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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Tuesday, 9 August, 1983.

Time — 2:00 p.m.

MR. ASSISTANT CLERK, G. Mackintosh: It is my duty
to inform the House that Mr. Speaker is unavoidably
absent. | would ask the Deputy Speaker to take the
Chair in accordance with the statutes.

OPENING PRAYER by Mr. Deputy Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER, P. Eyier: Presenting Petitions
. . Reading and Receiving Petitions . . . Presenting
Reports by Standing and Special Committees . . .

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS
AND TABLING OF REPORTS

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Government Services.

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Speaker, | have a brief
statement.

Mr. Deputy speaker, | would like to provide the
members and the people of Manitoba with an update
on the health emergency Aerial Spraying Program.

Aerial spraying was conducted this morning over the
communities of Ste. Rose and Grandview.

Based on recommendations received this morning
from the Health Emergency Central Task Team an aerial
application will be applied to the communities of
Killarney and Boissevain. Weather permitting, this will
be done tonight between 6:30 and 9:30 p.m.

Municipal and agriculture officials in Killarney and
Boissevain have already been notified of today’s
decision.

Monitoring of viral activity and mosquito numbers is
continuing in Winnipeg, Souris, Rivers, Carberry, Selkirk,
Brandon and Dauphin.

| would like to take this opportunity to restate that
the government is very aware of the concerns and
demands for aerial spraying being expressed by smaller
communities. While recognizing these concerns, we
must also recognize that the aerial spraying resources
are limited.

Althoughit hasbeensaid manytimes, since the health
emergency began, it cannot be emphasized enough
that all Manitobans are at risk and the best means of
protection against Western Equine Encephalitis in the
sprayed and unsprayed areas is personal protection.

In conclusion, | can report the Emergency Information
Centre has now handled over 9,000 telephone calls
since becoming operational July 20th. The centre
operates from 6:00 a.m. to midnight, and concerns or
questions about Western Equine Encephalitis or the
Aerial Spraying Program are welcome.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Notices of Motion . . .
Introduction of Bills . . .

ORAL QUESTIONS
Headingley Jail - riot

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Fort Garry.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | direct a question to
the Acting Minister of Corrections, and ask that Minister
whether it can be confirmed that there was a fairly
extensive riot in Headingley Jail on Sunday night of
this week that has not been revealed in detail, as a
consequence of actions taken by officials of the
institution to keep the story relatively quiet.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Minister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Deputy Speaker, the information
that | have received as Acting Minister has been
available. The press have been asking for that
information, and | have been passing it on. The damage
estimate has been put at under $15,000.00. The type
of damage is light bulbs and windows and some water
damage. That is the gist of the report. | have asked
for a more detailed report and when that becomes
available, | will make it available to anyone who wants
to know.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, just for clarification,
can we take it then that reports of a relatively extensive,
relatively major riot on Sunday night at Headingley jail
with damage estimated in the neighbourhood of
$100,000, media reports | might say, are inaccurate?
Is that what the Minister is saying, that they are widely
exaggerated.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Deputy Speaker, on the estimate
of damage, my latest information is that higher figure
is a gross exaggeration. | have had a second evaluation
that puts the damage at under $15,000.00.

As to the extensiveness of the riot, there was a lot
of disturbance. There was extra staff retained, and there
was a ring of police surrounding the institution in case
there should be any attempts at escape. In fact, there
were none, and the police never did get called into the
institution itself.

The cause was tied to the fact that there had been
an attemped escape Saturday, a double escape on
Sunday, and as is usual in a minimum security institution,
there was a penalty of withdrawing visiting privileges
applied to the total prison population. It was the
resentment of that move that led to the prisoners at
the lockup time Sunday night around 11:00 p.m.,
starting to damage the light bulbs and the windows.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, a further
supplementary to the Minister. Would the Minister deny
the reported statement of two guards who were on
duty at the time, who apparently said that corrections
officials mishandled the whole affair and now are trying
to hide the extent of the damage because they don't
want to draw public attention to it, or to the jail's poor
security procedures?
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HON. M. SMITH: Well Mr. Deputy Speaker, that does
not mesh with the information | have to date. | have
already indicated that | have asked for a more detailed
report and if there is any further material that should
be shared in this House, | will undertake to do so.

Headingley Jail - study re conditions

MR. L. SHERMAN: A final supplementary, Mr. Speaker,
at least | hope it’s a final supplementary on this subject.
Can the Acting Minister advise when the report of the
task force into conditions at Headingley Jail will be
available to this Legislature?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Deputy Speaker, I'll take that as
notice.

Ducks Unlimited arrangement
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Arthur.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, | have a question to
the First Minister. In view of the fact that several weeks
ago the First Minister received a petition from the
business people of The Pas wanting to meet with him,
vis-a-vis the Saskeram area and the signing of the
Ducks Unlimited lease; in view of The Pas District
Farmers Association protesting the government’s
intentions of signing the lease with Ducks Unlimited,
and numerous other concerned citizens putting their
views forward, Mr. Speaker, will the First Minister
reconsider his position and his government’s position
to proceed with the proposed signing of that Saskeram
lease?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Natural Resources.

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, the honourable
member has been aware of the fact, as I've indicated
in answers to questions both from members of the
opposition and also, | believe, the Member for The Pas,
that we have for some many months been under very
intensive work in respect to reviewing the options, in
respect to the request by Ducks Unlimited to continue
a lease in the Saskeram area. We have had extensive
meetings with interested parties, including The Pas
Farmers Association that the honourable member refers
to, The Pas Indian Band, the Wildlife Organization in
The Pas, Trappers Association and Ducks Unlimited.
We have, after very extensive meetings, brought forward
some recommendations, and a release of that
information will be made in the very near future.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Directly to the First Minister, why
would he not meet with the business people of The
Pas to discuss his position and put it forward to the
people of The Pas, rather than doing it in the way in
which he has? Why wouldn’t the First Minister meet
with the residents of The Pas community?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable First
Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: It’s not a question of refusing to
meet, but | have a Minister who is handling this matter
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in a very responsible fashion and has met with the
business people involved himself, directly and
personally.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, the people of The Pas
requested of the First Minister to meet with him, not
an incompetent person who goes to the flag
demonstrations or burning of flags at U.S. Consuiates.

The First Minister was requested to meet with those
citizens. Is that the way in which he is going to continue
to govern, not to meet with the citizens of this province
when 54 businesses, | believe it was, out of 55 wanted
a meeting? He has totally neglected them; is that the
way in which he is going to continue to be the Premier?

Bill 88 - calling of
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for St. Norbert.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, a question to the
Government House Leader, could he confirm that he
has not called Bill 88 since it wasreported to the House
from the Industrial Relations Committee?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-
General.

HON. R. PENNER: I’'msorry. Would the Member please
repeat that question?

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, could the Government
House Leader confirm that he has not called Bill No.
88 since it was passed by the Industrial Relations
Committee?

HON. R. PENNER: If the member would indicate where
it's standing on the Order Paper | could better answer
that question.

With respect to Bill 88, | spoke this morning to the
Opposition House Leader, and indicated to him our
desire to have that bill proceeded with. He indicated
co-operation, we just haven’t worked out the details
of that. I'll speak to him later this afternoon, and see
whether we can proceed with 88, and | think there was
one other bill on third reading that we thought important
to proceed with. That would be the one in Committee
of the Whole, Bill 109, An Act to amend The Legislative
Assembly Act. | spoke to him about both of those, and
I’ll speak to him about it later this afternoon.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that
the Government House Leader has not called Bill No.
88, An Act to amend the Workers Compensation Board,
which includes increases in pensions to recipients of
compensation in this province; and in view of the fact
that | have been advised by a citizen of this province
that staff at the Workers Compensation Board informed
this citizen that the bill is being held up by the
Progressive Conservative Opposition, would he request
the Minister responsible for the Workers Compensation
board to instruct their staff not to make such partisan
comments, particularly in view of the fact that the bill
is not being called by the government?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Attorney-General.
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HON. R. PENNER: |, of course, will take that as notice
for the Minister concerned, but | can say I’m sure with
his concurrence, that that statement ought not to have
been made. I’'m happy to place on the record here and
now that the proceedings with respect to bills standing
for report stage and third reading have been by
concurrence as between the opposition and the
government, and that it is true that the government
has not called 88. It is equally true that | did indicate
to the Opposition House Leader our desire to call 88
as soon as possible.

Premier’s Conference
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition.

HON. S. LYON: Mr. Speaker, a question to the First
Minister. The Acting First Minister this morning took
notice of this question which was to the effect that if
the Government of Manitoba, through the First Minister,
is to be making positions known on behalf of the
government at the Premiers’ Conference which begins
tonight, could the opposition and the press have the
courtesy which has been extended in the past, of having
any formal statements made by the First Minister or
any of the Ministers who accompany him on topics on
the agenda made available to the House and to the
press here in Winnipeg concurrently with their release
in Toronto?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable First
Minister.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Deputy Speaker, that is my
intention.

Child abuse investigation
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Fort Garry.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | have a couple of
questions to the Honourable Acting Minister of
Community Services. In respect to the serious child
abuse case that has recently come to light and has
been the subject of some attention, | would ask the
Minister whether the investigation into CAS Eastern’s
handling of that case to which she referred yesterday
was the same investigation as that which was conducted
by the Executive Director of the agency, Mr. David
Waters, had apparently completed yesterday?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Minister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Deputy Speaker, I'd have to take
that as notice. My understanding is that a full report
would not be available until the end of the week.

MR. L. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | thank the Minister
for that hopeful reassurance that there is a further kind
of investigation going on.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, a supplementary question. In
view of the fact that Mr. Waters’ investigation clears
his social worker of any criticism and endorses that

social worker’s actions in the case in question, a report,
Sir, that we are quite willing to accept, can the Minister
advise the House that the investigation to which she
referred yesterday will be aimed at determining the
manner in which the administration of CAS Eastern at
that time, particularly under the supervisor, Mrs. Aleda
Turnbull, handled the case?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Deputy Speaker, any investigation
of such an incident would stem all the way from the
individual case through the various stages up to and
through the administrative level, and | think | can
certainly give that assurance to the member opposite.

MR. L. SHERMAN: A final supplementary, Mr. Speaker.
Could the Minister reassure us that she and her officials
in that particular ministry and in the government have
accepted the clearance and the endorsement given that
particular social worker by Mr. David Waters, and have
decided that they should not leave that particular social
worker twisting in the wind, and that they now will zero
in on the administration and the conduct of the
administration at that particular time, in that particular
episode?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Deputy Speaker, | think it's
premature to make such a judgment. | think that any
investigation of such a case requires that we look at
it from several angles and request the judgment and
request information from a variety of persons to
increase the probability of us getting an accurate report.

Sherritt Gordon Mines - NEED Program

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

HON. W. PARASIUK: Mr. Speaker, | took as notice a
question from the Member for Turtle Mountain last week
regarding a Sherritt-Gordon application for NEED
Program assistance. | informed him that | would look
into the matter, and report back to the House.

Last winter, Sherritt had applied for a $2 million
Agassiz program of exploration and development
through the NEED Program which called for the Federal
and Provincial Governments to contribute 37.5 percent
each, or $766,275 each of the costs, with Sherritt putting
up the remaining 25 percent, or $510,850.00. This
proposal was rejected by both federal and provincial
officials since it did not meet the criterion guidelines
established under the NEED Program.

Consequently, Sherritt put forward a substantially
revised application which proposed a $2.7 million
program in which Sherritt would contribute 42.2 percent
or $1.1 million; the Federal Government, 37.5 percent
or $1 million; the Provincial Government, 20.3 percent
or about $500,000.00. That proposal was sent on to
the NEED Committee. It was accepted in July.

In response to the member’s specific questions
regarding the differences between Sherritt’s first and
second application, | would note, Mr. Speaker, that the
company’s contribution has increased from about
$500,000 to $1.1 million; the Federal Government’s
contribution has increased from $766,000 to $1 million,
while the Provincial Government’s contribution reflects
a decrease from $766,275 to $500,000.00.
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Also-the criteria for the NEED Program were met in
the second proposal. They were not met in the first
proposal. Also negotiations are proceeding between
Sherritt Gordon and MMR, Manitoba Mineral Resources
Limited, regarding other exploration and development
programs in the area, which was not the case when
the first proposal was submitted by Sherritt Gordon.

MR. B.RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, when the question arose
in the House two or three months ago, the Minister of
Energy and Mines indicated that the provincial
expenditure being requested, at that time, of some
$766,000, would constitute a giveaway, in the words
of the Minister of Energy and Mines, and he said that
the public would surely not want the government to
enter into that kind of project.

My specific question to the Minister was: . How does
the present contribution, by the government which the
Minister says is $500,000, how does that differ from
the $766,000.007? If the $766,000 was a giveaway, how
is the $500,000 any different?

HON. W. FARASIUK: Mr. Speaker, I've indicated that
it was the preference of the Government of Manitoba
to enter into joint ventures with Sherritt Gordon, with
respect to possibly Agassiz or other developments in
the Lynn Lake area, because it is known by all that a
lot of development is required there if indeed the
community of Lynn Lake is to have some continued
life past the period when the Fox Lake mine closes
down sometime in 1985, or 1986. | said that it was our
preference to proceed with joint venture development,
as we have done with other mining companies in
Northern Manitoba. -

Sherritt Gordon made an application under a NEED
Program that did not meet the criteria for that program.
The province was not prepared to bend or change those
types of programs. They subsequently proposed
another proposal which met the criteria of the NEED
Program, and the NEED Program is a federal-provincial
program to which the province and the Federal
Government contribute money for the purposes of
interim job funding. That is part of a two-year program
that was announced, | believe, sometime in December
of 1982.

We believe that over the long run, Mr. Speaker, it is
far better for the companies to either put up the money
themselves or to seek joint ventures with the province,
so that the taxpayers - if they put up money - do get
a return on their investment for joint venture and that
is a preferable approach to take, rather than having
the company try and get grants on a continuing basis
from the government. We prefer the first approach
rather than the second approach, although there is an
interim NEED Program of a federal-provincial nature
in place that we will keep our commitment to.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary to
the Minister of Energy and Mines.

Has this $500,000 grant been used as a lever to
pressure Sherritt Gordon into considering a joint
venture operation with Manitoba Mineral Resources,
which Sherritt Gordon would otherwise not have wished
to entertain?

HON. W. PARASIUK: Well, Mr. Speaker, | believe that
the NEED Program is one that was considered in its

ownright. | believe at the same time that Sherritt Gordon
is prepared, and has in fact, made some suggestions
to MMR with respect to exploration and development
activity in and around the Lynn Lake area. | believe
that is a positive sign.

| believe that it’s important for Sherritt Gordon, for
the Province of Manitoba, for other mining companies,
and for the community and workers in Lynn Lake, to
work together co-operatively, to do all that can be done
to try and preserve the life of Lynn Lake.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, the specific question
had to do with Sherritt Gordon, Manitoba Mineral, and
the Agassiz gold deposit, not the general exploration
that would take place in the area.

Was the $500,000 grant to Sherritt Gordon used as
a lever to get Sherritt Gordon to consider a joint venture
operation with Manitoba Mineral Resources, a joint
ventureoperation which they would otherwise not have
entertained?

HON. W.PARASIUK: Mr. Speaker, MMR is considering
joint activity with Sherritt Gordon. The question of the
NEED proposal was considered on its own merits. Those
discussions between MMR, and Sherritt Gordon are
still taking place. As | said, I'm glad they’re taking place.
The NEED proposal was considered on its own merits
because it did fall into the NEED criteria, as established
by the program in its inception.

MR. B. RANSOM: A further question to the Minister
of Energy and Mines, Mr. Speaker.

During the committee review of Manitoba Mineral
Resources, Mr. Wright, the President of Manitoba
Mineral Resources, indicated that on the basis of the
assessment done by Manitoban Mineral Resources, they
did not see a viable opportunity for investment
associated with the Agassiz gold deposit, but they
proceeded to put forward a proposition based on
direction from the Minister.

Can the Minister give any indication at the moment
as to how much additional funding the government
might have to put up for that joint venture operation,
over and above what Manitoba Mineral Resources
would have seen as a good investment?

HON. W. PARASIUK: There is no joint venture proposal
under consideration with respect to the Agassiz gold
development.

Bill No. 3 - agricultural land leases

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Virden.

MR. H. GRAHAM: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.
I would like to ask a question of the Honourable Minister
of Agriculture.

Since | received the proposed amendments to Bill
No. 3 this morning from the Minister, | would like to
ask him a question: if he has any concerns about the
leasing of agriculturalland in Manitoba by international
or foreign corporations rather than the outright
ownership?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.
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HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, the honourable member
should be aware that this matter was an additional
matter that was raised during discussion with farm
groups,amongst whom were the Farm Bureau, at which
time they indicated they wished to pursue this area
and would be providing some additional advice to us.

In terms of the leasing arrangements, we have not
had of late any major complaints or problems that are
readily available. However that’s not to say that that
question, at some point in time, shouldn’t be examined.

MR. H. GRAHAM: Thank you very much, Mr. Deputy
Speaker.

Since | am a practising farmer and the majority of
agricultural farm leases are in the one, two, three, five,
or seven-year lease type of deal, would the Minister
be concerned about long term, say 15, 20, 30, 40, 50-
year leases of agricultural land by international or
foreign controlled corporations?

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, part of the problem
that was raised was in fact the length of leases that
were being offered, both by owners whose residence,
maybe through corporations was a Manitoba residence
but the financing is difficult to ascertain. That’s been
part of the problem as to the longevity of leases.

As the member well knows, the Province of Manitoba
is and has, since the mid ‘70s, been in a position to
have lifetime leases, or leases up until the age of 65,
on a long term basis and has advocated that for a
security of tenure for lessees. As well, beyond that age
for as long as the individual wished to continue farming,
they would be extended. So we certainly have no
difficulty in terms of promoting long-time leases, so
that people could provide the necessary inputs and
care and husbandry to the land, which would require
for good sound management practices.

MR. H. GRAHAM: A final supplementary, Mr. Deputy
Speaker. Since the policy of this government, and |
believe it was the policy of the previous government
before, was that agricultural land should be maintained
for agricultural use, would the Minister use his good
offices with members of his Cabinet and, in particular,
his colleague, the Minister of Natural Resources, to
resist any long-term arrangement to take hundreds of
thousands of acres of agricultural land and turn it over
to an international corporation which is 93 percent
foreign-financed, and maintain for agricultural use,
agricultural land here in the Province of Manitoba?

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, the honourable
member, | believe | know what he’s alluding to, however
should look at what the benefits are to both users,
including Natural Resources and Agriculture, before
one would finalize a determination on that kind of a
position as to what the total benefits are to the
community. Mr. Speaker, unlike agricultural leases,
purely agricultural leases, where funds have flowed
generally outside the province and have been of short-
term duration, the honourable member may not like
the reply. That's where the problem has been where,
in fact, while investment did come to the province, the
long-term effects were short-term leases, high grading
of the land base, because of the shortness of the leases

and revenue funds leaving the Province of Manitoba
and, of course, having an impact on the rural
communities and farm families in the area.

Snow and ice storm

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Urban Affairs.

HON. E. KOSTYRA: Thank you, Mr. Deputy Speaker.
This morning | took as notice, a question with regard
to television service in the southwestern part of the
province. | can report back to the Member for Arthur
that | have been informed that television service, in
particular, CKYB, CKX and CKND service in that area
will be restored later this fall. I’'ve been informed that
construction on a replacement to the tower that was
destroyed in the storms this past spring, will commence
the beginning of next month, with cempletion scheduled
by the beginning of November which would then provide
at that time the full resumption of service.

Seat belt legislation
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Lakeside.

MR. H. ENNS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | direct a
question to the Honourable Minister of Education. In
less than a month’s time, Mr. Speaker, many thousands
of school children will once again be boarding their
buses to get to their various schools. It looks like about
the same time we will have passed in this Chamber a
law making it compulsory for all Manitobans, including
children, to the compulsory wearing of seat belts. Has
the Minister of Education given any thought to the
equipping of these buses with seat belts?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Minister of Education.

HON. M. HEMPHILL: Yes, Mr. Speaker, | have and it's
one of the questions that| raised and it hasbeenraised
by other members in the caucus, perhaps on both sides
of the House, and some members of the public. | was
as surprised as probably others will be to find that they
have examined this question very very carefully. They've
done a lot of studies on it and that the decision is to
not have seat belts in school buses — (Interjection)
— Now, just a moment, just a moment. As a matter
of fact, Mr. Deputy Speaker, because | think this issue
is one of very great public interest not only to the
members opposite, but to members of the public, and
in order to explain what the passive restraint system
is and how the seats are designed in the school bus,
which is a very very specific design and how that has
helped Manitoba have one of the best accident rates
in terms of having the least number of accidents in
North America, | have been toying in the back of my
mind - and perhaps this will bring it out to the front
of my mind - with having a briefing session, having an
orientation and a briefing session, whereby members
are invited to come and hear a presentation to show
how we are handling safety in school buses and why
they have not gone the route of seat belts for safety,
but they are going the passive restraint route and what
that has done to our safety record, which is excellent
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in Manitoba. We'll set that up and invite members to
attend.

MR. H. ENNS: As a Minister who was formally
responsible for the Motor Vehicle Branch in Manitoba,
I can inform her and indeed all other members that
Manitoba enjoys today one of the best safety records
in the country, despite the act that we are one of the
few jurisdictions without the mandatory seat belt
legislation, and that’s true of all motorists. We are
considerably better than Ontario, our neighbouring
provinces, that have had seat belts for these last
numbers of years.

Mr. Speaker, my question is then, the Ministry of
Education is not looking at seat belts or the refitting
of present buses. Does that also pertain to the
purchases of any new buses that will be purchased
during the time when the seat belt law does come into
effect?

HON. M. HEMPHILL: Mr. Deputy Speaker, what | was
trying to say is that school buses have been specially
designed, and that special design meets the national
safety requirements of the country and in the design,
they are set up so that they not only do not need seat
belts, but they are not supposed to have seat belts
and there are a number of reasons for it. One is the
numbers of kids that sit on seats; the other is the
different sizes of children; the other is that the safety
is in the seats and it is built into the seats, so all of
the buses that we order and those that have been
designed with the change safety regulations, as of 1976,
have these safety requirements built into them and they
do not include seat belts. After he goes through the
two-hour orientation and representation, he too, will
understand why.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, one can’t help but be
impressed with that answer. My question to the Minister
of Highways and Transportation: if | should get hold
of one of those specially designed seats thatarein the
school buses and put that in my farm truck or in my
car, would | then have to wear the seat belt that his
law is going to make compulsory, Mr. Speaker?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The
Transportation.

Minister of

HON. S. USKIW: Mr. Speaker, the Member for Lakeside
knows that the provisions in the proposed legislation
are that one must not tamper with the manufacture
and quality of the seats that are in the vehicles when
they're purchased.

Air conditioning - Brandon

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Brandon
West.

MR. H. CARROLL: Mr. Deputy Speaker, | have a
question for the Minister of Government Services. In
Brandon, we have a very very fine Government Services
Building, and in fact we are probably just a bit ahead
in Brandon of what we have in the Legislative Building
here. Brandon has air conditioning or, theoreticaily, it
has air conditioning in its Government Services Building.

| have been advised, however, that the air conditioning
is turned off at 5:00 each night and turned off for the
weekends. | am advised that the result is that on
Mondays the air conditioning isn’t working to any effect
at all, and that it takes almost to mid-week until the
building is suitably cooled. On inquiries being made,
we are told that this is on instructions from Winnipeg.

My question is: Is this government policy or, Mr.
Minister, are you turning off our air conditioners at 5:00
every night in Brandon?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Minister of Government
Services.

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Mr. Deputy Speaker, no, | have
not turned those air conditioners off myself. With Speed-
up on here and a number of other responsibilities that
| have, | just haven’t been able to get around to that,
but | understand there has been someone doing -that.

The Member for Brandon West has indicated to me
that he was going to ask me this question, and | did
attempt to get the answer for him. | indicated a few
moments ago | didn’t have it yet, but he still asked
the question. So | will provide that answer to the
honourable member &s soon as | receive information
as to whether it is being shut off for weekends and so
on.

Actually when you think about it, it’s to save energy.
If that is what’s being done, | guess there's a good
point there. On the other hand, with the unseasonably
hot and humid weather we have been experiencing,
perhaps there could be some leniency and some
relaxation of those rules. We'll look into that.

Road restrictions
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Minister of Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKLI: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yesterday,
the Member for Pembina raised a matter concerning
some information or misinformation that was given at
the Morden meeting which the Premier attended dealing
with municipalities. Mr. Speaker, in response to the
question, a municipality may, as was indicated at the
meeting, designate highways under The Highway Traffic
Act under Section 63(6) to classify any highway with
respect to which it is the traffic authority as being Class
A, B, or C.

The enforcement of the weight restrictions that was
the issue at the meeting, it was indicated to the
municipality thatthey should discuss this with the RCMP
to see whether or not they could, along with their other
enforcement of overweight restrictions on other
provincial highways, enforce those overweight
restrictions as well. They would have to negotiate and
discuss that with the RCMP.

The source of the information was that this is not a
possibility. Indeed the municipality would have to
negotiate with the RCMP for that. As | understand, the
major overall provincial contract with the RCMP does
exclude municipal policing. However, that is not to say
the RCMP, in discussions with the municipal council
after the roads would be declared under The Highway
Traffic Act, would not during the course of their duties
if they were able to perform such enforcement as they
could.
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Economic Development - advisory
committees

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Sturgeon
Creek.

MR. F JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the
Minister of Economic Development. In view of the fact
that the department used to have advisory committees
on aerospace, electronics, food, beverage, health, light
machinery, transportation and fashion industry, and also
another three advisory committees for the technology
centres and the rural small enterprise program; and in
view of the fact that all of these industries moved ahead
in volume and in sales during the time this system was
being practised, | wonder if the Minister could tell the
House if this system of advisory board is still in effect
within the Department of Economic Development.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Minister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Deputy Speaker, the advisory
board connected with the Enterprise Manitoba activities
are in place. The fashion industry and the aerospace
industry groups are active. The others are, at the
moment, less active.

Again, | think they, over the years, have contributed
a great deal to the advance of these sectors, but | do
remind the member opposite that good advice and
perspective on the development of an industry are not
the only factors required in order to have growth and
advance in those industries.

MR. F JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, my further question,
in view of the fact that there were approximately, I'm
told, 75 names here of gentlemen that - well, I'm looking
at one, president of aerospace industry business - 75
prominent businessmen in this province who gave their
time for nothing, maybe the odd breakfast or odd
dinner; in view of the fact that these prominent
businessmen gave their time for nothing to advise the
Minister and liaison with her regarding the industry
board that they were on, how can you justify paying
somebody $85,000 a year plus expenses and a car to
do the same job that a group of prominent businessmen
were doing for nothing and doing it gladly?

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, there is a great deal
that volunteers contribute to government and to
agencies throughout our society, but | don’t think
anyone who has ever worked as a volunteer or with
volunteers would, for one minute, suggest that they
replace paid staff support who are available throughout
the day every day of the week and can carry on a lot
of the organizing and support work without which the
work of volunteers is less effective.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please. The time for
Oral Questions has expired.

SPEAKER’S RULING

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Before proceeding, | have
a Speaker’s Ruling to report.

On Tuesday, August 2nd, at approximately 10:30 a.m.,
the Honourable Leader of the Opposition from his place
raised a point of order regarding the requirement for
the unanimous consent of the House to begin its
morning sitting at that time. Since | can find no guidance
from the usual authorities, it is necessary to examine
the merits of the situation.

When the House passed the recent Speed-up Motion,
it gave itself permission to sit within the prescribed
hours with the mandatory adjournment times of 12:30
p.m. and 5:30 p.m., provided that a division was not
in progress at the time. Whether or not the House sits
for a normal two-and-a-half hours in the morning or
a committee is convened, it is at the call of the
Government House Leader who may choose to consult
with the Opposition House Leader. Thus, if the
Government House Leader may call the House into
Session for all of the morning or none of the morning,
it follows logically that he may call the House into
Session for part of the morning.

There is no question as to whether the House turned
the clock back to 10:00 a.m., since the House was
adjourned at its previous sitting until 10:00 a.m. or
immediately following that as soon as possible. Any
objection should have been raised at that time, there
being ample opportunity to do so. While it is possible
to object to the Chair stating the time of the next sitting,
the remarks of the Government House Leader prior to
adjournment, show approval for a sitting at 10:00 a.m.
or as soon thereafter as possible.

| conclude, therefore, that unanimous consent was
not required and that the Government House Leader
clearly acquiesced in the intent to reconvene the House
at a time later than 10:00 a.m.

HON. S. LYON: On a point of order, Mr. Speaker.

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

HON. S. LYON: No, with respect to the ruling that you
have just given on this matter, Sir, because the facts
do not support the ruling, we challenge the ruling.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.
A MEMBER: On division.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: On division.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Government
House Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have
some announcements to make with respect to House
business and | would like to thank the Opposition House
Leader for his co-operation.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, with respect to the business
for today, again | would like to thank the opposition
for their co-operation. | had previously announced that
we would be dealing with Bill 3 this afternoon, but by
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co-operation, we're going to call Bill 88 at report stage
in a few moments and hopefully, by leave, be able to
move from report stage to third reading.

With respect to other House business, | would like
to announce that the Standing Committee on
Regulations and Orders will meet on Thursday morning
at 10:00 a.m. to consider Bill 60; that the Standing
Committee on Industrial Relations will meet Thursday
morning at 10:00 a.m. to consider Bills 2 and 49; that
the House will not sit at the time that these committees
are sitting; that on Thursday evening at 8:00 p.m. the
Standing Committee on Law Amendments will meet to
consider all bills referred, except Bills 95, 77 and 107.

That with respect to Bills 95, 77 and 107, by leave,
| move that those bills be withdrawn from the Standing
Committee on Law Amendments and transferred to the
Standing Committee as follows: Bills 95 and 77 to
Industrial Relations to follow the consideration of Bill
2, that's Law Enforcement Review, and Bill 107 to the
Standing Committee on Regulations and Orders to
follow Bill 60.

| move, seconded by the Minister of Energy and
Mines, by leave, that those referrals be made.

| complete my announcement by saying, in
accordance with practice, the House will not meet on
Thursday evening while Law Amendmentsis in progress.

MOTION presented and carried.

REPORT STAGE
BILL NO. 88 - THE WORKERS
COMPENSATION ACT

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Bill No. 88. Shall the report
of the committee on Bill No. 88, An Act to amend The
Workers Compensation Act, be concurred in?

The Honourable Minister of the Environment.

HON. J. COWAN: Mr. Speaker, | move that Section 6
of Bill 88 be struck out and Sections 7 to 24 thereof,
be renumbered as Sections 6 to 23 respectively,
seconded by the Minister of Housing.

MR.DEPUTY SPEAKER: Isthere any debate on that?
MOTION presented.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Minister of the
Environment.

HON. J. COWAN: Mr. Speaker, this amendment follows
the committee deliberations and is as a result of
recommendations that were made to us primarily by
industry representatives, who had specific concerns
about the removal of a 30-day time limit for the reporting
of accidents by way of amendment, which was
suggested in the earlier bill. They felt that this may
create difficulties for industries and for business people
in the province.

| consulted with the Workers Compensation Board
and with others on the matter, and they indicate to me
that to put that section back in the bill, as it was before
Bill No. 88 was first presented to you, would not create
a difficulty and would most likely in fact allay the specific
concerns about what would have happened under the
previous wording in the bill.

| have to indicate to you, | was not of the opinion
that such would be the case, however, | am convinced
by the concerns of the business people that there was
a potential in their own minds there and that the intent
of the act and the present procedures would not be
altered by addressing that concern, by taking that
particular section out of Bill No. 88.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for St. Norbert.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Deputy Speaker, just briefiy, we
can support the amendment that the Minister has
proposed, based on the representations that were made
to the Industrial Relations Committee when we were
considering this bill.

QUESTION put, MOTION on amendment carried.

THIRD READING

BILL 88 - THE WORKERS COMPENSATION
ACT

HON. R. PENNER presented Bill No. 88, An Act to
amend The Workers Compensation Act for third
reading.

MOTION presented.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Minister of the
Environment.

HON. J. COWAN: | notice that the Member for St.
Norbert wants to speak also, but | would like to table
with him, before he does speak a list of Workers
Compensation Board hirings and terminations,
resignations, retirements and dismissals for the period
of, | believe, July 1, 1982, to June 30, 1983. This is
the information that he had requested of us previously.

As well, in the question period today, the Member
for St. Norbert advised us of areport that he had had
that an employee of the Workers Compensation Board
— (Interjection) — I'm sorry, | indicated | was going
to tablethem, what| should have said was | was sending
it over to the Member for St. Norbert. My apologies,
that was my mistake.

The Member for St. Norbert indicated to me that he
had received a report that an employee of the Workers
Compensation Board had told a citizen, inquiring about
the status of the pension increases, that he would not
receive his pension increase as the bill had not passed
the House because it was being held up by the
Conservatives. | have since checked with the board
and they indicate to me that their direction to those
individuals inquiring about the status of the bill was to
tell those individuals that the bill was not yet law and
that it was at report stage in the Legislature and nothing
more. Unfortunately they indicate to me as well that
one employee, through a mistake on their part, did
reference to the fact that it was being held up by the
Conservatives. That employee has been reprimanded;
that employee has been told not to indicate that in the
future. Other employees have been warned as to the
inappropriateness of that situation and | certainly want
to apologize to the opposition on behalf of that
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employee for that action. | don’t believe it was
appropriate and I'll state that it wasn’t appropriate, and
| believe we have taken remedial actions to ensure it
will not happen again, as well as that individual having
suffered a reprimand for it.

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, I'll be brief on my
comments to the bill. It has been through second
reading and we have heard from the opposition on
that. We’ve also had it go through the House
committees, the Committee on Industrial Relations, and
we have heard comments from the public in that
respect; and | believe we have made some changes
to accommodate some concerns, although as with any
piece of legislation, there are still outstanding concerns
which the members opposite may wish to address in
their remarks.

| do want to quickly reference that this bill will provide
for access to medical records. This bill will provide for
increases to pensions and those are the primary
functions of the bill. It will include an increase to
recipients of pensions who have under a 10 percent
disability, which is a new thrust. As well, we are
expecting the committee report on rehabilitation
practices and procedures to be available to us in the
fall. We may be bringing forward any appropriate
legislation in the next Session as a result of the
recommendations of those committees that are felt to
be appropriate by the government and of course, as
l indicated to you earlier, once that committee has made
its report and we've had time to analyze that, we will
striking another Section 100 Advisory Committee under
the act to review the entire act and to make
recommendations back to us which may cause for more
amendments to be brought forward in a number of
years. Those hearings have been and will continue to
be public, and the reports will be public as well and
available to all members of the opposition and the
interested public.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for St. Norbert.

MR. G. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, there are aspects of
this bill which we on this side certainly do not object
to. We have indicated on second reading and in
committee particularly that those changes in
compensation payments as a result of cost-of-living
increases are supported on this side of the House.

I haveindicated in addition, Mr. Deputy Speaker, that
the changes in the legislation with respect to providing
access to medical reports in fact were discussed by
the Minister and myself during consideration of his
Estimates and can be supported by members on this
side of the House. What does cause us concern, Mr.
Deputy Speaker, is the overall administration of the
board by the Minister responsible and by this
government appointees to the Workers Compensation
Board.

There were concerns expressed when this bill was
in committee that although the very large increases in
assessments that were imposed in the last few months
by the new board, even though there would be no
increase in assessments for a six- or seven-year period
and a large surplus had been built up when this
government took over, and that surplus has been used
up and there have now been increases in the

assessment from some 9 to 20 percent. The submission
made to the Industrial Relations Committee was
directed toward the future and the increases that will
likely come about as a result of this board’s action,
since they have been in office, and the implications of
the decision thatthey have made and expressed a very
serious concern that we have not yet seen anything
because the increases that are going to come in the
future, as a result of the actions by this board, are
considered to be very significant.

Mr. Speaker, we have expressed concerns during
Estimates about the administration by this board, how
they have handled themselves, how the expenses of
this board has arisen. Concerns have been expressed
to the Industrial Relations Committee about the fear
of very heavy assessment increases in the future and
we simply leave that with the Minister for the time being.
It would appear that the future will be the best judge
of the actions of this board, Mr. Deputy Speaker, and
the increases that may or may not take place but which
industry certainly worries very much about now.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Government
House Leader.

HON. R. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, would you please call
the adjourned debate on Bill 3 on Pages 7 and 8,
standing open for debate?

ADJOURNED DEBATE ON SECOND
READING

BILL NO. 3
THE FARM LANDS OWNERSHIP ACT

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of
the Honourable Minister of Agriculture and the
amendment proposed thereto, standing open - the
Member for Niakwa.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.
I’'m going to be speaking on Bill No. 3, The Farm Lands
Ownership Act and the amendment, be it not now read
a second time but be read this date six months hence.

Mr. Speaker, I'm only going to speak a very very
short time on this amendment because | don’t want
to be accused of filibustering. | have a great fear of
being accused of filibustering even though | know that,
whether the term is being used correctly or incorrectly
I’'m not sure, but for what | know about filibustering
goes back to when | remember seeing a picture with
Jimmy Stewart, who was in the American House of
Representatives - | think it was ‘“Mr. Smith goes to
Washington,” I'm not sure, | think that's the name.
What | know, to be filibustering, is when you had the
floor and you take a book and youread from that book
from the beginning to the end, and when you finish
that book you pick up another and you read it, just to
keep whoever is going to be voting on a bill from voting
on the bill, and that's not my intention, Mr. Speaker.
| feel that | have some very very important facts to
convey to the Minister of Agriculture and these facts
will be conveyed and assist him in making his decision
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on whether he’s going to support the heist or fight the
heist.

HON. R. PENNER: Hoist, not heist.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Hoist, hoist. | appreciate the
correction from the Honourable Attorney-General, |
really do because | know it's constructive criticism. |
wasn’t about to criticize the Honourable Attorney-
General when, | think, a little bit earlier today he used
the term that he will be bringing in a fuller report and
| think that the word “‘full”’ is about as full as you can
get. Fuller seems to be a little bit extra and not quite
necessary, but | would like to point out to the Attorney-
General that he did use that terminology and | really
didn’t want to correct him, but | thought that we were
both trying to help one another and | think that he
would take it in the manner in which it was presented.

To get back to the filibustering, Mr. Speaker, and
again, as | say, I'm not going to speak that long on it
but I'm here to represent my constituents and | will
speak on their behalf. When | was first elected, Mr.
Speaker, | didn’t realize the salary that | would be
receiving as a Member of the Legislative Assembly; |
knew approximately and | didn’t realize the amount of
work hours that | would have to put into the Legislature
to do my job.

All | remember is that | had promised my constituents
that | would have a full-time job in the Legislature, and
that would be representing them, and | think I’'ve done
a half-decent job to that effect, Mr. Speaker. Not
knowing what | was to expect, | didn’t realize that we
would have to work all summer, so | really don't feel
badly about being here. | think we are here to represent
our constituents and if we have to stay here a little bit
longer during the summer, | think our constituents are
entitled to that sort of work from us.

Mr. Speaker, I'm going to be speaking on this
amendment and I'm going to be bringing in a lot of
things that contribute to the amendment. I'm going to
be bringing in editorials that have been placed in the
newspapers and some of the comments that have been
made by people over the time that this bill has been
presented. | hope that we can offer the Minister of
Agriculture the opportunity of being able to withdraw
his support from this bill at this time.

I believe that by negotiations in business or in politics
that you don’t back anybody to the wall - that would
be a wrong thing to do. Either the opposition to back
the government to the wall, or the government to back
the opposition to the wall. | think that negotiations are
a part of this procedure of government. You don’t close
the door, you don’t leave a person with no alternative.
— (Interjection) — Well, there’s been some things that
the government has presented, and there’s been some
things that the opposition has presented, that are
getting close to that. | would hope that the Honourable
Minister still has a feeling, without any embarrassment,
can walk with his head high and make the changes
that we have requested concerning this Bill No. 3, The
Farm Lands Ownership Act.

| guess the Honourable Minister will be able to read
my remarks a little later because | know that he’s very
very busy with whatever he’s doing and some of the
remarks, | feel, might be of some interest because I'm

doing everything | can, Mr. Speaker, to allow him to
make the changes in the bill, of which we have
suggested.

Just as a preamble, Mr. Speaker, before | get down
to the nitty-gritty on why Canadians can’t own Manitoba
farm land and things of that nature. Some of the
remarks that were made are considered o bé¢ red
herrings and I've heard these remarks, and | guess !
even heard them when we were government, accusing
the opposition of some of the remarks being red
herrings; but really, there’s no such a thing as a red
herring. I've got to make reference again to my time
as football referree, where we used to study all kinds
of hairy situations that possibty could never happen,
except that they used to happen, Mr. Speaker, and |
see where we make remarks concerning some of the
bills that come through and we're accused of red
herring. Mr. Speaker, one day if these things happen,
| don’t want somebody coming up and say, see | told
you so. | just want to bein a position to have discussed
it at the proper time.

| have been listening to the people and to the groups
and to the farmers, and what I'm going to be presenting
is not just my own feelings or the feelings of the
opposition, it's the feelings of the people who are directly
affected, because we are talking about the assets of
the province, which is the farm land of the province.
This is the heritage on which we are going to be passing
onto our children and children who have yet to be born;
children whose parents are coming from other countries
and they deserve the same considerations as our own
children at this time. | don’t believe in differentiating.

Mr. Speaker, I'm going to now get right down to the
meat and potatoes of whathas preceded. We are talking
about Canadians and that’s only one part of the general
sector of people that wil not be allowed to own
Manitoba farm land. We're talking about Canadians
who cannot own farm land in Manitoba, unless they
are Manitobans and living in Manitoba. We don't realize
the consequences of forcing an issue such as that, Mr.
Speaker.

| was at the opening of the Commonwealth
Conference at the Fort Garry ‘Hotel on Sunday night
and | was talking to a Member from Nanaimo. You
know, Mr. Speaker, on May 24 in 1945 | marched down
the streets in Nanaimo and I've got a plaque at home
to remind me and | couldn’t get the name out, but
thank you very much for the assistance. This was an
Honourable Member for Nanaimo, who happened to
be a New Democrat, and we were talking and he says,
Abe, you're not going to get me into a discussion
because | might agree with you or might not, but we
will discuss it and don’t get me to say yes or no, whether
| agree with the government and | said that'’s fair enough.
But he said there is a bill somewhat similar in Prince
Edward Island, that they brought in a bill that was
limiting ocean frontage, and there’s lots of it in Prince
Edward Island. In fact, | would think that almost all of
Prince Edward Island is on the ocean, being a small
island and growing potatoes, similar to the ones that
| grow out at Menisino on Manitoba farm land. Mr.
Speaker, they have a bill in Prince Edward Island that
limits this ocean frontage to only people of Prince
Edward Island background living in Prince Edward
Island. Americans and other Canadians cannot come
in and purchase that property from what | am told, Mr.
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Speaker. That is one of the consequences that happens,
if we don’t stop the limiting of this farm land.

Mr. Speaker, the consequences are our natural
resources; the next step is going to be that we will be
limiting the natural resources to only Manitobans. We
have a great tourist industry and this tourist industry
comes in and brings many many dollars into the
province, because we have Americans, and I’'m sure
we have people from all other countries in the world
that come to Canada, to take advantage of our natural
resources, and particularly Manitoba. | would see that
this is the next step in eliminating these people from
enjoying our natural resources. | think that hunting and
fishing is such a great thing in the Province of Manitoba.
| hope that again the consequences of this bill would
be to not allow other people to come in and purchase
property for hunting lodges and things of that nature,
Mr. Speaker. Are we going to be limiting lake shore
property to only Manitobans? Is that the next step, Mr.
Speaker?

| don’t really want to dwell on it, Mr. Speaker, because
I think enough has been said on it and it's not a
hypothetical case. It’'s something that could happen in
the future. What | was saying, Mr. Speaker, is that it's
not ared herring that I'm talking about. It could happen;
it’'s a hairy situation that could happen somewhere in
the future, and I'm trying to stop it now.

Mr. Speaker, I'm going to quote something that
appeared in the Parkland Report in the Roblin Review
on June 1st. It goes, “This new legislation will prohibit
any more purchases by non-farm corporations.” That’s
another aspect, those are the two aspects I’'m going
to be speaking on, is non-farm corporations and
Canadians having the right to own Manitoba property.
I'll repeat, ‘“This new legislation will prohibit any more
purchases by non-farm corporations and will effectively
limit purchases by non-Manitobans. Those who have
legally purchased farm lands in the past will be allowed
to retain their holdings, as will retired farmers.” That
was quoted by - | don’t know the gentleman’s name,
but his initials are - MLA for Dauphin. | can’t say his
name, Mr. Speaker, because | know it's against the
rules, but it was the MLA for Dauphin who made those
remarks.

What bothers me, Mr. Speaker, is that it states here
that retired farmers will be allowed to keep their
holdings. What are we doing? What type of plans have
we got here? Retired farmers will be allowed to keep
their holdings, they're allowed to keep what’s theirs.
This is a beautiful bill to say that | can keep what is
mine. | heard the Honourable Member for Springfield
a little earlier today, telling me that what | have is not
mine. He was saying what’s yours is the government’s,
and what is the government’s is the government’s. So
| guess we really don’t own a thing. These retired
farmers who are allowed to keep their holdings, on
behalf of these retired farmers who are allowed to keep
their holdings, | tell the government thank you from
the bottom of my heart for being so generous.

That’s not what | really want to bring to the attention
of this Legislature, Mr. Speaker. These retired farmers
who have worked all of their lives to gain some financial
security, and most of it has been just in their land
holdings, are now limited to sell that property only to
Manitobans. There are lots of Manitobans and | know
the reason for it; | know the reason that it was brought

in. I'll get back to that part after, because it’s a good
reason, except that there’s other ways of doing it. But
these people who have worked all their lives to gain
this financial security of having - if | could just interject.
| found out what a signal is. | was watching Moses and
| watch Moses so often, Mr. Speaker, and how Moses,
up with his finger in the air and he’s got it pointed up,
but when he points it down, | know what it means. It
means that the Honourable Minister of Housing should
sit downin his place, so that he could second a motion.
| believe that’s the reason for the signal, and saying
that, we’'ll just leave that and I'll get back to this.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have got to allow these retired
farmers with large land holdings to be able to sell their
property to Manitobans and other than Manitobans.
Canadians citizens have the same rights, Mr. Speaker,
as Manitobans because we are all Canadian citizens,
even if we are distinguished as being a Manitoban. |
believe that the other Canadian citizens should have
the same right and | can’t possibly see - and I've read
the amendments - | can’t see where the Minister has
given any consideration into allowing other Canadians
to purchase Manitoba farm land.

Now, what does this do, Mr. Speaker? It reduces the
amount of people who can purchase that farm land,
and in so doing, it's got to bring the price of that farm
land down. Now, | know the reason and that’s fair
enough. | think that the Honourable Minister has got
consideration for people who want to get into the
business of being farmers; a business that you can
walk with your head up high, a very respected
profession. But there are young people who do not
have the facilities for getting into business, because
they do not have the capital or the investment to get
in. But you can’t take it away from these people who
are retiring and reduce the price of that land. We've
got to maintain the price of that land.

Can you advise me how much time, Mr. Speaker, |
forgot when | first started.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER, H. Harapiak: You've gotabout
20 minutes.

MR. A. KOVNATS: I've got 20 minutes?
MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Yes.

MR. A. KOVNATS: Thank you. Well, Mr. Speaker, | just
thought | was only going to speak for a few minutes
when | first started, but it seems that the time just has
gone by so quickly.

But these young people have got to have some sort
of help in purchasing this farm land, not by reducing
the price of the farm land by eliminating the buyers,
but by giving them some government assistance. I'm
not against that. It might sound a little socialistic, but
I’'m not against helping these young people purchase
farm land in Manitoba. There’s nothing wrong with it.
Let’s give them a helping hand to get into the farming
business, this respected business that we’ve had, but
don’t limit the amount of buyers. | think that it should
be on a competitive basis that all Canadians have the
right to own Manitoba farm land.

Mr. Speaker, | had another editorial here and it is
from the Brandon Sun on June 1, 1983 and it’s under

5140



Tuesday, 9 August, 1983

their editorial. It says, “‘Impact of Farm Lands Bill.” I'm
not going to go through the whole thing, because
obviously | don’t have time. | try to limit it to just the
most important things like my football background and
the Honourable Minister of Environment pointing for
the Honourable Minister of Housing to sit down. So |
do try to just limit it to the most important parts and
again | don’t want to be accused of filibustering, so
I'll carry on and just try to cut it as short as | can and
still try to impart the important part of it to you.

The editorial states, ‘“The biggest objection of this
bill would be to single out other Canadians and prevent
them from owning farm lands in Manitoba.” That’s not
what | just think and what | say, Mr. Speaker, this is
an editorial in the Brandon Sun. “The Tories, as well
as major farm groups, feel it is one of the things to
block foreign ownership of Manitoba farm land.” We
are in agreement to block foreign ownership of
Manitoba farm land; there’s got to be some other way
of not just lumping it all together and say, no foreign
ownership. There’s got to be some way that people
who are not Canadians can come over, and | must
apologize because | don’t have an answer, but | think
there must be an answer where people of foreign
background can come over and start a new life in
Manitoba and | don’t think this bill eliminates that and
| agree that they should have that right.

It is quite another thing to block Canadians from
owning that land. Mr. Speaker, again | repeat, we mustn’t
stop Canadians from owning Manitoba farm land; it's
just not right. The Manitoba Real Estate Association
made a statement in their brief about human rights,
and I'll just touch on that very lightly because I've got
too many other things to speak on and, again, the time
is fleeting.

“This legislation could conceivably violate human
rights and may even be unconstitutional if amendments
now being urged by the Honourable Minister are
implemented.” Government interference, and this is
what we’ve always said, less government, more
freedoms, even if government interference, as contained
in Bill 3, would and could further aggravate the present
precarious economic situation facing many farmers.
Why aren’t we helping them instead of hindering them?
| stated a little earlier about how the price of land should
be maintained, rather than hindering them by trying
to reduce the price of the farm land.

The proposed Farm Lands Ownership Act restricts
to 10 acres the amount of land that non-farming and
non-residents of Manitoba could own, 10 acres. | guess,
in Manitoba, that seems insignificant. | don’t know why
we’re limiting it to 10 acres, Mr. Speaker. It seems to
be an insignificant amount. This is almost the amount
that, when railroads pick up their lines and you have
farm property on either side of those lines, and the
government says you can have that farm land at a very
reduced price. It's somewhere in the area, if you've got
a section of land, somewhere in the area of 10 acres,
so it’s almost insignificant, Mr. Speaker, but it's all got
to be down in black and white and | guess they feel
they’'ve got to make these restrictions.

This concept is ill-directed, Mr. Speaker, because
thereis no clear proof of how this legislation will improve
Manitoba’s economy. No examples are given how this
legislation will improve Manitoba’s economy, so why
do it?
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I've got to press on. There were'so many other good
points in this Manitoba Real Estate Association
submission, but | must press on because i have some
other things | want to present and | think that 40 minutes
isn't enough time when you’ve got so many good points
that you want to bring out.

The Manitoba Association for Rights and Liberties,
ir. Speaker, only one reference to that. | think Abe
Arnold will be mad at me because his brief is just
excellent, and I'm going to read where it says on the
introduction, “The proposed Farm lands Ownership
Act, Bill No. 3, brings into play the classic conflict
between the rights of individua!s and what is deemed
to be in the best interest of the total community,” Mr.
Speaker, ‘“‘to have limitation imposed upon the rights
of persons to deal with their property by virtue of the
nature.of that property, in this case, farm lands.”

Mr. Speaker, I'm going to repeat - whatis to the best
interest of the total community. This is not to the best
interest of the total community. Again, I'm not trying
to condemn the Minister, 'm pointing out some of the
things that | consider to be wrong. I'm not trying to
condemn the Minister because | know or | have a feeling
or | guess that the Honourable Minister has made some
commitments to somehody concerning this legislation
and | don’t want the Honourable Minister to have to
break these commitments, if they were made.

No accusations, I'm not inferring motives or anything
like that, Mr. Speaker, but if there were some
commitments made, and | think the Honourable
Minister, being an honest person, would have made
some suggestions similar to what he has presented for
some particular groups. It's a minority group, because
the farm community doesn’t want it. The farm
community at large doesn’t want it, Mr. Speaker, it's
just some individuals from the farm community that
are supporting it. Let me repeat what the Manitoba
Association for Rights and Liberties has stated, “It is
deemed to be in the best interest of the total
community.” It is not in the best interest of the total
community, Mr. Speaker, and | would hope that the
Honourable Minister would have a nice feeling about
it and consider the withdrawing of the bill. | think he
can do it without too much problem, without getting
himself into too much trouble with the people that have
been supporters and that he might have made
commitments for before.

Mr. Speaker, we've been accused of stalling this bill.
I’'m notgoing to go into the same procedure and make
reference to filibustering because | guess filibustering
and stalling are somewhat similar. But | think the word
“filibuster’” keeps coming out because it's good when
you get on, when you're a reporter and youre on a
radio station and you’re able to come up with a nice-
sounding word like “filibuster’” and it comes over the
air and all the people who are listening to their radio,
or on television say, ‘“Oh, goodness, filibustering.” It
sounds like such an important word, or in the
newspaper, to even spell it correctly in the newspaper
- filibuster - it's to the credit of the writers. | think that’s
part of thereason; they just want to show they do know
what the word ‘‘filibuster’” means.

It’s being used in the wrong context. Stalling the bill
is used in the wrong context. I'm entitled to speak on
this bill and | certainly will speak on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, thereis one other alternative and | have
pleaded and | have pleaded with the government not
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to use closure. | think. it would be wrong and we've
been accused of filibustering and we've been accused
of delaying as a tactic. | think that we're being set up
that maybe closure is going to be brought about and
it would do such irreparable damage both to the
gevernment and to the opposition. It’s not going to do
anybody any good. We will probably try to take
advantage of it and say, “‘Is this an open government
that promotes closure? I'm doing everything that | can
to see that ciosure is not imposed. It's not in the best
interests of the farmers, and it's not in the best interests
of the people of the Province of Manitoba, Mr. Speaker.
| had many things on stalling and filibustering, Mr.
Speaker, but I’'m not going to refer to it that much. Mr.
Speaker, one point and | think I’'m presenting this as
a question to the Honourable Minister of Agriculture,
- rather than condemning him. | don’t know the answer.
All of the things, the hairy situations are going through
my mind - by hairy situations, things that could possibly
happen which seem to be so outlandish, but could
possibly happen. What would happen if McKenzie Seed
- | think everybody has to know that I’'m a supporter
of McKenzie Seed, being a business here in Province
Manitoba. Let us say that through some instances that
the ownership of McKenzie Seed changed hands and
a corporation out of Toronto purchased the property
- wherever, but not in Manitoba - purchased the
property. To bring McKenzie Seed into the age of today
they decided that rather than just being a packaging
company that they are going to develop different seed
strains, they are going to grow their own rosebushes
for resale and grow their own pumpkins so that they
can have their own seeds and things of that nature
and they have to use Manitoba farm land. From what
| read, and | hope that the Honourable Minister will be
able to give me an answer, they won’t be able to do
it.- (Interjection) -~ Well, fair enough, I'm not accusing,
but these are the situations that are going through my
mind because everything that | came up with, and I'm
not asking the Honourable Minister a question. Please
make a note and you can give me an answer on it later,
but | just couldn’t see how this bill would allow them
to purchase that farm land even if it was for the
furthering of their own, business because they were a
corporation out of the Province of Manitoba, unless
you're making special concessions. If you are, and that’s
fair enough, | just want to be told about it.

Mr. Speaker, the Chamber of Commerce comes up
with a little article, and it’s only a short article, it says:
“Farm Land Ownership.” This is what the report states:
“The Chamber firmly believes that Canadians and
landed immigrants should have the right to own
Manitoba farm land regardless of occupation.” It seems
so simple and yet we are fighting it all the way along
the line, not allowing Canadians to purchase farm land
in Manitoba. *“The Canadian Constitution stresses that
our outlook should be national rather than parochial
and, in fact, we recommend that Bill 3 be amended,
remaving the sections which restrict the ownership of
Manitoba farm land to farming residents in Manitoba.”

It's just that point that | brought out before. The
Chamber of Commerce is backing me up 100 percent,
or maybe we'll put it in reverse, Mr. Speaker, I'm backing
up the Chamber of Commerce. The report goes on to
say that: *“‘Persons living in the province should not
be penalized once they move out of the province.”

Should not be penalized for whatever reason and due
to our mobile society, and we are a mobile society
because we all seem to take so much credit when we
have Manitobans returning from other provinces and
the count of the Manitoba population goes up and we're
so disturbed when people from Manitoba move to other
provinces, because the count of the population of
Manitoba goes down. It disturbs us, Mr. Speaker, but
we're a very mobile society. | guess that’s political to
try and take advantage of it one way or the other, but
we’re a very mobile society and it says here: ‘‘Due to
our mobile society, such moves should not be construed
as disloyalty to the province.” It should not be construed
as disloyalty to the province and if a Manitoban leaves,
for whatever reason - a transfer or he just feels he
wants to take in the beautiful sunshine in British
Columbia and the rain that goes with it and wants to
get away from the snow and the sleet and the cold
weather - should not be penalized because he was a
Manitoban and he owns farm lands. And this bill will
be penalizing him, Mr. Speaker, it’s a very punitive bill.

The government is going to end up with a lot of land.
They are going to be in the business of owning land.
They were in it before and we did everything we could
to get them out of that business. They’re going to end
up with this land. Who are they going to sell the land
to, Mr. Speaker? That land has to come back
somewhere, and it’s going to come back to the
government because they’re the only ones with money
- well, they used to have money until they started
spending it like, and I’'m afraid to use the term drunken
sailor because | . . .

HON. B. URUSKI:
Quebec.

Look at Saskatchewan, look at

MR. A. KOVNATS: The Honourable Minister will have
a chance, because | have given him a few things to
speak on, and | hope he will give me an answer. Mr.
Speaker, again, I'm starting to be afraid that I’'m running
out of time. Could you just give me a fast count —
(Interjection) — five minutes, thank you.

The government will be a very large landowner. If
the government would only take into consideration that
it's not going to be embarrassing to them to go with
this six month review, and it would give them time to
introduce changes to satisfy the oppasition, Mr.
Speaker, to satisfy the farmers of the Province of
Manitoba and the potential farmers in the Province of
Manitoba. | would like to see this bill come in in a
proper form.

Mr. Speaker, private ownership of property is a
fundamental freedom in our democratic society.
Everyone - and | think you can transpose Canadians
in to the word everyone - has the right to life, liberty,
security of the person and enjoyment of property, and
the right not to be deprived thereof except in
accordance with the principles of fundamental justice.
Again, | guess I've got to make reference to Moses. It
seems that Moses and | have become quite friendly
since my term in the Legislature, and I've always had
a wonderful feeling about what has Moses has
presented to us, The Ten Commandments, and | think
that rather than admonishing anybody with his finger
in the air, | think he’s pointing and saying that there’s
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an eleventh commandment. That eleventh
commandmentis, ‘“Thou shalt not take away the rights
of Canadians to own farm lands in Manitoba.”

Mr. Speaker, I'm just going to close before | get the
word that I've overstepped my time, and | am speaking
on the six month delay in the bill even though it might
not sound like it, Mr. Speaker, but I'm going to try and
differentiate between what is substantially the same
and substantially different.

| just want to make reference to a friend of mine
who has been kicking field goals for the Edmonton
Eskimos for many many years. I'd like to pay honour
to him because he just set a record not too long ago
in setting a record in most points scored in professional
football. When he first started playing football, Mr.
Speaker, and kicking field goals for the Edmonton
Eskimos, he kicked the ball through the uprights in a
manner in which was substantially the same as the way
that he kicks field goals through the uprights now, but
every time that he kicks a field goal through the uprights
today, it is substantially different, it’'s not the same.
He's setting a record every day. | only make reference
to this, Mr. Speaker, is because | feel good about it.
| didn’t enter into the points of order when they came
up before, but | feel good about it, and | just want it
to go on record because | missed my chance.

| want to go on record that even though everything
is substantially the same in which the House is run, it’s
substantially different also, Mr. Speaker, because | had
to sit here during the holiday long weekend, and again
| didn’t know what my hours of work were going to be
or my salary, as | stated previously, but | did know that
| didn’t have to work on holidays to be punished for
whatever reason that | was being punished, | sat on
August 1st. | say that is substantially different, Mr.
Speaker.

In so making the remarks, | just want to say thank
you very much. | didn’t intend to speak at great length,
it was just for a few minutes. | know that | have got
to the full time; it was not my intention, but | speak
from the heart. It's not a filibuster, it’s just that | feel
that I'm representing my people and there are some
people of farm background in my area. They would
feel very remiss if | didn’t get up and say these few
words. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER, P. Eyler: Are you ready for
the question?
The Member for Swan River.

MR. D. GOURLAY: Thank you, Mr. Deputy Speaker.

| too appreciate the opportunity to speak on this
amended Bill No. 3, amended by my colleague, the
Member for Kirkfield Park, to delay the reading of this
bill some six months down the road.

Basically, in representing my constituency | want to
reiterate to the Minister of Agriculture, who brought in
this bill, that | have not had one constituent that has
come forward and asked me to support Bill 3. | know
there are some individuals in the Swan River
constituency that would support the Minister in his
actions, but | have not had anyone come forward and
tell me that.

| have a number of people who are very concerned
with the restrictions that this bill places before

Manitobans that are temporarily living elsewhere in
Canada. The Swan River constituency, like other parts
of Manitoba, have a number of their native sons and
daughters that have moved to other parts of Canada
for obvious reasons, to seek employment oppor tunities,
but they have still an interest in the Swan River Valley,
either perhaps in that they want to take over the family
farm, or at some point in time they would like to be
able to buy some land in the Swan River Valley and
come back there and farm. Anyone that has ever been
to the Swan Valley area will know that it's a very nice
place to live, it's a very scenic part of the province.
The agricultural production is probably as good as there
if not better than most parts of Western Canada. So
anyone that has ever had some roots in that part of
the country would like at some point in time to come
back if there’s a possibility.

Certainly | speak for many many former residents of
the area that have contacted me with respect to Bill
3. Previous to that they had contacted me with | think
it was called Bill 54 last year, the same kind of bill last
year only it was worse this year, that it’'s come in with
some amendments to it that makes it somewhat more
palatable, but still it’s not the bill that | can support.

I'd just like to give a couple of examples of the
situation where it restricts Manitobans, that as | say
are temporarily out of Manitoba, maybe living in B.C.,
or they may be living in Alberta, or wherever, but not
in Manitoba. A young chap that was from a big family,
he took over his father’s farm here, back about five
years ago. As well as farming he was in the gravel-
hauling business, and his wife is a nurse and he had
this other construction job to supplement the farm
income and to help pay for the family farm that had
been in the family name for many years. | believe it
was in June of 1981, this young chap met with a very
serious accident. He was in a gravel truck accident
and he lost his life at a very young age of, | think, 26
or 27 years of age.

Subsequently, his wife involved in the estate matters
was not in a position to keep the farm land that she
and her husband had been buying. A brother of the
deceased who has been working in Alberta came home
to see what he could do about obtaining the land. He
had contacted me with respect to Bill 3, because he
was not in a position to come back to Manitoba to
farm this land. He didn’t have enough money to pay
off the estate. As | say, this land had been in the family
for a number of years. Here is a young fellow that is
out trying to eke out a living in Alberta, but would like
to come back to the Swan Valley and take over the
family farm, because his brother had met with this very
tragic accident.

When | discussed Bill 54 with him at that time, | said,
well, it’s going to be very difficult for you to hang onto
this land, because you have no indication when you
would be coming back to the province. Certainly it was
a big undertaking to buy the farm, so subsequently he
decided that he just couldn’t swing it and he let the
farm go. Here was a big disappointment not only to
himself, but to other members of the family to see the
land that they had worked on and were raised on over
the years could not be retained by a family holding
and subsequently was sold to other people. That’s only
one of many calls that I've had with similar kind of
stories.
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Just a couple of days ago, a lady phoned me. She
said, you remember my father? | said, yes, | remember
him quite well. She says, well, there’s still a quarter
section land there where the home buildings are located.
| would like to purchase this land from my mother who
is up in years now and she would like to sell it to me,
but she says, I'm living in Toronto and | have no desire
probably to come back, but | do have a family that
might be interested at some time or they might not
be, but that’s beside the point. We would like to retain
this quarter section in our family name for years to
come because of our association with the Swan River
Valley, and this example can be used in any parts of
Manitoba, I'm sure. | said, well, | think that you can
purchase the iand and perhaps you may be able to
maintain it, but the way the bill reads right now it would
be very difficult and it’'s supposed to discourage
absentee ownership. Unless you are prepared to be in
Manitoba, you're not going to be able to hang onto
this land. Now, | don’t know just why the Minister is
so insistent on restricting Canadians from owning land
in Manitoba. | think it’s unfortunate that people can'’t
choose to live and work in other parts of the province
and yet maintain a land base here in Manitoba.

Now, | agree with theconcept that foreigners, people
living in the U.S. or Europe or Saudi Arabia or wherever,
| fully support that they should not be able to purchase
land in Manitoba just to hang onto it for speculative
purposes, but to absolutely restrict Canadians from
owning land in Manitoba | strongly object to. The
Minister says what about Saskatchewan or what about
Alberta or what about PEI? Well, I'm not particularly
interested in the situations in those parts of the country,
but I again refer to the situation here in Manitoba where
| don’t support the concept that Canadians shouldn’t
be able to own land in this province. As a matter of
fact, | think the Canadians should own land anywhere
in Canada as far as that goes.

With respect to the situation in PEI, | can recognize
those are very extenuating circumstances with respect
to PEI because it is a very small province, all of the
land is arable, it's a very attractive part of the country
and because there are not many acres involved in PEI.
Again, i think there are some reasons for perhaps what
the Province of PEI have in mind when they are
restricting ownership.

| don’t think that same situation applies to Manitoba
and | would suspect that a lot of the pressure is coming
to the Minister from a very narrow-minded group that
support the NDP philosophy. I'm sure that is the case.
| know that this resolution has come up in the NDP
Conventions from time to time, that all the land in
Manitoba should be owned by the state. Now, this is
right, | have seen the resolution myself; it was brought
to my attention, | think it wasat the ‘76 NDP Convention,
where that was one of the resolutions on the floor, that
all of the land in Manitoba should be owned by the
state.

Now, | brought this up the last time | spoke and the
Member for Springfield jumps and he says can | ask
you a question? | said, sure; and he said in reference
to your comment about the fact that the NDP want all
of the land in Manitoba to be owned by the state, he
says, was that resolution passed? | said | don’t know
whether it was passed or not, but | don’t think it makes
any difference. What I’'m trying to point out is that there

are a lot of NDP supporters in this province that feel
that the state should own the land, and certainly we
would never have that kind of a resolution come before
our convention. | don’t know of any PC. supporters
that would want the state to own all of the land in
Manitoba.

Again, the Manitoba Land Lease Program was
brought in, in 1970, and | must say that | was an
employee of the Department of Agriculture and !
supported the concept of it because | worked with the
province as an employee and | didn’t really take time
to study the full ramifications of that kind of a program.
It was brought in when the price of land was depressed,
agricultural products weren’t moving, the Federal
Government brought in the LIFT Program, the Lower
Inventory For Tomorrow situation where it encouraged
farmers to get into summerfallow and it paid farmers
to get into summerfallow rather than growing wheat.
So it was several years after, but this is what really
had started the Land Lease Program, as | recall, that
a lot of farmers were reaching the age where they would
like to retire and they couldn’t sell their land. This is
where some of the foreign speculators started coming
in and they were able to get hold of money, whether
they were from Italy or from the U.S. or from Germany
or wherever, and they were paying a pretty good price
for some of this land. This is really where a lot of the
concern sprung from with respect to foreign ownership
in this country.

Pretty soon, supposedly, to combat this foreign
ownership, that the Department of Agriculture would
get into the land purchase and would not compete.
They made it quite clear that they wouldn’t compete
with other landowners or other people that might be
interested in buying farm land in this province. So that
sounded logical, that they wouldn’t pay a high price,
they would just pay market price for the land and that
went along very well for a little while. Pretty soon there
got to be a little competition for the price of this land
— (Interjection) — and the Minister says, Doug, you
know better than that.

Mr. Deputy Speaker, | know of severalexampleswhere
there was a real competition between the MACC
representative, who was representing the Province of
Manitoba, competing with farmers in the Swan Valley
area, and if you would like me to substantiate that |
can. Certainly there were a number of cases where the
farmers were certainly competing for the land. The
MACC guy was right on the bit and he could match
dollar for dollar, he could go a little higher and he was
able to successfully purchase a number of acres in the
Swan Valley area. | suspect that it’s true of the rest of
the province as well where there was some competition.
| don’t think that the Minister can deny that there was
competition for the purchase of farm land in this
province.

Sol get back to the question as to why is the Minister
now insisting that Bill 3 be passed in this House were
it would not only restrict the foreign owners from land
speculation, but it would restrict Canadians, period,
from buying land in this province? | have quoted a
number of examples where | think it’s just an
unfortunate situation where people that were raised in
this province and for one reason or another would like
to come back and farm this land, or even just hold
the land base for maybe future considerations for some
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of their children or grandchildren, and this isn’t possible
to do it under Bill 3. So | think that it is suspect that
the Minister with pressure from some of his own
supporters within this philosophical hangup that the
state should own the land that are insisting that this
bill will be brought forth.

It has been indicated that speculators were pretty
active in buying land in the mid ‘70s, and again it flared
up in the early '80s, but not to the same extent, and
I don’t think we have a real problem today with foreign
speculation. | have not heard of foreign speculators
really trying to buy up a lot of land in the Province of
Manitoba, so I'm wondering why the Minister is so
insistent in proceeding with Bill 3.

As a matter of fact, the real estate people have made
a presentation to the Minister and | received a copy
of their submission, and the real estate people are
saying that they have a number of farms that are owned
by foreigners; that they would like to sell this property
and it's difficult to even move the land right now. The
price has depressed somewhat but land is not changing
hands to any extent.

The last time | spoke, | think it was back a couple
of months ago, | quoted a number of examples, | believe
it was the Fork River Farm Corporation, where they
were selling out their farm equipment because they just
couldn’t make a go of it. They weren't making any
money; they were losing money, so they were selling
off the equipment; in some cases, they were also trying
to dispose of the land. But one of the chaps that was
operating one of these farms, a guy by the name of
Schmidt said, “Family farms may be in a better position
to survive. The family may be able to choose to work
for nothing but you can’t tell employees there’s no
money tu pay them.” So | think that’s the simple
situation, that in the last few years even the foreign
speculators are finding the pinch, and in some cases
they are trying to dispose of the land they have
purchased in this country.

What have we right now? The former Minister of
Agriculture was faced with the situation in the early
1980s, where the foreign speculators were surfacing,
and he tightened up the bill for some of the loopholes.

Recently the Manitoba Farm Bureau have made some
suggestions, which | think are quite valid and certainly
it gets around the Canadians. It provides the Canadians
the opportunity to own land in Manitoba, but certainly
it will restrict the foreigners from buying land. | would
just like to quote from the Farm Bureau where they
say, ‘“The system proposed by the Manitoba Farm
Bureau relies primarily on a strong definition of resident
under the provincial legislation. The definition of
resident, under both the current legislation and the
proposed legislation, could be strengthened to require
purchasers to be residents for at least 183 days in each
calendar year, if they wish to purchase or hold farm
land in Manitoba.

“Secondly, in order to catch someone who is simply
a visitor or a sojourner in Canada for 183 days, the
authority available under The Citizenship Act could be
used to initially qualify land owners, by requiring them
to be either Canadian citizens or landed immigrants.
If a person meets this dual test of Canadian residency
and Canadian citizenship or is a landed immigrant, he
would then be eligible to acquire farm land.

‘“‘However, should he subsequently cease to spend
most of the year in Canada, he would no longer qualify

under the provincial residency requirements, and the
board could order divestiture for failure to continue
meeting the residency test under the provincial
legislation. This approach avoids entirely the possible
weakness of The Citizenship Act,”” and this provision
is already in the bill that the province now has.

The Farm Bureau goes on to say, “It is becoming
increasingly disturbing to have representatives of the
government refer to correspondence from Federal
Government officials, which is purported to blow the
sytem we have proposed out of the water, in terms of
controlling foreign speculators, when no one is prepared
to give us the alleged correspondence to show us where
we are supposedly wrong. | suspect the federal
correspondence refers only to possible weaknesses in
The Citizenship Act and does not deal at all with
utilization of federal legislation passed by the province.”

Mr. Speaker, again | appeal to the Minister of
Agriculture to take agood look at what the Farm Bureau
is proposing and it would be very little effort, on the
part of the government, to take advantage of what we
have now legislated and make use of the residency
situation, so that at least Canadians can own land in
Manitoba and not restrict them from participating in
owning land in this province.

My colleague from Niakwa made reference to the
Manitoba Association of Rights and Liberties. They had
presented a brief to the Minister of Agriculture and we,
on this side of the House, had received copies of their
submisssions and | think that, rightly so, they have
earmarked a number of concerns they feel violates the
human rights. The MARL brief outlines a number of
the group’s specific concerns and | think they should
be put on the record. Certain clauses of the pact may
be in conflict with guaranteed mobility rights of
Canadians, as specified under the Charter and I've given
you a number of examples of situations in my own
constituency where people, for one reason or another,
are in various parts of Canada and would like to retain
some landholdings in the Swan River area or in fact
anywhere in Manitoba, but are restricted from doing
so under Bill 3.

As | mentioned before, a personal concern | have is
our own family farm at Oak River, where my father
came out here from Ontario at the turn of the century
and homesteaded in that area. Right now | have an
older brother who is a bachelor who’s farming that
land, and as a matter of fact, I'm the only one in the
family that has any sons that might be interested in
taking over this land at some future time. My oldest
son is now employed in Saskatchewan and another
son is still at home but he expects to get into the RCMP
sometimein the near future, andit’shard to say where
he’s going to be located in Canada. Certainly he’s not
going to be posted to Manitoba and so at some future
time, in the not too distant future, my older brother,
I’'m sure, will be looking at retirement and | know that
the whole family would like to see the family farm
retained in my father’'s name. Certainly it would be a
very severe disappointment to us if that farm would
have to be disposed of because family members would
not be able to purchase it because of a residency clause.
I think this is really unfortunate.

Another concern that the MARL people bring out is
the act discriminates against farm landowners, making
them subject to greater infringements of privacy and
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breaches of confidentiality than non-farm people. This
is really true.

Anyone from Germany or Italy or wherever may come
in here and buy apartments buildings or drive-in
restaurants or what have you, hotels, and there are no
restrictions on these people. But here, the poor farmer
of this province is being severely handicapped, because
he can’t sell his farm to someone else that lives in
Canada. The Minister says well . . .

MR. FE JOHNSTON: Yes, you can. If you manage
yourself right, you can.

MR. D. GOURLAY: Mr. Speaker, how much time do |
have left? About 10 minutes?

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The member has 15 minutes
remaining.

MR. D. GOURLAY: Thank you. The MARL people also
go on to say, ‘“The onus is on the individual in
contravention of the act to prove innocence.” The
Manitoba Association of Rights and Liberties says, ‘‘This
contravenes common law,” which it certainly does.

Another point is, ‘“There is no definition of reasonable
grounds where the act specifies circumstances under
which a search warrant may'beissued.”

Their final point that they make, and | think it is a
very good one, is that, ‘“The Manitoba Association of
Rights and Liberties objects in principle to the notion
of a regulatory board which would decide what is or
is not in the public interest. This is the job of elected
legislators,” the brief suggests. Certainly this is where
the Minister of Agriculture - he wants to pass on who
can own farm land or who can’t own farm land to some
appointed board made up of people that purport the
kind of narrow-minded philosophy that | indicated
earlier, where they would like to see the land in this
province taken over by the state.

So | don’t think that | have always agreed with what
the Manitoba Association of Rights and Liberties have
purported, but | think that they have hit a lot of good
points here that the Minister of Agriculture should really
take under consideration.

The Minister has spent quite a bit of time in reference
to absentee ownership of farm land in this province.
We have seen the figures that he has quoted where,
in parts of this province, some 25 percent or 26 percent
or 27 percent of municipalities, the land is held by
absentee owners, particularly in the southern part of
the province and in an area around Winnipeg.

In my own area, in the Swan Valley area, foreign
speculation has never been a problem at any time.
There is some land held by one or two Americans and
perhaps one or two from Europe but, percentage-wise,
it’'s a very small percentage. The foreign speculation
in the southern part of the province, | guess, is a little
more concentrated. But the figures that the Minister
uses in some of the municipalities around Winnipeg
where he’s quoting 27 percent absentee ownership,
and it has been spelled out here on a number of
occasions by previous speakers that a lot of the
absentee ownership that the Minister refers to is land
that’s owned by farmers that have retired and are now
living in Winnipeg or living in perhaps other parts of

the province. Their land is leased to sons and daughters
or sons-in-law or what have you, and that land is being
maintained in the family. But just because the landowner
is living outside of that municipality, that land is shown
as an absentee . . .

MR. H. ENNS: If he lives in Stonewall, he could as
well be living in Africa.

MR. D. GOURLAY: Well, that’s right. So | think that
the Minister has been using these kinds of percentage
figures which really don’t reflect the true picture of the
absentee ownership. These sons and daughters that
- | know my colleague, the Member for Morris, he lives
in that area where a lot of this situation is taking place
where the land is still owned by the family, but the
family may be living elsewhere other than in that
municipality.

So | think that it’s a disaster situation that we are
being faced with in Bill 3. | would hope that the Minister
of Agriculture could take a much closer look at it.

Now, he has brought in some amendments that, in
my opinion, do not address the problems that we have
identified. | would give him credit for one of the areas,
where it mentions that the retroactivity part of it would
be removed. Certainly that’s a step in the right direction,
but the amendments that he has brought forward
certainly do not address the problems that we are really
concerned about. It still doesn’t supply Canadians with
the opportunity of owning land in this province.

Now this morning, | asked the Minister of Natural
Resources if his government had made a decision on
the signing of a long-term lease with Ducks Unlimited
with respect to the Saskeram area. The Minister said
that no decision had been finalized, | think he
mentioned, but that there would be an announcement
very shortly on it. So | would suspect that the
government has agreed to a long-term lease with Ducks
Unlimited.

Then later on today, my colleague, the Member for
Virden, had questioned the Minister of Agriculture about
entertaining long-term leases involving foreign
corporations tying up farm land in the Province of
Manitoba. | think thatit’s fair to say that this government
does show a lot of inconsistency where they are
restricting Canadians from owning . . .

A MEMBER: That's being very kind and very gentie,
Doug.

MR. D. GOURLAY: They are restricting Ganadians from
owning land in this province. Yet, we know that there
is a vast area of the province in the Saskeram area
that is very productive agricultural land; that if, in fact,
along-term lease has been signed with Ducks Unlimited,
| would hope that part of the Saskeram area that lends
itself to agricultural production would at least be left
in its natural state so that at some point in the future,
and before the term of this lease expires, there may
be some provision where the agricultural community
of The Pas would be able to make additional use of
this vast area of agricultural land.

As | understand it, the Ducks Unlimited have already
leased, and | know tha some of the agreements were
signed during our term of office, in the Summerberry
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area of Manitoba. There’s the old Tom Lamb Wildlife
Management Area which is roughly a half-million acres
of land and then to the west, in Saskatchewan, there
are further agreements with that province and Ducks
Unlimited.

MR. H. ENNS: They'll lease a half-a-million acres to
the Indian hunters, and a guy from Winnipeg can’t buy
10 acres.

MR. D. GOURLAY: So, all | am saying is that | would
hope that this government in the signing of this lease
with the American-based Ducks Unlimited, that there
would be provision whereby the agricultural community
in The Pas would be allowed to have some multi-use
provision made with that area that is included in this
new agreement, because the farm area in The Pas is
fairly restricted. There are something like 100,000 acres
in the Saskeram area that are being developed. There
are still some areas, Polder lll, which can be developed
where there are some 65,000 or 70,000 acres which
can be brought into good agricultural production. |
understood that this Polder Ill development would be
proceeding in the very near future so that it could be
included in the farmers’ operations. In talking to the
Farmers Association just recently they had indicated
that further studies will have to be undertaken now by
the Department of Natural Resources, an environmental
study, to further assess whether this area can be brought
into production.

So, Mr. Deputy Speaker, | just want to reiterate to
the Minister of Agriculture that | have outlined my main
concerns and objections to Bill 3 and especially the
restrictions that it places on Canadians and | would
hope that the Minister would rework this, and perhaps
either pull the bill or follow the recommendations that
have been suggested to him.

Thank you.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Minnedosa.

MR. D. BLAKE: Thank you, Mr. Deputy Speaker —
(Interjection) — keep the lights on for me then. Mr.
Deputy Speaker, | can only reiterate what has been
said here time and time again in connection with this
bill, and | know that the Minister is going to start getting
the message. We were encouraged, Mr. Speaker, | must
say in regard to Bill 3 when some proposed
amendments landed on our desk on The Farm Lands
Ownership Act, but on perusing these amendments,
Mr. Speaker, I'm afraid - to use a phrase of our leader
- it is a lot of wind and rabbit tracks and they haven’t
really accomplished very much.

Mr. Speaker, we have said before when the bill was
brought in that there was no demonstrated need for
a bill restricting ownership of farm land to Manitobans.
The Farm Bureau, which represents an extremely large
segment of our agricultural community and speaks with
a pretty strong voice, have said that there’'s not that
much with the former bill. With a few amendments, if
theyfelt it was necessary to plug some of the loopholes
that they thought were there, this could have been
accomplished with some changes in the previous bill.
| think that wouldn’t have sat well with the present
Minister, he wanted to have his own bill so they scrapped

the one and redrafted Bill 3, which we are strongly
opposing, Mr. Speaker, and will continue to strongly
oppose.

It's a mean bill, Mr. Speaker, to quote the Member
for Lakeside, and | think the Minister has got the
message that we have been preaching for the last
number of speakers, | can’'t recall how many we’ve had
on the bill. That is one of the reasons for giving it a
hoist, so that we can stand back and take another look
at this bill.

The Minister knows very well that the strong
opposition on this side, Mr. Speaker, is our strong
opposition to Canadian ownership. We don’t feel that
this bill should be restricted to Manitobans and may,
in effect, be contravening the Bill of Rights or the Charter
of Rights that we now have, Mr. Speaker. | urge the
backbenchers on that side to speak with the Minister,
and with that small change to allow Canadians, wherever
they may live in this great country of ours, to hold a
little parcel of farm land in Manitoba. This bill would
sail through, I'm sure, with very very little opposition
and the Minister would have his bill replete with one
little, wee, small change and that would be allow
Canadians to own farm land in Manitoba. There are
no strong objections to restricting foreign speculators,
there’s no problem with us on this side, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, on this particular issue. There never has been,
but we've said it time and time again, Mr. Speaker,
even with the threat of foreign ownership that, | think,
was here a few years back, it is no longer with us with
economic times such as have happened.

| know the Minister has done some research on it
- his figures don’t always agree with ours, Mr. Speaker,
and these have been quoted before - but 88, in some
cases 100 - for Manitobans certainly 100 percent should
be required to own it - but 88 and 98 percent and 82
percent for all Canadians. These are some of the results
that we've been getting. The Minister refutes some of
the figures that we got from the municipalities, which
showed, Mr. Speaker, without any question that foreign
ownership of lands in Manitoba was very very minimal
and in the areas where it was reasonably high, those
people would just love to get out of their obligation
with the farm land they have in Manitoba. Those that
have not moved here to farm here would just love to
get out of it, but they can’t sell the farm land. As one
real estate fellow said to me the other day, ‘“The only
real estate moving in Manitoba right now is when you
get a strong wind, because farm land is just not selling.”
It has gone down in value. That, the Minister may be
happy with. But that’s due to economic conditions, it’'s
not due to foreign ownership, that’sbroughtthat down.

| have said before, Mr. Speaker, and everyone in this
House, I'm sure, wants to see young farmers get
established on the farms and I've said it to the Minister
before that - as an example, in my own case, that if
| wanted to sell my farm to a young farmer that was
going to continue to farm that land and practise farming
and it would enlarge his operation to make it a little
more viable, if | could sell that land to him without the
penalty of paying a capital gains tax, | would sell it to
him probably $20,000 cheaper than the price I'm going
to try and get for it, because | automatically give back
25 percent to the government with capital gains tax.
That has done as much to drive prices of farm land
up more than any foreign ownership has, the capital
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gains tax. — (Interjection) — Not in my case you won’t
rebate it. I'm talking about my case and that would do
more, | think, to establish young farmers with a
reasonably priced chunk of farm land, Mr. Speaker,
than anything else you might do.

Foreign ownership was a concern a few years back
but that disappeared with our economic times. We have
a number of landed immigrants that have come into
my area. They are good farmers, but they came in and
they bought land at a reasonably high price and the
agricultural community and economic conditions, as
the Minister well knows, haven’t been that profitable
the last few years. There’s a number of them, good
farmers, but if they don’t get a reasonably good crop
this year with some fairly decent prices, | just don’t
know how they’re going to hang on. That goes for an
awful lot of resident Manitoba Canadian farmers too.
They have come out here and contributed a great deal
to our society. They brought in good farming methods
and they're hard-working people. It's a shame that
conditions haven’t been a little more favourable for
them, but those people have the ingenuity and the will
and the desire to stick to it and I'm sure they’re going
to ride through tough times because our farm
community have done it before and they will continue
to do it.

But there are-a number that have come out here
with landed immigrant status, | suppose, or with other
means they had to get around the ownership problem,
thathaveboughtfairlylarge tracts of land. The Minister
knows this - the Blue Grass Ranch, | think, would be
maybe one example that went into receivership awhile
back. | think it was money from France and they lost
a terrible amount of money. Now whether it was the
farming methods that were different out here or the
economic times, | don’t know, but there are dozens of
examples where foreign owners have come over here
and acquired large tracts of land and they just haven’t
been able to. handle it. It's a known fact that this land
eventually returns to the people that are able to manage
a certain number of acres, and manage it well and
make a dollar at it; or at least, the farmers today say
they're not making a dollar, ‘it’s just become a way of
life and they’ll just keep farming until their money is
all gone.

Those large tracts of land, Mr. Speaker, just didn’t
prove up. Thatlandwasdivided up and has gone back
to the people, in a lot of cases, gone back to the
municipalities. There’s a case, | think it’s the Municipality
of La Broquerie, where the foreign ownership is
reasonably high and that land, Mr. Speaker, we find,
has in most part, if not this year, it will be going back
to the municipality for tax sale because those people
are just — (Interjection) — Yes, about 54 percent non-
resident Canadian acres is very high there, but that
land, | understand by the end of this tax year, will all
be going back to the municipality. Those people,
whether it was Italian money, German money or
wherever, those people have lost their shirts out here
and they're just happy to let that land go back for taxes
and consider it a bad dream and a bad investment
and forget about it, so | don’t think there’s the concern
here now for foreign ownership that there was a number
of years ago.

MR. W. McKENZIE: With the prices of grain today?

MR. D. BLAKE: That's right. My colleague, the Member
for Roblin-Russell, talks about the price of grain and,
Mr. Speaker, unless we have a better than average crop
this year for those farmers that used fertilizer and
chemicals, selling at market prices today, | don’t think
they can recover their cost.

Those that have financed their operation, Mr. Speaker,
with interest rates the way they are today, there’s no
possible way they can survive; so rather than worry
about a bit of foreign ownership, | think if the Minister
would direct his attention to the problem that we could
be experiencing this year, because if we happen to
have much more deterioration in our crop, | would say
it may be a conservative estimate that 50 percent of
our farmers are going to be in serious trouble this year.
| know the government can’t save them all but there

~may be a great number, with some assistance, that

may be able to survive and carry on for another year
or another two years where business and economic
conditions may improve.

That is going to be a very real problem this year,
Mr. Deputy Speaker, and | think we have to direct our
energies and our thoughts to providing some method
of financing or refinancing at a reasonable rate of
interest, whereby we can help these young men - a lot
of them have taken over a family farm and those that
have, | suppose, are maybe a little more fortunate
because they might be able to lean on old dad a little
bit and he may not be as tough as some of the financial
institutions that have carried the mortgage to the point
where there is no longer an ability of that farm to
produce and produce enough revenue to service the
debtload. Those people may be alittle more fortunate,
but that is going to be the biggest problem facing the
farm community, Mr. Deputy Speaker, in the year facing
us now, far more important than foreign ownership,
and with the hoist that we have moved on this bill, it
will give us time to stand back and just see what this
year produces and then maybe the Minister might be
able to try it again in the next Session.

All we're saying, Mr. Speaker, that we're going to
oppose the bill in its present form. The amendments
that the Minister has given us are not sufficient to
change our views to any great extent. We can accept
the amendments that are there but they should have
gone further. The biggest move, as | said he could have
made, would be to remove the restriction on Canadian
ownership. In that way | think he could have seen a
great deal of movement on this bill through the various
stages of the House.

Mr. Speaker, member after member on this side have
just repeated the same theme and the government’s
position that it's there to strengthen the family farm
and to ensure future liability of these farms isn’t really
relevant to restricting foreign ownership. Those people
that have farmed the land all their lives and have used
that - they have enjoyed probably a lower standard of
living than a great many of their city counterparts or
those that have been on monthly wage or a steady
wage. They have enjoyed a different type of life, true
enough, but they’ve enjoyed probably a lower standard
of living, Mr. Deputy Speaker, and therefore, when they
come to their retirement years, have looked forward
to the sale of this farm land as their pension fund or
their retirement nest egg. Restricting the land to the
residents of this province are denying those people a
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fair market value for their land, because there may be
someone living in Toronto or elsewhere, that may be
prepared to pay a little more for that land.

The person that has been on that farm for 50 years
is entitled to the best price he can get for it when he
decides to retire. This is going to restrict him, to a
large degree, on the price he can get for his farm land.
He may not have any children to leave it to; he may
not have any sons that want to farm, and therefore
he’s entitled to get the best buck that he can for his
investment he’s worked at for 50 years. This bill will
not help him to any degree, Mr. Speaker. That's one
of the reason that we're opposing the restrictions on
ownership of farm land.

HON. B. URUSKI: You can't have it both ways.

MR. D. BLAKE: The Minister says, you can’t have it
both ways. You can have it both ways, Mr. Speaker.

There’s another scenario that has been developed
and it's not original, it's not mine. For the chap that
sells his farm land for say $250,000; he doesn’t need
all that money right away to live on; set up a fund, it
could be the MACC or the sourcethat they're borrowing
their funds from. This would have to be worked out
with the Federal Government, the taxation people, but
| think it was proposed by the present Minister of
Agriculture in Ottawa. Allow the farmers to deposit those
funds into an area or a depository that would be used
to finance farming operations. Let them deposit it there
at a lower rate of interest, which would be tax free.
He could accept 5 or 6 percent less, if he’s not taxed
on the interest, and he would be allowed to lend that
money out to finance the farming operations; and the
farm economy that, as | say, is going to be in deep
trouble this year unless conditions improve and we get
a better than average crop and better than average
prices. On the surface it doesn’t look like that’s going
to happen, so we're going to be looking at serious
problems in the agricultural community this year. This
is just one method that may be available to help. By
restricting the ownerships of farm lands to Manitoba
residents is restricting that man from getting the best
market price for his property. That’'s something that
he has grown up to live with and grown up to expect,
that he’s going to be able to sell that land when he
retires to whomever he likes and for the best dollar
he can get for it.

Now, as | say, Mr. Deputy Speaker, thereare no strong
objections on this side of the House to foreign
ownership. There are some that don’t think we should
have any restrictions on farm land, I’'m not saying on
this side of the House but in the community at large.
Speculative foreign ownership certainly, we have no
problems in restricting that, but we don’t think any
restriction should be placed on a Canadian to own farm
land in Canada, whether it be Manitoba, Saskatchewan
or wherever.

This, | suppose, may be tested in the courts before
too many months go by but, Mr. Deputy Speaker, the
Minister has received briefs from the Manitoba Farm
Bureau on landownership. He has been in continuous
communication with them, I'm sure, and I'm not going
to take up the time of the House to read from their
brief but they make very many points that we have

made. The presentations of Bill 54, which was an earlier
bill, they pointed out the parts of that bill that they
didn’t think were useful to the benefit of all people in
the farm community. There were changes made on their
recommendations. They have made representations to
this Minister that I'm aware of and | know that he
respects the body that they represent but, Mr. Speaker,
we know that the Manitoba Farm Bureau have views
that are not parallel with the National Farmers Union.
| think that this particular Minister may be tempted to
listen a little more to the Farmers Union than he may
be to the Farm Bureau who | think speak for a far
greater number of farm commodity groups and actual
farmers than the National Farmers Union does.

Mr. Speaker, | don’t know how strong we can put
our objections forward to the Minister because it has
been done time and time again by numerous speakers
on this side of the House, and | don’t think it really
serves any purpose to quote all of the statistics that
we have gathered on foreign ownership just for the
sake of using up 40 minutes of House time because
the Minister is well aware of the statistics we have
gathered. He has his own statistics and | know that
his figures may differ slightly from ours, but I'm sure
that they will show him that foreign ownership is not
as great a problem as it might have been seven or
eight years ago.

| repeat again, the number of acres, the large tracts
of land that have been owned by foreign investors have
presented no threat and a great number of them have
reverted back either through tax sale or the people
have just given up and walked away and said make
me an offer, I'll take it and go back to Italy, France or
wherever | came and invest my half a million dollars
which I've lost most of. Give me an offer, let me get
bailed out and get back to my own bailiwick and I'll
leave your farm land to Canadians because the big
boogeyman with foreign ownership, Mr. Speaker, is that
that land is somehow going to be denied to Manitobans
or to Canadians. That is a myth, Mr. Deputy Speaker,
because there’s never been an acre of farm land | don't
think taken from Canada back to Europe or to Britain
or wherever. There hasn’t been an acre of our farm
land moved. It's not going to leave this country, the
land will be here and it will eventually revert back to
those that are interested in tilling the soil and
maintaining that strong rural way of life that we want
to see survive.

| can recite, Mr. Speaker, and I've probably done it
before - when my father came to this country about
70 or 80 years ago, worked for a farmer that owned,
God knows how many thousands of acres around my
home area, and that land is now all owned, a section
or two sections, by other farmers. It was eventually
left; there were Americans that owned great tracts of
land around there in those days. That is all individually
family-owned farms today. This land eventually reverts
back to those that want to till the soil and to those
that can handle normal-sized operations. There are
some farmers, | know, that are able to manage four
or five sections and there are others, maybe a section
or two sections, are about all they're capable of
managing and tilling properly and doing proper
husbandry on the land. There are some that have got
themselves into such large high-powered, high-priced
equipment now that they’ve just had to have more land
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in order to try -and produce enough to meet their
expenses.

We all know the more land you get, the more
operating money you need, and for someone that’'s
financing through the banks or credit unions today, a
line of credit of $200,000 or $250,000, that’'s not
uncommon. It kind of frightens me, Mr. Speaker, when
| get talking to some of my bank colleagues and find
out what size of lines of credit some of the farmers do
have. You finance a quarter-of-a-million-dollars or better
for fertilizer and chemicals at 13 or 14 percent, whatever
rates they’re charging now, and as | say unless you're
getting a $200 an acre return on your operation you
just can’t survive with those rates.

So | don’t think the Minister of Agriculture needs a
long lecture on the problems in the farm community.
He’s well aware of them. Some of the.bills he brings
in makes us wonder if he’s paying heed to what we're
saying on this side of the House, but I’'m sure he’s well
aware of the problems. The problem that I'm sure
disturbs us all on this side of the House as well as that
side of the House, Mr. Deputy Speaker, is the fact that
we may be experiencing a real crisis in agriculture this
year. Because what started off to be a real bumper
crop is now going to be a crop maybe not average,
it's maybe going to be 20-30 percent less if this heat
keeps up. Everyday it’'s.costing thousands and
thousands of dollars to the rural economy and we all
know that that filters down so quickly throughout the
rest of the economic lifeblood of Manitoba.

So, Mr. Deputy Speaker, | just want to say again that
those of us on this side of the House are strongly
opposed to the section of the bill that denies Canadians
the right to'own farm land in Manitoba. We will continue
to oppose it; we will be supporting the hoist which we
say will give the Minister a chance to reassess his
position and maybe come to his senses and say, well,
it's maybe not all that bad to give Canadians the right
to own farm land in Manitoba. They have the right to
come in and buy a house here, we have the right to
go and buy property elsewhere. | think legislation of
this sort invites retaliatory measures.

| would hate to see the Americans restrict us from
going down there and buying some property and owning
a winter retreat, if we are ever fortunate enough to
enjoy those golden years with the proper finances that
we're able to go down there for a couple of those cold
months, although those of us that arerugged, that have
been born in this province, are able to stand the tough
winters we have. But it would be so nice, | think, to
get a couple or three months away from this violent
climate that we do enjoy from December until about
March. I’'m sure the Member for Rupertsiand wouldn’t
be adverse to spending a couple of months in Cuba
on the beach or something just to break up that cold
winter that they have that is rather more fierce up in
his area probably than it is down here.

So, Mr. Speaker, with those comments, | just want
to urge the Minister again to give serious consideration
on what has been said in opposing the section of this
bill that we find most restrictive. Canadians should be
allowed to own farm land in Manitoba or anywhere
else. Possibly, Mr. Speaker, there may be a challenge
in the courts on this. | don’t know whether there’s any
in the mill now, but there surely is going to be one,
whether this is constitutionally acceptable under the
new Charter or whether it is not.

So, Mr. Speaker, | just want to. close with those
remarks and say that we’ll be supporting the hoist on
this bill and we’'ll be opposing the bill. We hope that
the urging that the Minister is getting from this side
and the public, Mr. Speaker - | know that he’s getting
alot of action from the public. They are getting a terrific
amount of action from the public on the bilingual bill.
They don’t seem to be paying any attention to that.

Judging from that, | suppose that would lead us to
believe that they may not payany attention to the action
they’re getting with this particular section of Bill 3, but
I’'m sure the Minister in his wisdom, when he gets down
to the crunch, Mr. Speaker, in closing debate on this
bill, will realize that there can be some minor
amendments made that will move thisbill along a little
more swiftly to its conclusion. | urge him to give due
consideration to the opposition the members of this
side have put up, Mr. Speaker.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Sturgeon
Creek.

MR. FE. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, it's almost a pleasure
to be able to get up and speak twice on this. This is
what you call democracy, NDP style. Canadians can’t
own farm land in Manitoba, and Manitobans can’t own
farm land in Manitoba. That’s democracy, NDP style.

Mr. Speaker, you know as a Manitoban, and I've
explained this to the Minister before - and when |
explained it to him, he came back and he mentioned
it in his speech. He said, the Honourable Member for
Sturgeon Creek said that | - and | said this - should
havethe right to be able to accept the price that | want
for my property. The Minister was quite amazed at that
statement. | should have the right to be able to accept
the price that | want for my property.

I work all my life as a farmer, and | build up an estate.
| probably turned the land into farm land. It's not a
very big cash flow situation. You’re cash-poor and you're
land-rich. All of a sudden, you decide that you'd like
to sell it, and you say that | believe that it's worth this
much money. But if somebody from outside of the
province comes along and wants to buy it, right then
| have problems, can’t do it.

If my sister, who lives in Toronto who was born and
raised in Manitoba, wanted to buy it, couldn’t do it.
You see, Mr. Speaker, and if | wanted to buy it, | could
buy it as a person who lives in Manitoba. My son who
is a person who lives in Manitoba, my two daughters
and my brother - they all live in Manitoba - could buy
it, but only as individuals and if they go down and they
spend some time working it.

If my accountant were to advise me on an investment
and he said, if you are going to buy some farm land,
| would advise you to incorporate the family of your
daughters and your son and buy some farm land in
Manitoba and maybe rent it out to have it be worked,
etc., | can't do it. | can’t do that. So that's democracy,
NDP style.

What has the Minister got against Canadians? He's
given alot of defence for this bill that he has put forward
tut, in all of the time that he’s given defence on this
bill, he has never really said what he’s got against other
Canadians. | don’t have anything against other
Canadians, but the Minister obviously does and the

5150



Tuesday, 9 August, 1983

NDP Government does, because they're not allowed
to buy land in Manitoba. He says, that happens in other
provinces, and | quiteoftenget reminded that I'm always
saying, this is Manitoba. This is Manitoba. We used to
have a little song on the radio, ‘‘Free Manitoba,” we
used to say. But now if | incorporate my family, | am
not free to buy farm land in Manitoba. That’sreal free,
isn’'t it? That's free.

Mr. Speaker, | remember not too long ago in this
House, in fact just a few days ago, the First Minister
got up and gave us one of his tirades. Now he doesn’t
lecture. He used to lecture, and then he used to speak
a little louder. Now he goes into tirades, and he gave
us one of his tirades the other day. He was really lacing
us about the fact that we were against the Charter of
Rights. Here's a Premier and an NDP Party federally,
provincially, all for the Charter of Rights, and yet they
pass legislation that goes completely against the theory,
the thinking that came with our Charter of Rights.

The Minister must recall very clearly that, during the
debate of the Charter of Rights, many people said, lots
of people said, you know, a Canadian in Newfoundland
and a Canadian in Vancouver should have the same
privileges. That was the argument that was given on
the Charter of Rights. One of the reasons that our side
was basically opposed to the Charter of Rights is it
changes our system completely and we are finding out
at the present time that things are going to courts and
the courts are making the decisions and that is being
shown every day. But the NDP Party were for the Charter
of Rights and the basic thought behind all of that is
all Canadians should have the same privileges across
this great country of ours. Mr. Speaker, then we get
democracy in Manitoba, NDP style.

In other words, they said we support this, but when
we get into power we will pass legislation that doesn’t
give Canadians the same rights. | may be wrong, but
I think this is the first Legislature to pass this type of
farm land protection act since the Charter of Rights.
| may be wrong, but | think that’s true, and here we
go, we have a group of people, or a government - let
me put it this way - that refers to the legislation in
other provinces, but | believe they're the first
government to pass legislation of this type since the
Charter of Rights, the new Constitution of Canada, was
passed. Here they have the Charter right in front of
them, here they have the Charter that they supported,
and they come up with democracy, NDP style, which
is absolutely opposed to what they believed in when
our Charter was put forward.

Mr. Speaker, | have read, as my colleagues have, the
presentation that has been made or the submission
that has been made by the Manitoba Association of
Rights and Liberties, a very knowledgeable group of
people, a very hard-working group of people and | hear
the Member for Inkster, that firefly with the wavy knees
again, laughing, but | would suggest they are people

MR. D. SCOTT: I've never heard you praise them.

MR. F JOHNSTON: Oh, he’s never heard me praise
them. If he hasn’t, he's heard it now because | think
they give exceptionally good presentations in
committee, etc., and | usually listen to them while the
NDP read papers, but that’s beside the point.
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The Association of Rights and Liberties that make
presentations have made one on this particular subject
that is absolutely devastating, absolutely devastating.
Mr. Speaker, when an association of rights and liberties,
within a province, comes forward with the opinions that
they have come forward with on a piece of legislation,
such as this, | don’t know how the members have the
nerve to carry on with it. — (Interjection) —

Mr. Speaker, the Member for Flin Flon, who’s
becoming smart aleck No. 2 in the House, is —
(Interjection) —

MR. D. SCOTT: Are you smart aleck No. 1?

MR. F JOHNSTON: No, the Attorney-General's smart
aleck No. 1, no question about that.

MR. D. SCOTT: | thought you were.

MR. F JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, the Member for Flin
Flon wasn’t here, | guess, when | told him that this is
the first Legislature to pass legislation like this since
the Charter of Rights in Canada was put forward.

You have the Charter of Rights in front of you. Check
it. He always goes like this, it's a habit of his, but check
it.

Mr. Speaker, so you have the Charter of Rights before
you and you come in with this type of legislation and
then you have the Manitoba Association — (Interjection)
— | said | believed | was right. If I'm wrong, I'm man
enough to admit it. If there’s a date on that, let’s have
it, but if somebody else has done it, they’re wrong too.
Asfar as that goes, they’re wrong too. But the Canadian
people should have the rights that was the basic
foundation of the Charter of Rights; that is, the people
in Newfoundland are as equal as the people of B.C.

Getting back to the Manitoba Association of Rights
and Liberties, who are people who study very hard and
sincerely Charters and legislation, rights and liberties
of people, come forward and make a presentation that
says this piece of legislation is not democratic. It is
not democratic legislation, so we can only say that it's
legislation called democracy NDP style, not governing
but ruling the people, telling the farmer he doesn’t have
the right to do with his land what he wants . .

A MEMBER: Unless the government says so.

MR. . JOHNSTON: My colleague says, unless the
government says so.

Mr. Speaker, then you have the Manitoba Farm
Bureau, who represents most of the farming community
in the Province of Manitoba, making presentation on
this legislation and actually saying it's not a good piece
of legislation, it's not fair to the farmer and coming up
with the solution that they felt would change the situation
so that this could be acceptable to stop the speculation.
Did the Minister listen to them? No, and the Premier
is always giving us his tirades about how the people
should be listened to before legislation is printed. We
should go out and have hearings before it's printed.
He doesn’t practise what he preaches.

A MEMBER: it sounds good though.

MR. F JOHNSTON: He has a resolution in the House
on bilingualism that was never discussed with the people
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before it was written and presented, only with one small
group. That’s the only people that was talked to. In
this particular piece of legislation, every time we said
to the Minister of Agriculture, have you had discussions
with the Farm Bureau or the other agricultural groups
within this province? He'd say, yes, and we were able
to show him where he didn’t. In fact, they got up and
said he didn’t, so we have that disease on the other
side, Mr. Speaker, of telling people that, my, we had
a lot of discussion before we put this into legislation,
but really they didn't.

It's the same as the bilingual bill, where they had
discussion with one group. The bilingual bill was
discussed with the Franco Association. This one was
discussed with the National Farmers Union. This was
discussed with a very small minority organization of
farm people who are involved in agriculture in the
Province of Manitoba. — (Interjection) — See, Mr.
Speaker, they have their own little group of people who
agree with them and, just so thattheycan’t be accused
of not telling the truth, they say, we discussed them
with some people. Well, they discussed them with small
groups of people who they know think the way they
think. They discussed them with groups of people who
will answer their questions the way they want them
answered, and they discussed them with groups of
people who will agree with anything that they say.

So, Mr. Speaker, when we:get from the Minister that
this has been discussed and is agreed to by people,
it's agreed to by a very small minority group of the
agricultural community of this province. So you know,
Mr. Speaker, | don’t know how else other to say it than
what I've said. That’s democracy, NDP style, Mr.
Speaker.

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Minister felt very good giving
us indications or giving us examples of speculation.
The Minister had got his list out, because we showed
him that we could get the actual straight goods from
the municipalities and towns as to the ownership of
farm land within this province. Absolutely admitting that
nothing can be absolutely perfect, but it's at least 92
or 90 percent, | believe, of the farm land of Manitoba
is owned by Manitobans who work the farm. As my
colleague from Swan River said, there are some
situations where the farm is rented to the children, and
the mother and father who owned it are living in the
city.

If the Minister had had 100 examples of speculation,
he would have laid 100 on our desk. If he had 50, he
would have laid them on our desk to prove us wrong.
If he’'d had 25, I’'m sure they would have been laid on
our desks to prove us wrong.

He came up with, | believe, and | was looking at his
speech earlier today and, because of the continuity of
the speech, it looks like he had approximately 12
examples of speculation that he gave us. This, Mr.
Speaker, is what the Minister put in front of us. | can
assure you that if he hadn’t laid them on our desk, he
would have said, I've got 50 examples. As honourable
members on this side, we have to take the word of
other honourable members, because we expect that
they will tell the facts in this Legislature. But what did
he do? He read 12. He has never really produced the
information that he bases this legislation on; that he
based the legislation on. We were able to produce our
information that came straight from the towns, cities,
and the municipalities.

The Minister gets up and he says that, here are some
examples. He hasn’t proven anything to this House. If
he had, we might not have been fighting this piece of
legislature the way that we are. Mr. Speaker, again |
say, the Minister has given us democracy, NDP style.

Mr. Speaker, | have a bit of a feeling in this bill,
because I'm a city member. My grandparents settled
in Graysville outside of Carman in, | believe, the date
is 1874. | have a strong root in this province, but our
family migrated to the city and | grew up in Winnipeg.
But you see, as a Manitoban, if | form a corporation,
| can’'t own farm land. | can if I'm not a corporation,
but I've got to get out there in time and I've got to
live on it and work on it. But you know, that wasn’t
the vocation | have had all my life.

| have worked hard, and | have also been in politics.
| have built a small business over a period of time that
I've left or not paid much attention to in the pastyears.
But if | wanted to invest in farm land and rent it, | don’t
think that | could seriously do that unless | got out
there and lived on it. Now the Minister may prove me
wrong on that statement, but that's the way | have been
interpreting it. But if that’s not the case, fine. By the
same token, if | formed a corporation, we know we
can.

Mr. Speaker, a family that’s incorporated on a farm,
working the farm, can come in and buy my whole street.
They can buy Eaton’s if they wanted. they can buy all
the farm wholesale supply houses if they want to. |, as
a family corporation, born and raised in the Province
of Manitoba, can’t go out and buy a farm as a
corporation and rent it as an investment.

| assure you, Mr. Speaker, | wouldn’t mind if they
‘said, that land must be worked and taken care of. That
wouldn’t bother me a bit. But you see, what bothers
the democracy, NDP style, is the word ‘“‘speculation.”
They get excited you know. | know how excited they
get, because | have had - the Member for St. James,
all you have to do is give him one example of something
that happened that was out of the ordinary, that didn’t
seem quite fair and was speculation, and he’s like all
the other NDPers, and they'’re all the same. They just
go off half-cocked and, on one example or two
examples, they bring in legislation that harms many
many people.

Mr. Speaker, that’s the way this government rules.
They rule by getting excited all of a sudden, impulse.
They write legislation without even thinking about what
they’re doing. If they had thought about what they're
doing, they would have found that farm land is
depressed. They would have found that there is
absolutely no need for this type of legislation at the
present time, especially when we only get 12 examples
from the Minister, and especially when the Minister won't
show us where he gets his justification from for the
legislation.

But what really happened - you see back in the
Schreyer administration they had the state farm. They
were gradually working towards control of as much
farm land as they could, and they don’t dare do that
at the present time, but if they do put this legislation
through, | would say that if a farmer was having trouble
selling his farm because of these regulations or couldn’t
get the price they could get, the government just might
buy it.

Mr. Speaker, back in the old days we used to have
the Department of Resources, the Department of
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Agriculture, the Department of Parks, all bidding against
one another for land. Do you remember those days?
My colleague from Roblin remembers those days very
clearly, when all the government departments would
arrive when a piece of land was for sale and bid against
one another for it. The Manitoba Housing and Renewal
Corporation paid any price for land in towns, and they
paid any price they could around the City of Winnipeg,
and | would suggest, if the Minister of Housing would
like to take a look at the prices that were paid for some
of that land and what he could sell it for today, he
would have some problems.

There are a couple of pieces - the one out by the
cement works that’s valuable - but they’re few and far
between. A lot of it isn’t even serviced and they bought
it and they all bid against one another forit. Mr. Speaker,
that's the type of thing that will happen now. The NDP
Government has absolutely no qualms and wouldn’t
even think twice about buying up farms - they wouldn’t
even think twice about it. So that’s the philosophy and
democracy NDP style; if they can’t do it one way, they’ll
work around and they’ll do it another.

But, Mr. Speaker, | feel, as a person who has lived
in this province all my life, except for two years in
Saskatchewan, | also feel slighted myself, that | don’t
have the samerights as others in Manitoba. | feel bad
that Canadians across this country don’t have the same
rights in Manitoba, but | feel badly that my children
and grandchildren will not have the same rights as
others in this province.

Those of us have gone to school in this province
were taught a democracy that we all had privileges that
we took for granted. Nobody ever asked if | could own
farm land in Manitoba. All of a sudden | find that I've
got to ask if | can and previously | could. Isn’t it
absolutely amazing that we are now into a situation
where we have to ask and we have to go before a
board to see if what we are asking is all right, and that
is to own farm land in Manitoba, unless you come under
the rules and regulations of this legislation, which says
that if you're on the land and you work the land, etc?

Then the Minister comes out with an amendment.
Mr. Speaker, when the legislation first came out, if |
died and willed my farm land to one of my children or
my children who lived in other parts of the country,
they would have had to divest themselves of this land
if they didn’t come back. Now the Minister has given
us an amendment and I’'m almost ready to say to the
Minister, thanks a lot. Now you allow somebody to will
their land to their children, if they don’t happen to live
in Manitoba.

A MEMBER: No, the shares, Frank.

MR. F JOHNSTON: Well, the shares - not the land?
- the shares, if the shares and the land means ownership
in the land.

But, Mr. Speaker, you see that means that if you
could will the shares to our son who lived in Regina,
but if he had a car accident the next week, he couldn’t
leave it to his son if they lived in Regina. You can only
will it once. Now, Mr. Speaker, | say that’s a little better
democracy, NDP style, than what we had before but
that, | say, is democracy NDP style. That they think
they were doing something marvellous or breaking down
by putting this amendment in.

Mr. Speaker, I'm rather surprised because you know,
| was sitting at the cook shack in Clear Lake behind
our little cabin, 16 by 24, in the old campsite and we
use the cook shack and we all sit around there and
there are farmers from all around that district up in
Clear Lake. Boy, what | hear about the Member for
Dauphin, | wouldn’t really like to tell him, but | hear
plenty. He's finished. Mr. Speaker, | assure you of that
- that's not on the subject but | assure you - he’s
finished. Mr. Speaker, then all the fellows would come
down from the Dauphin Golf Club and play in the Grey
Owl and | hope to be at the Tamarack with them and
| play with them during the weekends and | see them
all and | assure you he’s finished. — (Interjection) —
The people that come down to Clear Lake from Dauphin
are in your constituency. But, they’re farm people - as
a matter of fact, two of them that were sitting around
the cook shack were from his area and they said to
me, what is the hangup with the NDP on farm land?
| said, well, the NDP believe very sincerely - Mr.
Cherniack believed it when he was here - that the
government should own all the land. You should rent
your land from the government and the Member for
St. Boniface shakes his head and he knows that'’s right,
he just won’t open his eyes to it. He’s got blinkers on.
He doesn’t believe in it, but he doesn't listen to the
other members. He doesn’t want to believe it. But he
knows exactly how the NDP feel about land.

They said, why don’t they just take that bill and throw
it away? It doesn’t apply. Farm land is not a good price
at the present time. They said, Canadians should have
the right to own land, and Manitobans should have the
right to buy land throughout Manitoba. Do you know,
Mr. Speaker, most of the people | was talking to in that
area are people - well, the two from his area - that
came from another country, and bought land and
farmed it in this country? Mr. Speaker, they are here,
because they can own their own land.

If you would have told those people years ago that
there was this type of stipulation on farm land in
Manitoba or farm land across this country, they wouldn’t
have been here. The Member for Roblin has
homesteaded, represented people, some of the hardest
working in the world. The Member for Rhineland has
them. | have travelled this province just a week-and-
a-half ago and found out, talking to people, that this
government is giving us democracy, NDP style.

The Member for Dauphin doesn’t know that | came
down through Camperville, Gypsumville, Ethelbert,
Sifton, Dauphin, right through his area. | can tell you,
he’s finished. He believes he’s got three years to
overcome it; he’'s got threeyears. He holds up his fingers
like this, and says, I've got three years. He does that
quite often. He is saying that | can overcome this in
three years.

He can’t because, Mr. Speaker, this is another
example of the type of legislation that we had on
bilingualism, and this is another example of legislation
that people of Manitoba don’'t forget. It's another
example of legislation such as The City of Winnipeg
Act, where they made Unicity. Three years later, the
Member for St. James was defeated. | assure you, that
will happen to the Member for Dauphin and many other
of the members. He was defeated. They never forgot
it. He paid the price. The present Member for St. Johns
said that. He paid the price because he went against
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the wishes of the people but, Mr. Speaker, | can assure
you that this legislation is also the type of legislation,
democracy NDP style, that these members will pay the
price for putting through.

The Minister of Agriculture is a person that has been
in this House as long as | have. He was elected at the
same time. You would have thought, by this time, that
he would have lost those boyish, childish ideas that he
had as a young man, thinking that these are all the
right things to do. You would have thought that he
would come to his common sense, and start governing
instead of ruling, and that’s what this legislation is. It's
ruling the people. | assure you, Mr. Speaker, their time
will run out. They want to — (Interjection) — | was just
going to say, they want to talk about the fact that we
lasted four years, but we had a restraint situation that
created our problem and now you're doing it.

But our problem wasn’t ruling the people. Our
problem wasn’t bringing in and entrenching languages
and changing the Charter of Manitoba. Our problem
wasn’t telling Canadians they couldn’t own farm land
in Manitoba, and telling Manitobans that they couldn’t
own farm land. Our problem wasn’t putting through
legislation where the people line up and say, what are
you doing? Our problem wasn’t putting through
legislation that is discouraging investment in this
province. Our problem was-that we wanted to watch
the spending as closely as we could.

Now the people realize that it has to be done. They
know that this government is going to rule instead of
govern, and they’re going to try and spend their way
into the favour of the people. Mr. Speaker, it won't
work. They’'ll pay the price, the same as the Member
for St. James did. The Member for St. James won’t
get a third chance in that area because, | can tell you,
I live in that area, and he won’t get a third chance.

So, Mr. Speaker, those are the words | have to say
on this bill. | would only regquest that the government
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start to govern instead of rule. Really let’s stop having
democracy, NDP style, which is just absolutely different
from the Charter that they fought for and believed in
for this country.

Thank you.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Member for Rhineland.
MR. A. BROWN: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by

the Member for Roblin-Russell, that debate be
adjourned.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, | believe that the
member should continue speaking, and there will be
no adjournment on this matter.

A MEMBER: It's 20 after five.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please, order please.
HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, if the Honourable
Member for Rhineland intends to speak and have the
matter stand in his name, we could call it 5:30. | have
no difficulty there, as long as the debate is not
adjourned.

MR. SPEAKER: Is it agreed to call it 5:30?

A MEMBER: What if he doesn’t show up?

HON. B. URUSKI: It's eight minutes.

MR. DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order please.

The hour being 5:30, this House is adjourned and
will stand adjourned until 8:00 p.m. tonight.





