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THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
9:30 o'clock, Thursday, August 6, 1970

Opening Prayer by Mr. Speaker
MR. SPEAKER: Presenting Petitions; Reading and Recewing Petitions; Presentmg
Reports by Standing and Special Committees,

REPORTS BY STANDING COMMITTEES

MR. SPEAKER: Adjourned debate on the proposed motion of the Honourable Member for
St. Boniface, and the proposed motion of the Honourable Leader of the Official Opposition in
amendment thereto. The Honourable House Leader of the Liberal Party.

MR. GORDON E. JOHNSTON {Portage la Prairie): Mr. Speaker, I will not trespass on
the time of the House to take too many minutes to make my remarks, but I feel that there .should
ke some restating of a position that has been taken by our party. I might say before I.begin,
though, that I still feel that the manner and method in which Bill 56 has been treated, we are
now entering the sixth week of the speedup motion when members are working all day anda
good part of the evening and late into the night, that I can hardly blame members: fgom time to.
time when they do become emotional or they do become irritated with one another; and I think
in the context that we have been trying to work on Bill 56, there have been errors, shalll say,
made by members almost on all sides of the House. I can-understand the pressure that the
Member for St. Boniface was under when he decided to make known his views and 1t is’ to be
hoped that we will be able to reach some sort of a compromise on Bill 56.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to take part in this very important debate on Bill 56 in re sponse
to the address delivered yesterday by the First Minister. In so doing, I would like algo to,
associate myself with the implied suggestion by the First Minister that the time has come to at
least try and put emotionalism aside and to deal with the bill on the basis of logical a'rg'uximentz.

I take that to be a commitment by the First Minister, that the government is prepared to con-
tinue the debate on this basis, and when I say "continue' I don't mean that we should sit here -
week after week and fight over it, but have a reasonable debate over some of the new propésals.
We, Mr. Speaker, accept this suggestion and we hope that we will all be able to work in this
context, and if we do proceed on this basis I am optimistic that Bill 56 can emerge ﬁ'om th1s
House as a law which will be acceptable to the vast majority-- not a small majority but the
vast majority of the people of Manitoba. And if we do not proceed on this basis it's apparent i
that the writing is on the wall. Without a greater degree of harmony than has existed to date,
it will be impossible for this Legislature to effectively continue its work and the re sult will
have to be an election.

~ In weighing these options, Mr. Speaker, our criteria must be the good of our provinee
and the people we represent, and this should be our guiding principle for the remainder .of the
discussion on Bill 56, not partlsanshlp or brinksmanship or threats of an election. Even the.
most rabid election mongers amongst the members of the House cannot deny that we do have
this duty to the people. But there will be no way we will ever reach a consensus . . . .

HON. RUSSELL PAULLEY (Minister of Labour)(Transcona): I don't want to interrupt k
my honourable friend but I just didn't catch what his last sentence was.

MR. G. JOHNSTON: I gaid that even the most rabid election mongers amongst us must
recognize that we have a duty to the people first; and there's no way that there'll ever be any
consensus if we both remain inflexible and stubbornly refuse to assess the other's case on the
basis of logical and factual argument. Despite the questions which divide us on thi‘s/bill, I ,am
confident that we all have one thing in common and that is the desire to provide all Manitoba
motorists with the best coverage at the lowest rates.

At the outset of this debate, the Liberal caucus had set forth its posmon qulte s1mp1y and
quite clearly, and I would like to reiterate that position. 1. We endorse the principle of com-
pulsory insurance for all motorists.. 2. We endorse an increase in minimum liability coverage.
3. We endorse the concept of no-fault coverage in all policies. 4. We recommend that the
establishment of our Rate Review Board be set up by government. 5. We suggested that all
these improvements could be accomplished by regulatory legislation but added that we hadno
objection to the government itself entering the auto insurance business provided this was done
in competition with existing companies. ’

It is intere sting to note that there is no difference of opinion between our positlon and
that of the government én the first four points. Where we remain at loggerheads is on the last
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(MR. G. JOHNSTON cont'd) . . . .point - freedom of choice.

Before proceeding further, it should be noted that the First Minister in his address
yesterday announced several important amendments which would allow existing insurance agents
to sell government insurance as well as licence plates. At the same time, improved compen-
sation has been proposed for those agents whose earnings from auto insurance are a minor
part of their business and who would have been wiped out or suffered severely with the start up
of a state-operated monopoly plan. The First Minister suggested that the amendments would
provide Manitobans continued freedom of choice with respect to the agent they feel will give
them the best service. There can be no denying that this is an improvement over the govern-
ment's original proposal but it is not real freedom of choice because it would only apply to the
agent and not the insurance itself. The important distinction is that freedom of choice in terms
of insurance means competition for the insurance dollar, and competition is the best way under
the Canadian system to ensure the lowest price.

It is interesting to note,Mr. Speaker, that the First Minister again has repeated the claim
of the government that a state-operated monopoly plan would be substantially cheaper than
coverage available under the competitive system. Once again the government has failed to
back up its claim with adequate facts and figures. I say adequate facts and figures -I think
members of the Public Utilities Committee have been subjected to facts and figures from which-
ever point of view that person holds. Instead, once again we are being told by the government
to trust - trust the government. Well, Mr. Speaker, on an important issue like this, as much
as we have a certain amount of honour and trust among one another, I think we have to go
beyond that. We have to be conclusive. We can't leave to the judgment of others who will be
appointed by the government to run their plan. We have to have more than the unsupported
word. If the First Minister is really serious about asking the House to deal with Bill 56 on the
basis of logical and factual arguments, then this remains the great unanswered question of the
whole debate: how much can the over-all plan really cost? And, more importantly, how much
will it cost the average motorist in dollars and cents? I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that this is
one of the most important questions that the people who are taking an interest in this debate
would like answered. I know when I return to my constituency or I speak to people around the
city, those who do not have a hard fixed line for or against the idea, the majority in between
want this answer. They want this answer. So I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that this is the most .
important question.

The bill itself of course is totally silent on this matter. The government has from time
to time tossed out percentage figures which don't mean a great deal; they don't tell us anything.
It will be hard to take the government seriously if it is not prepared at this stage to cooperate
in the preparation of the cold facts on this important point. At one point it was suggested that
it is impossible at this stage in 1970 to prepare facts and figures on the premiums which would
be charged under a plan which would become operational in mid-1971. Now, Mr. Speaker,
that may or may not be. The Premier yesterday has indicated a greater amount of lead time
than has been indicated before. But one thing that is possible is to make these calculations
based on the 1970 figures which can be compared with existing rates in the province.

While we're speaking about rates, Mr. Speaker, during the course of the debate I com-
pared a car that I own, with the insurance that is available in Manitoba with the insurance that
is available in Saskatchewan. I called the Estevan S.G.1.0. Office and described the car and
asked for the government plan price. And a 1965 Plymouth with a driver of 25 years of age
or over and three years accident-free, the minimum Saskatchewan Plan was $63.00. The
same plan with the Portage Mutual, outside of Greater Winnipeg in Portage la Prairie, was
$53.00. The same coverage in the City of Winnipeg was $66.00. So, rightly or wrongly, mem-
bers on this side have been making comparisons with the Saskatchewan Plan that may not have
been fair, I don't know, but we have not had the privilege of examining the government commit -
tee on their findings although we have their report.

The Member for St. Boniface, who has acted as the Chairman of the Public Utilities
Committee in the public hearings, clearly stated to the House the other day that his overriding
concern was the pros and cons of Bill 56, that they had not been studied properly and that
there has not been a proper dialogue between the government and the industry on this legislation.
The honourable member went on to state that it would be wise to establish a joint committee of
government, industry, agents and the public to come up with good recommendations. And1I
endorse that suggestion, Mr. Speaker, but I would go further. I make the suggestion that a
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(MR, G. JOHNSTON cont'd.) . . . . : committee, whether it's the Public Utilities Commit-.
tee enlarged or another one, should not only be established to review the bill in the form:in
which it has been now presented to us - because there have been some major changes - but
that the committee would also be specifically instructed to make an in depth and factual study
of the actual costs which would be involved in such a plan and the premiums which Manitoba -
motorists would be expected to bear.

Now, Mr. Speaker, when the Premier yesterday made his speech on this matter, he
ranged far and wide and made some comparisons. Some of the-comparisons he madeIdon't buy
them because they don't apply to the situation that we face in Manitoba in 1970. He's com- -
pared Saskatchewan, the Saskatchewan plan versus what we have here. He spoke of the Puerto
Rican plan, the plan in New South Wales. Mr. Speaker, I know somewhat about the
Saskatchewan plan and it certainly has its good points. It has its weaknesses also. -I'know . *
nothing about the New South Wales plan and all I know about the Puerto Rican plan is-a small: -
article in the newspaper about two months ago, and when the Premier made that comparison
I didn't think it was a very fair one. The situation that existed in Puerto Rico was similar to’
the situation that existed in Saskatchewan in 1946, if this article was accurate. "And I quote in
part: "The director Frank P . . . said that only 25 percent of the Island drivers previously -
were covered by private insurance and only 15 percent of all traffic victims received compen~-
sation for their injuries.' 2

Well, if there is comparison there 1t's very far apart with the sitnation that we face in--
Manitoba today. We are probably unique in all of Canada in that we have three Mamtoba,—based
firms, Canadian firms, operating across the nation and we have nearly 97 percent of the
drivers of Manitoba insured. So what I'm trying to say is that before the vote is called on -
Bill 56 in its present form, we should seriously examine ways to keep an industry that is in. -
this province. I don't accept the fact or the words that have been uttered in this House and
outside, calling people who have been associated with this industry some pretty terrible names.
The automobile has only been with us for 50 or 60 years and it's for sure that a hodgepodge
situation has grown up in the insurance industry relating to automobiles; and it's a known fact.
that there have to be changes made. I'm not given to handing out any more compliments, I
suppose, politically than I have to, but I think the former government was right when they said,
"Let us wait for the Wootton Insurance Report and then let us formulate some action.”" The- -
intervening events stopped that and we don't know what the former government would have pro-
posed, but I'm suggesting to the First Minister that while he's come quite a distance on being
reasonable and fair with relation to Bill 56 from the former position which was hard fixed and :
inflexible, I'm suggesting to him that perhaps this can be resolved and we can still keep the
industry - the honourable part of the industry I'm talking about;-1'm not standing here defending
certain companies of which I have a very poor opinion, who have no regard for people, only for
the balance sheet - but there are companies in this province who have been founded by people -
and who are working for the people, and I don't like to see this part of the industry destroyed.

So, Mr. Speaker, while I support the-Leader of the Opposition's amendment where he
asks for the bill to go back to the Public Utilities Committee so we can examine the members
of the Pawley Commission and the Superintendent of Ingurance - as a matter of fact I-moved
that motion myself in the latter stages of the committee and for my pains I was informed by the
Minister of Mines and Resources that I was resorting to obstructing and delaying tactics, but -
I sincerely believe: it should be done. So, Mr. Speaker, I would like to move the following sub-
amendment: That the proposed motion be amended by deleting all of the words after the word
"instructed" in line 3 thereof and that the following be substituted: To thoroughly study and-
report back to the House on the proposed government automobile insurance plan, including the
amendments proposed by the First Minister on August 5, 1970, and to make an analysis of
the premiums which Manitoba motorists would have to pay for coverage.

MR. SPEAKER presented the motion. (Seconded by the Honourable Member for Ste.
Rose.)

MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question? The Honourable Member for River
Heights.

MR . SIDNEY SPIVAK, Q.C. (River Heights): Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the
Honourable Member for Lakeside, that the debate be adjourned.

MR . SPEAKER presented the motion.

HON. SIDNEY GREEN, Q.C. (Minister of Mines and Natural Resources){Inkster): Mr.:
Speaker, I just want to indicate to the honourable member that the government may, at the
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) . . . ... next sitting, which is this afternoon, desire that he-proceed.
I make that just so that you're prepared.

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

MR. SPEAKER: Notices of Motion; Introduction of Bills. The Honourable Leader of
the Official Opposition,

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

«-.. . MR, WALTER WEIR (Leader of the Opposition)(Minnedosa) introduced Bill No. 151, An
Act to amend The Highway Traffic Act and The Insurance Act.
- MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I believe the First Minister -~ (Interjection) -~ I'm sorry,
Mr. Speaker. I thought that there was nothing important coming and that you had called on me.
I'1l sit down if that's not the case.

MR . SPEAKER: Orders of th.e Day. The Honourable Leader of the Official Opposition.

MATTER OF GRIEVANCE

MR. WEIR: Well Mr. Speaker, before the Orders of the Day, I had really waited, Sir,
because I had contemplated action by you, Sir, as a result of what I consider to be a breach
of the rules of this House and the privilege of the members, the privilege of the members of
the House, and I just want to reiterate - and I'm not going to go into a lengthy ordeal - had I
not believed that it was likely that the Chair would raise the point I would have given notice to
the Member for Thompson of what it had been my intention to do, but I had suspected that the
breach was so severe that the matter would have been brought for the House to decide without
my initiative.

That not being the case, Sir, I take the initiative, because yesterday, after an event that
none of us enjoyed, following statements by the First Minister of what the members of this
House could expect from all members of his government in terms of statements that they would
make and I took it to be either in this Chamber or outside the Chamber, notwithstanding the
fact that . . .

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. I hesitate to interrupt the honourable
member but I would like to know whether we are dealing with a matter which has already been
dealt with ?

MR. WEIR: No, Mr. Speaker, we are not. -

MR. GREEN: Well, I just want to have that understood.

MR. WEIR: Well, Mr. Speaker, we are not; we're dealing with a matter that happened
following the matter that was dealt with by the House yesterday, which, in my opinion, Mr.
Speaker, makes it even a more serious contempt than the matter that we dealt with yesterday
because it was following the ruling of this House, the unanimous ruling that was made by this
House in terms of what could have been expected for that member, and that he proceeded to
go into the hall and to make statements, public statements relating to members of the House,
but more important, Sir, more important, about the House itself.

I have indicated this morning that I don't intend to mention the fact that there were words
said again about myself and my colleague, the Member for Lakeside, because in my view there
was a more serious contempt of this Legislature than that, and I refer to the fact - and Mr.
Speaker, unless I'm asked to I don't propose to use the adjective: 'I believe a (and the
descriptive word) horse thief is a horse thief whether it's inside the House or outside the House;
I have a right to say it, and if the House forbids me to tell the truth, then I don't want to sit in
the (descriptive adjective) House.'" It is a direct reference, Mr. Speaker, to the fact that it
is not possible to tell the truth within this House. That, Mr.Speaker, .is a reflection on every
member of this House, on what the House stands for, and the whole manner of the operation of
the legislative process in the Province of Manitoba. It is something, Mr. Speaker, that in my
view is a great deal more serious than the demonstration that we had in the Legislative Assem-
bly yesterday. It is a statement that in my view this House must let the people of Manitoba
know will not be tolerated, that this Chamber is a Chamber in which the truth is told, and if it
isn't, it is the responsibility of each and every one of us to challenge that fact.

Mr. Speaker, I don't want to go on any longer. It's more difficult to do this than any-
thing I've had to do in this House so far, but what the Member for Thompson has done outside
the House, despite the admonitions of the House, and despite the assurances of the Premier
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(MR. WEIR cont'd) . . . . . that his conduct in the' House was not acceptable to hilﬁ,"that"it“
has been an affront to and a contempt of all of the members of the House and the Legislature. -
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Member for Riel, that the Honourable Mem-
ber from Thompson be suspended from the service of this House for the balance of the current
session. ]

MR . GREEN: Mr. Speaker, before the motion is accepted I would ask the Speaker
whether he would consider the propriety of the motion. My understanding is that when a ques-
tion of privilege is raised regarding a member's statement, a member is then entitled to
retract the statements, withdraw them or otherwise deal with then, that if this is rot then
satisfactory then a motion can be made, which was done yesterday; the exact same procédure
was followed yesterday and I believe that our rules are eéven more specific, and I'was in the
invidious position of being required; as the House Leader, to make the motion. Now the
Leader of the Opposition is making a motion on a question which'I submit is a:question-that
first has to be dealt with by the honourable member himself, if it is a question of privilege, -
so the House can then decide whether they will accept the honourable member's conduct,
accept his withdrawal or otherwise, and I would refer Your Honour to citdtion Beauchesne 134(1)
which is not directly in point but which is analogous and which indicates that where there is'a
breach of parliamentary privilege that there is, and always has been, an opportunity for the
member to deal with it, so that then the members of the House deal not only with the question
of privilege, but deal with the manner in which the member has reacted, and Mr. Speaker, the
whole of Beauchesne. following those sections, 134, 135, 136 and 137 all indicate that the House
will not, or 'should not, on a remark that may be made without explanation and without an eppor-
tunity for a member to reconsider his position, be subjected to this type of motion. I further !
refer to our own riles, which of course supersede Beauchesne in terms of the proceedings of -
this House, and I would strongly urge Your Honour to not-accept the motion but to congider its
advisability and even consider giving honourable members a further opportumty to make repre—
sentations to you as to the acceptability of the motion.

Mr. Speaker, I know that generally precedents tend to conform with common sense, and
common sense has always dictated that where things are done there is a way of providing a
remedy before a remedy is forced, and the honourable member has precluded a remedy by
making a motion, which I submit is not in accordance with the procedures and practices of the
House, and I would ask Your Honour to consider that.

MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, may I say that I was taken somewhat by surprise and T'hadn't:
intended to do so, Sir, but because of the matter -- you know, Mr. Speaker; that I talked to
you in your Chambers, advised you of my concern, and was advised by you, Sir, -that the
matter would be brought up as a breach of privilege of the House to which I would have the
opportunity to expand on, and I had my motion ready only if the House Leader failed to take -
action as a result of a breach of privilege that was going to be presented by the Speaker; and
the Speaker, without advising me, Sir, without advising me, having told me as late asa
quarter to six last night that it would be his intention to do so before the Orders of the Day .
today, I was forced because if I let the opportunity go by before the Orders of the Day today, -
if I let it go by before the Orders of the Day today then I would have lost the opportunity
because this is the first opportunity I have had to put it before the House.

Now, Sir, if I haven't searched it out properly - and the rules that we used yesterday
don't apply today because the rules we used yesterday are those that apply when it's a matter
within the House. Now if there's a better way of dealing with it, Mr. Speaker, I have no objec-
tion. I've brought it up and I think I've made the point in terms of having it considered by the -
House, which is all I ask, and I think it's so serious that the House should deal with it; I would
be prepared to withdraw the motion because I agree that what would have happened had it been’
brought about in the other fashion which I had contemplated, would have been for the person
that the Speaker has claimed the breach of the House on, would have been allowed to make -
his statement, would withdraw from 'the House. the discussion would take place in his absence’
and a decision would be made. I did go that far but I must say, Mr. Speaker, that I prepared
myself in the light of the matter being presented by somebody else, and the tools that I had at
my disposal were related to that and it was the only way that I felt that I could get the matter -
before the House.

Now if there's some disposition that the matter is now before the House, I have no hesi-
tation at withdrawing the motion on the basis that, follewing consideration, I, or preferably -
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(MR. WEIR cont'd.) . . . . . because I was hoping I wouldn't have to make the motion - I
was hoping if the Speaker had considered it a breach that the House Leader, notwithstanding
the fact that he's not forced to by Rule 14(1) because it took place outside the House, I was
hoping that he would take the initiative rather than me, but I do feel so strongly about it that
I feel that it's a matter that the House must deal with. So if that's acceptable, Mr. Speaker,

I would ask leave to withdraw the motion on the basis that I've already explained the matter of
privilege that I have before the House and let the matter take its course in your hands from
there, Sir.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I take it that the Honourable Leader of the Opposition is
withdrawing the motion with an understanding that he thought that you, Sir, would be dealing
with this question. The question is now before the House, and that being the case, I wonder
whether the Honourable Minister could deal with the question himself.

HON. JOSEPH P. BOROWSKI (Minister of Transportation)(Thompson): Mr. Speaker,
think that I should . . . . ]

HON. ED, SCHREYER (Premier)(Rossmere): I believe there is a technical requirement
here. The withdrawal of the motion requires agreement; I take it it will be forthcoming but
it hagn't been requested.

MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, I asked itbe . . . leave.

MR. SPEAKER: Leave granted.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, there is one point of deference that I must make to yourself
because the Leader of the Opposition has raised it, and the Leader of the Opposition has
indicated that he dealt with this matter with yourself yesterday and that you have not dealt with
it, and there may be some misunderstanding as to why you yourself had not dealt with it, I
have to advise the Leader of the Opposition that the Speaker did speak to me about this this
morning and he indicated that the matter would have to be dealt with. I assumed that he would
also, in his Chair, ask that it be dealt with but that assumption was wrong. I think that he was
expecting me to deal with it, so therefore I wish to absolve -- the Speaker, of course, doesn't
need my absolution but to explain that his not dealing with it, his not dealing with it was no
doubt based on his understanding that I was going to. My not dealing with it was based on the
understanding that the matter was going to arise in the normal course. Therefore, I wish it
made quite clear that the Speaker was not avoiding any responsibility or avoiding any commit-
ment to the Leader of the Opposition by not taking the question up. He did speak to me about it
and I rather see that he now assumed that I would deal with it.

MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, I accept, on the point of order, I accept the Minister's state-
ment and I hope I can be forgiven because I didn't know anything about the communication that
went on between the two honourable gentlemen. I found myself with the opportunity disappear-
ing before it being looked after at all and I figured it is so serious it has to be dealt with.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I wonder whether it wouldn't be better if the Honourable
the Minister of Transportation was now given an opportunity to deal with this matter and there-
fore have it behind us.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Transportation.

MR. BOROWSKI: Mr. Speaker, may I say a few words before I come to the point that's
raised by the Leader of the Opposition. He claims that this is a serious matter and I have to
agree with him that it certainly is a serious matter when charges are made, and I recollect,
Mr. Speaker, when I entered this House a little over a year ago I was given a set of rules to
follow in this House, and at that time I said I didn't kmow that I had to go to a finishing school
to come into this House to speak. I've learned a little since that time but apparently I still
haven't learned all the rules, but one of the things, one of the rules we live by and one that I
find difficult to accept is that you cannot tell the truth in this House. The fact of the matter is,
Mr. Speaker, that we have been told you can't use words such as "phony' and "fraud'" and I
could catch any member of the Opposition stealing candy in a store, I can't say it in this House.
Those are the rules, and I don't see why -- The Leader of the Opposition says that this House
prohibits the telling the truth because the rules are - and I think everybody will agree - the
rules are that you cannot call somebody a liar even though you can prove it in a court of law.
We all know that —- (Interjection) -~

MR. SPIVAK: Prove it in a court of law. )

MR. WEIR: On a point of order, I must interject. A point of privilege rather. It is
possible to tell the truth, and if the Minister, if he has any desire to take any action against a
member of this House, it can be done by way of substantive motion. It is the same way, Sir,
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(MR. WEIR cont'd) . . . . . thatwe have of criticizing your conduct. There is only one way
in which it can be done. There is a set of rules. It is possible to tell the truth in the terms.

that there are, but one has to take the trouble to read the rule book if he wants to make state- )

ments about other members in.the House.

MR. SPIVAK: He also has to be able to support it.

MR. SCHREYER: If it's a point of order that the Honourable Leader of the Oppomtlon
has risen on, then I would like to make some further comment on that same point of order.

_ Ibelieve that what is causing the difficulty both for the Minister of Transportation and,

I might add, for the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition, is that there is a eircumstance
in which it is not possible for a member to get'up to express what he believes to be the truth,
and that is when a matter becomes a matter under the administration of justice before the
courts, or sub judice. The Honourable Leader of the Opposition I am sure will agree that in
such a circumstance it is improper under the rules to make any comment here, including an
expression of opinion which one believes-to be true. Even if one believed that to be:true, he:
is precluded from saying so simply because it is a matter that is sub judlce, and I'believe this
is the point that is causing difficulty for both honourable gentlemen.

MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order, it may be the problem for my hanourable

friend the Minister of Transportation but it's not my problem, because in terms of that rule,
that isn't the rule that just applies to this Legislature, it applies to the news media and others
in terms of public statements. It's not a law strictly related to this Legislature; it's a general
law within the Province of Manitoba, and it's related to the administration of justice and:it's. =
to be in a position to assure fairness, because that's what our:law is based on; that we're inno-
cent until we're proven guilty, but I didn't expeet to get into that debate and I was carefully
leaving that matter out because I felt that we dealt with it yesterday. I was attempting {o'avoid
that matter and to bring in the only part of the charge which I believe was more serious; which
was related to the statement that was made that left a very, very bad lmpression, I'm satisfied,
in the minds of the people of Manitoba. .

MR, BOROWSKI: . Mr. Speaker, I'm prepared to listen to the verdict of the people of
Manitoba rather than to the Leader of the Opposition. I'm sure they will make that decision
in due course and I'will accept it, as he will, as he did last June 25th. I've breached -~1am
told, Mr. Speaker, that I have no right to reflect on a House. I said that if I can't tell the
truth - I believe the statement he's concerned with - "if I can't tell the truth in this House I
won't sit in the next House,' and this apparently is unparliamentary, regardiess of what my -
feelings are and regardless of whether what I said was true or not, and if this is a breach of
the rules to refer to this House in a certain manner, certainly, Mr. Speaker, I'm prepared to
withdraw that statement. :

MR. HARRY ENNS (Lakeside): Mr. Speaker, before you accept that withdrawal .

MR. WEIR: On the point of order, I think the situation now would be to follow the course
that was set by the House Leader, would be, having made his statement, the Minister of Trans-
portation would withdraw for the balance of the debate on the question of privilege. Is that
not . . .? : :

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that if a statement, having:been made,
is accepted - and this has happened before - then we proceed. If it is not accepted,  the
Speaker must then name the member. I don't think that the Speaker has done that and there-
fore I have no course of action to take. : :

MR, ENNS: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order or point of privilege, I don't know which,
but the retraction that we've just heard wrung out of the Honourable the Minister of Transpor-
tation hardly suffices, to say the least, because unless that retraction goes far beyond this
Chamber, which I doubt very much whether it will, and retracts to the newspapers and the
media and the headlines of yesterday, -- (Interjection) -- No, it will not, because in the very
manner and way in which it was wrung out this morning: if he is being forced by somebody -
by who? his front bench ? - not to tell the truth in this Chamber, he'll play the rules. Well
now, Mr. Speaker, I don't want to belabour this point; in fact I want to forget about the Minis~
ter of Transportation for a minute because it is the front bench that I'm talking to, and it is the
First Minister that I'm talking to, and I want to make this very clear: we're starting a cam-
paign here, it's going to be a dirty campaign, but, let's get this . . . and see what's going on.

MR. SPEAKER: Order. Order please. Ibelieve that the honourable member is well
aware that he is going far beyond whatever opportunity there may be for comment at this time.
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MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure that I'll-.come right on course because I want to ask
the Attorney-General what am I being charged with, when am I being brought into court, and
what are the specific charges. And if the Attorney-General can tell me today, or at least
within six hours, what I and the Leader of the Opposition are being charged with .

MR. SPEAKER: Order. Ibelieve the House just heard the honourable minister indicate
a moment ago that he has retracted the statement that he had made.

MR. ENNS: No, Mr. Speaker, he has not to my satisfaction retracted his statement that
he has made. He has not retracted the statement that we will be guilty until a court proves us
innocent. Now if ever there has been a turnabout about an understanding of the judiciary system
and our parliamentary system in our country and in our province, and it was amply repdrted
by all, that the Leader of the Opposition will be innocent, he will apologize to the Leader of
the Opposition when a court finds him innocent. Then I think the least we can expect is to know
what we are being charged with, and Mr. Speaker, I'm not very happy about the level of the
debate that this has come down to, but let me understand, they know precisely what they are
doing. This has not been just a simple matter for the Minister of Transportation to dream up
in his . . . The First Minister and the Cabinet made this decision.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, on a point of privilege.

MR . ENNS: That they understand what's gomg on here.

MR. SPEAKER: The First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: I'm shocked, Mr. Speaker -- (Interjections) -- Yes, I am., --
(Interjections) --

: MR. SPEAKER: Order. Silence in the gallery would be appreciated.

‘MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, if I understood the Member for Lakeside correctly, and
he was suggesting that the statement made yesterday morning by the Minister of Transportation
was something that was made known to me prior to his making it here, then I really am shocked
because that is certainly not the case. It came completely unbeknownst to me and it came about
as a result of an answer to the Member for Portage la Prairie. It derived from that and was
completely unbeknownst to me, and therefore it is most unfair of the Honourable Member for
Lakeside to suggest that I somehow had some previous knowledge of it.

MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, I'm not going to argue with the First Minister. I'm just going .
to indicate to the First Minister a few facts that are well beknownst to all of us, that that
specific report - whatever it is and contains, and I don*t know - was and is and has been sitting
in front of the Minister of Transportation for the last four or five months.

MR. BOROWSKI: That's a lie.

MR. ENNS: The Member for Portage la Prairie has asked since Day One of this long
session, once every three or four weeks, will there be . .

HON. AL MACKLING, Q.C. (Attorney-General)(St. Jame s): Mr. Speaker, on a point of
privilege. I'm responsible for the assembling of information in respect to alleged violations
and I can assure the House that there have been questions put in the House in connection with
this matter and I answered questions as recently as about ten days ago as to why this report
was not available, and I answered in detail the fact that there was a large number of cases . . .

HON. SAUL CHERNIACK, Q.C. (Minister of Finance)(St. John's): May I interrupt on a
point of order ? Are you not now permitting a debate to go on, on a matter which was dealt
with and disposed of yesterday morning by very serious action of this House ? Now the Honour-
able Member for Lakeside is bringing up a matter that was dealt with and disposed of yesterday,
and on a point of order I suggest that he has no right to continue to speak along this vein. I do
suggest that we have now had a statement from the Minister of Transportation indicating that
he is not in agreement with certain of the rules but withdrawing all he said that was not in
accordance.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there are certain rules that all of us have referred to as being rules
that we would like to review, reassess and change or we don't particularly like, but the fact is
that the Minister of Transportation said that in spite of the fact that there are some rules that
he doesn't care for or agree with, he withdrew his statement in accordance with the rules, and
I suggest that this matter is now disposed of.

. MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, on the same point of order, may I say that while 1 chose not
to use it as a matter of privilege, may I say that the matter that was disposed of yesterday was
re-opened again by the Minister in the hall in the same manner as the point of privilege that I
raised, and it constitutes equally as great a point of privilege - as a matter of fact, greater -
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(MR. WEIR cont'd.) . .'. . . greater than it was yesterday because he went out and repeated
the things in the hall for public consumption, and I have a copy of the record. So, Mr. Speaker,
may I say that the assumption that was made by the Minister of Finance is not acceptable to me
because it was indicated that it was a rule of this House that stopped him from telling the truth:
and it's not a rule of this House; it's common law; it's common law; and it's not a rule of the
House and I won't leave the impression that it's a rule of the House, a special rule of the House.
It's common law, and until there is an unequivocal withdrawal of that statement by the Minister
of Transportation, I won't be satisfied. .

MR. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, I would like to complete .

MR . SPEAKER: I believe that I did hear a withdrawal by the Honourable Mmlster of
Transportation and surely honourable members will accept the Honourable Minister’s retractmn
of the statement and let us- proceed with the business of the House.

MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, I do not accept the retraction unless and until it is made
without condition. :

MR . CHERNIACK: There was no condition. : =

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, first of all, may I say that the Honourable the Attorney—
General was speaking to a point of order, a point of privilege, which T believe that he should
have the right to complete.

MR. MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, I rose on a point of privilege because there was an
accusation by the Honourable Member for Lakeside that apparently a report that had been
questioned in this House by honourable members had been in the possession of the Attorney-
General's Department or the Minister of Transportation for some months, and I had answered-
in this House questions as to why there was a delay in the compilation of this report, and it's
a matter of record that it's an embarrassing matter for me, as Attorney-General, that thig«-::
investigation was not completed earlier. It commenced in the fall of 1969 and it's been long- ..
delayed, and it's been a matter of embarrassment not only to the Attorney-General but to the
Minister of Transportation because employees of his department were suspect, and it's-been
a matter that he's had to live with and I apologize -- 1 indicated to the House that/the Investi-
gation Branch that was looking after this matter had far too much work and too few men to look
after it, and it's a matter of record, and that report was received by me, if I'm correct, at
the beginning of this week. The Crown Attorney has laid charges, as I understand it, in
respect to some persons who were named in that report. Further aspects of the investigation
are continuing. The Minister of Transportation has been the subject of questioning in this -
House; I've been the subject of questioning; there is considerable interest in it. The Minister
of Transportation does not appreciate and understand - he's not a lawyer - the niceties of not -
talking about certain details of the case, and when he talks about not being able to tell certain -
things in this House, I feel that that's part of his difficulty. But Mr. Speaker, let me assure,
let me assure the honourable member that there has been no suppression of any report --
(Interjection) —— Pardon me ? The Minister of Transportation received the report, I think,
two days ago - last Thursday. -- (Interjection) -- All right. Last Thursday night. Ileft it
with the Crown Attorney to give the Minister a copy of the report as soon as it was av&ilable.

I haven't checked the exact date.

MR . SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, on a question of privilege on a point of privilege Mr
Speaker.

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for River Heights.

MR, SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, the Attorney-General appeared on television with the :
Minister of Transportation on Friday of last week and this case was discussed, and Mr. .
Speaker, if it's necessary for the House to view that television tape and to have an indication
that the Minister of Transportation in the presence of the Attorney-General made the same
statements that were made in the House yesterday and were made outside of the House -- so
any suggestion, any suggestion here, Mr. Speaker, that this is something that just developed,
you know, this week, I say is incorrect and I suggest . . .

MR . SPEAKER: Order. Order please. I believe the honourable member is raising
another issue foreign to the matter being discussed now. The Honourable House Leader.

MR. SPIVAK: No, that's the whole point. Mr. Speaker, let me continue on this question
of privilege.

MR . SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, you ruled quite correct that the -- you ruled that 1t's ra.ising
a new matter and I don't think there's argument about that ruling. I want to go back to the
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(MR. GREEN cont'd) . . . . - Leader of the Opposition, his point, and the manner in which
the House says that it's dealt with. The point has been raised; an explanation has been given.
My understanding is that if the explanation is not accepted it has to be the Speaker who names
the member. If the Speaker names the member, then it has to be dealt with in the way it was
dealt with yesterday. But the fact that my honourable friend doesn't accept the explanation or
the retraction is not a point at issue. That is for the Speaker, to decide and Mr. Speaker has
decided that the retraction is acceptable unless -- and I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that we
now move . . -

MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker on a point of order, my original point of order with the First
Minister is being lost here.

MR. SPEAKER: Order. The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I think that you have indicated that you want the explanation
accepted, which is an indication to me that you are not going to name the honourable member.
That being the case, I submit that the matter is closed and we should proceed to the next order
of business.

"MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order that was raised by the House Leader.

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

MR, WEIR: Mr, Speaker, on the point of order raised by the House Leader. He raised
the point of order; you accepted it before the House, Mr. Speaker.

- MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Official Opposition.

MR. WEIR: On the point of order, the condition that he's talking about relates, Mr.
Speaker, to when it is a breach of privilege within the House and under Rule 14 - and under
Rule 14. My reading of the rules, and it would take me some time to find it, would be that a
breach of privilege of the House would have to be satisfactory to the House and the House can
establish its own remedy, and the substantive motion without notice would be in order by any
member of this Legislature whether it's myself or any other member of the House.

MR. PAULLEY: I suggest my honourable friend look at Beauchesne.

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

MR. LAURENT L. DESJARDINS (St. Boniface): Mr. Speaker, I'd like to speak on a
point of personal privilege as a member of this House . . .

MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, before that's allowed . . .

* MR . DESJARDINS: I allowed the First Minister to interrupt my personal point of
privilege or grievance, whatever it was.

MR . ENNS: That's correct. That's correct. Now my -- I'm quite prepared to have the
Member for St. Boniface speak on whatever he wishes to speak and it's up to you, Sir, to let
him speak, but I just must point out that the First Minister . . .

MR. SPEAKER: The Member for Lakeside has the floor.

MR . ENNS: Thank you. I think it has to be indicated on the record that it was the First
Minister who interrupted me with what he thought was reasonable grounds that I had just
finished suggesting to the front bench that the front bench were well aware of what the Minister
of Transportation was about, that there was -~ (Interjection) --

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, . . .

MR . ENNS: Well we'll go through the exercise again but I insist on havlng my right to
get up and speak again.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of privilege. The Member for Lake-
side may call it an interruption but I am putting it, Sir, as a point of privilege on my part,
because the Member for Lakeside is again intimating that the Minisier of Transportation's
statement yesterday came as something that was known to me in advance, and he should really
know that that wasn't the case. In fact it came, the statement came in response to a question
that was asked that same morning, yesterday morning, by the Honourable the Member for
Portage la Prairie, and it was the answer given by the Minister of Transportation from which
derived the question of privilege of the House, and it came unbeknownst'to me. The honourable
member, I'm sure, will want to accept my word for it.

MR. ENNS: Well Mr. Speaker, when the First Minister makes a direct appeal to me
it's always —- it isn't difficult for me to accept it, so I'll modify to say that "some" of the
members, because very obviously -- (Interjections) ~- and there's the Attorney-General getting
up and standing beside him.

- MR. GREEN: On a point of privilege .
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MR. ENNS: He'snoteh? =- (Interjections) -~ He didn't; he didn't know:-anything about: -
.2 B - i
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of privilege and I say, Mr. Speaker, that
what we have just witnessed undoes or makes small by comparison anything that has happened
not only in the last day or the last week, but in all of the four years that I have sat in this
Legislature. So let not —- you know, 1 indicated to the Member for River Heights, and I
indicated in what I thought was a very solemn way even though it apparently comes from &
frantic fanatic, but what I said was that the expressions that were being used and the method

of dealing with what the government proposals were, the use of the word "theft", the attack. .-
that was made on the Attorney-General, that it was bound to explode and that people of lesser =
temperament were going to start inflating the debate to a degree that members on.the opposite
side would regret. Now Mr. Speaker, that has been climaxed by the statement that has just. .
been made by the Member for Lakeside, and Mr. Speaker, on a point of personal privilege, 1
can tell you that what I had to do yesterday was the most difficult thing that I've had to do since.
I've sat in this Legislature, that I certainly could never have made the remarks that were: made
by the Minister of Transportation, nor could I have been collusive with anybody making such:
remarks because they.go against everything that I believe, and I told the Minister this, whether
the Member for Lakeside will accept it or not, and the Minister is a very good friend of mine, :
and I told him that saying what he said, to me was to cut the ground from out of everything that
I believe. And for the Member to now say that I colluded - and that's what he said - thatI
colluded in the making of those remarks, is - and I repeat - it supersedes and makes small by
comparison anything that has been said by any member of this House.

MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, the righteousness does come to.the surface on the most unique
occasions. -- (Interjection) -- Let me retract, let me retract . . .

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, on a point of privilege, I would want the honourable memher
to retract those remarks.

MR . ENNS: Yes,Mr. Speaker, I'll retract those remarks. I'll retract all of those
remarks, and simply indicate to you that since last Fall it's been common knowledge, since
last Fall it's been common knowledge . . .

MR. CHERNIACK: Mr. Speaker, on a point of prxvilege 1 would like cla.riﬁcatlon from
the honourable member as to whether he's retracting the remarks insofar as the Premier and
the House Leader or insofar as he took some or more of the members of the front bench.

MR. ENNS:. Well, Mr. Speaker, it's on the waiting list somewhere along the line.-
There was a time, of course, Mr. Speaker, that when you talked about the government and
referred to any member of the Treasury Bench, you were in fact talking about the government.
That has gone, of course, and I recognize that this is a new order. So I'll withdraw the-
remark. I find it difficult to withdraw the remark with respect to the Attorney-General who,
after all, was beside the Minister of Transportation publicly on the C.B.C. TV program when
the Minister of Transportation . . .

MR. MACKLING: What didI say?

MR. ENNS: The fact that you were not aware . . .

MR. MACKLING: . . . speak the truth,

MR, ENNS: Well listen - you haven't been listening.

MR. MACKLING: . . . no innuendo . . .

MR. ENNS: You haven't been listening to what has been said. I have indicated to you
that the subject matter not necessarily and I take this - certainly this is part of the retrac-
tion - not necessarily the roughness of the speech, the uncouthness of the speech, the slander -
ousness of the speech, but certainly the subject matter, the subject matter was known to the
members of the government.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, .

MR. ENNS: And now I'm speaking about the subject matter that . . .

MR. SCHREYER: That is precisely that point that I rise on a -- precigely that point,
that last statement by the Member for Lakeside that I believe constitutes a point of privilege
again, because the Member for Lakeside is suggesting that the subject matter of the investiga-
tion was known to certain members of the Treasury Bench and the House. That certainly may
well be, but the point is that he suggested earlier this morning that the report had been in the
possession, the actual report of investigation had been in the hands of members of the Crown
for considerable time, and on that there can be no mistake, Mr. Speaker. The report was not
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(MR. SCHREYER cont'd.) . . . . .received, according to the advice that I've been given,
was not received until late last week, either Thursday or Friday, one of those two days, and
the Member for Lakeside should accept that to be the fact.

MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, I have no difficulty, no difficulty in accepting that as being
the fact and withdrawing those remarks and that area that proved to be offensive to the mem-
bers of the government. I believe, and I really can't understand, Mr. Speaker, why there's
been such a deliberate effort on the part of the government, particularly the front row, why
this great show of sensitivity with what I believe has been describing a situation that has been
common knowledge to all of us in this House since last Fall. Simply, not dealing with the
reports, not dealing with anything else, if I made statements specific to the reports, timé of
their entry, I withdraw, I retract. But Mr. Speaker, . . .

© MR. GREEN: The Honourable Member misunderstands.

MR, ENNS: Please.

‘MR. GREEN: Well on a point of privilege, Mr. Speaker, he suggested that the First -
Minister - that was his first suggestion, which was outrageous - and then he suggested that if:
it's not the First Minister, other members of the Cabinet colluded with the Minister of Trans-
portation in the statements that he was making yesterday.

MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, there's something drastically getting out of . . . I can be
accused of being guilty until a court finds me innocent, and today all really what I'm trying to
do is make no charges — make no charges, but describe circumstances as I see them, and I'll
do them within parliamentary language. Mr. Speaker, you really have to go back a little bit
in this little particular bit of viciousness that we've seen yesterday morning, and we have to.
remember, we have to remember that the First Minister referred to in the previous adminis-
tration was that Minister that had to evict the Honourable Minister of Transportation.

MR. SPEAKER: Order. Order. Order, please. I'm sure that the honourable member
would agree that anything which has transpired in the early portion of yesterday morning's
sitting -~ because it has already been dealt with by the House, and I would.appreciate if the
honourable member would not make any reference to anything which may have transpired during
that time.

MR . -ENNS: Well Mr. Speaker, that seems to be our recurring difficulty. I accept your
ruling and I'm not dealing with anything that occurred within the House. I'm dealing with the
subject matter that occurred right after your ruling, right after the admonition by the First
Minister, and which received and is receiving this morning, to which I'm getting . . .

MR . GREEN: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order. On what motion, on what question on
what proceeding, is the honourable. member now rising? Whatis . . .?

MR. ENNS: On a point of personal privilege.

MR. GREEN: Well Mr. Speaker, there is no point of personal privilege. That was
dealt with yesterday. A member of the House, a Minister of the Crown was suspended which
is the utmost punishment that . . .

MR. ENNS: And I was asked to resign too.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, but these things have happened. Now the House is supposed
to have a form of proceeding, and I submit that the member is not proceeding within any of the
avenues of which he is permitted to proceed in this House, and that matter should therefore be
closed.

MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, to bring the matter to a head, which I think would be desirable
at this point, I would like to move, feeling a clear-cut retraction, unconditional retraction by
the Minister -- I'm prepared to sit down and see if there's an unconditional one coming. Mr.
Speaker, in my view there wasn't one.-- (Interjections) -- Well, Mr. Speaker, I'm going to
bring it to a head and I'm not going to argue with the Minister of Finance. I'm going to sit
down momentarily to see if the Member for Thompson wants to clear my mind; following that
I propose to take action which the Speaker can rule in order or rule out of order as he sees fit,
and he can take it under advisement if he sees fit. I think that this is maybe the best procedure
to stop a battle at this stage of the game.

MR. PAULLEY: Mr. Speaker, I wonder if I may speak on a point of privilege.

MR. SPEAKER: . . . the Honourable Minister has a point of privilege, I believe that
the Honourable Member for St. Boniface has been desperately attempting to rise on a point of
privilege for the last half hour.

MR. DESJARDINS: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I'd like to say that I'm also
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(MR. DESJARDINS cont'd) . . . . . rising on a question of privilege - privilege of a ‘member
of this House, because I think that today that our very legislative system and democracy is:in -
danger. T do not agree at all with the words, the accusation made by the Member for Lakeside,
but I'm very glad he made them because I was trying to find a way myself to impress on all the
members of this House how eagy it is to start something. I could stand up here today and say,
all right, there's an election; I've got something on a member of the Cabinet and one of these
days 1"l tell you: And what would happen? Never mind the point of privilege; I waited long
enough. ‘1 hope I'll have a chance to talk., This is'a privilege < my privilege. And I say that-.
this is -~ it's obvious the way it was done by the Member for Lakeside. Like I say, I thank him
for doing so because I hope it will impress on us, and especially on the Minister of Transporta-
tion, how difficult, how impossible it would be to have any kind of order at all if we didn't have
some rules, and I'm one that finds it very hard to obey the rules and I remember that I was
nearly named not too long ago for saying that somebody lied and I understand what-the Minister
sdaid. I understand that it's difficult when you're trying to say this Minister is not saying the
truth. I understand that. :

But today I say that our system is in danger because while some of us are trying to. )
cooperate to prevent an election, it is obvious that others are frying to precipitate an election,
and if we go to the people in this kind of atmosphere, if we go to the people right now - Mr.
Speaker, I'm not convinced that these people are innocent. There was an accusation made-and
it stays on a human being; it stays with me. I always respected these people and right now I'm
not too sure, and I don't think that's right and I think that the big responsibility here, I hope
that we will maybe back up a bit and not —— if we let this thing to, if we go to the people and
this is what everybody is playing now, getting set for the election. And if we go to the people
in this kind of spirit we're going to destroy our very parliamentary system., And]I think the ::
responsibility is on the First Minister and I don't believe that he knew anything about that, and
I think that the First Minister for the good of the parliamentary system, for the good of .
democracy and for the privilege of all the members of this House and all Manitobans, has to
very -clearly indicate to the people of Manitoba that they will not, come what may, there won't-
be an election until this thing is settled. It's too late to just apologize now. It's too late. It's
too late. There's something -- listen to some of the radio stations and so on. There's some-
thing in the heart and there's hate in the people of Manitoba now. They are choosing --they .
are trying to look to see if there's something wrong. I'm not defending anybody but I will not ::
defend also the action of somebody that says repeatedly, well I'm ignorant, I only have grade2
or grade 5. ' You have to have a little common sense, a little love of your neighbour. You
don't make accusations like that . You don't make accusations like that; "you do just the
respectable way.

This is what I think is coming up today, this is what we have to deal on. I hope that we
could quit and I hope that the First Minister will in no uncertain terms show the people of
Manitoba that if he wants an election he's going to call an election. He's not going to be
forced into an election and it's going to be an election that's not going to try to smear people
of Manitoba, people who have worked for 11 or 10 years. If they are guilty the court will find:
them guilty, and we as lawmakers of this country; of this province, should at least obey these
laws. If they are no good, well dammit throw them out, but let's not say we can't tell the truth.
Let's not play to the gallery and let's not just say all we need here is that I'll apologize when
the damage is done.

If I could translate what Voltaire said in French, mentez, mentez . . . quelque chose, -
in other words, lie, lie, there's always be something missing. I'm ashamed of being a
member of this House. I'm ashamed of being a member of this House and I hope like hell that
we are not going to go to the public in this phoney, trumped-up thing of somebody running on
an accusation for them. Sure, let's get everybody against the establishment, it's popular,

But what establishment ? 'The establishment is not always wrong. If the establishment is
wrong, why does the First Minister stand up and say the words that he said to the Queen when
she came in.” We are fighting for these rights. I hope like heck we don't go in-an election on
this issue, because then it's a sad day indeed for Manitoba.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Labour.

MR. PAULLEY: It is very difficult for me, who has had the privilege so long, to find
that after all of these years we find a situation like this in this Legislature. I can understand
people of presumably goodwill getting upset over statements made in this House and outside of
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(MR. PAULLEY cont'd) . . . . .it. WhenI was first elected in 1953 I accepted an cbligation
to my province. When the electorate decided last June 25th to elect the lady and the members
of this Assembly, they placed their confidence in the respective constituencies in their judg-
ment, and in the hope that the business of Manitoba would be forwarded in the judgment of
members of this Assembly.

It is historic that in the British parliamentary system that there are rules of the conduct
of this House and the privileges of this House. I have sat through many vigorous debates. 1
have seen, during my 17-odd years, accusation after accusation levied against members of
this House, but throughout it all I think, Mr. Speaker, I have seen, in general, a respect for
the presiding officer of this Assembly, the Speaker which we are not observing today.

I don't give a continental whether we go into an election today or tomorrow, but I do
care, as a member of this House, that the House has privileges, it has responsibilities and
obligations, and that is to respect the presiding officer of this House and this is my privilege.
Beauchesne and various Speakers in Canada, and in the Old Land as well, has laid down rules
of conduct for parliamentary assemblies. Throughout the debate we had yesterday - and I know
that it's improper really to reflect on the debate and I hope that I may be given that opportunity
- throughout the debate yesterday and the debate today we have seen emotionalism rise upon
good judgment on all sides of the House. We are not on this side of the House any better than
those on the other side of the House, because on a matter of parliamentary procedure, Mr.
Speaker, there are no sides of the House.

Our privileges are equal insofar as the conduct of members and the rules of the House.
It is true that as we listen to the by-lines and the B-lines on the radios today, we hear person
after person referring to the debacle that is happening in this House at the present time. I .
suggest that it is a debacle, Mr. Speaker, and I want to appeal to all of the members of the
House to allow their good judgment to prevail now over their emotions and let's get on with
the business of Manitoba.

We have been in this Assembly, Sir, since early spring. We have created a record in
Manitoba, as far as I am aware, the longest session we have ever had. And what we conceived
a few weeks ago, the possibility of the ending of the session, and indeed, Sir, the possibility
of going into an election on certain issues, but surely, Mr. Speaker, this is no way for men
and women of presumably goodwill to end a session. I recall the fight that we had when we had
investigations into Grand Rapids when there were charges levied about political patronage in
the building of some of the roads here in Manitoba, and I sat and listened. I well recall the
debates that we had in this House on the question of members' pensions and pensions for cabinet
ministers when at times there were heated debates. But they were resolved. I recall well the
debates that we had in this House dealing with the purchase of property for the Centennial
complex which resulted in one of the honourable ministers of the Crown w1thdrawing and
leaving, but we overcame.

I want to appeal, as one who has attempted to serve - and in my serving I know, Mr.
Speaker, that there have beern times when I too -have violated the rules and orders of this
House - I appeal to my honourable friends to stop this type of action in this House now.
Nothing will be gained. It may be that the explanation or the apology or whatever you want to
call it, the statement of one of the honourable members is not acceptable to another, but I do
appeal - 1 do appeal - let's end this absolute nonsense, the violation of the principles of
democracy that we have held so true for so long and let's get on with the business of trying to
be parliamentarians and legislators in the interest of the province as a whole.

What more can I say? This may be my last - who knows? I would accept it if it is to be,
but what a heck of a way, if that is the case, to end a period of service.

So, Mr. Speaker, may I finally say to all members of this House, cool down, no one is
going to be satisfied I am sure. ButI also want to appeal, Mr. Speaker, to all members of
this House to respect you - not Mr. Benjamin Hanuschak, the Member for Burrows, but to
respect you as the authority of this House, to respect you as the gentleman that we elected as
the Speaker of this House. Let's end this waste of valuable time of all of us that will achieve
nothing. .

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Offlcial Opposition.

MR . WEIR: Mr. Speaker, on the point of order that was raised by the Minister of
Labour, -and I think it was a point of order, I am interested to note his first admonition was
on members really-on this side to stop the nonsense. I would just like to recall that it wasn't
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(MR. WEIR cont'd) .. . . . . usthat started it. The other thing that bothered me, Mr..
Speaker, is that I appeared to get the impression that he believes that I was challenging some
position of the Speaker.- If that's the case, I would like to straighten it out because what
happened . . . :

MR, PAULLEY: May I clarify for my honourable frlend that I meant no reflection on
any individual in the House but the House itself.

MR. WEIR: .I attempted earlier to bring the matter to a head and 1 would do so now,

Sir, with your permission. There is a feeling by some that a motion isn't in order. There

is a feeling by myself, based on pages 107 and 117 of May, that a motion would be in order,
and I would be prepared to move the motion, after having given the Minister of Transportation
another opportunity, on the understanding that the Speaker would not rule on it now, that he
could have a look at May and Beauchesne and what have you and come back in and maybe we'll
have a precedent that will be of some value to us in the future in dealing with matters of this
kind. I think that what Itried to do some time ago was to stop the debate, give the Speaker an
opportunity to look at his various rulings and to sort things out in that respect. .

So I don't want to move the motion-if the Minister of Transportation is prepared to hn.ve
the unconditional retraction that he made, not related to the rules of the House and so on, then
I'm prepared to accept it and not move the motion. If that's not the case, I'm prepared to
live by my rights under the rules, move the motion, have the Speaker consider it and either
agree that it's in order the next time we meet or disagree that it's in order the next time we_ '
meet. So if I have permission now, I would see if the Minister of Transportation wants to
enter the debate again.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Tra.nsportation.

MR. BOROWSKI: Mr. Speaker, I have already made the retraction that was asked for
by the Leader of the Opposition and I'm not going to make public deals in this gallery with
him or anybody else on that side.

MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Member for Riel, that the Honourable
Member from Thompson be suspended from the service of the House for the balance of the :
current session.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I take it that you are going to do as the Leader of the
Opposition suggested, that you are going to consider the advisability of the motion. I want to
indicate to the Leader of the Opposition that it may be that the members on our side would
want to make representations to the Speaker. If we do so, we will forward copies of any
representations in writing to the members of the opposition.

MR. WEIR: Well that would be satisfactory to me. I think, Mr. Speaker,that in present-
ing the motion 1 tried to be fair, I tried to indicate the pages of May that I thought would be of
consideration to the Speaker, and if there is any -- I'm not really trying to be difficult, I'm
trying to have the matter dealt with.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: One point that would be helpful would be to get some further clarifica-
tion from the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition as to what he regards to be the conditions.
The Honourable Leader of the Opposition seems to think that there were certain conditions
attached to the Minister's retraction, and frankly, Sir, I think that this might be the crux of
the point that is under contention, If the honourable leader could indicate what he regards as
the conditions that were attached, because I, like I believe you, Sir, regard the Minister's.
statement as being a retraction, a retraction without condition as to the retraction. Whatever
other words were uttered by the Minister of Transportation is simply an indication of his
attitude, but not to be taken as a condition attached to the retraction.

I can well - and I believe, Sir, I could be of some guidance to you with respect to the
motion before us if you wish some further debate or discussion on this before coming to a
ruling on it - I can recall on a number of occasions when an honourable member after having
been asked to withdraw by the Chair, did withdraw. One in particular, the late Member for
Morris, who on at least one occasion, and I believe two in the course of several years, made
a statement which later he was required to retract by the Chair and he did so, saying however
that while he might under the rules be prevented from saying something, therefore he retracted
it, but he couldn't be prevented from thinking it. And those were his words. Nevertheless, it
was taken as a retraction without condition.

1 can also recall former circumstances, for example when Donald Fleming who was later
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(MR . SCHREYER cont'd) . . . . . appointed Minister of Finance, was requested by the
Chair to make a retraction. He made a retraction which was not acceptable to the Chair, and
he refused to alter that so he was named and suspended from the House for the balance of that

sitting. That having been done, he was re-admitted and the requirement of the rules were met.

I take it from the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition that at least one thing is
clear, that it is not the statement that was made yesterday morning that is under contention
because that was dealt with under the rules of this House. The Leader of the Opposition
properly is dealing with something that was said after that, and I concur with the Honourable
the Leader of the Opposition, unlike the Member for Lakeside he is not confusing the two points
of privilege, so we are dealing with what was said after the first incident, what was said out-
side this House. It has come before you, Sir; in a way that will enable you to rile. The Min-
ister has been asked for a retraction; he has made a retraction. The Leader of the Opposition
regards the retraction however to have some kind of condition attached to it and that seems to
be in the end the point to which we.come: is there some kind of a condition that is unacceptable
under the rules. Frankly, Sir, my understanding of the retraction is that there was no condi-
tion attached, merely an expression of attitude or view but that's all.

MR. WEIR: Mr. Speaker, again we have a difference of opinion, the First Minister and
1 - just a slight one - but may I say that in reference to the point of privilege, the point of
privilege I used, and I said I referred only to the part that I considered to be a privilege and a
breach of the House itself. The matter that was raised by the Member for Lakeside was said
after the debate in the House, so he has a personal point of privilege on that as well. I have
excluded myself from taking up the point of privilege that I feel I rightfully have, because my
concern is the one related to the House, and it's a matter of whether or not the truth can be
told in the House under our rules. The Minister of Transportation said he would withdraw, he
would withdraw but only because the rules said he couldn't tell the truth, which is the same
statement that he made outside the House. He made the same statement in his withdrawal that
he made outside the House, so that in fact I don't really have a retraction at all in terms of the
House.

Now what I would like is a retraction that it is possible to tell the truth in the House -
you know, a complete reversal of that position because I think this is what the system is based
on, is telling the truth in the Legislature. I think that an apology to the House would be quite
in order, but I'll forego the apology as long as I have an unconditional statement by the Minis-
ter of Transportation that it is possible to tell the truth in the House the same as it would be on
the radio station or anything else. The only law that we've got is & common law that is bother-
ing him making the statement he wants in this instance.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, I think that perhaps we are coming towards resolution
of the problem that seems to be taking up so much time in dealing with. I think that everyone
could accept the statement that there are certain fundamental rules and procedures under
common law and of this House which make it improper for anyone to comment thereon.
Whether it's true or not, it's just improper to comment thereon and there should be an apology
that there was comment made on it. There was a retraction, an apology in effect in that
respect, se we are not disagreeing in substance. :

MR. WEIR: . . . disagreeing in substance that it should happen, but the fact is, Mr.
Speaker, I must say that the manner in which it was given, that in making it he attached the
same condition, the statement he made outside the House. It wasn't limited in any way, shape
or form, it was the general statement —- (Interjection) -- I have asked him to take it under
advisement. Mr. Speaker, you know the First Minister brought it up, and if he wants to
continue in debate with me I'm prepared to. I tried to cut it off.

MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. i

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. CHERNIACK: Mr. Speaker, I wish to lay con the table the report of the Manitoba
Telephone System issued by Touche Ross & Company for the year ending March 31, 1970. As
soon as I am supplied with the printed report, I will see to it that all members will receive
copies.

' MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader of the Liberal Party.

MR. G. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, when I spoke earlier on the amendment to Bill 56,
in reading the amendment, in the typing there were three words left out and I would like to
make the correction. Have I permission to make the correction? (Agreed) That the proposed
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(MR, G, JOHNSTON cont'd.) . . ... motion be amended be deleting all the ‘words after the
word "instructed" in line three thereof and that the following be substituted: : "to thoroughly -
study and report back to the House on the" - and these are the words that are left out —.""cost ;
of the proposed government automobile insurance plan inciuding the amendments proposed by
the First Minister on August 5, 1970, and to make an analysis of the premiums which Manitoba
motorists would have to pay for coverage., "

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD

MR SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside. :

MR, ENNS: I direct a question, Mr. Speaker, to the Honourable the Attomey—General
Can the Attorney-General inform me as to whether or not his department is preparing charges
against me at this time? : . .

MR, MACKLING: The answer is a categoric no.

MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Municipal Affairs :

HON, HOWARD R, PAWLEY (Minister of Municipal Affairs) (Selkirk): Mr, Speaker, .
last week the Honourable Member for Ste. Rose, further to an answer I had given to him in re~
spect to assessments at Steep Rock, Manitoba, wanted to know if those in Steep Rock that were
dissatisfied with their reassessment could appeal to the Local Government District Administra-
tor. 1Iam pleased to advise that the information has now been forwarded to the Admlnistrator
so that those dissatisfied may do so,

MR. GILDAS MOLGAT (Ste. Rose): I want to thank the Minister for his reply.

MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside.

MR. ENNS: Mr, Speaker, I direct a further.question to the Honourable the Attomey—
General. Is his department preparing charges against the former Minister, Mr, Stewart
McLean, and the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition?

MR, MACKLING: Mr. Speaker, I don't think the question is one that should be put or that
I should answer, but I'm very happy to tell the honourable member that I am not aware of any
charges under any consideration against any members of the House.

MR, CHERNJACK: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, I think it's improper to ask the
kind of questions that are being asked. I understand the desire for it, but if it doesn't go on
record that it is improper, then it seems to me that any member can get up and ask are you con-
sidering laying charges against John Smith or John Doe. The Attorney-General did answer and
I don't fault him for answering it because of the uncertainty that seemed to exist, but for the
record I would think that you should not permit such questions in the future.

MR, SPEAKER: This point is well taken.

MR. ENNS: On the same point of order. . .

MR, SPEAKER: Order please. The Chair has ruled on the matter. The Honourable
Member for River Heights,

MR, SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, I have a question for the Attorney-General. I wonder if he
would inform the Minister of Transportation of the three answers he has just given.

MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable Memb er for Morris.

MR, WARNER H, JORGENSON (Morris): I would like to direct my question to the Minister
of Agriculture and ask him when farmers who have submitted claims for crop insurance last
fall will be paid by the government agency, the Manitoba Crop Insurance Corporation ?

HON, SAMUEL USKIW (Ministerof Agriculture) (Lac du Bonnet): Mr, Speaker, I have no
knowledge of any such situation, If the honourable member would be prepared to supply me
with details I would be prepared to look into the matter.

ORDERS OF THE DAY - MOTIONS FOR PAPERS

MR, SPEAKER: Order for Return. The Honourable House Leader of the Liberal Party.

MR, G, JOHNSTON: Mr, Speaker, I beg to move, seconded by the Member for Assini-
boia, that an Order of the House do issue for a Return showing the following information with
regard to the Grey Cup Game played in Montreal in November of 1969 and expenditures by the
Manitoba Government relative to it,

(1) The names and occupations of any persons who attended as representatives of the
Manitoba Government,

(2). The total amount of expenses paid by the Manitoba Government for or on behalf of any
person who attended (whether as an official representative or not) and the breakdown of each
such person's expenses, :
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(MR, G, JOHNSTON cont'd.) .

(3) The cost of construction of the float entered in the parade and any other costs associ-
ated with the float and the parade and to whom such costs were paid.

(4) Any other costs giving the amount, the purpose and to whom they were paid.

(5) The total cost of Manitoba's involvement.

MR, SPEAKER presented the motion.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR, SCHREYER: Yes, I just want to indicate that we don't anticipate any problem in ob-
taining this information.

MR, CHERNIACK: Mr, Speaker, if I may, the only probiem I see is that question 5 is a
very broad one and I should think -- I mean by that, Mr. Speaker, that my impression is that
this was part of general preparation for the Manitoba Centennial, and I'm assuming that the
mover intends to limit question 5 to the total cost of Manitoba's involvement in regard to the
Grey Cup game and Manitoba's participation therein from the Treasury Branch. I think that we
would like that kind of clarification, and if the Honourable Leader of the Liberal Party could .

MR. G. JOHNSTON: That is correct.

MR, SPEAKER put the question and after a voice vote declared the motmn carried,

MR, SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR, SCHREYER: Mr, Speaker, I move, seconded by the Honourable the Minister of
Finance, that Mr, Speaker do now leave the Chair and the House resolve itself into'a Commit-
tee of the Whole to consider the following bill: No. 134, an Act to amend The Election Act (2).

MR, SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried
and the House resolved itself into a Committee of the Whole with the Honourable Member for
Elmwood in the Chair,

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE HOUSE

MR, CHAIRMAN: Bill 134, an Act to amend The Election Act. We are dealing with the
proposed amendment of the Honourable Member for Ste. Rose that the bill be reported to the
House with the recommendation that the subject matter be referred to the Special Committee of
the House on the Rules and Standing Orders of this Assembly for further study between sessions
of the Legislature. Are you ready for the question? The Honourable Member for Ste.  Rose.

MR, MOLGAT: I don't intend to extend the debate which was started yesterday on this
matter. Frankly, Ihad thought that when I had spoken on two occasions previously, on one of
them at least I indicated that this would be a good move and I thought that the government was in
agreement with it, Yesterday, it was clear that the government is not in agreement with
referring the bill itself. The view is that the bill should be passed - and I don't hold that strong
opinions on the subject provided that there is in fact going to be a continuing study of the Act,
because I am not satisfied that the bill goes as far as it should. There are many other things
in the Act that should be changed and I think that the guiding principle that we should observe in
the Election Act is to make it easy for people-to vote, to remove all the ridiculous rules that
we have at times and the encumbrances that deter people from voting.

The objective should be the involvement of as many people as we can in the whole process,
and have the whole structure 8o that we encourage voting rather than discourage it. I think
there are many other areas here where we could improve the Act itself. I don't mean to say to
make it so that there can be fraudulent elections or improper elections at all, but that we should
constantly work to improve the bill. Our methods of communication have changed so much that
I think there are some new things that we could do to simplify it.

So I'm not going to insist on baving the bill itself referred. I the general view is that
the bill should be passed now, I am prepared to accept that but only on the condition that there
is a continuing review of the total of the Act.

MR, SCHREYER: Mr. Chairman, I spoke yesterday morning with respect to Bill 134 and
the proposed amendment moved by the Honourable Member for Ste, Rose. I really wouldn't
like to repeat what I said yesterday, but with respect to the specific statement made today by
the Member for Ste. Rose, recommending as he did that the subject matter of the Election Act,
including the subject matter of this bill which when passed becomes part of the Election Act, be
referred to a standing committee for further study and that the committee could probe into dif-
ferent ways and means of improving the Election Act even more, Iam in complete agreement
with the Honourable Member for Ste. Rose and can assure him without any equivocation
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(MR, SCHREYER con t'd.) ... .. ‘whatsoever that the appropriate standing committee can
be convened, will be convened in order to go further into possible ways and means of 1mprov— .
ing the election law of Manitoba, This is what the honourable member recommends; it is a
recommendation that receives complete and unconditional support.

MR. CHAIRMAN put the question and after a voice vote declared the motion carried.

MR, JACOB M, FROESE (Rhineland): Was there not a.motion made by the Member for
Ste. Rose before the House? Are we voting on that particular motion?

MR. SCHREYER: Mr, Chairman, the motion as you put it verbally was not that motion.
Now there is a technical difficulty here.. The Member for Ste. Rose indicated he would be pre~
pared not to proceed with his amendment but it was not formally withdrawn. - In any case you
did not state it, so I think at this point the proper procedure to follow is either to ask the. =
Member for Ste. Rose if he wishes leave to withdraw the amendment, or failing that, to put
the question on his amendment.

MR, CHAIRMAN: Well I read the motion originally and I assumed the members
knew what we were dealing with, but if necessary I will re-read the motion, asking honourable
members to pay attention and call the vote again. :

MR, SCHREYER: .., . consulting, may I take the opportunity to ask the Member for
Ste. Rose if it was his intention to withdraw the amendment: I understood him to mean that,
although I confess that I understand he didn't actually formally withdraw it.

MR, CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Ste. Rose.

MR, MOLGAT: Mr, Chairman, Ihave no objection to withdrawing the motion. I have to
do it by leave in that case at this point, so by leave I withdraw my motion .,

MR, CHAIRMAN: Does the member bave leave? .(Agreed)

MR, CHAIRMAN: Bill 134 be reported -- passed.

MR. GREEN: I move the committee rise, oL

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise. Call in the Speaker., Mr, Speaker, your committee
has considered Bill No, 134 with amendments and begs leave to sit again,

IN SESSION

MR. RUSSELL DOERN (Elmwood): Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the Honourable
Member - for Crescentwood, that the report of the committee be received. ‘

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

MR. GREEN: Mr, Speaker, those items of business are the only government business .
that are on the Order Paper, It is not our desire that we proceed into Private Members' Reso-
lutions or orders until we deal with the other matters. There being no other matters, the third
reading we'll deal with this afternoon - apparently there's some amendments that have to be
dealt with mechanically, and on that basis, Mr, Speaker, I move, seconded by the Minister --
the Member for Ste. Rose has risen. . . .

MR, MOLGAT: Mr. Chairman, before the Minister makes his motion, in view of the _
fact that we will obviously have some time on our hands, would it not be proper to proceed with
the private members' matters that stand? It has been the practice of the House in the past to
always dispose of Private Members' Resolutions here and this House has never done otherwise,
and would it not be sensible to make use of our time and deal with them ?

MR, GREEN: Well, Mr, Speaker, I'm just a little worried about . the government busi-
ness and its being proceeded with. There are new bilis coming in and the government did per-
mit an adjournment of its own business, but we don't wish to give precedence to the Private
Members' Resolutions., The honourable member is correct in referring to the precedent; I'm.
not talking about the precedent, I'm talking about the manner in which the government wishes to
proceed at this time with regard to the matters on the Order Paper. I recognize the honourable
member's suggestion that the time could be used; I also recognize some difficulties from our
point of view and that's the basis on which I'm adjourning the House.

MR, DONALD W, CRAIK (Riel): Before the Honourable House Leader places the motion,
Mr. Speaker - I gather he was about to move the adjournment of the House. - but in considera-
tion of the fact that we have been many weeks having foregone the Private Memb ers® Resolu-
tions, I think that consideration should be given at this time to move into the Private Members'
Resolutions 80 we can complete the rest of the morning and have at least another hour and this
does not then lay it all over until the final few hours of the session when they all come under
the guillotine. There are a number of resolutions, particularly Bill No, 114 which should be
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(MR, CRAIK cont'd.) . .. .. discussed at this time, a Public Bill that should be consldered
and I suggest we carry on with that,

MR, SCHREYER: Mr, Speaker, if I may speak to the motion before us and for further
clarification, and in particular with reference to what was said by the Member for Ste. Rose
and the Member for Riel, it was our thought that perhaps the Opposition would in any case want
time with respect to Bill 56 and what has been said by myself in the course of debate yesterday.
I got the impression that the Opposition might want more time, However, if they feel they don't
need more time, which they could take now after adjournment this morning and so on to give
thought to Bill 56, if they don't wish that time then we could proceed this morning with the
Private Members' Public Bill No, 114,

In a sense the choice is theirs; if they wish to proceed rather than take the time to con-
sider certain aspects of Bill 56, then we would be prepared to carry on for the balance of this
morning's sitting and deal with Bill 114,

MR, MOLGAT: Well, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate -- I was not aware of what the
government's intention were. I thought we were not going to deal with Private Members at any
time. -
Now certainly we do want more time on Bill 56. The problem that we have at the moment
is that we do not have a text of the comments of the First Minister yesterday nor do we have
any specific amendments that he bas proposed. If we had those - we have certain notes that we
made during the debate, of course, but we don't have the specific text or the amendments. Now
it would be very helpful to us if we eould have those submitted and then we would consider
them.

MR, SCHREYER: Well, Mr, Speaker, I can attempt to have that in the hands of honour-
ablegentlemen very quickly I hope, but in any case may I remind my honourable friends that
my remarks yesterday consisted of four basic points or elements, I'm just assuming that they
well recall what those four essential elements were, which is what have to be dealt with rather
than much of the detail that was contained therein, However, if honourable members do not
wish to take any of the time this morning to dxscuss Bill 56 amongst themselves, then we could
proceed alternatively,

MR, MOLGAT: Mr, Speaker, as far as I am concerned I would be prepared this morn-
ing to have the adjournment now, This afternoon though, if we were to run out of Bill 56 for -
example - I don't know if the government ‘intends to accept adjournments or not - but if we were,
1 would hope that we would not simply be adjourning at 3:30 or 4:00 o'clock and could not then
proceed with Private Members. If there could be notice given to the members of the House
that when we do run out of government business we will proceed with Private Members, then
they would probably be ready to speak at that time.

MR, PAULLEY: Mr, Speaker, if I may, my honourable friend made reference to the
text of the statement made by the Honourable First Minister yesterday. It might be, Mr.
Speaker, that he would be able to supply copies to the caucus. If my honourable friend the
Member for Ste. Rose was wondering about the production of Hansard, I think as the Minister
responsible for the Queen's Printer that I must say to the House that I doubt very much whether
Hansard would be availablein a short period of time because I was requested by the House, or
the House requested that the transcripts of the hearings on the Committee of Public Utilities
on Bill 56 be made available as quickly as possible, and in the light of that request within the
House I directed, or asked the Queen's Printer that, if it was necessary, to defer production
of Hansard in favour of the productionofthe representations in the Committee of Publie Util-
ities.

So I want my honourable friend, if he was referring to its production in Hansard, I doubt
whether that would be rapid, although I understand from my leader that it may be possible to
obtain copies of the remarks that he made yesterday for the caucuses as quickly as possibie
for their consideration. I say this so that my honourable friend the Member for Ste. Rose
knows the predicament that I'm in as the Minister of Government Services to whom the Queen's
Printer is responsible,

"MR, MOLGAT: Mr. Speaker, no, I was not expecting Hansard at this time; I recognize
the problem there. I'd ltke to have it if we could, but I thought mayb e we might be able to get
a copy, for example, for our group, and probably one copy would be sufficient. Iknow copies
were produced, or I believe copies were produced for the press, and if one could be obtained
for our group. What I'm concerned about is some of the specific proposals of compensation.



August 6, 1970 14261
(MR, MOLGAT cont'd.) .. ... We can discuss the general terms but we can't discuss the
specific proposals until we know exactly what they are in writing. If the amendments are ready,
and we could have them beforehand, we could then deal in caucus with the amendments,

MR, PAULLEY: Iunderstand, Mr. Speaker, from my Leader that he will have his staff
make every effort to accede to the request of my honourable friend the Member for Ste. Rose
between now -- well, as quickly as possible, ]

MR. GREEN: Mr, Speaker, I just want to indicate to my honourabie friend - he was ask-
ing for assurances - I don't wish to be misleading; certainly what he said will be taken into
consideration, but as to how the House will conduct its business this afternoon, everything that
he said will be taken in to consideration but we can't give assurances at this time as to what '
the government will want or what any member will want to vote for,

I move, Mr. Speaker, seconded by the Honourable Minister for Cultural Affairs, that
the House do now adjourn.

MR, SPEAKER presented the motion and after a voice vote declared the motion carried
and the House adjourned until 2:30 Thursday afternoon.




