LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Friday, 20 June, 1986.

Time — 10:00 a.m.
OPENING PRAYER by Madam Speaker.

MADAM SPEAKER, Hon. M. Phillips: Presenting
Petitions . . . Reading and Receiving Petitions.

PRESENTING REPORTS BY STANDING
AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Burrows.

MR. C. SANTOS: Madam Speaker, the Committee of
Supply has adopted certain resolutions, directs me to
report progress, and asks leave to sit again.

| move, seconded by the Member for Inkster, that
the Report of the Committee be received.

MOTION presented and carried.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS
AND TABLING OF REPORTS

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Labour.

HON. A. MACKLING: Madam Speaker, | would like to
table the Manitoba Labour Management Review
Committee Annual Report for 1985.

MADAM SPEAKER: Notices of Motion
Introduction of Bills . . .

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MADAM SPEAKER: Before we proceed to Oral
Questions, may | direct the attention of honourable
members to the gallery, where we have 24 students
from Grade 5 from the St. Pierre Elementary School.
The students are under the direction of Mrs. Shewchuk,
and the school is located in the constituency of the
Honourable Member for Emerson.

On behalf of all the members, | welcome you to the
Legislature this morning.

ORAL QUESTIONS
Dump, lllegal - Portage la Prairie

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Portage la Prairie.

MR. E. CONNERY: Thank you, Madam Speaker. My
question is to the Minsiter of the Environment.

Apparently a year ago, the department was aware
of an illegal dump upstream from the Portage la Prairie
water supply, a dump that contained toxic chemicals
and could be injurious to health.

The city was not informed of this situation until only
last week, which did not allow them to monitor their
water supply throughout the course of the year.

I'd like to know when the Minister . . . (inaudible)

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of the
Environment.

HON. G. LECUYER: Thank you, Madam Speaker.

| thank the Member for Portage for raising this
question. The dump is located outside of the perimeter
of the City of Portage la Prairie, approximately seven
kilometres west of Portage la Prairie. It's in the R.M.
and immediately upon this issue of having the public
health inspector for the region apprised of the presence
of this dump, which by the way, appears to have been
there for some 25 years or so, we were in touch with
the R.M. of Portage la Prairie. In fact a letter was sent
two days after this was discovered, to the R.M. of
Portage la Prairie. Perhaps it was an oversight that it
did not go to the city as well. It was, | presume, the
department’s belief at the time, it should go to the R.M.
and that the exchange between the R.M. and the City
of Portage la Prairie would occur at that point.

On the other hand, | want to correct the statement
made by the member across, as this has in no way
impeded the ongoing monitoring of the quality of the
water. | have, Madam Speaker, copies of the ongoing
monitoring of the water supply, including for pesticide
residue. The latest is as of April. It's done monthly and
| can assure all members that there has been no change
to the quality of the water supply.

The dump consists primarily of domestic wastes, and
indeed, anything from soup to nuts in there, kitchen
sinks and fridges and stoves, old automobiles, pesticide
cans. Staff from the department were on the scene
yesterday to inspect the conditions and to ascertain
that there indeed would be no problem to health; as
also expressed by the City of Portage la Prairie’s
individual responsible for water quality as stated in
today’s paper.

MR. E. CONNERY: It's not the soup and the nuts and
the kitchen sinks that we're concerned about. It's the
toxic chemicals. Because of budget constraints that
the department has, is the Minister prepared to risk
the lives of Manitobans, and keeping in mind that
Portage la Prairie has two food processing plants?

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please. A question should
not impugn motives. Would the honourable member
like to rephrase his question?

MR. E. CONNERY: Will the Minister be prepared to
clean up the mess immediately?

HON. G. LECUYER: Madam Speaker, we're certainly
prepared to see that that happens most expeditiously.
| am, at this point in time, trying to determine whc
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would have access to the Minutes of the board meetings
of the Manitoba Energy Authority. Can the Minister now
answer that question?

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Energy and Mines.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: No, Madam Speaker, I've been
busy with other things between Wednesday and today.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Madam Speaker, my question is
to the First Minister.

The First Minister on many occasions has indicated
to this House that this government is an open
government willing to provide information to
Manitobans and to the Opposition. Can the First
Minister indicate why the Manitoba Energy Authority
board Minutes are not available to members of the
Opposition when board Minutes of MTS and Hydro are
similarly accessible by members of the Opposition?
What is this government hiding in the Manitoba Energy
Authority?

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Energy and Mines.

HON. V. SCHROEDER: Thank you, Madam Speaker.

We have always been committed to providing open
government to Manitoba. What we are not committed
to is gaping government which will put us in a position
where we would have commercial issues while they are
ongoing during negotiations put forward in a way that
could be harmful to the interests of Manitobans. That
we will not do.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Madam Speaker, my question is
for the Minister of Energy and Mines. | almost said
“‘whines” because that’'s what he just did. Madam
Speaker, this Minister has for a number of weeks kept
from this House pieces of information that we’ve asked

MADAM SPEAKER: Does the honourable member
have a question?

MR. D. ORCHARD: My question to the Minister of
Energy and Mines is what is so hidden in the Manitoba
Energy Authority board Minutes that members of the
Opposition cannot view those Minutes to find out the
signing authority as we have done in Manitoba
Telephone System; aswe have done in Manitoba Hydro.
Those aren’t hidden from the people of Manitoba. Why
the selective authority of hiding information under Mr.
Eliesen’s control in the Manitoba Energy Authority?

MADAM SPEAKER: The honourable member should
not impute motives.

MR. D. ORCHARD: They're there, Madam Speaker.

MADAM SPEAKER: Would you like to rephrase your
question?

POINT OF ORDER

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Government
House Leader.

HON. J. COWAN: On a point of order. You clearly
indicated to the Member for Pembina that an
honourable member in this House when addressing
questions to members opposite should not impute
motives. | distinctly heard the Member for Pembina
from his seat as a challenge to your suggestion say
and | quote, “They're there, Madam Speaker.” | would
ask that he withdraw those comments and that he
apologize to the Chair for any inference in respect to
the ruling of the Chair.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Government
House Leader has a point of order.
The Honourable Member for Pembina.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Yes, Madam Speaker, do you wish
me to rephrase my question?

MADAM SPEAKER: There’s been a request for the
honourable member to withdraw his comments.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Withdraw what comment?
SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh!

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Government
House Leader.

HON. J. COWAN: To the point of order, Madam
Speaker, the Member for Pembina when he posed . . .

MADAM SPEAKER: Order. Order please.

| ruled that the Honourable Government House
Leader has a point of order.

Would the Honourable Member for Pembina please
withdraw any imputation of motives.

MR. D. ORCHARD: |f there is an imputation of motive
that you find offensive, Madam Speaker, about Mr.
Eliesen and the Manitoba Energy Authority hiding from
the people of Manitoba information in the directives
and the board Minutes of the Manitoba Energy
Authority, | will withdraw that at your request, Madam
Speaker.
May | rephrase my question?

A MEMBER: Withdraw.
MR. D. ORCHARD: | just did. | just did.

ORAL QUESTIONS (cont’d)
Manitoba Energy Authority Board Minutes

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Pembina with a question.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Madam Speaker, to the Minister
of Energy and Mines.

Could the Minister of Energy and Mines undertake
to take time from his busy schedule to provide an
answer to the question as to whether members of the
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HON. B. URUSKI: Madam Speaker, | will take the
question as notice and inquire of the Crop Insurance
Corporation. I'm assuming the member is saying those
reviews that are made in terms of the soil capability
and carrying capacity of those soils — | will specifically
inquire as to the qualifications of those individuals.

Municipal Affairs Appeals Board -
qualification of new members

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Ste.
Rose.

MR. G. CUMMINGS: My question is to the Minister
of Municipal Affairs.

In the Langford and Lansdowne municipalities, there
is a great discrepancy between the value placed on
land for crop insurance, and the value placed for
taxation purposes. Stock and soils are being taxed at
a rate equal to a ‘‘B"’ classification for taxation
purposes, but are valued at a rate of an ““E” oran “‘F”
soil for crop insurance purposes. Will the Minister inform
this House which department has the competence to
deal with this situation?

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Municipal Affairs.

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Thank you, Madam Speaker.

The member has raised this issue with me twice
privately. He has my assurance that when | receive the
ruling from the Manitoba Municipal Board, we will sit
down and take a look at that. | will then certainly be
apprised of the facts. At this time, | have not had any
report from the Municipal Board.

MR. G. CUMMINGS: A supplementary question,
Madam Speaker, to the Minister of Municipal Affairs.
The assessments in this area were done a year ago.
The appeal was this past winter.

MADAM SPEAKER: Does the honourable member
have a question?

MR. G. CUMMINGS: How long will it be before he will
be able to answer the concerns of the people in the
area?

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: | have raised this matter
with the Deputy of the department. | have asked for
that report to be provided to me as quickly as possible.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Ste.
Rose with a final supplementary.

MR. G. CUMMINGS: May | ask a new question to the
same Minister, Madam Speaker?

MADAM SPEAKER: Go ahead.

MR. G. CUMMINGS: Would the Minister explain to this
House the qualifications that are required for those
who are appointed to the Municipal Affairs Appeal
Board?

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please. The Honourable
Minister of Municipal Affairs.

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: As the member probably
knows, the members of the Municipal Board are
appointees by the Lieutenant-Government-in-Council,
as they havebeen, | presume, since the board has been
in place.

The persons that are on that board are
knowledgeable people. They have had municipal
experience. They are representative of virtually every
part of Manitoba. | don’t know what other qualifications
one would require.

MR. G. CUMMINGS: A supplementary to the same
Minister.

Would he consider, in the case of hearing an appeal
on farm land, that two mayors and a hobby farmer are
qualified?

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: As the Minister, | do not
have any say as to the composition of the board that
hears matters. However, | have full confidence in all
members of the board to hear matters before the
Municipal Board.

Crow benefit payment proposals

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lac
du Bonnet.

MR. C. BAKER: Thank you, Madam Speaker. My
question is to the Minister of Highways and
Transportation.

Can the Minister tell the House the effects on rural
Manitoba and farmers of recent Crow benefit payment
proposals?

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Highways.

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Madam Speaker, we are extremely
concerned about the proposals and we will be voicing
our concern to the federal officials on a number of
areas, particularly the fact that the Federal Government
would be considering a proposal as incredible as to
buy out the Crow responsibilities that have been historic
in this province, for transportation in this country, for
transportation of grain for export.

What they are proposing to do, Madam Speaker, and
we want to make this point very clearly to the Federal
Government, is that future generations of farmers, in
order to compete with other countries such as the U.S.
and the economic community, are going to require
subsidies the same as those countries offer at the
present time. It is totally inconceivable that they would
take the approach that this subsidy, as modest as it
is, is in some way a trade irritant or an unfair trade
practice, because the subsidies in the economic
community in the U.S. are much higher than farmers
in Canada enjoy at the present time, and they will not
be able to compete.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lac
du Bonnet with a supplementary.
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MR. C. BAKER: With regard to the Churchill line, what
is the position of government as the GTA applies to
Churchill.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Highways.

HON. J. PLOHMAN: Madam Speaker, the Grain
Transportation Agency has made a recommendation
with regard to the CN adjustment as it applies to The
Western Grain Transportation Act Review.

We find that recommendation, if accepted, would see
the Churchill line no longer becoming or being classified
as a grain transportation, grain-dependent line, as a
positive step, because we don’t think that the Churchill
line should be treated any differently than the other
main lines that the major railways operatein this country.

Certainly it is expensive to operate the main lines
and to maintain and construct through the Rocky
Mountains, and yet there is no special cost attributed
to that.

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please.

HON. J. PLOHMAN: We don’t think that the Churchill
line should be treated differently, Madam Speaker.

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please.
Rural Municipalities - funding to

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Springfield.

MR. G. ROCH: Thank you, Madam Speaker. On
Thursday, June 5, | asked specific questions to the
Minister of Municipal Affairs in regard to grants to the
Rural Municipality of East St. Paul, and the Village of
Landmark, and the Rural Municipality of Tache, which
he took as notice.

| was wondering if he had the answers to those
questions today.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Municipal Affairs.

HON. J. BUCKLASCHUK: Thank you, Madam Speaker.

On reviewing the question that was made of me by
the Member for Springfield, | was advised that, in fact,
that question should have been directed to the Minister
of Agriculture.

| have since referred that question to the Minister
for a response. | know that he’ll be responding when
the information is available to him.

MR. G. ROCH: My question would then be to the
Minister of Agriculture. How soon could | expect an
answer, because the answer can affect some definite
plans of people out there.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Madam Speaker, | believe that we
can have a fair bit of discussion on this matter as soon

as we're into Estimates, because the Water Services
Board is before committee, and we can go into those
details there.

MR. G. ROCH: Yes, Madam Speaker, but those grants
were specifically promised. In one case, construction
has begun.

MADAM SPEAKER: Does the honourable member
have a supplementary question?

MR. G. ROCH: Yes. Will those grants be forthcoming
or not?

HON. B. URUSKI: Madam Speaker, every community
that has been made eligible under the program will
receive their portion of funding. The question will be
in terms of the setting up of the priorities of the board
and in light of the total budget of the program, will —
(Interjection) — Madam Speaker, the honourable . . .

MADAM SPEAKER: Order please.

HON. B. URUSKI: Obviously, some of the those
members don’t want to hear the answer. They already
have their answer.

Madam Speaker, | want to tell my honourable friend
that honourable members received the whole sheet as
provided by the Manitoba Water Services Board last
night as to the projections and the cost implications
of all the requests made and the entire program was
provided to them. There are about, in terms of
applications and in relationship to the grant money,
three times as many applications as grant money
available. Communities will have to be scheduled and
will have to take their turn until the projectis completed,
but those communities which have been deemed eligible
under the program will receive their assistance.

MADAM SPEAKER: The time for Oral Questions has
expired.

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS

MADAM SPEAKER: Before moving to Orders of the
Day, first of all, I'd like to draw the attention of
honourable members to the gallery where we have 80
students from Grade 8 from the Parkside Junior High
School under the direction of Mr. Mel Klassen. The
school is located in the constituency of the Honourable
Member for Rhineland.

On behalf of all the members, I'd like to welcome
you to the Legislature this morning.

SPEAKER’S RULING

MADAM SPEAKER: Again, before moving to Orders
of the Day, | have a statement that | would like to make
to the House.

| have two matters on which | wish to make a
statement to the House today.

My first point relates to the incident of June 18 in
which copies of the Speaker’s Ruling were inadvertently
given to a government member before the ruling was
given to the House.
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in Parliament,” so must the member’s
parliamentary work or work relating to a
‘proceeding in Parliament’ be alleged to be
improperly interfered with before the Speaker
may find a prima facie case.”

In the above reference “‘interfere’’ may be considered
as being synonymous with “impede’’.

In regard to the limitless nature of contempt, Maingot
on Page 196 states:

“Therefore, while it is not possible to give any
definition of contempt unrelated to any
enumerated privilege or right generally,
any act or omission which obstructs or
impedes either House of Parliament in the
performance of its functions, or which
obstructs or impedes any member or officer
of such House in the discharge of his
“parliamentary’’ duty, or which has a tendence,
directly or indirectly to produce such results
may be treated as a contempt even though
there is no precedent for the offence.”
In the final analysis, in areas o f doubt a Speaker
must ask ‘Does the act complained of appear
at first sight to be a breach of privilege? — or
to put it shortly — ‘Has the member an arguable
point?’ If the Speaker feels any doubt of the
question, he should leave it to the House.”

The events complained of concern the fact that
certain members had inadvertent prior access to my
ruling of June 18 and thereby were placed in a position
of advantage over all other members — a situation of
which they did not inform the House.

The basic parliamentary principles in impartiality and
equal treatment of all members appear therefore to
have been impaired.

Consequently, in line with the reference quoted earlier
respecting reasonable doubt, | am of the opinion that
the evidence presented indicates that a breach of
privilege may have occurred.

Therefore, my ruling is that this matter be given
precedence over the regularly scheduled business in
order to allow the House to decide on the matter of
privilege.

The motion before the House is moved by the
Honourable Member for Turtle Mountain, seconded by
the Honourable Member for Brandon West, that the
Honourable Member for Thompson be requested to
apologize to the House for not informing the House
that he received the Speaker’s Ruling prior to all other
members.

The Honourable Member for Lakeside.

MR. H. ENNS: Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Madam Speaker, | take this opportunity to rise and
speak to the motion presented by my colleague, the
Member for Turtle Mountain, with the full recognition
that it's an occasion that doesn’'t occur too often in
this Chamber.

My very first comments would have to be, of course,
a very sincere congratulations to the Member for Turtle
Mountain, who, as a new member of this Chamber and
of this Legislature, has obviously very quickly observed
and learned some very important and fundamental facts
of how this Legislature is conducted.

Allow me to put on the public record my words, and
that of his party’s congratulations, for being observant

and having succeeded, Madam Speaker, in convincing
you that he had indeed a veryserious matter of privilege
which you have just rulad on.

Madam Speaker, having said that . . .

MADAM SPEAKER: On a point of order, may | clarify
for the member, | have not made a decision that there
is a point of privilege. That's for the House to decide.

MR. H. ENNS: You are, of course, correct, Madam
Speaker. What you have ruled on is giving us the
opportunity to debate the question of privilege and |
should have made that plain.

My second comments would have to be made very
quickly. To say that the Official Opposition certainly
attaches absolutely no fault, finds no fault or blame
on any staff people — I'm thinking particularly of the
Page that delivered the rulings inadvertently to a private
member and indeed to your office, Madam Speaker
— we accept wholeheartedly the initial statements that
you provided in your written ruling that it was an
accidental, inadvertent snafu, if you like, Madam
Speaker, that created the incident in the first instance.
Madam Speaker, | take the opportunity to say just a
few words about this, and again, Madam Speaker, you
have already alluded to that in the ruling. There are
those that may not understand. Perhaps new members
of the Fourth Estate view this Chamber with some
confusion from time to time — excluding some, of
course, that have viewed it for a number of years —
and wonder why is it such a matter of privilege that
somebody got your ruling ahead of other members of
the Chamber.

Well, Madam Speaker, you, Madam, and your office
are called upon on a day-to-day basis to make rulings,
some of greater significance, some of less, and as
you've stated in your ruling, the impartiality of your
office and the manner and way in which you make
those rulings, and the manner and way in which you
impart them to the members of this Chamber are of
utmost importance.

They are of greater importance because, Madam
Speaker, — and | wish to be very careful in choosing
these words because there is absolutely no reflection
on the office that you hold and on your person — but
under our system you cannot divorce yourself from the
party and the politics that you have dedicated your
public service to for a long period of time.

In other words, you come into the office of the
Speakers, as has been the custom in this House, no
matter which party is in power, from a partisan position.
If a Conservative Government forms the majority, a
Conservative member is elected to the office of the
Speaker. If it's a New Democratic Party Government
in office, it's a New Democratic Party person that comes
to the office. So it makes that job that much more
difficult in my eyes.

It means that the Speaker has to be that much more
alert and concerned about providing the impartiality
that I'm prepared to acknowledge every Speaker very
quickly and very sincerely attempts and, to a surprising
degree, successfully brings to the position of the
Speaker’s Chair.

It's for that reason, Madam Speaker, why this kind
of a breach that occurred the other day is important
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to be dealt with and to be dealt with immediately in
the way in which we're dealing with it right now to
preserve and to enhance the impartiality and neutrality
of the Chair.

| think we owe, again, a debt of gratitude to one of
our very new members, the Member for Turtle Mountain,
for having observed the impropriety and having
correctly sought out the appropriate House measure
to correct it.

Madam Speaker, I'm trying to, | believe, correctly
put forward a position that we in Opposition certainly
do not lay any fault or responsibility or blame on
members of the staff and members of your office, and
you, correctly, as the person with the chief responsibility,
acknowledge your responsibility, Madam Speaker and
have so stated in your ruling.

| cannot be so charitable about the First Minister,
nor about the Government House Leader. The First
Minister, who has sat in this Chamber since 1969, and
the Government House Leader, by virtue of having been
made Government House Leader, and has been in this
Chamber for a little while, ought to know the propriety
of dealing with subject matter that was not their right
to be looking at. They could have, Madam Speaker,
anticipated the position they were putting you, Madam,
into and, indeed, the staff of your office.

There is room for condemnation on my part and the
part of the Official Opposition to look at the conduct
of the First Minister and that of the Government House
Leader. | won’t even excuse the Member for Thompson,
although he has been in this Chamber some five years,
but Madam Speaker, as a backbencher, perhaps it's
understandable that he didn’t fully appreciate the fact
that the material that he was handling — and, ironically,
this is the same backbencher that a little while ago
was irate and stood up here flaunting his wrath at the
fact that som2 of his mail might have been
inappropriately or received in somebody else’s office.

So, Madam Speaker, having said that — as | say,
I'm excusing the Member for Thompson — but, in my
judgment, the First Minister’s actions and the actions
of the Government House Leader leave a lot to be
questioned about their integrity with respect to ensuring
that the impartiality and the neutrality of the Chair at
all times be sustained in this Chamber.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Government
House Leader.

HON. J. COWAN: Madam Speaker, the Member for
Lakeside, in rising in his place to speak to this issue,
and through his last comments, has clearly indicated
what we have all known for many years — that his
depth of understanding of parliamentary procedure is
somewhat lacking and has gotten him into the position
where he has made such statements previously which
proved, upon reflection and upon review, to be
somewhat inconsistent with the facts as they exist. We
will accept . . .

SOME HONOURABLE MEMBERS: Oh, oh!
MADAM SPEAKER: Order please, order please.

HON. J. COWAN: . . . that in fact there was an error
made, inadvertently so; not made by the Member for
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Thompson, not made by my Premier, and not made
by myself, in respect to the delivery of the particular
ruling. There’s no doubt in anyone’s mind, and | believe
you addressed that issue yourself in your ruling and
indicated very clearly that due to an error, a mistake,
the letter was delivered in an envelope, addressed to
the Member for Thompson, his name on it, and he
opened it and shared that in fact with myself.

The question is not whether or not that error was
made. | think the prima facie evidence very clearly
indicates that it was and your ruling indicates that it
was. The question is whether or not the Member for
Thompson or the House Leader should have informed
the government of that error — or should have informed
the House of that error, excuse me.

In respect to that, one has to look at the parliamentary
procedures that have existed, now and previously, to
determine if in fact there is not precedent for rulings
beinggiven privately to members before theyare shared
with the House. | refer you to Page 214 of Erskine May,
in which it is stated, ‘‘But sometimes rulings are given
privately in matters before they are brought before the
House.” — (Interjection) — Well, the members opposite
say that is not the practice in this House.

How is one to know whether or not the Speaker,
having assumed the office, is referring to procedures
which are available to her and has determined, in fact,
that may be a practice out of courtesy or whatever
reason to have that sort of action take place? Certainly
itis not up to us to question the delivery of an envelope,
with the name of the Member for Thompson on it, to
the Member for Thompson, and his receipt of those
materials, given the fact that there is precedent for that
sort of action to take place in other Parliaments of this
sort.

So there was no attempt to deceive; there was no
attempt to use to unfair advantage the materials, which
we believe on the basis of the manner in which they
were delivered, were delivered to the Member for
Thompson by the Speaker, in re:;pect to this particular
ruling. So if in fact we are operating under that
assumption, and there is certainly parliamentary
precedents for that assumption to be taken, then we
had no obligation whatsoever to inform the House.

So if there was a breach of privilege, it was not a
breach of privilege that can be attributable to members
of this side of the Legislature or to members of that
side of the Legislature, nor in fact to any elected official
in this particular Legislature.

So while we accept that you have indicated that this
debate should proceed; in doing so, we accept no
responsibility for us being compelled or even the
suggestion that we should inform the House of receipt
of that material, having operated under the assumption
that if this is possible in other Houses, other
parliamentary Houses of this sort, it could be possible
in this particular House, in having acted accordingly.

The First Minister, in fact, did talk to the Member
for Thompson, in the course of that question period,
and | can tell you that | requested the First Minister
to talk to the Member for Thompson, following a caucus
discussion, which we had in our caucus room regarding
this issue, previous to the question period taking place.
| had asked him to discuss with the Member for
Thompson that caucus discussion, so we were clear
in our minds that we would be following the course of
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action as determined by a caucus decision, and it would
have taken place with or without a ruling having been
given or the ruling having come into our possession.

So certainly if there is any question as to whether
or not a breach of privilege has been effected here, |
would suggest that it is a matter that does not relate
to either the Member for Thompson, the Premier, or
myself, but a matter which relates to a mistake which
was made in the House and certainly | am comfortable
with the material that has been outlined in your ruling,
that that mistake will not happen in the future.

If that is what we are after here, to make a more
perfect — not a perfect — but a more perfect
Legislature and House, | believe the actions that have
been taken by your office and by the staff — and
certainly one accepts that these things are going to
happen from time to time — will in fact deal with the
issue at hand and no apology is required on the part
of any member of this House in respect to the incident
as outlined.

MADAM SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Pembina.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Thank you, Madam Speaker.

Madam Speaker, | am not terribly surprised by the
last comment made by the Government House Leader,
indicating that in his opinion, his members, the Member
for Thompson, his Premier, and he, himself, did nothing
untoward and nothing out of the ordinary in this House,
and hence no apology is necessary. That does not
surprise me.

Neither did it surprise me, Madam Speaker, when
the Government House Leader made the accusation
that all too often my colleague, the MLA for Lakeside,
doesn’t have things right and leaving the clear
impression that he doesn’t often have his facts right.
That, Madam Speaker, was entirely uncalled for by the
member in this particular matter because in this matter
we have indeed a serious matter. That is why you have
referred this for debate to this House.

Now, Madam Speaker, the Government House Leader
says that this could have been an intentional release
in advance of the Speaker’s Ruling to the Member for
Thompson, because that precedent exists in “‘other
Houses,” but we are not operating in other Chambers.
We are operating in the Chamber of the Legislative
Assembly of the Province of Manitoba; wherein, Madam
Speaker, you have already been called on, in the some
seven weeks of this Legislature, to make a number of
rulings.

Madam Speaker, | do not believe that any of those
rulings were given in advance to any member of this
House, whether it be on this side or on the government
side of the House. Clearly, Madam Speaker, the
Government House Leader’s argument to legitimize this
process that he, himself, involved himself in is not a
reason for denying an apology to this House, because
this Government House Leader knows the process of
previous rulings that you, yourself, Madam Speaker,
have brought down. There was no advance notice to
any member of this House, unless the Government
House Leader could indicate that there was on previous
occasions and | don’t think he did. | don’t think he
did.

We clearly have here a situation where a five-year
veteran of the House, the Government House Leader
and the Premier have all shared with your ruling, prior
to it being given to the House by yourself, Madam
Speaker. In this parliamentary system that we have that
clearly is a breach of privilege, that clearly is a breach
of the rules of this House, where one member or one
group of members has advantage over other members
of this House, by use of Speaker’s Rulings and other
information, which should be shared equally and at the
same time with all members of the House.

Madam Speaker, to further add weight to what | say
about the Government House Leader’s argument, they
accepted that this was a new process by which your
rulings were going to be released in advance. Then |
simply ask the Government House Leader, with the
envelope arising, with all those copies; why simply
wasn’t a copy of that ruling sent to our House Leader
and myself or my leader, if that was the honest belief
of the Government House Leader that it was a ruling
to be shared in advance by all members? Why was it
kept only in the purview of members opposite in the
government benches? And further, Madam Speaker,
in the third paragraph of your ruling, you indicate, “I
wish to assure all honourable members that this event
was entirely accidental and that measures have been
taken to guard against a recurrence.”

So clearly, Madam Speaker, there was no precedent
in this House under your term, as Speaker of the House,
wherein rulings made by yourself are shared with other
members of the House, whether it be on the government
side or Opposition side. That argument given by the
Government House Leader is simply not a valid
argument for this matter of privilege. Itis a diversionary
tactic. It is an attempt to wiggle out of an embarrassing
situation which could be solved relatively easily by
simply having the Member for Thompson stand and
do the honourable thing of apologizing for having
advance notice of a Speaker’s Ruling, that he, as a
veteran of this House, should well know.

Madam Speaker, if he can’t apologize for that, then
he should at leastapologize on behalf of his Government
House Leader who went up to him and saw the ruling,
and with his experience in this House and with his
obvious confidence given to him by his colleagues in
government by making him Government House Leader,
his understanding of the rules must be there for him
to have known that the Member for Thompson had the
ruling in advance of it being made. The Government
House Leader owes this House an apology which could
be delivered through the Member for Thompson since
he is the one named in this matter of privilege.

Madam Speaker, you know, we've got a unique
situation where both the Premier and the Government
House Leader have availed themselves of the
information that the Member for Thompson received,
accidently, albeit, no fault attached to the Page or even
to the Clerk’s Office staff. Because, the Pages aren’t
expected to know the routine of this House as well as
five-year veterans and nine-year veterans and 17-year
veterans of this House, such as we have for the Member
for Thompson, the Government House Leader and the
Premier.

Madam Speaker, those individuals should have known
the process and should have stopped that process,
but they didn’t because they wanted as much advance

1122
































