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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Wednesday, 15 April, 1981

Time — 2:00 p.m.

OPENING PRAYER by Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER, Hon. Harry E. Graham (Birtle-
Russell): Presenting Petitions . . .
The Honourable Member for Inkster.

MATTER OF PRIVILEGE

MR. SIDNEY GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | wish to rise on
a question of privilege affecting all of the members
of the House. In doing so, Mr. Speaker, | want to
indicate that | have no choice but to do it at this time
and | was of the opinion that the Honourable Leader
of the Opposition would be addressing himself to the
Budget tomorrow but in any event, in view of the
rules of the House, | have no choice but to raise this
matter at this time.

It concerns, Mr. Speaker, a matter that has been
dealt with in a different way by the Leader of the
Opposition and the Member for St. Vital. On Friday
last the Member for St. Vital read from a document
which he was not able to table because it was
unsigned in accordance with your ruling but which he
did give a copy to the Minister to whom the
Manitoba Hydro reports. During the course of the
discussion on this question, Mr. Speaker, it was
indicated that the document was unsigned and
undated and therefore not capable of being
identified. It was also indicated, Mr. Speaker, that
the document never came to the attention of the
Minister to whom Hydro reports, and I'm not
questioning that particular problem at this moment.

What | am questioning, Mr. Speaker, are the
statements that were made in this House which
certainly raise a question of the privileges of all the
members and parliamentary privilege itself. In
referring to the matter which was raised by the
Member for Riel, the Minister to whom the Manitoba
Hydro reports, used the term ‘‘half-hoax”. | think
those are his exact words, “‘half a hoax’’ or words to
that effect. In referring to the same issue and same
material the First Minister of the province used the
word “‘fabrication” and, Mr. Speaker, if the Member
for St. Vital has wittingly or unwittingly, and I'm
certain that if it was done it was done unwittingly,
but | am by no means suggesting that it was done,
but if the Member for St. Vital has been unwittingly
the subject of a hoax or a fabrication on the
Members of this Assembly then certainly that is a
question of privilege that has to be looked into
because, Mr. Speaker, it goes to the essence of
Parliamentary privilege that there not be a
fabrication presented in this House and there not be
a half-hoax perpetrated on this House. Two members
of this House, both members of the Treasury
Branches, use those terms in describing what the
Member for St. Vital was dealing with.

Now, Mr. Speaker, much has been made of the
fact that this document was undated and unsigned. |
would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that there other ways of
identifying documents; one of them, which is clearly
available for the Minister to whom Hydro reports,
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who could immediately and with the power that he
has expose this hoax and demonstrate this
fabrication. Apparently he has not indicated any
intention to do so, indeed, he has indicated a studied
reluctance to do so. Mr. Speaker, | indicated the
other day that | had reason to believe that the
document was prepared by Steward Martin and, if
so, that it was a subject of legitimate presentation to
the Minister to see whether he had ever come into
contact with it. The members of the government
choose to use the word fabrication and hoax.

Mr. Speaker, | have available to the Minister and
to the House a document sent to me on March 15,
1974 when | was a member of the government which
is addressed to the Honourable Edward Shreyer,
Premier, the Honourable S. Green, Minister of Mines
and Resources and L. A. Bateman, Chairman
Manitoba Hydro — and | can tell the members that |
have taken only the first page but | am certainly
willing to make available the entire document to the
government which they now have in their possession.
The reason | am dealing with the first page is that |
don’t know whether the government would wish the
entire document, which was a personal and
confidential document and | don’t think that | have
any problems with it but if the government doesn’t
wish to make it public that | leave to them. If they
want me to make the entire document public | will.

On that document, Mr. Speaker, there are printed-
in corrections stating recent indications show, and |
would ask the Page to take one of these documents
and make it available to the members concerned, the
Member for St. Vital, the Leader of the Opposition
and the Minister of Finance — and I'm prepared to
have it tabled if tabling is acceptable or necessary.

I’'m also, Mr. Speaker, going to table Page 5 of the
document that was presented by the Member for St.
Vital, which also has on it printed corrections, Mr.
Speaker, containing the words, “what appears to
be”. Now, Mr. Speaker, | have had some training —
although not a great deal | will admit — in
handwriting comparisons and | would ask the
members of the House to note that the letters “w’’,
“h’’, “a’’, “‘t’’, “e’’, and ‘‘'s’’ appear in both
documents, Mr. Speaker, in handwriting, printed. |
would ask the members of the House to note that
although there is a difference in size which | can
explain by indicating that in one document it is an
insert, and in the other document it is a replacement,
that the letters “r’’ are identical; the letter “e” is
identical in both documents; the letter “t” is identical
in both documents; the letter ‘s’ is identical in both
documents; the letter “*h’’ is identical in both
documents and the letter “w’ is identical in both
documents.

Now | can, Mr. Speaker, without any difficulty
indicate that the March 15th document of 1974 was
sent to me by one Steward Martin, that that is
absolutely the case. The other document which bears
the same type of correction appears to have been
sent by the same person. | indicate now, Mr.
Speaker, that | am not the expert and furthermore |
am not able to be as sure of the typewriting as | am
of the printing, but there are experts available to this
House through the Attorney-General’s Department
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which could easily, Mr. Speaker, which could easily
clarify this matter and given the fact that it has been
suggested that a hoax and a fabrication have been
perpetrated with regard to this document, | am not
asking, Mr. Speaker, on this question of privilege, as
to whether or not the Minister to whom Hydro
reports told Mr. Wedepohl that if Hydro insists on
proceeding on this advice he would disqualify the
whole board.. I'm not asking on this question of
privilege or have it determined as to whether or not
this was a legal opinion given to the Minister through
the Chairman, or given to the Board of Directors of
Manitoba Hydro. | am asking Mr. Chairman for the
members of the Treasury Bench’'s charges to be
examined because members of the Treasury Bench
have charged that the Member for St. Vital has been
engaged in a hoax on parliament and is dealing with
fabrications, Mr. Speaker. There is a very very easy
way of dealing with this matter, namely, by asking
Mr. Martin whether it is so. But if that has proved to
be of great resistance to the government benches,
and understandably so, Mr. Speaker, | suggest that
what is important now to we members of the House
is to deterine whether the Member for St. Vital has
fabricated something or is engaged in perpetrating a
hoax on Parliament.

Now surely the members of the Conservative party
would want to expose that fabrication, would want to
expose that hoax and bring out the fact that indeed,
and | say that nobody would suggest wittingly and
I'm not even suggesting unwittingly — although if it
was done it was certainly done unwittingly.

Mr. Speaker, | believe that this is a very important
matter; that it is a matter effecting the privileges of
the members of the House; that it is privilege of the
most serious nature, namely, whether a hoax or
fabrication is being perpetrated. Mr. Speaker, | think
that anybody looking at these documents — and |
have several copies available to anybody who wishes
to make the comparison that | make — I'm not
asking that my comparison be accepted, I'm
suggesting that the comparison can be properly
made through the Attorney-General’s Department,
that the Attorney-General’s Department would be
available to the members of the Committee on
Privileges and Elections and that all members of the
House would agree that this is a question of
privilege, would agree that it's being raised at the
earliest possible moment, in view of the fact that the
suggestion of fabrication arose merely yesterday and
my locating of the March 15th memo, Mr. Speaker,
was done last night, that it is being raised at the
earliest possible moment and that it affects the
privileges of the honourable members of the House.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | would move, seconded
by the Member for Burrows, that;

WHEREAS a matter has arisen affecting the
parliamentary privileges of the House in that a
member thereof has read from a document
which is, as yet, unidentified and which on its
face appears to be a submission to the
commission conducting an inquiry commission
by the government, which submission was
never made; and

WHEREAS the question has arisen as to
whether in fact the document is a submission
that was to the Board of the Manitoba Hydro
Electric Company; and
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WHEREAS a member of the House has used
the words with relation to the document that it
was part of a half-hoax, and another member
of the House has used the word “fabrication”
with respect to the said document; and
WHEREAS it is a matter affecting the
privileges of all of the members of the House. if
one of them has been unwittingly induced to
engage in any matter which can be referred to
as a hoax or a fabrication; and

WHEREAS the question of the origin and
validity and authenticity of the said document
is readily ascertainable,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the
question as to whether or not a fabrication or
hoax has been perpetrated in the House be
referred to the Committee on Privileges and
Elections.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Acting Government
House Leader.

HON. WARNER H. JORGENSON (Morris): Mr.
Speaker, with a couple of the assertions made by the
Member for Inkster one could possibly agree first of
all, that he raised the so-called question of privileges
at the earliest possible time and secondly, that he in
confirmation with your rulings at previous occasions,
he has presented a motion to substantiate his
alleged question of privilege. However, Mr. Speaker,
what he is attemping to do in this question of
privilege is nothing more than to regurgitate a matter
that has already been dealt with by this House. Our
rules are quite explicit in that particular matter. No
one is permitted to introduce a document into this
House that is not properly signed, and not being
signed it is encumbent upon that particular person to
take the responsibility for it.

The Member for St. Vital has not accepted the
responsibility for the document and therefore it is
inadmissible insofar as this Chamber is concerned
and once a matter has been dealt with as being
inadmissible, | don’t know by whatever devious ways
may be invented by honourable gentlemen opposite,
how it can be re-introduced into this House once it
has been dealt with. The document itself is one that
has been ruled inadmissible and therefore not
subject to re-admission into this Chamber.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. | have not as yet seen
the letter that the Honourable Member for Inkster
put forward. | have not had the opportunity as yet to
check the records as to the use of the words that he
alleges were used in this House. | would like to take
the matter under advisement until I've had a chance
to check the Hansards.
The Member for Inkster.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | did not hear but if
we’re going to now make a rule for the goose, let the
rule be for the gander. The Member for Morris, when
he rose, did not say he was speaking on a point of
order. (Interjection)— He did not say he was
speaking on a point of order, Mr. Speaker, just as
the Leader of the Opposition did not say he was
speaking on a point of privilege and was chastized
for that. The member spoke to the Motion.

(Interjection)— Mr. Speaker, the member spoke . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order
please. There is no Motion before the House.
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(Interjections)— Order please, order please. No
Motion can be before the House until it has been
read by the Chair.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, then | wish to speak to
the point of order that has been raised.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster
on a point of order.

MR. SPEAKER: If you're ruling that my friend spoke
on a point of order, then | can speak to the point of
order and urge something on you, Mr. Speaker. | did
not deal with the document or its tabling, | dealt with
a document that was read from, a copy of which was
given to the Minister to whom the Manitoba Hydro
reports, my question of privilege deals with two
things that were raised new yesterday. One, that this
wasa. ..

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. The
Chair has asked for the House to allow the Chair the
chance to read the Hansard to check and | have
asked the House to have the right to take this matter
under advisement. As | have asked to take the
matter under advisement . . .

The Honourable Member for Inkster on a point of
order.

MR. GREEN: The Speaker will always have a right
to take something and I'm not challenging that. What
| am asking is that no ruling be made until we have a
chance to direct ourselves to the point of order.
Because if you are now going to take it under
advisement as if the point of order has been debated
and make a ruling, then you will not have given
myself. or any other member who wishes to speak to
the point of order that has been raised, the right to
do so. So | would request, Mr. Speaker, if you are
taking the matter under advisement that you indicate
that people will have an opportunity to speak to the
point of order when you have checked Hansard to
see if the words ‘“‘half-hoax” and ‘‘fabrication” were
indeed used.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster
on a point of order.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | am loathe to take your
silence as acquiescence unless you tell me that | may
do so. | gather that members of the Opposition,
including myself, will have an opportunity to speak to
the point of order before a ruling is made. | would
ask for your assurance, otherwise, | wish to speak to
the point of order.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster
on the point of order.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, to the point of order, the
Honourable Member for Morris has indicated that |
wish to deal with a document which was not tabled.
That is not the basis on this question of privilege,
Mr. Speaker.

The basis of this question of privilege and it is
contained in the motion and | want to make sure, Mr.
Speaker, now that you have indicated that there is a
problem, that you have before you the two
documents which | have indicated contain the
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handwriting or the hand printing of Mr. Steward
Martin, and | take it that you have a copy of the
motion. You must have a copy of the motion.

On that basis, Mr. Speaker, | am suggesting that
what we are dealing with and what the order deals
with is that it has been suggested that the Member
for St. Vital and the Leader of the Opposition have
been participating in something which was described
as a half-hoax and participating in something which
was described as a fabrication. If two members of
the House have been participating in a hoax or a
fabrication that is the question of privilege, it has
nothing to do with anything else.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition on the
point of order.

MR. HOWARD PAWLEY (Selkirk): Mr. Speaker, |
cannot take exception to you undertaking to look at
this matter under advisement but | want to point out
to you that you already have another matter under
advisement pertaining to this subject matter from
yesterday. You now will be dealing with this under
advisement. What the opposition is insistent on
having, Mr. Speaker, is a full debate in this House
and this matter being referred to committee. This
cannot be dealt with . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please. The
honourable member is speaking to a point of order.
He must speak to the subject matter of the point of
order and not launch into a speech.

The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. PAWLEY: To the motion.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The honourable
member is out of order.
The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MS. JUNE WESTBURY: Speaking to the point of
order, Mr. Speaker, the . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The honourable
member stated he was speaking to the resolution.
Order please. | have recognized the Honourable
Member for Fort Rouge on the point of order.

MS. WESTBURY: Mr. Speaker, addressing the point
of order the suggestion was made by the Minister of
Government Services that this is a repetition of a
previous matter. Mr. Speaker, | suggest that in
making that point of order he is in error because the
point of privilege that was brought to us today refers
to a reflection on the attitude and the ethics of
another member, the Member for St. Vital, Mr.
Speaker. | suggest therefore that this is a different
matter and has no relation to the points of privilege
that have been raised here on other days. Mr.
Speaker, we had new words introduced today. The
word ‘‘devious’” was brought in by the Member for
Morris.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. | hoped the
honourable member would address her remarks to
the remarks made by the Acting Government . . .
The honourable member may continue.

MS. WESTBURY: Mr. Speaker, thank you. The
Member for Morris who raised the apparent point of
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order, Mr. Speaker, refers to devious ways invented
presumably by the Member for Inkster. Mr. Speaker,
this is a further accusation. | don’t see how this
varies very much from the words that have been
used in reference to the Member for St. Vital. This is
a cancer that is spreading through this Chamber, Mr.
Speaker. For goodness sake and for the sake of the
reputation of all members of this Chamber, Mr.
Speaker, | urge the government to send this whole
dismal matter to the Committee of Privileges and
Elections.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition on the point of order.

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, speaking to the point
of order the Member for Morris has suggested that
we are dealing with the document, the document that
was referred to by the Member for St. Vital the other
day. Mr. Speaker, we are not dealing with that
particular document.

We are dealing with statements that were made by
the Minister responsible for Hydro that this
document is half-a-hoax, Mr. Speaker. We are
dealing with statements by the First Minister that the
document is a fabrication. This is a matter which |
understand to be the subject matter of the Member
for Inkster’s motion of privilege earlier this afternoon.
Mr. Speaker, the Member for Morris knows full well
that there is no duplication between the matters that
were discussed earlier dealing with the document
itself and matters pertaining to this being a
fabrication or half-a-hoax.

Mr. Speaker, | take exception to statements by the
First Minister, statements by the Minister responsible
for Hydro attempting to attribute to one of my
colleagues, one who sits within my caucus, one who
is part of the Official Opposition as being involved in
a half-a-hoax or a fabrication. Mr. Speaker, it is a
direct reflection upon a member of this House and it
demands immediate action, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please.
The Honourable Member for St. Vital on the point
of order.

MR. D. JAMES WALDING: Yes, Mr. Speaker, to the
same point of order. If it is of assistance to you in
coming to a decision on this matter, | was the one
who used the word ‘‘half-hoax’’ in this House
yesterday and | did so in reading from a transcript of
a television show of the evening before, it was a
direct quote from the Minister to whom Hydro
reports.

As far as the other word that has been mentioned
this afternoon the word fabrication, | recall to my
memory that the Honourable First Minister used that
word in the House yesterday afternoon. Insofar as it
is directed in my direction, Mr. Speaker, | feel that
this is a reflection on me as a member and | believe
a reflection on the House and | do urge you, Sir,
when you take these matters into consideration, to
consider that implied slight on a member of this
Assembly.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please. | want
to thank the Honourable Member for St. Vital for
shedding some light on the subject.

The Honourable Member for Rossmere on the
point of order.
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MR. VIC SCHROEDER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As
indicated by the Member for Inkster and by our
leader, the issue is the statements being attributed
to members of this House that there have been half-
hoaxes or that type of thing perpetrated and in order
to assist you, Mr. Speaker, | have a copy of the
transcript of a television program on which the
Minister in charge of Hydro was quoted as follows.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. | believe the
Honourable Member for St. Vital just dealt with that
subject matter.

The Honourable Member for Rossmere.

MR. SCHROEDER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. You
indicated previously that you wished to take this
matter under advisement in order that you could
look at Hansard. You wished to take the matter of
the record of what has been said by members, and
here I'm giving you a firsthand opportunity and |
would hope that you would take advantage of it.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. The
honourable member is just repeating what was given
to this House by the Honourable Member for St.
Vital.

The Honourable Member for Inkster on a point of
order.

MR. GREEN: | must say, Mr. Speaker, that | heard
the words ‘“half-hoax’, and | heard them attributed
to the Member for Riel, but whether they were said,
Mr. Speaker, in the House or outside of the House, a
question affecting the privileges of an honourable
member, if a member outside of the House says that
he is engaged in a hoax, that is still a matter of
privilege.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St.
Boniface on the point of order.

MR. LAURENT L. DESJARDINS: Yes, Mr. Speaker. |
would suggest, as you are taking this under
advisement and we want to proceed with the
business of this House, | wonder if we could settle
this by you calling a short recess, and having the
member that made the complaint, the House Leader
and the Leader of our party, retire to your Chamber
and listen to the tapes and see what has been said.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. | have
asked for the permission of the House to take the
matter under advisement. Can we now proceed with
the routine business?

Presenting Petitions . . . Reading and Receiving
Petitions . . . Presenting Reports by Standing and
Special Committees . . . Ministerial Statements and
Tabling of Reports . . . Notices of Motion . . .

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

HON. HARRY J. ENNS (Lakeside) on behalf of the
Honourable Attorney-General, introduced Bill No. 50,
An Act to amend the Summary Convictions Act.

HON. KEN MacMASTER (Thompson) introduced Bill
No. 51, An Act to amend The Fire Preventions Act.

HON. GARY A. FILMON (River Heights) introduced
Bill No. 52, An Act to amend The Insurance Act.



Wednesday, 15 April, 1981

MR. BRIAN CORRIN (Wellington) introduced Bill No.
49, An Act to amend The Landlord and Tenant Act.

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MR. SPEAKER: At this time | should like to
introduce 40 students of Grades 5 and 6 standing
from the J. A. Cuddy Elementary School under the
direction of Miss Brooks and Miss Hunt. This school
is located in the constituency of the Honourable
Minister of Government Services.

On behalf of all the honourable members, we
welcome you here this afternoon.

ORAL QUESTIONS

MR. SPEAKER:
Inkster.

The Honourable Member for

MR. GREEN: Yes, Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct a
question to the Minister to whom the Manitoba
Hydro reports. In view of the fact that the Minister
now has in front of him a document which | indicate
to him | received from Mr. Martin, which has a very
similar, in my view, the same printing in a correction
that is contained on a correction in the document
which he received from the Member for St. Vital,
would the Minister clear this entire matter up by
making a simple phone call to Mr. Steward Martin to
find out whether the document which was given to
him by the Member for St. Vital is, in fact, Mr.
Martin’s document?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Energy
and Mines.

HON. DONALD W. CRAIK (Riel): Mr. Speaker, |
thought that the day before yesterday we had come
to some resolution of the procedure that might be
followed in this matter, it was initiated by a Member
of the Opposition and the suggestion was found
agreeable to the House | thought. That course of
action was to have the client, who may well be the
person who was connected with this seven sheets of
paper with the information contained, have a look at
it and pursue it back through what may possibly
have been their legal counsellors at that period in
time. | agreed to that course of action; | would think
it is a reasonable one.

So | have agreed to take the Hansard to show that
the House would like that information, to forward it
to the Hydro Board who is the client, who can pursue
it, with the recommendation that they do pursue it
and provide any information they can on it. | have
undertaken today to send over the seven sheets of
paper with what’'s contained in them, to ask them
whether they can identify them and to furthermore, if
they see fit, to pursue it through their legal counsels.
That, Mr. Speaker, is what | thought we had agreed
to and | think it's the logical course of action. They
are tne client; the government is not the client.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St.
Johns.

MR. SAUL CHERNIACK: Mr. Speaker, on a point of
order, | want to clarify for the Minister reporting for
Hydro that | believe he is referring to questions |
asked and which he answered; one of which was
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designed to say that if Mr. Martin requests Hydro to
release him, he would recommend it. After | asked
him again, twice, | think, whether he is prepared to
recommend that they should release him regardless
of whether or not he asks, and | think he said he
would, that doesn’t need the agreement of the whole
House. It just means that | pressed him for answers
and | got an answer, which was the last question |
was allowed to ask in a series of questions. | am
satisfied that he gave an undertaking, but that isn’t a
matter that the House should agree to, and | don’t
think he should repeat that the House arrived at an
agreement as to the way he would proceed. All he
did was answer my questions.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that
the Minister has left it in the hands of an outside-of-
the-House board as to whether or not this question
is going to be resolved and therefore we don’t know,
would the Minister go one step further and ask
Hydro if he thinks he needs it — and I'm not sure
that he does — whether they will give him their
permission — that’s almost comical him asking them
to give permission, but | repeat, Mr. Speaker,
whether he will ask the Hydro chairman, whether he
has the Hydro chairman’s permission to telephone
Mr. Steward Martin and ask him whether the
document that was given to him by the Member for
St. Vital is in fact Mr. Steward Martin’s document.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Energy
and Mines.

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, we undertook to pursue a
course of action the day before yesterday and | have
pursued that course of action. | think the matter
should rest that way for now.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, is the Minister interested
and would he take those steps which are necessary
and available to him, to determine whether that is
Mr. Martin’s document if the course of action that he
recommended doesn’t give any further information to
the House?

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, again | have given my
answer on the matter.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St.
Boniface.

MR. DESJARDINS: Mr. Speaker, to the same
Minister, to make sure that there is no
misunderstanding. | thought | heard a few days ago
the Minister say that if the board agree that he would
go along with it and he is now saying that he is
recommending to the board? Am | understanding
him correctly? Because it's not the same thing at all.

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, it's in Hansard, the
member can read it.

MR. DESJARDINS: Mr. Speaker, I'm asking the
Minister if he is saying now today that he is, or has,
or will be recommending to the Board of Hydro that
they release Mr. Martin from any obligation. | think
he’s shaking his head indicating yes, but I'd like to
be able to read it in Hansard. —(Interjection)— Well,
could you answer me then? That today he will
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recommiend to the Board or has recommended to
the Board, would he please tell me if I'm right or
wrong?

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, the member has it on the
record, he can read it. I've said today that |
forwarded that recommendation that they give
consideration to first of all, attempting to identify the
document or — I'm careful now whether it's a
document or what it is, | don’t know what the proper
name is for the seven pages of paper, Mr. Speaker
— to see if they can identify it; secondly, to give
consideration pursuing it through their legal counsels
that they had at the time all this supposedly took
place.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rock
Lake.

MR. HENRY J. EINARSON: Mr. Speaker, | have a
question | want to direct to the Minister of
Agriculture and it's a question relating to the
shipment of grain through the Port of Churchill. In
view of the comments made by the chairman of the
National Harbours Board a number of weeks ago in
commenting to the efforts of the Canadian Wheat
Board, | wonder if the Minister has any further
information to inform the House as to what
commitments the Canadian Wheat Board are
prepared to make through establishing grain
shipments through the Port of Churchill?

MR. SPEAKER:
Agriculture.

The Honourable Minister of

HON. JAMES E. DOWNEY (Arthur): Mr. Speaker,
as the member may or may not be aware, there is a
commitment by the Canadian Wheat Board to move
some 280,000 tons through the port this year which
is somewhat lower than what has been the traditional
amount of grain that has been exported through that
port. | think it's important that the commitment be
lived up to that was requested by the three western
provinces at a meeting several weeks ago in Yorkton,
that at least 3 percent of the grains from the Prairie
Provinces be committed annually through the Port of
Churchill.

MR. EINARSON: Mr. Speaker, | have a question |
wish to direct to the Minister of Highways and
Transportation. In view of the fact that an
interchange agreement was made last year between
the Canadian Pacific and the C.N., | wonder if the
Minister of Transportation could inform the House
whether any agreement has been reached with
regard to the movement of grain from the Churchill
hinterland, Saskatchewan and some parts of
Manitoba that would be going through the Port of
Churchill this year.

MR. SPEAKER:
Highways.

The Honourable Minister of

MR. DON ORCHARD (Pembina): Well, Mr. Speaker,
that exchange agreement was in effect last year to
expedite the movement of grains from C.P. lines in
Northern Saskatchewan primarily via the CN. line to
Churchill, and to date | have not been advised as to
whether the Canadian Wheat Board presently has
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sufficient grain stocks on C.N. lines in the normal
shipping pattern serviced by the Port of Churchill.

Should they make the determination that they do
not have sufficient grain stocks on CNR lines in the
Churchill operating area, then no doubt they would
be very interested in renewing an interchange
agreement with CPR to avail the Port of Churchlll of
grains which would be aviilable for shipment 8h C.P.
lines through the Port of Churchill. To date | havén’t
had an indication as to whether that circumstance
exists. However | would be prepared to pursue that
as soon as possible with the Canadian Wheat Board
and with the railroads.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Rouge.

MS. WESTBURY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My
question is addressed to the Honourable Minister of
Health and refers to the Main Street Project and the
Detoxification Centre at 55 Lydia Street on which |
asked some questions last week. Mr. Speaker, will
the Minister confirm that these two programs which
were formerly funded on a two-year basis have now
been reduced to a single-year funding?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health.

HON. LR. (Bud) SHERMAN (Fort Garry): I'm not
sure that | confirm that, Mr. Speaker, but | certainly
can confirm that the whole Main Street Project
concept and the whole detoxification facility concept
which involves the 55 Lydia Street matter, are in a
state of flux and re-examination at the moment.

The Alcoholism Foundation and my office are
working very hard to attempt to find a suitable site
and location for a sub-acute detoxification centre.
Lydia Street is moving into temporary quarters. The
Main Street Project, as far as the Main Street patrol
is concerned, is basically a city idea and concept
although the AFM has always provided a
considerable amount of funding for it.

In overall terms AFM funding for the downtown
Winnipeg alcohol problem is up, not down, it’'s up
substantially. But we may not be expending
additional and increased amounts of money on the
Main Street patrol, that’'s a City of Winnipeg project
essentially, and does not necessarily fit into the main
plans of the Alcoholism Foundation.

MS. WESTBURY: Mr. Speaker, the Minister referred
to this last week and again today as a temporary
solution or a temporary facility. Am | then to
understand or is the House then understand, Mr.
Speaker, that the building at 105 Galt Street also
referred to as 105 Duncan Street, is not being
purchased for the use of the Detoxification Centre?

MR. SHERMAN: | can’t answer that question, Mr.
Speaker. The honourable member would have to
check with the city on that point and with the Main
Street Project.

The Alcoholism Foundation provides a certain
amount of money for alcohol agencies in the
community, one of them is the Main Street Project.
The Main Street Project makes its own rules, sets
out its own objectives, does what it wants to do and
the member will have to check with them.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Rouge with a final supplementary.
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MS. WESTBURY: Mr. Speaker, in referring to this
matter the other day, | referred also to the threats of
dismissal against anyone speaking up who is
employed at the Detoxification Centre and the
Minister stated that he had no knowledge of that.
Well, | now have a copy of the letter, Mr. Speaker,
signed by the President of the Board of Directors of
the Main Street Project calling on staff people who
have criticized the move to resign. | wonder if the
Minister would tell the House whether he approves of
this kind of attitude from organizations to which we
are contributing as taxpayers, this attitude towards
their staff people, Mr. Speaker. There is also a letter
signed by the Executive Director, dated and signed,
calling upon the staff to resign if they are not
prepared to work at the proposed new location. |
wonder if the Minister would comment and state
whether his government approves of this kind of
threat being offered by organizations to whom we,
the taxpayers, are contributing.

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | would have to
suggest that | think it would be high presumptuous of
me to comment; that’s obviously an internal matter
between the Main Street Project people and their
employees. We, through the AFM, respond to the
needs of alcohol and anti-alcohol agencies. We don’t
attempt to dictate to them what they should do or to
interfere in their internal matters. | would have no
inclination to comment on that matter, Sir.

MR. SPEAKER:
Burrows.

The Honourable Member for

MR. BEN HANUSCHAK: Yes, Mr. Speaker. | wish to
direct my question to the Honourable Minister of
Labour and Manpower. Last Friday he had stated
that he is hopeful that once the business community
recognizes the labour force is willing and able that
we will see an even stronger expansion of
employment opportunities. Does the business
community now recognize that the labour force is
willing and able to work?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Labour.

MR. MacMASTER: Mr. Speaker, | think the Member
for Burrows is twisting the version, the intent and the
content of the words around. The words simply mean
that now people have exercised that God-given right,
spring is here, the sun is shining, the birds are out,
the grass is getting green and people are getting a
little eager to get out and get to work. That's what |
was talking about, now that they’re out and wanting
to work, Mr. Speaker.

MR. HANUSCHAK: Mr. Speaker, the Honourable
Minister says that | was twisting words around. | was
quoting the Minister verbatim, word for word, so my
question to the Minister is based on the quote which
the Minister is alleged to have made expressing a
hope that once the business community recognizes
that the labour force is willing and able that
conditions will improve, has he informed the business
community that the labour force is willing and able to
work, because he has claimed that the business
community is unaware of the fact? Has he informed
the business community?

MR. MacMASTER: | wonder, Mr. Speaker, if the
member would look at the increase in the work force
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in that particular month and he’'d appreciate that
people are coming out into the work force in larger
numbers. That's exactly what the article says if he
reads the entire article.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Government Services.

MR. JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, | wonder if | may
make a statement in respect to the Business of the
House. As has been the practice in the past, the
House will not be sitting on Friday but will be sitting
on Monday. That’s for information as apparently
there have been quite a number of people that are
making inquiries as to when the House will be sitting.
| am advised also by the staff in the restaurant that if
the House is sitting on Monday that the restaurant
will be open.

| would also like to say that | believe that
agreement has been reached, and that perhaps can
be verified by the Opposition House Leader, that the
House would sit tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock
until 12:00 and from 2:00 till 5:30, and then would
not sit in the evening. If that arrangement is agreed
upon then those will be the hours of sitting.

MR. SPEAKER: Is that agreeable? (Agreed)

Before we proceed with the business at hand, on
Thursday, April 9, the Honourable Leader of the
Opposition presented a Motion to the House which
read:

THAT WHEREAS allegations have been made

that the Minister of Mines and Energy resorted

to threats and intimidation against former

members of the Hydro Board; and

WHEREAS the Minister made misleading
statements to the Public Utilities Committee
and the House;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the House

refer the matter to the Committee of Privileges

and Elections.

This motion was rejected by the House by a vote
of 20 to 6.

On Friday, April 10th, the Honourable Member for
St. Vital attempted to present a document to the
Legislative Assembly. This document was ruled out
of order as it was considered incomplete and a
document that was not properly before the House.
This ruling was accepted by the House without a
recorded objection.

Yesterday, the Honourable Member for St. Vital
rose on a matter of privilege based on, according to
him, statements and misstatements by the Chairman
of Manitoba Hydro and statements by the Minister
responsible for Hydro and the Deputy Premier.

In considering whether or not a prima facia case
has been made of a matter of privilege which would
give to this motion precedence over the pre-
arranged program of public business, | have looked
at the substantive evidence which has been given to
the House over the past few days. I've come to the
conclusion that no new evidence has been offered
since the decision of the House on April 9th and
must therefore rule that the motion of the
Honourable Member for St. Vital does not meet the
requirements of a matter of privilege and therefore
must be ruled out of order.
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The Honourable Government House Leader.

MR. JORGENSON: We'll proceed with the business
as indicated on the Order Paper, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:
Kildonan.

The Honourable Member for

MR. PETER FOX: Yes, Mr. Speaker. In view of your
ruling and we on this side, at least those from my
caucus, believe that the ruling is not in concurrence
with what we believe, | must respectfully challenge
your ruling.

MR. SPEAKER: The Ruling of the Chair has been
challenged. Shall the Ruling of the Chair be
sustained?

MOTION presented and carried.

MR. FOX: Ayes and Nays, please.
MR. SPEAKER: Call in the members.
MR. GREEN: Yeas and Nays, please.

MR. SPEAKER: Call in the members.
Order please. The motion before the House is a
challenge to the Chair.

A STANDING VOTE was taken, the result being as
follows;

YEAS

Messrs. Anderson, Banman, Blake, Brown, Cos-
ens, Craik, Domino, Downey, Driedger, Einar-
son, Enns, Ferguson, Filmon, Galbraith, Gourlay,
Hyde, Johnston, Jorgenson, Kovnats, Mac-
Master, McGill, McGregor, McKenzie, Minakey,
Orchard, Mrs. Price, Messrs. Ransom, Sherman.

NAYS

Messrs. Bostrom, Boyce, Cherniack, Corrin,
Cowan, Desjardins, Doern, Evans, Fox, Green,
Hanuschak, Jenkins, McBryde, Malinowski,
Miller, Parasiuk, Pawley, Schroeder, Uskiw,
Walding, Ms. Westbury.

MR. CLERK: Yeas 28, Nays 21.
MR. SPEAKER:

sustained.
The Honourable Member for Inkster.

| declare the ruling of the Chair

MR. GREEN: Yes, Mr. Speaker, on a point of order.
Mr. Speaker, | believe that the Member for St. Vital
has now shown you the transcript of yesterday’s
proceedings in which the Premier of the province
used the words ‘‘fabrications put forward” in dealing
with the charges and content of the submission
made by the Member for St. Vital and the Leader of
the Opposition.

You’ve also had the Member for Rossmere indicate
to you that he has a transcript of a radio or
television program in which the Member for Riel, the
Minister to whom Hydro reports, used the words
‘‘half-a-hoax’’. These are the two phrases used
directly in the motion. They have been used and |

think that to the satisfaction of a motion in a prima
facie case in any event, they have been used on that
basis, Mr. Speaker, it would appear to me. |
respectfully suggest that you make a ruling on the
motion that was made earlier in the day.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please. | have
asked the Clerk and the Assistant Clerk has checked
with the Queen’s Printer, the Hansard should be out
later on today. At that time | will look at the matter.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
BUDGET DEBATE

MR. SPEAKER: Adjourned debate on the proposed
motion of the Honourable Minister of Finance.
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | rise to speak
pertaining to the Budget last evening. However |
want to mention at this point, Mr. Speaker, that
there is another issue that weighs heavily upon the
minds of all members of the opposition at this point
in time and that is the massive cover-up pertaining
to the actions by the Minister responsible for
Manitoba Hydro. Mr. Speaker, if there is any thought
for a moment on the part of those on the Treasury
Benches or those in the backbench of the
government that the Opposition will be dissuaded
from pressing this issue further, they better have
some second thoughts. Mr. Speaker, we shall not be
stonewalled, we shall not be blocked, we shall not be
frustrated in our efforts to obtain the truth of this
matter and we will persist in our efforts to do so.

Mr. Speaker, last evening when the Minister of
Finance was speaking, he’d made reference to the
erosion of civility in Manitoba’s political life. As he
spoke he was pointing towards the Official
Opposition when he should have been pointing
towards the First Minister of this province. We can all
recall when the First Minister in the very first few
months after his government assumed office,
referred to the women of this province as being
raters. We can recall only last week when the
opposition attempted to obtain, Mr. Speaker,
information pertaining to Hydro and demanded that
indeed there be a reference to committee, the First
Minister told us to politely go to hell. Yesterday, Mr.
Speaker, | recall the First Minister in speaking from
his seat, telling the Member for St. Johns that he
could corkscrew himself to his seat and the Minister
of Finance piously stands in his place as he did last
evening, and suggests that there has been an
erosion of civility in Manitoba political life. Yes, but
from whence has that come, Mr. Speaker?

Mr. Speaker, | will be dealing at some length with
the matters pertaining to the Manitoba Hydro; the
actions of the Minister responsible for Hydro; the
stonewalling which has been the practice of the day
for the past week and more by members of the
government — | say this, and members can bring
forth a motion to refer these remarks to committee if
they wish; the deliberate cover-up by members of the
Treasury Bench in this government. | challenge them
to bring forth a motion, maybe that is the way
indeed that we can get this matter to committee to
find out the truth in respect to this matter, Mr.
Speaker.
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Mr. Speaker, last evening we were treated by the
Minister of Finance to what was called the 1981
Manitoba Budget Address, and Mr. Speaker, we had
been looking forward to this Address; new Minister,
first Budget Address. We had expected that indeed
the First Minister, probably in some bent of
enthusiasm, would offer Manitobans some exciting
new courses of action. It was based upon hope, idle
hope, but the hope was there. Instead, Mr. Speaker,
we were treated to an empty Easter basket on the
part of the Minister of Finance.

Mr. Speaker, | found myself asking last night, is
this all that we can expect after three-and-a-half
years of Conservative party government in the
Province of Manitoba? Is this all? Mr. Speaker, the
Premier said two years ago that the economy had
been turned around; the Minister of Finance last year
said there were blue skies ahead. Manitobans looked
with anticipation to that bright new era that the First
Minister had talked about in 1977 leading up to the
October 11, 1977 election. But, Mr. Speaker,
Manitobans have been waiting patiently for three-
and-a-half years.

| find, Mr. Speaker, in my going about the province
that more and more Manitobans, and many that
voted Conservative in the last election, many that
worked for the Conservative party in the last election
are asking the question, what was all this for? People
are asking, Mr. Speaker, for what, especially after
last night, for what have we sacrificed for this past
three-and-a-half years? What have they been doing
with declining real wages? It was the Minister of
Health last year that indeed said that Manitobans
must become accustomed to working hard and being
underpaid. Manitobans are asking what was this all
for, that their sons and daughters indeed would be
forced to leave Manitoba in order to obtain
employment elsewhere in Canada? Well we face, Mr.
Speaker, unprecedented out-migration from the
Province of Manitoba of our sons and daughters.

Manitobans are asking in rural areas, in Northern
Manitoba, that have had to give up their jobs and
give up their opportunities as a result of the restraint
policies that this government embarked upon during
the first two, two-and-a-half years of their
government; the people of Northern Manitoba and
the people of rural areas are asking, what was this
all about?

Then we have Manitobans asking what was it all
about that fees for so many provincial services have
increased more rapidly than consumer prices. Mr.
Speaker, others are asking in Manitoba, from the
business community, what was this all about that so
many businesses went bankrupt last year? The
highest indeed, by way of record, for 10 years in the
Province of Manitoba.

Was it for all this, the Budget last night, that
growing numbers of farmers are facing threat of
foreclosure? Since 1978, Mr. Speaker, this
government has been talking about how they have
turned things around. They talked about that in
1978, 1979, 1980 the blue sky. The First Minister
indeed it was the early part of 1979, assured
Manitobans that he was sleeping soundly at night,
and was not worried about the state of the economy
in the Province of Manitoba.

Mr. Speaker, as the First Minister slept on we saw
more and more evidence of what was happening in
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Manitoba. We were told that if things weren’t as they
should be they were going to be better just around
the corner; then we were told, Mr. Speaker, that we
were indeed building a sound foundation in
Manitoba, a sound foundation for future economic
growth in the Province of Manitoba; and that indeed,
this Conservative government had commenced that
approach of building that strong foundation,
replacing what had taken place prior to 1977. They
asked Manitobans to take medicine though the taste,
they indicated, would be bitter. Mr. Speaker, that
indeed was in the time of some vision that this
government still had, the vision indeed that still
prevailed.

But, Mr. Speaker, what did we have last night from
the Minister of Finance? Mr. Speaker, last night we
had an admission of failure; an admission that after
three-and-a-half years this Conservative government
has failed; this Conservative government is bankrupt
of ideas; this Conservative government has no
further initiative or thrust; this Conservative
government is tired and run out of steam, Mr.
Speaker; this Conservative government should be
replaced, and indeed, Mr. Speaker, will be replaced.

Mr. Speaker, one of the promises that was made
in 1977 by the now First Minister is that the economy
of the Province of Manitoba would soar under a
Conservative government, that there would be jobs
and opportunities for all young Manitobans; that
there was a place in Manitoba for all Manitobans to
participate in the building and the constructing of a
province free from what the First Minister referred to
as stifling Socialist ideology. That’s what the First
Minister said back in 1977. But, Mr. Speaker, do you
know that we’'ve had 0.0 growth in the past three
years in Manitoba; under this great new Conservative
adventure, under this ideology of neo-Conservatism,
under this ideology of acute protracted restraint, Mr.
Speaker, acute protracted restraint, but only become
acute protracted disaster for so many Manitobans.

Mr. Speaker, this Minister of Finance, the First
Minister, the Treasury Bench, the entire Conservative
government, Mr. Speaker, abandoned that
foundation that they said they were building, last
night. Mr. Speaker, last night they admitted indeed
that they had failed and they had failed miserably.
Instead, Mr. Speaker, the Budget Address last night
was built upon apologies; apologies were being
tossed about like confetti, Mr. Speaker. | believe the
first 40-50 pages of the Budget were, what, Mr.
Speaker? They were alibis and apologies.

Mr. Speaker, | regret that members were
somewhat restless on this side of the Chamber last
night; but Mr. Speaker, it can be understood when
indeed, rather than receiving a Budget Address as is
traditional and which is normal, and which we have
indeed been the recipient of for the past twelve
years, even by the former Minister of Finance,
instead, Mr. Speaker, we receive a speech that
would have been better given in Killarney at a
Conservative meeting — not in 1981, no, not in 1981
— it would have been more fitting for 1977, 1977
Killarney. Mr. Speaker, that’s the kind of speech that
we would have expected Brian Ransom candidate in
the constituency of Souris-Killarney to have given in
1977. A document of alibis and apologies, a
document trying to explain to Manitobans why there
has been such poor performance -- poor
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performance — on the part of this Conservative
government.

Mr. Speaker, if they couldn’t dig up enough
excuses. apologies and alibis they had to indeed
even enter into extravagant hypothesis about how a
New Democratic party government would have been
even worse. Mr. Speaker, they wouldn’t leave it to
the test but they had to engage in fantasy as to how
things would even be worse if there had been New
Democratic party government in ‘78, ‘79, ‘80, ‘81.

Mr. Speaker, after the next election honourable
members across the way will no longer have to
engage in figments of imagination; we will again have
a New Democratic party government in this province.
A New Democratic party government that will
proceed to turn the economy around in this province,
turn the economy around in this province so that
there indeed can be the assurance of an improved
quality of life for all Manitobans.

The Minister of Finance, by my calculations, would
have been much better off if he had dropped out
about the first 40 some pages that were fillers last
night — fillers. My colleagues say more; I'm trying to
be modest in my observations, Mr. Speaker. But
there was so much filler that I'm sure as a result of
this budget address being prepared and distributed
that only the pulp and paper industry would have
enjoyed some benefit as a result of the Budget last
night.

Mr. Speaker, a colleague of mine said, and | think
said quite correctly, that the actual highlights of this
Budget wouldn’t barely fill a postage stamp. The
Minister has said that restraint has given the
government flexibility to choose options, but then,
Mr. Speaker, he chose to do nothing. He proceeded
to blame his economic problems on the former
government, the Federal Government, on the
weather, on international forces beyond his control,
on the fact that times used to be better and that
people were accustomed at some time in the past to
better times. In fact, Mr. Speaker, if you observe and
read this budget address carefully you will find that
every possible factor was blamed except for their
own promises that they had made to Manitoba 1977
and their ineptitude and their incompetence in
carrying out those promises since 1977.

Mr. Speaker, | know that they will have alibis
further; they will dig up some more alibis, but, Mr.
Speaker, | say to you and | say to honourable
members across the way, | wish the First Minister
was present this afternoon so that | could point out
to him that those kind of alibis, those kind of
apologies, that kind of whitewash that we received
last night just will not wash with Manitobans.

Mr. Speaker, it was the fourth Budget by this
government. It was a rerun of their 1977 election
campaign. It's now 1981, for the benefit of the
Minister, three-and-one-half years later. Manitobans
are now asking, Mr. Speaker, has this government
been a good government for Manitobans. Is this a
government that has kept faith, kept faith with
people? Does this government do what it promises
to do? Mr. Speaker, increasingly | am hearing from
the people of the province of Manitoba that it is, first
a bad government, secondly it's a government that
cannot be trusted and it's a government that must
be replaced, and will be replaced.

The latest Budget recalls Tory failures, apologies
for failure. In the words of Robert Service, ‘‘a
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promise made is a debt unpaid’’. Mr. Speaker, much
can be made of this government’s debts, its
unbelievable ability to undertake no major new
programs or projects, yet, Mr. Speaker, as it
proceeds along that path it runs up one of the
largest deficits that Manitoba has ever seen. For
what purpose, Mr. Speaker? There has been no new
project, there has been no new initiative, there has
been no new program, there has been no new fresh
thrust. And yet, Mr. Speaker, we have this
government of neo-Conservatives, this government
that said they were going to balance the Budget
ending up with, in fact, the largest projected deficit
that Manitoba has ever been confronted with. For
what purpose, Mr. Speaker? Yet, Mr. Speaker, that
is not the greatest unpaid debt of the Conservative
government. Neither tricks, neither new promises
that they will reinstitute undoubtedly in the next few
weeks and months, stunts, are going to wipe out
what was delivered.

In Rossmere on October 3, 1977, the First
Minister, at a Conservative rally attended by some
700 excited supporters, advised that if the
Conservatives were elected Manitobans will lose the
second highest per capita debt in the country. That
was his promise — will lose the second highest per
capita debt in the country. And what was to
accomplish that, Mr. Speaker? — acute protracted
restraint. Well, Mr. Speaker, under those policy
thrusts we have observed a drop in investment in
Manitoba, cuts in social programs, all geared
towards reducing Manitoba from having the second
highest public debt in Canada. The goal was to be
achieved.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we only need to look at this
Budget to realize how false that 1977 promise was.
Manitoban’s per capita debt as we see in the tables
presented are such that we are still the second
highest per capita debt in Canada and restraint has
seriously, in the meantime, injured the economy of
the Province of Manitoba.

The present Finance Minister was certainly a true
believer, by his record in Hansard. On March 21,
1978 he gave his maiden speech and he used that
maiden speech to remind the world, and | quote, Mr.
Speaker, “There is no such thing as a free lunch,
wealth is based on resources. Without those
resources we cannot achieve a higher and higher
level of spending.” Then the same man that talks
about free lunches, that same man presented this
Budget last night.

| wonder if the Member for Souris-Killarney would
ask the same questions that he posed at the
conclusion of his April 17, 1978 speech when he
said, the youth of today would like to know the
answer to these questions: First of all, should they
tomorrow be expected to pay the debts that we incur
today? And secondly, how can they be expected, he
said, to pay the debts tomorrow that we are unable
to pay today? Yet in the Budget tabled last night,
Manitoba borrows an additional $365 million, which
comes to $1 million per day, 1981, being borrowed
by the people of the Province of Manitoba; yet this
same Minister when he was speaking in his maiden
speech asked, can we be expected to pay the debts
tomorrow that we are unable to pay today?

Mr. Speaker, we didn’t particularly subscribe to
that doctrine because that is a doctrine that, come
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what may, the books must be balanced, the debt
must be reduced, the deficit must be reduced and in
the process you implement restraint. But, Mr.
Speaker, what has happened, we’'ve had the
restraint, we’ve had the impact upon the economy of
the Province of Manitoba; at the same time, Mr.
Speaker, we've had a 25 percent increase in public
debt since 1977, 25 percent increase in public debt
in the Province of Manitoba, in which this particular
Minister has served as a member of the Treasury
Benches during that period of time.

Mr. Speaker, the Minister will have to do some
explaining and if he doesn't feel that he has to do
any explaining to members of the Opposition then |
suggest, Mr. Speaker, he will be required to do a lot
of explaining to the people of the Province of
Manitoba who will be awaiting his response.

And then, Mr. Speaker, we had the First Minister
— what did the First Minister say in 1979? That in
the previous government there were fiscal arsenists
in office to pay rampage to public tax dollars. Fiscal
arsenists, the First Minister said. That’s what the
First Minister said in 1979. | wonder how the First
Minister defines his present government? Is it a
government that consists of fiscal arsenists? Maybe
there are some firebugs at loose, Mr. Speaker.
Maybe we should find out where the firebugs are?
The First Minister seems to be doing a pretty poor
job of getting to the bottom of it.

Mr. Speaker, if it’s not the Minister of Finance and
if it’s not the First Minister, then | wonder where are
those that cheered on the Minister of Finance and
the First Minister, 1978 and 1979? Mr. Speaker, what
can they be thinking today? What can they be
thinking today? Mr. Speaker, they will be asking
themselves, can we trust this government any
further. Mr. Speaker, | sense that the answer that
they are arriving at, very very rapidly, is a flat, no.
Are promises that are to be kept only those that they
can be conveniently kept at election time. Mr.
Speaker, what we have is a government that has
destroyed public confidence and trust on the part of
so many Manitobans of elected representatives. Mr.
Speaker, this government will pay a price for their
betrayal of their promises, for their betrayal of public
trust. Manitobans want this government to be
straight with this and this government has not been
straight with the people of the Province of Manitoba.

Mr. Speaker, when | talk about being ‘‘straight”,
now | want to deal with the matters of the past week
or 10 days because | want to talk about open
government. This was going to be a government that
would be open, would be a friend of the people. Mr.
Speaker, people anticipated a government of such
openness and such trust; unfortunately, Mr. Speaker,
adequate numbers to put this government into office.
But, Mr. Speaker, what we have had in the past 10
days has been a stunning revelation of just what we
can expect from the government across the way.

| recall in committee, when the Member for St.
Vital and | raised questions pertaining to whether
Manitoba Hydro had sought or received a legal
opinion, the answer that was given by officials of
Manitoba Hydro who were rather new to Manitoba
Hydro, weren’t there during the material time, was to
the effect they had checked in the minutes, they
made some other contacts and that legal opinion
was neither received nor sought. The Minister
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responsible for Manitoba Hydro sat there and when
the Minister responsible for Hydro was asked he said
that the officials had answered the question fully and
adequately. The Minister made those comments, Mr.
Speaker, knowing full well that the officials of
Manitoba Hydro had neither fully or adequately
answere