed and 
this Government did absolutely nothing. Other 
provinces around us did, but not this Govern-
ment because they like to preach that they care, 
but we know full well, like they do in health 
care, that their record speaks volumes. Actions 
speak louder than words. I trust and I hope that 
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we will see more progressive legislation coming 
from this particular ministry. I must say, I am 
disappointed. This minister has only been at the 
job for how long, and the only other piece of 
legislation after bringing in this was setting up 
the immigration group. I will tell you, I will 
reserve my comments on that speech, and, 
hopefully, I will get an opportunity to speak long 
and hard on that particular bill because I see 
what the Government is really trying to do here 
on that particular bill.  
 
 But having said that, I want to be sensitive 
to the need for other members to be able to 
speak on this bill. I hope we will see more labour 
legislation coming from this Government. My 
intention is to hold this Government accountable 
on the issue of labour because, quite frankly, 
they have done a disservice to the average 
working person in this province. They have done 
a disservice to the average union member in this 
province. They cater to the union elite, to their 
friends within the union elite. They do not cater 
to the average working man in this province. I 
take exception to a government that claims to 
represent the worker, but we know full well–
[interjection] 
 
 To the Minister of Labour (Ms. Allan), 
working women are a part of the working force, 
so when I talk about the working people we are 
talking about men and women. I do not need to 
take lectures from a New Democratic Party that 
is in government that does not stick to the same 
sorts of policies that they stood up in opposition 
to talk about. 
 
An Honourable Member: Are you for or 
against the bill? 
 
Mr. Lamoureux: The Member for Thompson 
(Mr. Ashton) says do I support the bill. Well, 
Mr. Speaker, let me be candidly clear to the 
Member for Thompson, our minister of waters, I 
and the Liberal Party support this bill. It is the 
federal Liberal government that we should be 
thanking. If it was not for the Liberals in Ottawa, 
we would not have this bill here today. In fact, if 
this Government was more proactive we would 
not have the one component to this particular 
bill, because it should have been brought in well 
over a year ago. Some might even argue that it 
could have been brought in back in late 2000, 

maybe the beginning of 2001, but I was prepared 
to give the Government a little bit of leeway. 
 
 I hope and I trust that this new Government 
of sorts will in fact spend more time reflecting 
on the days in which they were in Opposition, 
the pacing of Jay Cowan in the back here on the 
final offer selection debate, the way they killed 
final offer selection. 
 
 I am going to conclude, because the Member 
for Thompson might attempt to mislead the New 
Democrats, today's NDP, on what happened on 
final offer selection. You have your choice. You 
can go to the Member for Thompson, the Mem-
ber for Thompson will sell you goods on the 
final offer selection. When you are done listen-
ing to the Member for Thompson, you come talk 
to me on the side here, and I will tell you really 
what did happen, the truth. 
 
 The truth will hurt, but there is a quote in the 
Bible that says the truth will set you free, and I 
am prepared to share the truth on final offer 
selection, because it was the New Democrats 
that killed final offer selection in this province. 
Shame on them because the only time in which 
they tried to do anything for the workers of this 
province is when we put their feet to the coals 
and maybe created a little bit of heat for them. 
 

 My intention is to make the New Democrats 
feel uneasy because they are not doing the types 
of things they should be doing to protect the 
workers of this province. 
 
 With those few words, I thank you for being 
able to speak on this particular bill as I indicated. 
It is a good bill. We look forward to it getting 
Royal Assent and we trust that the Government 
will attempt to get its act in order for the next 
session and we will get some more progressive 
legislation before us. 
 

Mr. Stuart Murray (Leader of the Official 
Opposition): I rise to put a few words on the 
record with respect to Bill 4. I do want to say, 
Mr. Speaker, at the outset that I would like to 
acknowledge the work the Member for Spring-
field (Mr. Schuler) has done in bringing some of 
the issues, whether it is in this Chamber or at the 
committee level. I think his work has been 
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exemplary and I would like to acknowledge the 
time, effort and energy he has put into it. 
 
 I say that for two reasons: One is I know he 
is a very hardworking member, first and fore-
most. I think everybody in this Chamber knows 
that. Secondly, I think it is important to recog-
nize that this legislation, once again, we find 
ourselves in what is called a sort of hurry-up 
mode, that is, how do we get this through as fast 
as we possibly can with ultimately what appears 
to be as little discussion on it? So that it allows 
to look at the enabling legislation the federal 
government has brought in. 
 
* (11:40) 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I think whenever you are put in 
a position where you are trying to put legislation 
through in a very, very quick manner we find 
there are always issues that have to be dealt 
with. The Member for Springfield, working with 
the Minister of Labour (Ms. Allan), I think, did a 
commendable job in trying to point out some of 
the areas that perhaps could have been improved 
and acknowledging at committee level that there 
was no opportunity to look at any amendments, 
which is unfortunate but that is the process. The 
Doer government of the day will live with those 
decisions, as we have seen happening through 
this process of hurry-up legislation.  
 
 I do, as I say, want to pay credit to the 
Member for Springfield (Mr. Schuler) because, 
as the critic, he provided a lot of background. 
Some of the issues that were good, he was very, 
very clear to point out those that make sense, 
those issues that we absolutely stand in this 
House and want to support. I think he also did an 
exemplary job of pointing out some of the 
pratfalls, the trips and the traps, of this 
legislation. So I want to commend him for that. 
 

 I do find when we were looking at this bill 
and sitting in committee, there were a number of 
issues that stuck out in my mind. I think the 
Member for Springfield agrees with me on this 
that there are parts of this bill that make a 
tremendous amount of sense, should be done and 
should be passed immediately. There is always 
reference to the back part of this bill that would 
have benefited, and I think would have been 
strengthened, made stronger for the workers of 

Manitoba, made stronger for those people, those 
men and women, that are part of our workforce 
in Manitoba, the men and women that make our 
economy go, the men and women that get up 
every morning. Whether they be single parents 
or whether they be families with respect to 
husband and wife, these people who get up and 
make a difference in the province of Manitoba, I 
think this could have been strengthened for the 
workers of Manitoba. 
 
Mr. Conrad Santos, Deputy Speaker, in the 
Chair. 
 
 I am only reminded that it was the Doer 
government that rammed through legislation in 
their previous session that showed they were 
really not even pro-worker, that they would not 
allow a democratic vote for workers with respect 
to unionization, that they would allow the old, 
sort of union-boss ways of intimidation. I 
believe we could have strengthened this bill. We 
could have made it much better for the workers 
of Manitoba had we had an opportunity to really 
debate it properly in the Chamber, bring in 
Manitobans, men and women. 
 

  I will acknowledge and compliment the 
Minister of Labour (Ms. Allan). I know the 
Labour Management Review Committee met on 
this. I understand that. It is part of the process. I 
think that was how this came to fruition. I do not 
argue with that. My argument simply is that I 
believe it is wrong for a government to bring in 
legislation that so very much is focussed on 
hard-working men and women and basically 
does not give them a chance to look at this to 
ensure this legislation helps men and women in 
the province of Manitoba, the working men and 
women of Manitoba. 
 
 I want to specifically make a couple of 
comments. I do find that when we went through 
committee, again, I only point this out for the 
record, but we do know that even at committee 
there had to be a change made to 96.1(1), the bill 
they had been handing out at committee. They 
had to make an amendment, or, I should say, a 
proposed change from the Government because 
of an error. 
 
 I do not think it was a substantial error. I am 
not here to be critical of that. I am just again 



400 LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA December 4, 2003 

suggesting, Mr. Deputy Speaker, that when you 
look at putting something through in a very 
hurried fashion, there is an opportunity that 
mistakes are made, and we saw that this was the 
case at committee. 
 
 I do have, Mr. Deputy Speaker, some issues 
that I would like to put on the record with 
respect to Bill 4, and it has to deal with 59.2(3) 
and all through that section, 59.2(4) and (5), and 
what I find is the issue about whether a family 
member has a serious medical condition with a 
significant risk of death within 26 weeks and 
they talk about certificates being issued in that 
clause. 
 
 Then they go on to another, 59.2(4), and 
they talk about, may wish to take leave under 
this section, at least one pay period unless cir-
cumstances necessitate a shorter period. Then 
they go on to another section, Mr. Deputy 
Speaker, 59.2(5), that talks about a copy of a 
physician's certificate is required. 
 

 I think, again, the point I would make here is 
quite simple, that what this should be is this 
legislation should be in place to make a very 
simple, well-thought-out opportunity for the men 
and women of Manitoba.  
 
Mr. Speaker in the Chair 
 
 It should be a very straightforward explan-
ation of what is required with respect to this part 
of the legislation, Mr. Speaker, but rather what it 
does, it becomes very confusing. I think rather 
than making it more understandable and more 
supportive for the hardworking men and women 
of Manitoba, it makes it more confusing for the 
employees. 
 
 Again, Mr. Speaker, I only draw it to the 
minister's attention and, indeed, the Doer gov-
ernment's attention, that had we had an oppor-
tunity to have a more fulsome debate, which I 
think is important around all legislation, I think 
that some of these issues could have come 
forward and been explained and explored and 
looked at, so that ultimately at the end of the day 
I think if we are going to put legislation in place 
for employees, that those employees should be 
able to look at this and say without any 
hesitation that they understand it, that it makes 

sense, that they are appreciative because it 
represents the issues that are important to them, 
and I think that we missed the opportunity 
because of the hurry-up mode that we went into 
to get this legislation through.  
 
 I will make a couple of other comments that 
I saw in this, Mr. Speaker, and, again, I was 
looking at 96.1(2), the administrative costs, and I 
just find that this is quite unacceptable because, 
once again, I think we see that there is a history 
that we know with this Premier (Mr. Doer). He 
is a premier who is quite unusual, and I say that 
in the sense that I do not know too many 
premiers who take a rip at the business com-
munity the way that this Premier has done. 
 

 I always remind the Premier that it is 
because of hardworking businesspeople who cre-
ate jobs for the men and women of the province 
of Manitoba, that it is because of those entre-
preneurs who are trying, sometimes under some 
difficult situations put in by what we have seen 
with the Doer government in the past number of 
years with their labour legislation, that we see 
some of the difficulties that these businesspeople 
are put in, yet they try everyday to go out and 
grow their business.  
 
 They try everyday to go out and ensure that 
the men and women of Manitoba have an oppor-
tunity to work in the workplace to provide for 
their families, and what we find is that the 
Premier likes to make reference to the business 
community, the Chambers of Commerce, as, and 
I think his quote was, one-trick ponies. 
 
* (11:50) 
 
 I find that it is incredible that he would take 
a run at the business community that way 
because it is those people who provide the taxes 
that allow him as the Premier of the Province, 
the Minister of Finance (Mr. Selinger) and the 
Government to create expenditures for pro-
grams. So, without those people in the business 
community allowing this province to grow on 
the basis of taxation that is being paid, then any 
government, regardless of their political stripe, 
would not have the opportunity to fund programs 
that are much required for the people of Man-
itoba. We have businesses already, in Manitoba, 
and of course, Mr. Speaker, when you talk about 
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the employees in that business, we all know that 
they are the highest taxed west of New Bruns-
wick, and that is punitive to the hardworking 
men and women of Manitoba. We know that. 
That is put on by the Doer government. 
 

 What troubles me, Mr. Speaker, is the 
administrative costs in 96.1(2) that talks about 
an order that they must require the employer to 
pay an administrative cost of $100 of any com-
pensation ordered, whichever is more, to a maxi-
mum of $1,000. It is 10 percent or a maximum 
of $1,000. At some point you wonder do not the 
businesses in Manitoba pay taxes already. If they 
do pay taxes in Manitoba, why would they want 
to rip another pound of flesh from the employer? 
I have trouble with that particular clause because 
I believe, and again I think, that businessmen 
and women, the entrepreneurs, those people that 
employ the hardworking men and women of 
Manitoba, pay enough taxation that this clause 
should be struck. It should be taken out. We 
asked in fairness and again I make reference to 
the member from Springfield who, during com-
mittee, asked if there was an opportunity to 
make some friendly amendments to the legisla-
tion, was told that was not on, that there was no 
opportunity to do that. I know he will put his 
own words on the record with respect to this, but 
I do find, again, this is a punitive approach, an 
attack on business for no particular reason. 
 

 Now, some might look at it and say you are 
talking about $100 or a maximum up to $1,000. 
Mr. Speaker, first and foremost, it is the prin-
ciple. The principle is that businesses pay taxes 
in the province of Manitoba. Some would argue 
they are too high. But the fact is that they pay 
tax in the province of Manitoba, and I would 
think that the taxation that they pay is enough, is 
adequate, would more than cover anything that 
is being referenced in Bill 4. Yet, the 
Government, the Doer government has to take 
another pound of flesh out of the business com-
munity by punishing them and saying, on top of 
the taxes that we already collect, you are now 
going to have to pay an additional $100 or it 
could be up to $1,000. 
 

 I find that repugnant because I think that this 
Government takes enough taxation out of the 
hardworking men and women, out of the busi-

nesses, that this clause should not exist in Bill 4. 
I find that it is interesting that was, I think it was 
in the Doer government's first mandate, the bill 
that they brought in. I think, if my mind serves, 
Bill 44 was the labour legislation that was anti-
worker, and that did not allow workers in the 
workplace the ability to decide in a secret ballot 
whether they wanted to participate in a union or 
not. That right was ripped away from them. 
 

 So this is Bill 4. It is mini 4, mini , from 44 
to 4. I believe what we should be talking about 
and debating in this Chamber is all about the 
workers of Manitoba and ensuring that those 
workers have legislation that supports them. Part 
of this legislation I acknowledge the Minister of 
Labour (Ms. Allan), absolutely does. She should 
deserve and the government should deserve and 
take credit for that because we support it. But I 
think there are parts of this legislation that, 
unfortunately, because we did not, we as legis-
lators, we as the broader public, did not have a 
chance to really have a look at how this 
legislation will be played out to the men and 
women of Manitoba. I think that that is unfor-
tunate. I do not for a minute say that the Labour 
Management Review Committee that was set 
up–I applaud them. I think they do good work. 
But they themselves, and I think they would 
admit, are not a perfect body. They would not 
purport to be a perfect body. I think the body, 
Mr. Speaker, comes down to the working men 
and women of Manitoba. 
 
 That is the body, the hardworking body that 
I believe should have had an opportunity to 
come forward, be part of this debate, to see how 
they could ensure that the language that was 
used, the direction that was used–when you are 
talking about compassionate leave, what are the 
issues that really make sense to the workers, 
because they do not know at this point whether 
they have to get a doctor's certificate, whether 
they have to ensure that they have one pay 
period, whether they have to ensure that they 
turn on a dime, whether they do a headstand. 
They are not sure, and I do not see in this 
legislation where it is clear what it is for the men 
and women of Manitoba to make this legislation 
work specifically for them. 
 
 I heard in some of the other comments that 
were made, I think they were made by the 
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minister responsible for–I apologize, it has just 
gone out of my mind, but the honourable mem-
ber who brought in the bill on ethanol. I know 
that he made comments about the number of 
people who came forward at committee, came 
forward during the community hearings, who 
were all part of these discussions, and I think the 
words that he used was that the homework was 
extremely well done with respect to legislation 
in Bill 2. 
 
 I must tell you, Mr. Speaker, that I do not 
think that was the case with the entire Bill 4. I do 
not think that the homework was done. I do not 
think that there was an opportunity to ensure that 
we had a bill in front of us that really, really 
mirrored what is happening in the workplace or 
what is right for the workers, so that they 
understand this legislation very, very clearly. 
 

 Mr. Speaker, I want to be very clear, though. 
I think that the Minister of Labour (Ms. Allan) 
was put in an impossible position. I think she 
worked very hard and very diligently, and she 
brought these issues forward, but I think she was 
put in an impossible position by the Premier 
(Mr. Doer) of the Province of Manitoba by 
wanting to ensure that this legislation gets 
through so that he has the ability to trumpet what 
was done, to trumpet the fact that this was 
important, to trumpet the fact that they were able 
to in a hurry-up way get this legislation done.  
 

 So what did we end up finding? Again, I 
applaud the Minister of Labour. I think she was 
put in an impossible position. I think that under 
the circumstances, I believe that she got her 
briefing the same day as the Member for 
Springfield (Mr. Schuler) got his briefing on this 
bill. I think that that is not how we would like to 
see bills debated in this Chamber. I do not think 
it is helpful to the Government's side nor cer-
tainly for those of us on the Opposition side, and 
members across in Government were on the 
Opposition side and so have an understanding of 
why it is important that we as legislators have 
the opportunity to be part of this process. 

 I do believe, Mr. Speaker, that this bill has 
some merit. I have been very clear on the parts 
of the bill that I find troubling. Again, as I close, 
I want to congratulate the Minister of Labour 
(Ms. Allan) on her new position, and we look 
forward to many bills coming from her and 
debating with her in the Chamber those bills.  
 
 I do want to close by saying that I think the 
Premier of the Province of Manitoba, who will 
be delivering a speech to the Chamber of Com-
merce sometime next week on the state of the 
economic situation in Manitoba, I hope that 
rather than talk about all of the political rhetoric 
we hear from him, I hope that he stands up and 
his opening line to the Manitoba Chambers of 
Commerce is: I am delighted to speak to a group 
of one-trick ponies. I hope he is as honest with 
the business community in front of their faces, 
Mr. Speaker, as he is behind their backs in this 
Chamber. That is the kind of political rhetoric 
we hear from this Premier everyday. It is always 
something on the business community: They do 
not understand this; they do not get this; they do 
not do that; they are not here. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, those are the businesses that 
comprise the men and women of Manitoba who 
pay the taxation so that this Premier is able to do 
the kinds of things that he wants to do. I think it 
is important that, rather than speak out of both 
sides of his mouth and say one thing in this 
Chamber to diss the Canadian Taxpayers' Feder-
ation, the Manitoba Chambers, the Winnipeg 
Chamber which he has done in this Chamber 
numerous times, rather than hear him do that, I 
hope he has the fortitude to stand and do the 
same for the Manitoba Chamber when he ad-
dresses them. 
 

Mr. Speaker: Order. When this matter is again 
before the House, the honourable Leader of the 
Official Opposition (Mr. Murray) will have 
unlimited time. 
 

 The hour being 12 noon, this House is 
recessed until 1:30 p.m. this afternoon. 
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