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THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA 
2:30 o'clock, Thursday, May 27, 1970 

Opening Prayer by Mr. Speaker. 
MR. SPEAKER: Presenting Petitions; Reading and Receiving Petitions; Presenting 

Reports by standing and Special Committees; Notices of Motion; Introduction of Bills. The 
Honourable Minister of Youth and Education. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

2351 

HON. SAUL A. MILLER (Minister of Youth and Education)(Seven Oaks): Mr. Speaker, I 

beg leave to have this matter stand. (Agreed) 

HON. HOWARD R. PAWLEY (Minister of Municipal Affairs)( Selkirk) introduced Bill No. 

110, an Act to amend the Housing and Renewal Corporation Act. 

HON. RUSSELL PAULLEY (Minister of Labour)(Transcona) introduced Bill No. 116, an 
Act to amend The Civil Service Superannuation Act. (Recommended by His Honour the 
Lieutenant-Governor); and Bill No. 117, an Act to amend The Employment Standards Act. 

MR. LEONARD A. BARKMAN (La Verendrye) in the absence of the Honourable Member 
for Ste. Rose introduced Bill No. 114, an Act to amend The Legislative Assembly Act (2). 

STATEMENT 

MR. SPEAKER: At this point I wish to announce to the House, and I understand that this 
has been agreed to by both sides, that the House remain adjourned next Friday, June 5th to 
allow honourable members to participate in the ceremony at the International Peace Garden. 

MR. PAULLEY: That is my understanding, Mr. Speaker. 

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS 

MR. SPEAKER: I also wish to direct the attention of honourable members to the gallery 
where we have with us 27 Grade 8 students of the Norway House School. These students are 
under the direction of Mr. and Mrs. Litz. This school is located in the constituency of the 
Honourable Member for Rupertsland. And 40 Grade 8 students of the Earl Grey school. These 
students are under the direction of Mr. Bernard. This school is located in the constituency 

of the Honourable Member for Crescentwood. 
Also in the gallery there are 43 grade 6 students of the Hasting School hosting students 

from the Opasqua School, from The Pas. The Hasting School students are under the direction 
of Mrs. Colbert and are from the constituency of the Honourable Member for Riel. The 
Opasqua School is in the constituency of the Honourable Member for The Pas. And 68 Grade 7 

students of the River Heights Junior High school. These students are under the direction of 
Mrs. Rusen. This school is located in the constituency of the Honourable Member for River 
Heights. And 40 Grade 10 and 11 students of the Steinbach Bible School. These students are 
under the direction of Mr. Kroeker. This school is located in the constituency of the Honourable 
Member for La Verendrye. 

On behalf of the honourable members of the Legislative Assembly we welcome you here 
this afternoon. 

The Honourable Member for Wolseley. 

ORAL QUESTION P ERIOD 

MR. LEONARD H. CLAYOON (Wolseley): Mr. Speaker, I have a question for the Minis
ter of Government Services. In view of the fact that the lODE Provincial Command is located 
in the Auditorium with the City Command, and in view of the fact that they have received notice 
to vacate by the end of May, would the Minister tell us if the government is doing anything to 
assist the lODE in finding alternative accommodations. 

MR. PAULLEY: Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel. 
MR. OONALD W. CRAIK (Riel): Mr. Speaker, before the Orders of the Day, I wonder 

if the Minister of Labour could confirm or otherwise that out of 800 steam fitters in the Steam 
Fitters Union in Manitoba, that 300 are now unemployed? 

MR. PAULLEY: No, Mr. Speaker. 
MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, a further question regarding the construction industry to, I 

presume, the Minister of Labour. Can he givA nR any indication on the state of the construction 
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(MR. CRAIK cont'd) industry for the summer period particularly with relation to 
housing starts ? 

MR. PAULLEY: No, Mr. Speaker. 

MR . CRAIK: A subsequent question, Mr. Speaker. Would the Minister undertake to 

advise the House on the construction situation, particularly in relation to housing starts and 

unemployment in the construction industry? 

MR. PAULLEY: If I can obtain the information, yes, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris. 

MR. WARNER H. JORGENSON (Morris): Mr. Speaker, I should like to direct my ques

tion to the Minister of Health and Social Development and ask him if in view of the rather 

alarming report in the Tribune about mercury content in wheat, if his department is conducting 

any research to determine how much of Manitoba's wheat is contaminated by mercury content? 

HON. BENE E. TOUPIN (Minister of Health and Social Services)(Springfield): Mr. 

Speaker, I'll take his question as notice. 

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 

MR. STEVE P ATRICK (Assiniboia): Mr. Speaker, I have a question for the Minister of 

Mines and Natural Resources. I see he's not in his seat. Perhaps I can direct it to the 
Minister of Municipal Mfairs because he has been interested in this topic. Has the Fish 

Marketing Board provided the Government of Manitoba with any figures or statements showing 

that it is uneconomic to establish the fish processing plant in Selkirk? 

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, because this matter does pertain to the Minister of Mines 

and Natural Resources, I will take the question as notice so that he may properly deal with it. 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General. 

HON. AL MACKLING, Q. C. (Attorney-General)(St. James): Mr. Speaker, the other day 

the Honourable Member from La Verendrye asked me a question in respect to the operations 

of the Liquor Control Store at Falcon Lake and I have the information today. I'm advised that 

it was not sufficiently viable to keep this liquor store open at Falcon Lake in that is was only 
cpen from May through September and it meant the cost of sending and accommodating a staff 

during that period but the bulk of the sales occurred only during July and August. In addition, 

as most honourable members know, the Ontario Government has a liquor outlet very close in 

this proximity. It was considered that by opening a Vendor rather than a store itself, the 

Commission could supply the same service, making more revenue and offering approximately 
the same variety of brands as previously. Sales for the five month period last year were 
approximately $72, 000. 00. The Falcon Lake Drugs is the Vendor in that area and the further 

information I have is that the Vendor will provide nine hours per week more in opening hours 

than was provided in previous summers so that there will be more accommodation for the 

public and there will be an additional profit resulting. 
MR. BARKMAN: A supplementary question, Mr. Speaker. I wonder if the Honourable 

Minister could tell me if it is legal for the Manitoba people to get their liquor across the 

border from Ontario to Manitoba? 

MR. MACKLING: I don't think it's proper for me tc give a legal opinion on this matter. 

My own personal observation would be that I don't think the honourable member would be 
arrested if he were to do that. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 

MR. PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, I wish to direct my question to the First Minister. It's 

the same one I posed to the Minister of Municipal Affairs. Has the Fish Marketing Board 

provided the Government of Manitoba with any figures or statements showing that it is uneco
nomic to establish the fish processing plant in Selkirk? 

HON. ED. SCHREYER (Premier)(Rossmere): Mr. Speaker, I understand that the 

question has been taken as notice which I regard as proper procedure. The answer will be 

provided in due course. 

MR , PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, I have another question, a subsequent question. Has the 

Government of Manitoba made any studies respecting cost and benefit of locating the fish 

processing plant in Selkirk? 

MR. SCHREYER: I believe that's a fact. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 
MR. PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question. Would the Minister table 

that study? 
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MR. SCHREYER: I believe a similar request was made a few days ago and is under 
advisement by the Minister. 
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MR. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, my honourable colleague, who is also a brother in Law, 
has indicated to me -- (Interjection) -- No, I have lots of brothers in law- has indicated to me 
and this may well be right, that if the honourable member was going to consume the liquor in 

Ottawa that would be a different matter. However, if he were going to bring it back for corr

sumption here I would advise him to consult his own solicitor. 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry. 
MR. BUD SHERMAN (Fort Garry): Mr. Speaker, I'd llke to direct a question to the 

Honourable First Minister and ask him whether the province has discussed with officials of 

the City of Winnipeg any initiatives for obtaining the 1978 British Commonwealth Games for 
Winnipeg or for this province? 

MR. SCHREYER: There have been no formal discussions to my knowledge, Mr. Speaker. 
MR. SHERMAN: Well, could I ask a supplementary, Mr. Speaker, and I ask the First 

Minister whether it's his intention or his government's intention to undertake any initiatives in 
that direction. 

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, the matter I'm sure will be considered between appro
priate representatives of the Government of Manitoba and the City of Winnipeg at some future 
date. 

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 
MR. JACOB M. FROESE (Rhineland): Mr. Speaker, l'd llke to direct a question to the 

Honourable Minister of Transportation. Has the Minister received any requests by municipali
ties that certain provincial roads be turned back to the municipality? 

HON. JOSEPH P. BOROWSKI (Minister of Transportation)(Thompson): Mr. Speaker, I 
receive those requests periodically. 

MR. FROESE: A supplementary question then. Is favourable consideration being given 

to this and will certain roads be turned back? 
MR. BOROWSKI: No favourable consideration has been given. 
MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. The Honourable Member for Roblin. 

ORDERS OF THE DAY - MOTIONS FOR PAPERS 

MR. J. WALLY McKENZIE (Roblin): Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Honourable 
Member for Swan River that an Order of this House do issue for a Return showing: 1. The 
number of complaints received by the Superintendent of Insurance during the period January 1st, 
1968 to December 31st, 1969, in the following categories: automobile; life; fire; and other. 

MR. SPEAKER presented the motion. 
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance. 
HON. SAUL CHERNIACK, Q. C. (Minister of Finance)(St. John's): Mr. Speaker, I would 

like this to be stood for the next Private Members' Day. 
MR. SPEA_KER: Stood till Friday. Committee of the Whole House? 
MR. PAULLEY: Yes, Mr. Speaker, would you call that order. The Honourable the 

Attorney-General would move the motion. 
MR. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Honourable Minister of Health 

and Social Development that Mr. Speaker do now leave the Chair and the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole to consider the following Bills: Bills No. 15, • . • 

MR. SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried 

and the House resolved itself into Committee of the Whole House with the Honourable Member 
for Elm wood in the Chair. 

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE HOUSE 

MR. CHAIRMAN: (Sections 1 to 6 of Bill 15 were read section by section and passed.) 
MR. MACKLING: . . . unless there are objections on particular sections, this is a 

fairly long Bill, could we go page by page? (Agreed) 
MR. CHAIRMAN: (Pages 2 to 21 were each read and passed.) Did the Attorney-General 

point out the amendment? 
MR. MACKLING: Oh, pardon me, that's section 22, I'm sorry. 
MR. CHPU:RMAN: (Pages 22 to 35 were read and passed.) Page 36 . 
MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 



2354 May 28, 1970 

MR. FROESE: Page 36. I would move that Section 289, subsection (2) be deleted from 

the bill. In moving the amendment I would like to briefly make some comments. I did touch 

on the section when we, were in Law Amendments Committee, and I feel that we're giving too 
much authority, too much leeway to loan companies and too much borrowing powers, when we 

take a look at what some of the other financial organizations can do in the way of borrowing 

and then re lend that same money to other organizations and people, they are much more 

restricted. 

A few years ago this House amended the Companies Act and increased the borrowing 

powers from 12 1/2 to 15 times the amount of its unimpaired paid up share capital in reserve 

that they may borrow, Now we have another request to increase it from 15 to 20 times. I 

think we're going too far in this direction, at least if we compare it with some other legislation 

that is before us. I would refer honourable members to Bill No. 37, which is the new Credit 
Unions Act that was just tabled the other day and we find the borrowing powers for credit 

unions under the new act will be the same as under the previous act, that if a board or a credit 

union passes a resolution they can borrow 25 percent of their share capital in reserve. Upon 

the endorsement of the annual meeting by a certain majority they can increase that to 50 per

cent. That is the restriction that we're placing on credit unions. And compare that with the 

Companies Act, we ilnd that the Companies Act will give them 40 times the power that we're 
extending to credit unions in connection with borrowing. Credit unions will only be allowed to 

borrow 2. 5 percent of the amount that a loan company can borrow. Mr. Chairman, this is 
too big a differentiation and I certainly will not go along with it. 

F or these many years we've urged members of the government side when they were in 
opposition defending the small people against the loan sharks. Now we ilnd that they're in 

ofilce and they're going to give them even much greater power than they had before. We know 

what loan companies are charging, and we also know that certain finance companies are being 

owned by the bank. If the banks refuse them a loan they send them to the loan company and 

in this way they can charge double the rates of interest if they so desire, and this is what's 

going to happen. We're going to have, and we already have, further restrictions being placed 

on the people of this province and this country by the banks. Loans are harder to get, and 

this will mean that more people will have to go to the loan companies which come under this 

particular Companies Act. Therefore I maintain that we're giving these people, these com

panies too much rope and I for one will not go along with it. I feel that if we're going to extend 
this privilege to the loan companies certainly we should be willing to do much more to the 

credit unions of this province which are people-owned institutions, which are owned by the 

people, to supply themselves with the necessary cash and with the necessary loan facilities 
that they are able to bring about through that type of organization. I take exception to the 

differentiation and the discrimination actually what it amounts to that this government is putting 
on the credit union movement as compared to the loan companies. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister of Health. 

MR. TOUPIN: Mr. Chairman I'd like to ask this question of the Honourable Member for 
Rhineland: Don't you think that the maximum allowable under the Credit Unions Act which is 

50 percent of your share capital savings and the surpluses of the society is somewhat low; and 

don't you agree - in my second question - that so far as 289 (2) is concerned this is subject to 
the approval of the Minister and there is a stipulation there "which shall not be given unless 

recommended in writing by the superintendent. " 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Does the Member for Rhieland have his motion written out for the 

clerk? 

MR. FROESE: Yes. In answer to the question put by the Honourable Minister of Health, 
certainly we know that there is a condition in the Companies Act in this section which requires 

the recommendation of the superintendent, but we have yet to hear that any recommendations 

or any requests have been denied so far in committee, no suggestion was ever made that 

requests had been denied or that they were not acceded to, so I only take it that whenever a 

request is made that they're being given. 

Then too, we find under the Credit Unions Act, which he referred to as well, that from 

here on the share capital of credit unions will be reduced very very substantially. What the 

new act proposes is one share per member and one share is $5. 00; so in the credit union, the 

one I've been representing for many years which has a membership of over 5, 000 with assets 

over $9 million and who had a share capital of roughly 8 million up till now, will only be 
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(MR. FROESE cont'd) . . . . .  allowed to have 25,000 of share capital. It's peanuts, it's a 
very small amount, and certainly we're placing the Board of Directors in a credit union in a 
very very poor situation when they're robbed of the financial support of an organization which 
they have to administer. 

MR. TOUPIN: Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry, I would just like to make a statement on the 
comments made by the Honourable Member for Rhineland. You are right when you say that 
the proposed amendment to the Credit Unions Act will limit the shares of the credit unions; 
but when we say the borrowing power of a credit union is 50 percent of the share capital 
savings and surpluses of the society, this includes even the term deposits that will be co�r 
sidered as an asset for the - well, not an asset - well yes, an asset of all the societies- 50 
percent of the shares whether there's $5.00 or $25. 00 savings, and surpluses of the society. 
But the question that I asked, don't you feel that the amount allowable under the Credit Unions 
Act is much too limited now? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister of Finance. 
MR . CHERNIACK: No, I want to ask something and the Honourable Member for Rhine

land could deal with both. The honourable member did in his main speech refer to the 
discrimination, and I'm asking whether he would be satisfied if the Credit Union Act or bill 
that's before us will in due course be amended to give it similar rights. Is it the rights he 
objects to or the fact that there is a discrepancy between the two; and it's not acceptable only 
because of discrimination would the correction in his mind be in the Credit Union Bill rather 
than here? Secondly, I heard him say that there's no report that any requests to the superifr
tendent have been denied. I wasn't at committee but I'd like to know if the question was asked 
whether or not they had been denied and whether the question that was asked whether or not 
they had been approved, because the honourable member makes an assumption that since they 
were not told that there were any denied then everyone must have been approved, and I don't 
know the answer, I'd like to know if he does. 

MR . FROE SE: I put certain questions to the Minister at the tim� that I moved that 
motion. I don't know whether I posed a particular question whether any had been denied or so, 
I don't recall. Maybe the-- the Attorney-General says no, ao I take his word for it that I 
didn't. But I did raise the question about allowing the loan companies to borrow that much 
when we were denying those very rights from the credit unions. 

I will accept the Finance Minister's suggestion to amend the Credit Unions Act; but I 
think what we need in the Credit Unions Act much more is to reo.rert back to the provisions 
in the old act whereby the credit unions can retain that share capital, because they're being 
put in a very vulnerable position by reducing the share capital to the extent that the Act pro
poses. I certainly will oppose it very very strongly when we get to second reading and discuss
ing it in committee as well. Certainly the differentiation that we are making between the two 
bills and between the authority that is given to the two types of financial institutions is much 
too wide. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Attorney-General. 
MR. MACKLING: Mr. Chairman, when the honourable member raised the question in 

committee, I indicated at that time information that I had that really the section, the amen<}
ment that is suggested, was one that had been included in a number of suggestions that had 
been made and prepared for amendment at a previous sitting but the legislation died on the 
Order Paper when the House was dissolved. But the fact of the matter is that what this intends 
to do, the intent of this legislation is to put loan companies in Manitoba in a position to compete 
on the same terms as loan companies in other jurisdictions. Now I indicated to the honourable 
member that the Federal Government has already made this permissive legislation and the 
Province of Alberta has already done so. Now it seems to me in an area like this my honour
able member would suggest we're damned if we do and we're damned if we don't. He would 
criticize if loan companies here I think, or lending institutions here were frustrated from 
competing favourably, including credit unions, and I think that the argument that he makes in 
respect to credit unions is an argument to be made when we're dealing with credit union legis
lation. But I think if he wants to be falr then lending institutions comparable within the prov
ince with lending institutions elsewhere in other jurisdictions should reasonably have the same 
provisions. Now this legislation isn't a carte blanche. When he reads the section he will 
know it; that it's still 12 1/2 times, unless it's agreed to in writing by the superintendent, and 

further that it is subject to the approval of the Minister. Now there's ample safeguard here; 
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(MR. MACKLING cont'd) . • . . . there's ample precedent in the other jurisdictions and 

when we're dealing with credit union lending flexibility then we deal with that when we're dealing 

with credit union legislation. It seems to me that we ought not to be suggesting we discriminate 

against one section when we're dealing with that whole area of their operation. 

MR. FROESE: Mr. Chairman, I still maintain that we are discriminating whether we 

want to call it that or not. I certainly would not take exception if we left our legislation in con

nection with The Companies Act, particularly this section, as it is, even though we don't go 

along with other provinces in extending them the same privileges that other provinces do. I 

feel we are giving them too much power and • . . 

MR. MACKLING: Is the government of Alberta wrong? 

MR. FROESE: Yes, in this case, definitely. I'm able to think on my own and I certainly 

will put forward propositions in this House that I feel that are right, therefore I will not be 

guided by other administrations and matters where I feel that they're not doing the proper 

thing. So when I made this suggestion and this motion that this be deleted, I mean it. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister of Transportation. 

MR. BOROWSKI: I would just like to say a couple of words on this. You will recall I did 

vote with the Member for Rhine land in Law Amendments. It's seldom that I agree with his 

funny money philosophy but in this particular case I did because I remember all too well what 

happened to the shareholders of Prudential and Atlantic Acceptance, and they're still suffering 

as a result of the co llapse. I don't think that you can compare these companies to banks and 

give them the same type of privileges because they simply aren't controlled and don't have the 

record that the banks have. 

However, when I supported the Member for Rhineland I didn't have the bill in front of me 

and didn't realize that there was two safeguards built into the Act, and one that it has to have the 

approval of the Minister, and then the second safeguard is, "which shall not be given unless 

reco=ended by a superintendent". So we have two safeguards built in here and because of 

that I'm sorry that I'm going to have to abandon the Member for Rhineland. 

MR. FROESE: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that the Honourable Minister is not going to 

support me in my amendment that I am proposing. I recall, too, some of the discussion that 

did go on in committee and that they mentioned that banks were authorized to lend 14 times and 

they were comparing it to the 20 times as is stipulated in this section. Mr. Chairman, there 

is a vast difference between the two financial institutions. The loan companies such as we're 

talking about under this Act, they have to borrow from the banks. Banks on the other hand, 

they create this credit; they don't have to borrow it, they create it; so that there is a very very 

large difference and is something that we cannot compare at all in my opinion. So that when 

we're restricting these loan companies we're restricting them from borrowing from the banks 

in order to multiply and increase their capital or the means with which they advance the various 

loans. 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The proposed motion of the Honourable Member for Rhineland that 

Section 289 (2) be deleted. 

MR. CHAIRMAN put the question on the :Jmendment and after a voice vote declared the 

motion lost. 

MR. FROESE: I don't know if I could get support, but I certainly would like a division. 

MR, CHAIRMAN: Does the member have support? --(Interjection) -- Yes, that would 

qualify. Call in the members. On the proposed motion of the Honourable Member for Rhineland 

that Section 289(2) of Bill 15 be deleted. 

A CO UNTED VOTE was taken, the result being as follows: 

YEAS: 6; NAYS: 40. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: It appears that it's defeated. 

Section 289 (2) -- passed. -- (Interjection) -- Oh sorry we 're going by page then. 

(The balance of Bill No. 15 and Sections 1 and 2 of B1ll 18 were read and passed.) 

MR . CHERNIACK: Mr. Chairman, is there any objection to this being done page by page? 

MR, WALTER WEIR (Leader of the Opposition)(Minnedosa): No, Mr. Chairman, not 

from us. 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Page by page? (Agreed) 

MR . CHAIRMAN: Page 1--passed; page 2--passed; • . • The Honourable Minister of 

Cultural Affairs. 

HON. PHILIP PETURSSON (Minister of Cultural Affairs)(Wellington): On Page 2 in 

Section 2 at the top the term "Minister" in two instances appears to me to be used in a different 
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(MR. PETURSIDN cont'd) . . . . . context than what is set out in the definition. The definition 

reads "Minister means the member of the Executive Council designated by the Lieutenant

Governor-in-Council as the Minister charged with the administration of the Act." In that 
Section 2 on who may solemnize marriages, it says "if duly authorized as herein, provided a 

person 21 years of age or more who is a Minister, a clergyman, a rabbi" and so on. It 
appears to me that the definition does not apply, that definition for a minister does not apply 
in this particular context. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Will the Minister of Finance answer that? 
MR . CHERNIACK: I'm just wondering if there's question of a capital "M" missing some

where. 

MR. PETURSSON: There are no capital "M's" shown anywhere. 

MR. CHERNIACK: I'm just wondering, this is a new thought, but since the Chairman 

noticed that I was standing and speculating about it, it just occurs to me that possibly a capital 

"M' appears in the Act when they refer to the Minister of Government, and I'm wondering if this 
would be an occasion to call in the Legislative Counsel. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I really don't wish to disrupt the member's thought but it would seem 
that in this instance it is referring to religious persons rabbi, clergyman, minister, I cannot 

. • • The Honourable Minister of Labour. 

MR. PAULLEY: I wonder whether it would serve the purpose- and I appreciate the 

remarks of the Honourable Minister of Cultural Affairs - whether it would be a cceptable with 

the inclusion of the words "who is" following the word "minister", that is "a minister who is 

a clergyman." Now I don't know if there's a difference between a minister who is a clergyman 
and otherwise. This might be the solution by a simple amendment, although as my honourable 

friend, the Minister of Finance, indicates it may be advisable just to hold this for the time 

being until Legislative Counsel is here. 

MR . CHAIRMAN: . . . Legislative Counsel. I might direct . . . 

MR. PAULLEY: But I do make that suggestion, "a minister who is a clergyman". I 

think that's a general . . . 
MR. CHAIRMAN: On Page 1 there is a definition under 2(d) and that the minister, small 

"m", does refer to a member of the Executive Counsll so the Minister of Cultural Affairs 

would seem to have a good point there. Should we proceed to another bill or hold it? 

MR. PAULLEY: I wonder, Mr. Chairman, whether we might hold Bill 18 just for the 

time being and go on to Bill 24 pending the arrival of Legislative Counsel. 

MR. CH{\IRMAN: Bill 24. Is that agreed? (Agreed) The Honourable Member for La 
Verendrye. 

MR. BARKMAN: Mr. Chairman, before you go on, on the same bill, Bill 18 on top of 

Page 2, it might be just as easy now to mention that perhaps the person 21 years of age would 

now be 18, would it not? 

MR. PAULLEY: No, I suggest that could be changed, or would be changed when the Age 

of Majority Bill comes in. I would imagine that that bill may supersede this bill and I would 
suggest that arrangements might be made - that might be the order of the day. In any event, 

possibly my honourable friend the Member for La Verendrye could ask Legislative Counsel 

when he does arrive. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: (Bill 24 was read section by section and passed.) (Sections 1 to 5 of 

Bill 32 were read and passed.) The Honourable Member for Morris. 

MR. JORGENSON: You stated that there was one section, subsection 3 of section 2 "as 

amended" passed? I didn't hear any amendment from anybody. I was wondering just what you 
meant. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I am not clear on your question. 

MR. JORGENSON: When you were going through the list I think you said subsection 2, 
section 3"as amended"; was there an amendment proposed or • . . ? 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I was attempting to refer to Section 2 and the portion of it which reads 

"subsection (1) of Section 3 amended" and then referring to that section. 

(The balance of Bill 32 was read section by section and passed.) 

MR. CHERNIACK: Mr. Chairman, go back to Bill 18. 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Bill 18, an Act to amend the Marriage Act. The Honourable Minister 

of Finance. 

MR. CHERNIACK: Mr. Chairman, I've had an opportunity to speak to the Legislative 

Counsel who according to our rules cannot speak to the committee apparently, so I will indicate 
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(MR. CHERNIACK cont'd) . . . . • what I understood him to say, and at least I know I'll 

get a nod or a shake of the head if I don't properly Interpret what I understood him to say. He 

informs me that this is an amendment to the present Act, that this point that has been raised 

by the Honourable Minister of Cultural Affairs is In the present Act and has been all along, 

where the word "minister" is used In two different contexts and assumes two different mean

ings. He says there's never been any trouble about it because according to his Interpretation 

and I don't know, is that In the Interpretation of the Statutes Act? - the definition is to be 
given the meaning in the context in which it appears. He is satisfied that the context in which 

it appears makes the clear distinction as between a minister of the Crown and a minister of 
the church or a minister of religion, and we asked him quickly whether it would be possible 
to make a quick change of clarification because it was suggested and he said, "oh no, because 

that would mean going through the entire existing statute, not just the amending one but the 

existing one. " He feels that there is no real problem created and that it would be a rather 
large task to bring In all the amendments that would be required if he accepted my suggestion 

which was to put a capital "M" for one to distinguish it from the other. He didn't object to 

my suggestion but he did say that that would be a very large task. 

So that my own suggestion, Mr. Chairman, is that we approve it as it is bearing in mind 
that the Legislative Counsel has heard of the problem and has considered it and possibly for 
the next session he may come up with some suggestion or otherwise; but I rely, as I think this 
committee can, on his assurance that firstly, it has never created a problem, it's been in the 
Act for a long time; secondly, he is satisfied that the context determines the correct definition 

- and he's finally nodding his head, he hasn't nodded it until now -- so I better sit down while 

I'm ahead. 
MR. CHAIRMAN: Page 2-passed; The Honourable Minister of Cultural Affairs. 
MR. PETURSOON: The Legislative Counsel also suggested that where the word 

"minister" is used with "the" in front of it, that is "the minister" rather than as in the pas

sage to which I referred "a minister" that that would indicate that it is "the minister" of the 
Crown. But on Page 5 in Section 12 where it is suggested that the words "the Lieutenant

Governor-in-Council" be deleted and the word "minister" be substituted, we don't have that 
indication that it is "the minister" but it could be "minister" without any further reference as 

to what his office is. Whether that would be minister of religion or "the" minister. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Labour. 
MR. PAULLEY: I suggest to my honourable colleague in that context that within the 

jurisdiction of the Lieutenant-Governor and the purpose here is to delegate from the 

Lieutenant-Governor to a Minister of the Crown rather than the Lieutenant-Governor-in
Council through Order-in-Council, so I don't think there's any problem there. 

MR . CHAIRMAN: (The balance of BilllB; Bill 35; and Sections 1 to 14 of Bill 40 were 

read section by section and passed.) The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 

MR . FROESE: Under 15, the section dealing with tariff of fees, is this a new power 
that we're delegating to the E xecutive Government Organization Branch? The other question 

I have is, does this mean that from here on any new Bills that may be passed could delegate 

the matter of fees and the taxing powers? Does it mean that this will no longer be required 
in Bills separately and that the power is all vested in the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council by 

this Bill? 
MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister of Finance. 

MR. CHERNIACK: Mr, Chairman, the honourable member will note that The Provincial 

Secretary's Act is being repealed and the Legislative Counsel informs me that Section 15 is 
identical with the section appearing In The Provincial Secretary's Act which of course will be 
repealed by this Act, and therefore there's absolutely no change from the present. 

MR. FROESE: Mr. Chairman, I thank the Minister because I have The Provincial 

Secretary's Act before me with that particular section and it has different wording, and I was 

just wondering whether there was any real difference involved between the two sections. 

MR. CHERNIACK: I am informed by the Legislative Counsel the answer to that is no, 

there is none. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: (The balance of Bill 40 and Bills 41, 42 and 5 1  were read section by 

section and passed.) Bill No. 5 4-- The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 

MR . PATRICK: Mr. Chairman, I just perhaps want some clarification and maybe the 

Minister can explain at this time. It has to do with provision ( 1) of Section 36 of the Bill 
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(MR. PATRICK cont'd) . . . . . where the section is repealed or deleted, and I could quote 
the part that's deleted . 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Is the member referring to Page 6? 

MR. PATRICK: I'm referring to Page 1. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Page 1. 

MR. PATRICK: Yes, that section that's deleted, so if it is deleted that's the one that 

there's no appeal. Decisions of the Board or of the Commission are final and there's no 

appeal, so if this is so and it is deleted from the Act, does it mean, or is it still possible to 
appeal somewhere? This is my question. For instance, if the Commission does take a 

licence away from somebody, can this person appeal to someone? And I want to put this ques
tion. What will the appeal procedure be? It's all very well to take Section 32 out of the Act, 

but what has been put in to provide a reasonable procedure for appeal. Would the appellant 

have to take some extraordinary measures to the courts? Is it very complicated and expen
sive, or will there be some reasonable procedure for taking appeal from decisions or the acts 

of the commission or the licensing board. This is the question I would like to know. 

I would also like to know if there is an appeal procedure in this present Bill that's 

amending the Act. Would this prevent, or would it prevent a complaint to the Ombudsman, 

because as I understand under The Ombudsman Act, Section 18, I believe, of the Ombudsman 

Act indicates that the Ombudsman is not authorized to investigate a complaint where there is 

a right of appeal for objection or a right to apply for a review on the merits of the case by the 

courts. So this is a very important point, Mr. Chairman, in this whole thing. 

This Bill also goes on to indicate that in a very special case the Ombudsman could still 

hear the complaints but, generally speaking, it prevents the Ombudsman hearing a complaint 

where there is a right of appeal. So if we are removing Section 36 from the Act and li that 

means there is going to be a right of appeal, will this permit complaints, or allow complaints 

still to be taken to the Ombudsman, because, as you know, in the Ombudsman Act it definitely 

states if there is a place or provision for appeal you cannot take a matter before the Ombud�r 

man. So I would at thi3 time like the Minister to explain before we proceed. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Attorney-General. 

MR. MACKLING: Well, I thought that the honourable member was dealing with subsec
tion (3), or section 3 of the Bill, but that doesn't deal with the matter that he was talking 
about. Subsection (3) deals with the repealing of subsection (1) of section 36, and subsection 

(1) of section 36 deals with meetings of the Board, annual meetings and sittings of the Board. 

I think the subject matter he wanted to deal with was in respect to section 2. If that's so, then 

I'll just -- I'll deal with that. The present section now places all licences under the jurisdic

tion of the Licensing Board and the repeal and substitutions will place suppliers to the Com

mission under the jurisdiction of the Commission, which deals with them anyway, but leaves 

licencees who serve members of the public under the Licensing Board as has been the normal 

practice. That's the explanation that I have. It's really a rather technical thing. 

MR. PATRICK: . . .  not repealing the section and I'll quote the section that I believe 

you're repealing: "Every action, order or decision of the Commission as to any matter or 
thing in respect of which any power, authority or discretion is conferred on the Commission 

under the Act is final and not subject to appeal". Is this not the part that you're taking out of 

the present Act? 

MR. MACKLING: Let me just look. I'll just look at the Act as it now reads. You're 

dealing with 35, section 35 in the Act as it now is, and Section 2 of the Bill. Do I understand 

you correctly? Maybe you have the old Act or . . . 

MR. PATRICK: I haven't got the old Act in front of me, no. 

MR, MACKLING: The Revised Statutes? 

MR. PATRICK: Yes. 

MR. MACKLING: As I indicated, my notes, I think, provide the answer that the repeal 

and substitution would place suppliers to the Commission under the jurisdiction of the Com

mission which deals with them anyway. It leaves the licensee who serve members of the 

public under the Licensing Board as had been the normal practice. 

MR. PATRICK: So, Mr. Chairman, the decision of the Board is still final; there's no 

appeal. Is that correct? 

MR. MACKLING: It's the same as it was before. 

MR. PATRICK: The same as it was before? 
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MR. MACKLING: All it does, as I indicated, was-- (Interjection) -- Oh no it hasn't 
been changed at all. 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 
MR. PATRICK: Mr. Chairman, I feel there perhaps should be an appeal, because I 

wonder-- maybe the Minister can give us his opinion why there shouldn't be, but in my mvn 
opinion I think that we are dealing with such important issues and important measures, maybe 
it shouldn't be the decision of the Board to cancel somebody's establishment or licence for 
establishment o:;: close any operation; perhaps maybe a fine or some other measures could be 
taken instead of using the liquor as a tool to, you know, do the policing. Maybe the Minister 
can explain. 

MR. MACKLING: Well, Mr. Chairman, the whole purport of the licensing provisions 
under the Act is to provide a control over the manner in which licensed beverages are sold 
to the public. If the control over the licensing and the control over licensed premises is taken 
away from the Commission then you destroy the basis for the maintenance of a body of authority 
dealing with the licenses. The whole spirit of the Act as established by the former Bracken 
Enquiry Commission was that dispensation of liquor has to be very closely and properly con
trolled and it's recognized not as a right to anyone to be able to get the authority to sell liquor, 
it's a privilege that is accorded to anyone providing they satisfy the requirements of the Act 
and can satisfy the Commission as to their ability to conform to all the requirements and 
standards that are provided by the Act and as interpreted by the Commission. Now that's the 
whole sum and substance of the principles that underlie the Act. 

If you want to amend those sections, you can take away the whole basis of the Act and 
it's just not as simple as that. It's not a matter for the courts to expand on a question of 
right; it's a privilege that is granted, it's not a right; it's not a right that you and I have to 
have a license; it's a privilege that we can have if we subscribe to the standards as laid down. 
Now it may be that, you know, one day we're going to say that it shouldn't be a privilege any 
more, it should be a right; but the whole intent of the Act as it's now constituted is that it is a 
privilege. Now it may be that one day, and I've indicated when I talked in this House on some 
aspects of liquor legislation, it may be that the whole Act should become the study of a legi&
lative committee or at least some body to decide whether or not any of the basic principles 
in the Act should now be reviewed; but it is a basic principle of the Act that the Commission 
shall grant licenses and there will be no appeal to a higher body in respect to that licensing 
which is a privilege. 

MR. PATRICK: Mr. Chairman, the point that I wish to raise at this time, I don't think 
any legislation is good legislation where there's no course for appeal. I feel there must be 
appeal; I'm sure that the Minister will agree with me in that respect that there should be some 
appeal. If he feels that there should be some more study undertaken in respect to the Liquor 
Act I would hope that he will in due course do so, because I think it's an area that we have to 
look at. In my own personal opinion, I think that there should be an appeal in respect to deci
sions of the Board or the Commission. 

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Rhineland.. 
MR. FROESE: Mr. Chairman, on this point, I'm not too familiar with the Liquor Act as 

such, but I had a party approach me the other day who had applied for a license and a hearing 
was held and they were refused a license. This puts this particular party in a very bad position 
financially and also because he's invested considerable monies in renovating his premises. I 
feel that this should be a right to get this license and that only if they do not abide by certain 
rules that they then be denied. In this particular case, too, they're right next to the highway 
and this is where the tourist trade is passing by and they've renovated their premises and 
actually built new premises with the expectation that this would be granted, that this would be 
just a matter of course, and now they find that it's being denied. I'm certainly going to see the 
Minister later on privately on this. This was just referred to me the other day and I feel that 
this should not be denied in this case. I'm not sure whether there is proper appeal in the Act 
for such people. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Emerson. 
MR. GABRIEL G IRARD (Emerson): Mr. Chairman, I wish to agree with the Member 

for Assinlboia that there is definitely room for somebody to look after appeals in this case. I 
would like to point out to the Minister also that I would be very sympathetic to his idea that it 
might well be time to review the entire principle of the Act and consider the advisability of 
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(MR. GIRARD cont'd) . . • . .  having this as a right rather than a privilege. 
I' d like to indicate also that we are in some parts of Manitoba facing fairly serious 

problems in that we have small areas, small towns with depopulating situations. Predictions 
are that in the next ten years or so 80 percent of our population will be in Winnipeg. They 
must come from somewhere, .and what happens is invariably they make smaller towns smaller. 
The sad situation is that a person who has inve sted considerable sums of money, compelled 
very frequently by the dictates of the Commission, compelled by the dictates of a Commission 
to renovate , and sometimes dictated in a rather c allous way without considering business 
potential and so on. Coupled with that, you find situations where premises are given an 
extension of so many year s,  that is that within so many years if you don't renovate in a rather 
lavish way your permit will simply be cancelled. A person in that position is unable to invest 
the - or it' s uneconomical rather to invest the necessary amount to bring about the renovations 
recommended and that same person is put in a position where he is unable to sell the premise 
because of this clause that is attached to his permit , and I think that there is room for con
sideration in that area, room for appeal and room for a little more humallistic approach, that 
is more humanistic than is now taken by the Commission. 

MR. MACKLING: Well, Mr. Chairman, as I indicated in my remarks to my honourable 
friend from Assiniboia, I didn't intend at this stage to m ake too long a dissertation as to the 
principles involved and embodied in the Act as it now stands , but nevertheless they are there 
and I ' ve indicated that it' s my view that in light of the considerable change in our society and 
the considerable variation in attitudes from generation to generation, it' s been a very lengthy 
period of time since the Act has undergone major revision, and there' s  no question in my 
mind, but some of the matters which were enshrined as very hard principles within the present 
Act, and as administered by the Commission, could usefully be reviewed. 

But I want to assure my honourable friend from Emerson that the working of the Act and 
the principles that were embodied in the Act by commissions over the years since the Act was 
revised pursuant to the Bracken Liquor Enquiry Commission has brought about a fundamental 
improvement in facilities in Manitoba. There ' s  no que stion that facilities received a substan
tial upgrading by virtue of a technique whereby the Commission insisted on improvements being 
made in facilities,  particularly when they exchanged hands , so that although it' s been the 
subject of complaint and so on by individual s who have been affected in a buy- sell relationship 
from time to time , the over-all result for the people of Manitoba has been a very good one. 
There are bound to be people who feel the pinch and feel the inconvenience of the administra
tion of hard principles within an Act, but the Act, as I understand it, was specifically loaded 
to give the administrators of liquor control in Manitoba the necessary power to enforce sub
stantial standards in liquor controL 

Now it may well be that some of my honourable friends say, you know, this is too harsh , 
it' s  too extreme, but I say at this stage that there is no major change ln principle involved in 
this bill. This is basically a housekeeping measure. There is a private member's bill that 
is before you in second reading , and some of those amendments have some substantial changes. 
brings up some substantial changes to some of the principles embodied in the Act as amended 
by this bill. As I ' ve indicated, I think that if e ven any measure of those amendments in the 
private member' s bill are adopted, whether in toto or in part, I think that it will be incumbent 
upon government very soon to review the whole tenor of the Liquor Control Act with a view 
to determining whether or not the principle s of operation that are vested in the Act now ought 
to be varied in any way, shape or form. But I want to assure you that from my understanding 
of how these principles and how the techniques have worked, they have worked to the substan
tial advantage of the people of Manitoba. They may be , as I ' ve indicated ,  very harsh , or seem 
harsh or extreme for some individuals who are directly affected, but over all it' s done a very 
good job. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Emerson. 
MR. GIRARD: I might have been better advised to address the remarks I made rather 

to the Minister in the hope that this is not resulting in a change of the Act but rather - and 
not nece ssarily a change in the term of reference of the Commission - but rather if he could 
exercise his influence on the Commission so that economic climate be a consideration in their 
decision on regulating the renovations required. 

MR. MACKLING: Well, Mr. Chairman, I must indicate to my honourable friend that I 
don't think that it's incumbent upon the Minister who merely reports for the Liquor Control 
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(MR. MACKLING cont'd) . . . .  Commission to advise the Commis sion as to how they must 

interpret the Act , and I say that that isn't my understanding of what I, as the Minister who 

reports for the Commission, ought to do. I have made it a point of avoiding questions of 

interpretation of the Act for the Commission. I think that would be highly lmproper for me , to 

suggest that in certain areas they should be stronger or weaker in applying principles of the 

Act. That's something for that Commission to do , and if there ' s  a change in the Act then that ' s  

something for which w e  collectively are responsible for. But so far as the interpretation of 

the Act is concerned, I'm not going to suggest to the Commission that, you know, in some cir

cumstances they tread more heavily or more lightly or anything like that. That, I think , would 

be highly improper for me. 

THE CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Rock Lake. 

MR. HE NR Y  J, EINAR SON (Rock Lake): Well, Mr. Chairman, in listening to this 

debate , I'd just like to make a few comments. I want to say that having had some experience 

in dealing with the Liquor Commission and the Act, I think that, as the Minister stated, we 

have come a long way to improve the laws, our liquor laws of the Province of Manitoba. I 

wouldn't want to see them downgraded, but the point I think that the Honourable Member for 

Assiniboia was making , I don't think he has any quarrel with the way the legislation is at the 

present tlme. 

And one other thing I want to point out at this tlme is that the experience that we've had 

in recent months with the Liquor Commission and the Chairman of the Board in the case of 

what has happened to some independent people , I think that's one thing , but I think that what the 

member here is asking for is the right of appeal in case of a decision having been made. In 

my opinion , if I understand it correctly, I believe that' s the argument. 

MR. MACKLING: No, Mr. Chairman, I think that there have been instances where 

individual licencees,  or would-be licencees have felt that the provisions of the Act, or the 

standards which the Commis sion over the years has seen as necessary under the principle s 

of the Act, have been too restrictive in the minds of applicants or in the minds of those who 

are licence e s ,  and they rebel against the strictures of the Act. Now, I' ve indicated -- well 

this is a fact, because the major case - and we spent a good deal of time on it here recently 

was the case of a licencee who said that their licence had been taken away and had been taken 

away unfairly, but the fact of the matter is that that licencee was rebelling against acceptance 

of certain standards which the Act, and the Commission in interpreting that Act, had insisted 

upon with e very other licencee. That particular licencee said, "these re strictions we can't 

live with" - and maybe they could, maybe they can't, but they were able to live with those 

restrictions or those qualifications in another location - but they were rebelling and saying the 

Act must be changed or the Commission must accept a different policy in order that we ope rate. 

The fact of the matter is that the Commission, interpreting the legislation as it now stands , 

was doing nothing different than what' s been going on for years. 

Now I suggest that if the standards in the Act are to be changed, then you and I and all 

of us collectively will make those change s ,  but it' s  not really going into the merits of the 

whole Act to suggest that you can open it up by allowing some other organization, some other 

body, a court , to make decisions fundamentally that have to be made by this Legislature. The 

fundamental decisions that have to be made are whether or not certain strictures in respect to 

the permission of the sale of alcoholic beverages are to be made. It's not something that we 

ought to delegate to the courts or to some other body, it's something for which this Legislature 

is re sponsible . The previous Legislature had seen fit to embody a re striction on licensing and 

dispensation of alcoholic beverages in accordance with that Act, and so it' s not just a matter of 

just making some slight change in the working of the Commission, there 's a fundamental 

principle involved that we can't just delegate. I trust that that explains a bit more fully the 

reason why I don't readily agree that some small change should be made here. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Rhineland. Just before the member continues ,  it 

seems to be that discussion is revolving around Section 39 - is that so ? - which is not being 

amended and consequently it would seem to me that some of the discussion is not in order. 

MR. FROE SE :  Well, certainly it doesn't matter whether we are amending it or not, it' s  

certainly i n  order t o  discuss it. 

MR .  CHAIRMAN: Well, under what terms would you be discussing it? 

MR. FROE SE :  It opens up the whole Liquor Act when we discuss an amending bill. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Finance. The whole bill is not . . . 
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MR. CHERNIACK: The House Leader has asked me to look after the store from this 

side and frankly I don't feel that I am competent really to discuss this issue , but it does occur 

to me that since you're doing it either section by section or page by page , then unless a mem

ber brings in a motion to insert a clause or delete a clause , then there' s  no subject before 

you until you reach the stage "bill be reported, "  then it seems to me that could be discussed. 

And really looking across to the Leader of the Official Opposition because I would appreciate 

his viewpoint, it' s  just occurred to me that my suggestion is right. 

MR. WEIR: Well, Mr. Chairman, my impression of the rules would be that the Minister 

of Finance is technically correct. At this stage of our discussions we ' ve been in the habit 

where the goodwill is such that we are going page by page , and essentially, talking about 

broader principles, as long as we just discuss it onc e ,  I don't think it re ally matters at which 

point we discuss it, whether it be at this stage of the game or whether it be at "bill be 

reported. " Technically, I would think that the sugge stion you made would be the accurate one , 

but with the mood and the spirit that we have at third reading on relatively non- controversial 
subjects , I think experience would dictate that we ' ve allowed it almost wherever it seemed 

most advantageous. 

MR. CHER NIACK: Mr. Chairman, in the same vein, may I suggest that when this 

discu ssion ends , then the next tlme it may start again, I may well ask that you not accept it 

for further discussion. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: I would simply remind members that we started out - the Member for 

Assiniboia started out on Section 3 and that referred to section 36 of the Liquor Act, and 

somehow or other we have shifted on to Section 39 and I do not feel that a discussion on 

Section 39 is in order. There' s  a certain latitude of course in our discussions , but the entire 

Liquor Act is not in fact being discussed but only the se amendments or changes in the Act in 

Bill 54 ,  so I do not think a wide-ranging discussion would be valuable at this time. 

MR. FROE SE :  Mr. Chairman, the Member for Assiniboia questioned certain sections. 

The Attorney- General then got up and Section 2 was discussed. The questions that I'm discuss

ing right now has to do with Section 2, which has the control over certain licences ,  and I 

question them in connection with a request that was made for a licence and that had been 

denied. This is the very point that I was discussing. I certainly maintain, Mr. Speaker ,  that 

I'm quite in order in discussing this point because this was a request for a new licence and 

these people had not only renovated but are putting up new premises. They felt that they had 

done everything, met all the requirements,  and now they find that they are denied a licence. 

This is why I raise the matter and the complaint, and I do feel that in situations of this kind 

that greater consideration be given and that they not just receive a cold shoulder ,  that they 

receive a proper hearing. Certainly I would advise this party to request a re-hearing, as is 

mentioned in this particular section, and therefore I brought it to the attention of the Minister 

in the first place. 

MR. MACKLING: Well, Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to reply to that because I don't want 

to extend debate unnecessarily, but the fact of the matter is that the Commission is there to 

interpret the Act , to consider applications in accordance with the principles of the Act, and 

take all factors into consideration. No one has the right to demand that simply because they 

intend to build a hotel or put up a place where they think that they can usefully dispense liquor 

that they have a right to dispense liquor, because in some circumstances there ' s  someone who 

has been accorded a licence who's made substantial investment, and if there was a prolifera

tion of licence s in a certain area then the existing licencees would be terribly unhappy. 

So I can't panic at the thought that perhaps the Board in some instance s has denied a 

licence. I would reject out of hand the suggestion that the Board hasn't properly considered 

the applications that have come before them. I think that the Board is acting within the spirit 

and the principle of the Act, and if a particular applicant is denied, I ' m  sure that there are 

valid reasons for it. I don't have anything to do with the applications that come before the 

Liquor Control Commission. I have no right to rescind or to change decisions of that Licens

ing Board. I am not a Court of Appeal. It' s an executive act. They c an re-apply immediately, 

and if they feel that for any reason that the licensing authority is following any principle which 

is wrong or there's some malice or some ill-will, they certainly can go to the Ombudsman 

and that's one of the reasons why the Ombudsman was appointed. But so far as an appeal to the 

Minister, I certainly don't interfere in any way, shape or form with the work of the Liquor 

Licensing Board, not at all. 
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MR .  FROESE :  The Member for Assiniboia raised the matter of whether there were 
proper appeal sections in the Act and whether the machinery was there to make appeals. This 
is I think where the discussion came from. 

MR. EINAR&JN: Mr. Chairman, if I may direct a question to the Minister. Is he saying 
that the Chairman of the Liquor Commission is not responsible to the Attorney-General ? Just 
to clarify that point. 

MR. MACKLING: Mr. Chairman, the Chairman of the Liquor Control Commission 
reports to the Attorney-General. In the event that the Chairman of the Liquor Control Commis
sion for some reason or other ,  or the Liquor Control Licencing Board, are apparently doing 
things which are completely wr ong and not in accordance with the Act, then it's within the 

purview of the Lieutenant-Go vernor-in-Council to replace the Chairman or members of the 
Board, but the Chairman and the members of the board are not accountable day by day of the 
executive decisions they make. I am not an overseer of the particular things they do. I report 
for the Commission. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 
MR. PATRICK: Mr. Chairman ,  I think that we would have been off this bill quite some 

time ago if the Minister would answer if there are any machinery or any mechanics for an 
appeal. -- (Interjection) -- There' s  not. 

MR. MACKLING: I indicated, Mr. Chairman, some many minutes ago, that there is no 
change in the present Act. The Act before us,  Bill 54 ,  makes no change in fundamental prin
ciples of the Act, of the existing Act, and one of the fundamental principles of the existing Act 
is that a licence is a privilege that is granted by executive act by the Liquor Control Commis
sion and its Licensing Board. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member from Morris. 
MR. JORGEN&JN: Mr. Chairman, I do believe that there is a point here that the Minister 

should consider. Very often the application for a licence that appears before the Board is on 
the recommendation of an inspector, and as the Member for Emerson has pointed out, there 
are occasions where the inspectors seem to think that in some of the rural parts of Manitoba 
that they require veritable Taj Mahals in order to serve beer and wine. I am not opposed to 
the Liquor Control Board maintaining certain standards of cleanliness and regulations that 

comply with the Department of Health , etc. But I know of one occasion where specifications 
were laid out, the owner had complied with them , and when the inspector came out the second 
time he found several other little things that hadn't been contained in the original specifications 
and asked that they be complied with, and when he came back the third time , again there were 
further specifications and he continue s to use his authority as a person who is going to tell the 
hotel owner just how much money he is going to spend before he can get a licence. It seems to 
me that they take a delight in abusing that privilege they have as inspectors. I think the point 
that was made by the Member for Emerson was simply that a little bit of common sense be 
used in the determination as to what constitutes proper compliance with the regulations, and 
particularly in some of the outlying areas of this province. 

MR. MACKLING; Mr. Chairman, I think that one of the criteria that I accept whole
heartedly is that the persons who exercise authority ought to exercise that authority with a 
full use of their God-given common sense, and I assume that over the years this has been the 
practice . I would also assume that from time to time human beings what they are can make 
mistakes. I don't think we live in a perfect society, and if one of the honourable members were 
to tell me that at one stage at some time some person in authority seemed to exercise that 
authority in an unreasonable manner, I would say that ' s  probabl-e, but it's certainly - it 's cer 
tainly, Mr. Chairman, not the wish, the will or the pleasure of the Liquor C ontrol Commission, 
that the Act, or the interpretation of the Act or the policy that the Liquor Control Commission 
follows, works with any discriminatory effect on any persons , that the Act and the provisions 
are determined and applied in a fair and reasonable manner to all per sons. 

I ' ve indicated - and I don't know whether the Honourable Member from Morris was in the 
House when I was commenting on the fundamental principles on the Act and how they had been 
interpreted to maintain and in some c ases to provide an upgrading of facilities - but as I've 
indicated in the course of the discussion, the Act and the principles that are enshrined in it 
have had the result that throughout Manitoba we have very high standards. Now in some in
stanc e s ,  as I ' ve indicated, there may be people who feel that an inspector or the Licencing 
Board are too demanding in their requests, and it may be , it may be that that has occurred 
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(MR. MACKLING cont'd) • . • • •  from time to time. I wouldn't say that that' s impossible , 

but certainly the intent of the present Liquor Control Commis sion and the Licensing Board is 

not to discriminate in any way, shape or form against individuals but to m aintain the highest 

possible standards in keeping with the fundamental principles of the Act. 

MR. JORGENSON: The one way that this could be ensured then is the right of appeal , 

and this is simply the suggestion that was made by the Honourable Member for Assiniboia. 

Now the problem is that the only course of appeal that the owner of a premise has today is to 

the same inspector who turned him down in the first place , and if there was an opportunity to 

appeal to someone other than the same person who was judge and jury, then I think the matter 
would be resolved. 

MR. MACKLING: No, Mr. Chairman, the appeaL isn't to the same person. The inspector 

interprets what he sees and there is a report, and then the individual licencee appears before 

the Licensing Board and so the Licensing Board determine s on applications, renewals and so 

on, not the licence inspector. He doe s a factual, fact-finding job,  observing and making 

comments, but the app licant himself, or the licencee himself does appear and present his case 

and argue his case before the Licensing Board. The inspector isn't the judge and jury alone, 

not at all. 

MR. JORGENSON: . . . with his recommendation. 

MR. MACKLING: Well, they take that into consideration. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: (Bills Nos. 54 , 57,  5 8 ,  and Sections 1 and 2 of Bill No. 59 were read 

section by section and passed. ) The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 

MR. FROE SE :  Was Section 1 not also amended? 
MR. CHAIRMAN: I don't have any amendments. The Minister of Youth and Education. 

MR. FROE SE :  I think the Minister amended Section 1 by deleting school in the (d)(l) 

Section. 

MR. MILLER: Section 2. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: Are you referring to Section 2 (9)(1) ? I said "as amended. " (The 

balance of Bill No. 59 and Bill No. 60 were read section by section and passed. ) BILL NO. 69, 

Section 1 -- The Honourable Member for Rhineland. 

MR. FROE SE :  Mr. Chairman, on Section 1 ,  I do not want to propose an amendment, but 

I just want an assurance that bound copie s of the regulations will be made available to all mem

bers. Here it says "will be available". I don't think "available" is what we want as far as 

members are concerned; I think we want to have them definite. -- (Interjection) -- That ' s  

1 (a)(b). 

MR. MACKLING: Mr. Chairman, there ' s  no change contemplated here in any of the 

proceedings or any provisions that had existed heretofore. On the contrary, in respect to 

making Regulations available , I ' ve indicated that it' s announced policy that th.e Regulations will 

be revised and consolidated in the manner in which the Re vised statute s were, and far from 

frustrating the search of Regulations, we will make it much easier. But there ' s  no change. 

The amendments that are sought here don't make any change in the supply of R egulations to 

previous members. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: (The balance of Bill 69, and Bills 27 and 28 were read section by 
section and passed. ) 

MR. PAULLEY: Committee rise and report. 

MR. CHAIRMAN: C ommittee rise. Call in the Speaker. Mr. Speaker ,  the Committee 

has considered Bills Nos. 15 , 1 8 ,  24 ,  32, 35, 40,  4 1 ,  42, 51 , 54 ,  5 7 ,  5 8 ,  59,  60 , 69, 27 and 

28 and wish to report the same without amendment. 

IN SESSION 

MR. RUSSELL DOE RN (E imwood) : Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Honourable 

Member for Kildonan that the Report of the Committee be received. 

MR. SPEAKER pre sented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried. 

BILLS NOS. 15,  18 and 24 were each read a third time and passed. 

MR. PAULLEY: Mr. Speaker , on behalf of the Honourable Minister of Mines and 

Natural Re sources ,  I beg to move , seconded by the Honourable Minister of Health and Social 

Deve lopment, that B ill No. 32, an Act to amend The Predator C ontrol act, be now read a 

third time and passed. 

MR. SPEAKER pre sented the motion. 
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MR. SPEAKER: The H onourable Member for Rhineland. 

MR. FROE SE :  Mr. Speaker , I question whether it' s  in order to do this without leave. 

MR. PAULLEY: It' s  not required, Mr. Speaker. 

MR. SPEAKER put the question and after a voice vote declared the motion c arried. 

BILLS NOS. 3 5 ,  4 0 ,  4 1 ,  42, 51 , 54, 57, 58 , 5 9 ,  60,  6 9 ,  27 and 28 were each read a 

third time and passed. 

. . . . .  C ontinued on next page 
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MR . PAULLEY: Mr . Speaker, I understand from a reque st made that the Honourable the 

Minister of Transportation would like to make a short statement on a matter I'm sure of inter 

est to all of the member s of the House . I wonder if he may have leave to do so . 

MR . WE IR :  A greed, Mr . Speaker . 

MR . GORDON E .  JOHNSTON (Portage La Prairie ) :  Agreed .  

MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable Minister of Transportation . 

MR . BOROWSKI: Mr . Speaker , I just received a phone call from the Vice-Pre sident of 

the C NR informing me that the order to reclose old Highway 59 has been suspended until 

June 29th . 

MR . PAULLEY: I wonder , Mr . Speaker , whether you would now start calling the ad

journed debate s on second readings ,  starting with Bill No . 1 7 .  

GOVERNMENT BILLS 

MR . SPEAKER : The proposed motion of the Honourable Minister of Mine s  and Natural 

Re source s,  Bill No . 1 7 .  The Honourable Member for Brandon We st . 

MR . WEIR : Mr . Speaker , Bill No . 17 was adjourne d by my colleague the Member for 

Brandon West on my behalf, and I 'm now prepared to proceed if I have the permission of the 

House . (Agreed) 

Mr . Speaker , this Bill has one good feature for which I think we can all be grateful, and 

that is that it strips off the sheep 's  clothing from the NDP government and make s it clear for 

all of those who are not wilfully blind that the NDP government is mobilizing the province 's 

own re sources to create state corporations to drive out private enterprise . 

This Bill , if passed, provide s the NDP government with absolute and unchallenged power 

to establish state control of natural re source s in Manitoba . The Bi il give s the NDP Cabinet 

blanket authority firstly, to set up state corporations to compete with and to drive out private 

enterprise that is engaged in producing, proce ssing or distributing anything which comes from 

fore sts,  land or stream . Secondly , it provide s authority to provide unlimited public financing 

for these corporations with or without security . Thirdly , authority to turn over any part of 

the re source s of the province to these state corporations at whatever price and on whatever 

terms they choose . Fourthly , authority to exclude their operations from the provisions of any 

statute , any statute regulating the disposal of provincial property and any provision of the 

Canpanies Act .  Fifthly, authority to dispose of the se state corporations,  or share s in them, 

to any person or anybody that they choose . 

It is significant that the se purpose s are to be achieved in the field of natural re source s  

development, Mr . Speaker , a field in which much of Manitoba's  future economic growth must 

lie . The NDP Cabinet is asking for blauket power to ensure that the busine ss of developing 

these re source s in Manitoba shall be taken out of the hands of re sponsible busine ssmen and 

placed in the hands of politicians. The radical left wing of the NDP Party has won .  It has 

provided us with this Bill along with the Automobile Insurance B ill . By no pretense can this 

Bill be regard•Jd as an act compatible with private enterprise . 

In Part 11 of the Manitoba Development Fund Act, the government already has power to 

develop any industrial enterprise that is urgently required for economic development in Mani

toba or any region of it where private industry is not ready to proceed with such development. 

Such a development would be supervised by the Manitoba Development Fund. A special report 

must be made concerning its establishment by the Fund to the Legislature forthv. ith and an 

Annual Report :nust be made annually to the Legislature about the devel opment of such projects . 

Part II of the Manitoba Development Fund Act, Mr . Speaker , also allows the government 

to achieve a mixed enterprise system and to share in the costs and the rewards of ocinging 

higher yields to the re source base of Manitoba . The government,  under Part II of the Manitoba 

Development Fund Act, has power to either take a full equity position or to share an equity posi

tion with private enterprise in those areas where needed.  

This Bill, however , sweeps away all such re strictions . The NDP Cabinet can e stablish 

its state corporations whether required for the economic development of Manitoba or not, 

whether private enterprise is capable of doing the work or not, or in fact, Mr . Speaker , is al

ready fully and effect ively doing the job . The Bill allows state corporations to be e stablished 

where the inevitable re sult is to drive out efficient private corporations already established,  

without compensation, by forcing them to compete on completely unequal terms .  There is no 

limitation on this power to compete with existing firms; there is no limitation on the power of 
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(MR . WEIR cont'd . )  . . . . .  the NDP Cabinet to allocate natural re sources to the se newly 

created corporations;  there is no limitation on the power of the NDP Cabinet to withdraw from 

the Minister of Finance the funds nece ssary to bankrupt any embarrassing competition from 

the private sect::>r . It doe s not outlaw private investment, Mr . Speaker, but then this isn't 

really nece ssary because it makes private inve stment impractical . 

Any one of the advantages that the state corporation has under Bill 17 would be adequate 

to de stroy existing competing private companie s or to deter a company from investing or ex

panding in this field. In combination however , Mr . Speaker , the se several advantage s that 

state corporations would have are overwhelmingly weighted against any private investment in 

re source development industrie s .  Few rational businessmen would be prepared to take the 

long-term risks involved in natural re source development in such circumstance s .  Without in

ve stment, existing firms will not grow . New firms will not be e stablished and existing firms 

will be threatened with unfair competition by the state whose taxes they pay . This Bill consti

tutes a blank cheque for the overnight establishment of doctrinaire Socialization . 

Let's  have a look at it, Mr . Speaker , the kinds of enterprise s that we can expect under 

this Socialist charter . It empowers the Lieutenant-Governor -in-Council to establish firms -

and I quote : "To carry on all forms of the busine ss of growing, winning, harve sting, proces

sing and marketing natural resources or any of the products thereof. " 

The government, under the se powers, can establish state farms to raise any crop or any 

kind of livestock and can compete with private farmers like the state farms in Eastern Europe . 

In the field of forestry, state corporations can be established to compete with loggers, 

or to enter such enterprises as box-making, chipboard manufacturing, production and treating 

of posts, pole s or any other timber products . 

The bill authorizes the NDP Cabinet to go into the mining busine 3s completely unaffected 

by the requirements of the Mines Act or Regulations , or any of the other requirements that they 

fasten upon pr ivate enterprise . 

A considerable amount of private capital has been invested in Manitoba in growing wild 

rice . This Bill would empower the government to proceed to produce wild rice in competition 

with the people who already conducted re search and established the industry with their own 

money . 

The fir st commercial fish farms are being e stablished in Manitoba this year . The Crown 

can e stablish a conporation under Bill 17 to enter the fish farming busine ss in competition with 

the se fish farmer s as they see fit . 

The government can establish feed mills , lumber yards , mill works, cannerie s,  flour 

mills, shoe factorie s,  clothing or fur busine sse s ,  bakerie s,  brewerie s,  farms, abattoirs,  

butcher shops and warehouse s - and ye s,  Mr.  Speaker , if  they stick with the natural re source 

field, retail store s .  The list can be exte nded almost endle ssly and applies not only to natural 

re source s but to products of them a:nl the harve sting, processing and marketing of them . 

Let us now consider the other kind of competition that those who operate any of these 

busine sses in Manitoba, let alone a busine ss contemplating establishing in Manitoba, must face . 

First, they must face an existence where the NDP Cabinet may establish be side them a 

state corporation in direct competition with the ir own busine s s .  Where they have to struggle 

and strain to get any equity capital , their competitor has unlimited acce ss,  either to revenues 

raised by the taxe s they pay or to monies raised on the credit of the Province of Manitoba . If 

they wish to raise public capital , they must comply with the requirements of the government 

e stablished Securities Commission and compete for equity capital at a time when the cost of 

raising equity capital is almost impossible at any price . The manager of the ir state competi

tor can sit in his office ,  call to the Minister of Finance and say; Hey Saul , send me over an

other million . Private business must borrow money and pay high rate s of interest, mortgage 

the ir plant and equipment and in many case s even their own home s .  They must assign their 

life insurance . The state competitor (!an borrow money with or without security under the Bill, 

with or without interest from the province itself. Where they risk the ir inve stment of money, 

time and energy in the S'lCce ss of their busine ss,  the state competitor is run by people who may 

not have to risk a dollar of their own in the succe ss of the enterprise and they are tmaffected 

whether the state corporation make s money or not . 

If private busine sses depend on re search and training, they will have to foot much of the 

cost of such training and re search as well as the cost of training of management and technical 

per sonnel . These costs must be set out in the ir financial statements . The state 's  competition 
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(MR . WEffi cont 'd . )  . . . . . under the bill can receive the se as a gift of the province or of 
another state corporation and none of the se would be reflected in its statements .  

Another stacking of the deck, Mr . Speaker , against private corporations is provided in 

the Bill where it authorize s the government,  notwithstanding the provisions of any other Act,  
to transfer to a company, on such terms and conditions as the Lieutenant-Governor -in-C ouncil , 

the Cabinet may determine , any property of the government, real or per sonal . On the one 

hand the government force s the private busine ssman to follow all the rule s and regulations that 

the government e stablishe s for that purpose and exacts due s ,  taxe s and royaltie s .  On the other 
hand, the state corporation can be given anything that the government may own at any price , at 

any terms ,  free of any of the se re striction s .  A simple Order -in-Council is all that is required 

to give the state corporation any land or any goods that the government owns . The state corpor

ation could also have acce ss to priority treatment in supplying all of the requirements not only 

of the government but all of the other state -owned corporation s .  

I f  this Bill is passed and become s law ,  almost every busine ssman i n  Manitoba involved in 

the production and distribution of goods can be subjected to competition from state corporation s .  

How can private enterprise compete against a state corporation which is able t o  obtain equity 

capital in virtually unlimited amounts at little or ne cost, with no personal r isk involve d; in 

competition with , Mr . Speaker , a state corporation which can borrow money at little , or under 

the Bill even no cost, with or without security, can acquire ;material goods or land on complete
ly unequal terms and w ith possible acce ss to a closed market of the government and the other 
state corporations . 

In voting for f.1is Bill, this Legislature will be asked to vote for the elimination of the pri

vate enterprise system for the overnight e stablishment of state control in Manitob a .  The avail

ability of private capital for re source development will simply disappear , along with the mana
gerial and technical talents of the people who have made the standard of living in private enter 

prise countrie s the highe st in the world. These resources - capital , technology and managerial 

skills - will not vanish altogether, Mr . Speaker , just in Manitoba . This is what the NDP govern

ment must be seeking. 

Mr . Speaker , this government only came to power because it promised the people of Mani

toba that there would be no sweeping and unnecessary change s ;  that the government would only 

go into state owner ship when it was nece ssary to do so and that the private enterprise could 

carry on with assurance wherever it was making a worthwhile contribution . Radical voice s 

were heard from time to time in the wings saying that anything that was worthwhile should be 

taken over by the state and only those busine s se s  be left that were not worth taking over . The se ,  

we were told, were c>nly the mutterings o f  an ineffectual minority . The pe ople o f  Manitoba 

were lulled into a false sense of security, Mr . Speaker , by these assurance s .  Bill 17 make s 

it clear how completely the pe ople of Manitoba have been misle d .  

This government has n o  mandate from the people o f  Manitoba to drive out re sponsible 

busine ssmen from developing the natural re source s of our province . This government was not 

given a mandate to set up state corporations to compete with private enterprise and to drive 

them out of busine ss without compensation . This government was not given a mandate to use 

without re striction the revenue s and credit of this province to finance state corporations with 

or without security on any terms . This government was not given a mandate to make one law 
under which private enterprise operate s and discard all rule s and regulations respecting state 

corporations . This government was not given a mandate to turn over the resources of the 

province , whether of land or of goods or of materials ,  to state corporations on any terms that 

the Cabinet may choose . This government was not given a mandate to dispose of such state 

corporations on any terms they may choose . This government was not given a mandate to 

squander either the tax revenue s or the resources of the province at the command of the bureau

crats . This government was not given a mandate from the pe ople to operate w ithout reporting 

to or be ing under the supervison of this Legislature . 

If this government has any sense of fairne ss or hone sty , it should admit that it has mis

led the people of Manitoba and make clear to them the real purposes for which Bill 1 7  is to be 

passed. If the people of Manitoba are prepared to vote for the extinction of private enterprise , 

the replacement of private enterprise , private busine ss by state bureaucrats and turn over the 

direction of busine ss to the NDP C abinet, then Mr . Speaker , let this B ill pass . Mr . Speaker , 

the NDP government has misled the people of Manitoba and I challenge- them to ex-plain fairly 

and fully to the people of Manitoba what they 're trying to do under it, what B ill 17 is all about, 
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(MR . WEffi cont'd . )  . . . . .  and then go to the people and ask the pe ople to de cide whether 
they want to remain free men or to have every minute of their live s planned,  run and dominated 
by politicians and bureaucrats .  

From time to time we have been asked on this side how we were going to vote . If from 
what I have said already it isn't clear , my colleague s and myself intend to do everything that 
we can to see that this Bill is not passed. 

MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable Minister of Finance . 
MR . CHERNIACK: Mr . Chairman . . 
MR .  GORDON W .  BEARD (Churchill) : I 'd like to ask the member a que stion if he doesn't 

mind . 
MR . SPEAKER : The Honourable Member for Churchill . 
MR .  BEARD : I was quite intere sted in his remarks, Mr . Speaker , and I would wonder if 

in his mind he could relate this to Bill 111  - was it ? - the Commissioner of Northern Affairs 
Act where the .Commissioner was given all rights and privileges of dealing with all powers, 
rights, privilege s and dutie s ,  including the power to make by-law s ,  that a municipality has 
within its boundarie s and such on . 

MR .  WEffi: Mr . Speaker , I don 't mind answering the que stion but it's really -- I think 
the question would be in order if it related to an explanation of my remarks on this Bill . Frank
ly, other members of our caucus have been following the Northern C ommissioner ' s  Bill, and 
I haven't followe d it that closely per sonally, so I am not in a position to answer the detailed 
que stion on that basis .  

MR . SPEAKER : The H onourable Minister of Finance . 
MR .  C HERNIACK: Mr . Speaker , one of the benefits we have from the fact that the Hon

ourable the Leader of the Official Opposition speaks seldom is that when he speaks he speaks 
with force and with real preparation, and I 'm sorry to say that I was not able to prepare myself 
for taking my feet at this moment but will try in any event to deal w ith some of the matter s  he 
raised without that opportunity that I would have liked to have had. Still , I feel that we should 
not let his address pass by lightly today without some comments . 

I harken back some ten months or so to the time when the Honourable the then Premier 
was apparently so reluctant to give up the reins of government, when it took some period of 
time for the change to take place . In my own mind I believe that it was not that he thought that 
he had a right to c ontinue to lead the government but rather that he thought that the government 
in his hands was so much more secure than in the hands of the New Democratic Party, and I 'm 
sure that he was twisting and turning and trying somehow to figure out a way , not for him to 
stay in office because he ' s  not the kind of person that would want to insist on staying in office 
when the people had rejected him, but rather twisting and turning somehow to see to it that the 
New Democratic Party should not . 

MR . WE m :  I wonder, Mr . Speaker, what the se remarks have to do with the principle of 
B ill l 7 ?  

MR .  CHERNIACK: I think the Honourable the Leader o f  the Official Opposition should have 
enough confidence in me to know that I am c oming to the relationship, because I feel,  Mr . 
Speaker , that this shows that the opinion, which I 'm sure all members of the Conservative Party 
have , that the P'::lWers that are given to them will be used well, but the same power s given to the 
New Democratic Party would be abused, misused and dangerous . Because I don 't believe that 
there is anything in this bill which is any different, or give s to this government any different 
power than was contained or is contained at the moment in the power s  of government, or than 
which the previous government could have done without this bill . I have grave doubts really as 
to whether this bill is that necessary , but I support the mover of the Bill in saying that it is 
well to have it on the statute s ,  and apparently the previous government , too, shared that opinion 
because I 'll! informed that this Bill , in the main, and what is important, in principle , because 
we 're dealing on second reading with principle , as that which was - and now I '11 quote the words 
of the honourable the mover of the B ill who said on Page 1904 of Hansard, "Mr . Speaker , this 
is a piece of legislation that I 'm advised has been in the works for some time . "  Now ,  the Hon
ourable the Leader of the Official Opposition is shaking his head . . .  

MR . F .  JOHNSTON (Sturgeon Creek) : Your answer won't work, Saul . 
MR .  CHERNIACK: The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek, who wasn't even here 

before that time , is now nodding with authority and with great knowledge . There is much that 
he knows - there is much that he knows because he 's lived for a certain period of time and has 
been exposed to life to some extent . 1 here is much more that he doe s not know , and a little bit 
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(MR . CHERNIACK, cont'd . )  . . . . . of acceptance of that fact - maybe humility is the word 
although I don 't think he needs that - mi ght serve him well . If he waited to hear from those 
who were in government before to speak about what was in the ir minds - and I intend to say no 
mm•e than what I've already said in repeating the words of the Honourable the Minister of Mine s 
and Natural Re source s and I will leave it to him to defend that statement - but I don 't want today 
to pass by without stating the information I received, which may not be correct but which I be
lieve , that this B ill in principle was in the works , as was a great deal in the works in the for
mer government' s  offices when we took over . And that' s  natural . When a Minister take s over 
in a new government and in a new portfolio, he is made aware by the department of what are 
the plans of the department; what is it that the department feels is nece s sary ; what stage are 
we at; and when que stions are asked as to have you done this and you 're told this is half done , 
this is quarter done and this is on its way, then to me that means in the works . I ' m  not going 
to develop it any further because I don 't know of my own knowledge what was the situation in re 
lation to the principle of this Bill as at May 27th - I don •t even remember the date , although 
I'm sure it ' s  ingrained in the minds and the hearts of the people across from me - but I accept 
the statement given to me and we will yet have an opportunity to prove it out . 

What ' s  more important to me are some of the other words of the Honourable Minister of 
Mine s and Re source s when he introduced this monumental Bill in half a page of Hansard, and 
I suppose - and I didn't hear all that was said by the Honourable the Leader but I suspect that 
he said that this is probably the most monumental Bill that this government is introducing -
that' s  what most of what he said seemed to indicate . Mr . Speaker , I'd like to pause for a mo
ment because I believe you w ould like to make an announcement to the House . 

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS 

MR .  SPEAKER: If I may at this moment introduce to the honourable members a number 
of gue sts whom we have in my loge to the right: The Honourable J . J .  Greene , the Federal 
Minister of Energy, Mine s and Re source s; the Honourable H .  A .  Olson, the Minister of Agri
culture ; and also the H onourable H .  E .  Strom, the Premier of the Province of Alberta; and 
the Honourable A .  R .  Guy, Minister in charge of the Saskatchewan Water Re source s Commis
sion. 

HON . SIDNEY GREEN, Q . C .  (Minister of Mine s and Natural Re sources) (Inkster) :  Mr . 
Speaker , the Honourable Mr. Guy had to leave early and he couldn't be here . 

MR .  SPEAKER : Oh . On behalf of the member s, may we welcome you gentlemen to our 
Legislative Assembly . 

GOVERNMENT BILLS 

MR .  SPEAKER : The Honourable Minister of Finance . 
MR .  CHERNIACK: Mr . Speaker, I mentioned earlier that I really don't see much in this 

Bill that wasn 't within the power of government to do, and this is what was indicated by the 
Honourable Minister of Mine s and Resource s when he introduced the B ill, to state that under 
The Companie s Act there would be no prohibition on the government carrying on these type s of 
operations .  And according to what he said, this Bill would enable only such things as the Crown 
could do if it wished to without the setting up of a separate corporation, but that he felt that 
the se separate corporations would be the best way - and certainly honourable members w ould 
agree that it is the best way - to be able to set up something like the Moose Lake logging oper:... 
ation , which he referred to, which I believe was started by the previous government - ye s ,  in
deed it was - and that if one doe s start it,  and you see the Honourable Member for Lakeside - 

(Interjection) -- Oh, he ' s  an hcnourable - I  would call him honourable regardle ss of what he 
calls me , because possibly I 'm required so to do - that when he was part of the government that 
set up the Moose Lake logging operation, was doing something socialist, was doing something 
that was a threat to industry and commerce in the province of Manitoba . That government in 
setting up Moose Lake logging was threatening every logging operation, every dealer in timber , 
every dealer in paper , as a matter of fact was probably threatening their own sponsored oper 
ations with Churchill Forest Industry . That government was apparently getting ready to enter 
into the field which was so well de scribed by the Honourable the Leader of the Official Opposition 
that I won't develop it further . 

But when they did, apparently they felt that the Moose Lake logging operation should be 
set up in such a way that it would have cl ear-cut definition, that it would have a bookkeeping 
system, that it would have certain rule s of operation , and the Honourable the Minister of Mine s 
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(MR . CHERNIACK cont'd . )  . . . • .  and Re source s  brought this Bill in order to make clear 

just what it is that can be done . And what can be done is the Moose Lake Logging Company, 

which I 've never seen . I don't know where they operate , but I assume they're doing things; 

I know they've lost some money, I hope they'll make some money; but in any event they are 

doing something for the pe ople of the north, they are doing something where we in Manitoba -
and I give the former government full credit for starting the plan for it - to give people of the 

north an opportunity to develop their own country , their own re source s with the re sources of 

the people of Manitoba, for their own benefit . 

Ye sterday , I had an opportunity to read to honourable members - and I believe that the 

Honourable Leader of the Official Opposition was not pre sent - qertain sections of the Manitoba 

Development Fund Act, because the H onourable Member for Riel dug up the book for me and it 

was easy to get once he had it open .  He spoke of the power s  of government . and the powers 
of government include the right to develop industry on behalf - that is the Fund to do it on be 

half of the government where in exceptional cases the Fund concludes that it ' s  feasible to devel
op industrial enterprise that is urgently required, and that section which he referred to reads: 

'_'The Fund shall , pursuant to the directions given from time to time by the Lieutenant-Governor

in-Council . . .  " 

In other words , the Fund had no choice . "The Government of the Province of Manitoba, 

represented by the Lieutenant-Governor -in-Council" -- (Interjection) -- read the rest of it ? 

I 'll do that - "do all things necessary to e stablish and carry on or to promote the e stablishment 

or carrying on o:!' any such industrial enterprise . "  And what do we find ? -- (Interjection) -

Pardon ? -- (Interjection) -- Well, I admitted that I didn't hear all of it . And all the rest of 

Part IT doe s give to the Fund many power s  and instructions - mandatory - "The Fund shall , 

upon instructions from the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council , do all things necessary to carry 
something on . "  -- (Interjection) -- This section of the Act was brought in by the PC Party 

which was the head of government at the time . I said, when somebody de scribed how it was 

brought in, that our Party had something to do with prodding the government into recognizing 

the need. 

But then I did move on back to Section 6, where the Fund is given all the power s,  as I 
see it, that are referred to in the Bill before us, where the Fund may do all these things . And 

this was passed by the Progre ssive Conservative Party in power . And we said, by all means,  

that ' s  the right thing to do, that 's responsible government, that's the way a government oper

ate s ,  for the benefit of the people , not for the benefit of certain sectors of society but for the 

benefit of people . What I conclude is that the Leader of the Official Opposition just doe sn 't 

like to see this government doing those things which he had a right to do and which he didn 't do. 
He had the power to do the se things and they were apparently going along those lines and they 

didn 't do it, and now it ' s  just a feeling of fear on his part that we are going to prove some 

pretty important points as we go along . 

At the present time , this Bill is de signe d to make possible the operation of the Moose 

Lake Logging Company, and certainly it will be possible to do other things of this kind, but I 
don 't read anything into thiE that give s any greater powers than now exist, and I conclude only 

by saying that apparently the previous government felt that it was worthwhile going in this direc

tion too . About that we will hear further, but I accept the statement made in Hansard by the 

Honourable Minister of Mine s and Resources and I acknowledge the fears of the Opposition thatwe 

are showing to the people of Manitoba that we are prepared to do those things for their benefit 

which the previous government was not capable of doing because it didn 't have the understanding 

of the need to be able to do these things which are to help Manitobans develop and use their own 

re source s .  

MR . CHAIRMAN: The Honourable House Leader of the Liberal Party . 

MR . G .  JOHNSTON : Mr . Speaker , it is my intention to adjourn the debate if ne one else 

wishes to speak , but before I do I would like to ask a que stion . The Minister state s that Bill 

17 was in the works before his group took power . Could he tell the House if there were any 

major change s made by his group in the rough draft or whatever progre ss had been made to 

that date ? 

MR . C HERNIACK: I am informed that the major change that was made was that the 

earlier Bill had a provision of a limit of $150,  000 capital , but since there was no restriction 

on the amount of the loan that could be made to a company it wasn't felt that this was of any 

meaning, because a capital structure could be $5 , 00 0 ,  the loan could be $92 million and still 
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(MR . CHERNIACK cont 'd . )  . . . . .  would conform w ith that Bill , and I 'm told - I 'm not speak
ing from my own knowledge - I 'm told that that was the major change in the Bill, 

MR .  CRAIK: Could I ask another que stion, Mr . Speaker ? Then is the Bill that the Mini

ster ' s  referring to as having been "in the works , "  was this not legislation simply provided for 
the Moose Lake project ? 

MR .  CHERNIACK: Mr . Speaker , I indicated that I was not knowledgeable about the B ill , 
only to the extent of what I was told, and I've now told the House all I know about the former 
proposed B ill . 

MR .  CRAIK: Well , perhaps then you would an swer a subsequent que stion . Does the 
present Bill not go far beyond a project such as that and include such other areas under the 
term of winning, such as mining, milling, smelting, refining or whatever it may be ? 

MR .  CHERNIACK: I 've already informed the honourable member that I'm not knowledge

able of more , but I am told that it is not an extension of what was formerly proposed .  

MR .  CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for The Pas . 

MR .  R ON McBRYDE (The Pas) : Mr . Speaker , I ' d  like to make a few comments on the 

principle of this B ill . . . • (slight recording failure) . . . • Moose Lake . Moose Lake is in 

The Pas constituency. It ' s  a community of about 800 pe ople approximately 40 miles east of 
The Pas, and I 'm sure the people there would be sort of bewildered and probably kind of proud 

that they caused such a fuss in the Legislature here this afternoon w ith the Leader of the Offic 
ial Opposition . They probably didn 't realize that they were the radical centre of the province 

that was going to overthrow the busine ss community and ruin Manitoba and turn it over to the 
Socialist s .  

The Mc;ose Lake Logging C orporation, which this B ill allows to exist, is an operation of 
about 20 men who were trained under a government-sponsored program of training in order to 
allow them to produce the pulpwood which they were taught to cut . A corporation was formed, 
or is in the proce ss of being formed, which will allow them to continue to cut this pulpwood and 
sell it to Churchill Forest Industrie s in The Pas . The workers on this cour se , the majority of 
them are Indian and Metis people from the community of Moose Lake . My understanding is that 

the corporation could be a convertible corporation, that is the loggers themselves will eventu
ally buy the corporation from the government, or buy the interest or control of the corporation 
so that they'll have their own small corporation of 20 pe ople in the community of Moose Lake . 

Mr . Speaker , this B ill would al so allow for other small developments of this type as the 
Task Force , which the C onservative Member for Swan River was a part of, and other members 

of this House , as we recommended in the Task Force for small operations in these type of iso
lated communitie s to assist the people in their own development . Mr . Speaker , when the Mem
ber from Swan River and Portage la Prairie and Churchill voted in favour of this resolution, I 
don't  think they had in mind driving out the busine ss community in the Province of Manitoba or 
e stablishing a socialist society in Manitoba - at least I don 't think that' s  what they had in mind . 

So, Mr . Speaker , I •m quite pleased to see a Bill of this nature that will allow for this 

type of small operation in isolated northern communitie s .  As I said at the beginning, I think 
probably the Leader of the Opposition finally realizeS that maybe he got a tiny bit carried away 
in speaking to the principle of this Bill, and when I explain this to the residents of Moose Lake , 
the 20 loggers, I 'm sure they 'll be quite amused .  Thank you, Mr . Speaker . 

MR .  SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside . 
MR .  HARRY ENNS (Lakeside) :  With the permission of the Leader of the Liberal Party 

who holds the adjournment o1 the bill , if I may I ' d  like to make a few comments at this time . 

The Honourable Minister of Fianance indicated to us that, really, what is the concern ? The 
Bill that ' s  before us,  B ill 17 , was in the mix, as he say s ,  or in the works, and why now ex

pre ss the concern that was so le gitimately expre s se d  by our leader , the Leader of the Official 

Opposition . 
Now fir st of all, of course , I would like to ask the honourable members opposite if in 

fact every thought that occurs to the bureaucrats in their control , you know , ends up as legis

lation to be put up , presented by that government in the House . Certainly , Mr . Speaker , the 
concern was a very real one for us when we set up the initial training program , the logging 
training program at Moose Lake , that we should be busying ourselve s w ith thinking about 

some kind of a more permanent organization that would extract the greate st amount of benefit 

to the people themselve s who partook in this training program and to enable them to pursue the 

training that they had received in this program in some worthwhile way to the benefit of them
selve s and their community . And there were many sugge stions that came up from our good 
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(MR . ENNS cont 'd . )  . . . . .  adviser s within the department . Certainlythe sugge stion of per

haps looking at the co-operative legislation that' s  on the books of the Minister of Agriculture 
for instance . The availability of funding, say, a co-operative , as we have some 18 or 19 or 

20 others throughout Northern Manitoba, was among them. The idea of setting up a more for

malized corporation of some kind was one to which a fair amount of attention was being given to . 

But, Mr . Speake r ,  to sugge st that the B ill as we see it now was about to be pre sented by 
this administration in the form that we are now seeing it, just isn't a fact and isn't true . There 

are significant change s ,  even one word change s which are very significant indeed. Even the 
word ' 'winning" for instance in the terminology used in the way it is used in this Bill has tre 

mendous implications which allows them to go into mining and everything else . -- (Interjection) 

Yes,  Mr . Speaker . 

MR . SCHREYER : Mr . Speaker , I under stand the point the honourable member is trying 
to make , that because the bill was in the works was not to be taken as an indication that they 

were committed to it . So I accept that and ask the following que stion . Could the honourable 
member advise us whether it is not common practice that before anyone in the civil service 
structure starts to draft legislation , that he awaits drafting instructions on policy from the 
Cabinet ? 

MR . ENNS: Well , Mr . Speaker , I think the First Minister sugge sted the obviou s .  Cer
tainly drafting instructions are given on any proposed piece of legislation , and I suppose the 

back rooms of the Executive Council or otherwise are loaded with bills that have never seen 
the light of day , because after the due consideration that all bills should receive , first in the 
Minister ' s  office w ith his senior civil servants ,  sub sequently in the Cabinet Council with the 

advice of the full Cabinet, that gets sidelined for one reason or other because of the ir non
acceptability . 

Mr . Speaker, the point that I was attempting to make , and I 'll attempt to make before 
5 : 3 0 ,  was that we recognized, as pointed out by the Minister of Finance , that advantage should 
be taken of the opportunity that we had given and provided the people at Moose Lake with re 

spect to this training program , to set it up hopefully in a busine sslike manner that it would be 
of some long-term advantage to the m .  Mr . Speaker , really this probably represents as good 
an occasion as any to clearly define the difference between them and us, because , Mr .  Speaker, 

that bill,  had it appeared in this legislation under our authority, might well have contained 
some of the basic e lements that are currently in the bill with respect to what we had hoped to 

do with Moose Lake , but it would have said so . It would have defined the specific operation , 
the Moose Lake Logging operation , as being an operation that we were attempting to help . 

This, Mr . Speaker , is what the public is only now beginning to understand . It 's  the uni
versal approach that ' s  so common to the Socialist minds and the Socialist concept , this univer 
sality that blankets the whole situation where perhaps just an "i" needs to be dotted or a "t" 

needs to be crossed. And that, M:r . Speaker , is the very legitimate concern that we 're expre s
sing here now and that we '11 be expressing throughout on this bill,  because , Mr . Speaker , I 

think it became abundantly clear that as the intentions of the Socialist government opposite be 
come more and more lmown, not only to us in this Chamber but to the public at large , then we 

have to fight more vigorously and more vigorously the kind of broad, sweeping generalizations 

that are contained in B ill 1 7 . 

Mr . Speaker , we had every intention to help the people of Moose Lake set up for them
selve s,  in the words of the Honourable Minister of Fianance , to take advantage of the training 
that we made pos sible for them, to take advantage of their re source s that were there for them, 

and to make this program succe ssful for the ir benefit and for the benefit of the ir community . 
And we would have done precisely that, Mr . Speaker , had we been given that opportunity . We 
would have been specific, we would have been specific in letting the people , the rest of Manitoba 

know precisely what we were about . We wouldn 't be attempting to use the guise of meeting a 
particular situation, of meeting a local situation , to use that as the back door for God knows 
what , Mr . Speaker . And we don 't know what . And we don 't know what . If we only knew , Mr . 

Speaker , exactly what ' s  contained in Bill 56 and what the full ramifications of Bill 56 are ,  there 

would be a more intelligent debate in this House , a more intelligent debate outside among 
the people at large with re spect to auto insurance . It's perhaps the experience of Bill 56 that 
caused us to sit up and take particular attention to the innocuous, generalized statements here , 
the provisions that Bill 17 calls Jor . 

Mr . Speaker,  I wanted to rise at this particular time only to indicate , and to indicate 
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(MR . ENNS cont 'd . )  . . . . . very strongly , the situation particularly as to what extent Bill 

17 was in the make , or was in the works in the previous administration . Number one , certainly 

I would not deny for one moment that we had every intention and every reason to want to exam

ine all fields, examine all possibilitie s of making the Moose Lake logging training program in

deed into a model program which other northern communitie s , .  particularly with the growing 

evidence of the successful CFI operations soon to co=ence in Northern Manitoba, that it was 

important, if we are going to maximize the contribution that that massive project would have 

for the citizens of Northern Manitoba, then it behooved us to do everything possible to equip 

our native people in that general area to be in a position to re spond to this program . 

That's  what was the intent of our training program at Moose Lake . It was our intention 

to see that this would not just fall flat after the training period ende d .  There was no commit

ment made as to what specific direction it was made , in fact my own particular leanings , and 

had it come on my desk to that point, I would have probably rejected it in favour of a coopera

tive approach . !have an inclination that - I  speak per sonally here - that the cooperative move 

ment, as such , is one that can be most succe ssfully applied very often in ma:ny of our northern 

communitie s .  I have a feeling - it may be wrong and other experts can correct me - that the 

cooperative approach to things is first of all not alien to many of the native communitie s up 

there who have long since , by their very nature and their very environment, are forced to live 

cooperatively and share cooperatively those things within their community. And also, from the 

knowledge that I have of the relative success of a number of our cooperatives that I had the priv

ilege of administering when I was the Minister of Agriculture , that there was an inclination on 

my part probably to reject the concept of a Crown corporation but to sponsor most wholeheart

edly a cooperative logging venture and have that be the avenue or the approach that I would have 

perhaps sugge sted to my Cabinet colleagues had we been given the opportunity to do so. 

So, Mr . Speaker , to make any sugge stions,  to make any implications that Bill 1 7  in its 

present form was something remotely similar to what a Progressive Conservative administra

tion would have brought into this Chamber , just is not factual and it is not true . Thank you, 

Mr . Speaker . 

MR .  SPEAKEK: The Honourable House Leader of the Liberal Party . 

MR .  JOHNSTON : I move , seconded by the member for La Verendrye , that debate be 

adjourned. 

MR. SPEAKER pre sented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried .  

MR .  SPEAKER: It i s  now 5 : 30 . I am leaving the Chair to return at 8 : 00 o'clock tonight . 




