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THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-OF MANITOBA
2:30 o'clock, Tuesday, June 22, 1971

Opening Prayer by Mr. Speaker. o

MR. SPEAKER: Presenting Petitions; Reading and Receiving Petitions;” Presenting
Reports by Standing and Special Committees; Ministerial Statements and Tabling of Reports,
Introduction of Bills, The Honourable Member for St. Bonlface

~ INTRODUCTION OF BILLS

MR. LAURENT L, DESJARDINS (St. Boniface) 1ntr0duced Bill No. 92, an Act to amend
The Law of Property Act.

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS:

MR. SPEAKER: Before we proceed, I should like to direct the attention of the honourable
members to the Gallery where we have 140 students of Grade 4 standing of the Strathmillan
School. These students are under the direction of Mesdames McLeod, Duncan, Purdy and -~
Robertson, and Miss Young. This school is located in the constituency of the Honourable
Member for Sturgeon Creek.

We also have 80 students of Grade 6. standing of the Van Belleghem School. These
students are under the direction of Messrs. Kingersky, Matthews and Miss Wicks. This
school is located in the constituency of the Honourable Member for Riel.

And we have 30 students of Grade 11 standing of the Birtle Collegiate. These students
are under the direction’of Messrs. Edberg'and Parnetta. This school is located in the con-
stituency of the Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell.

On behalf of all honourable members, I welcome you here today.

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris.

MR. WARNER H. JORGENSON (Morris): I would like to ask a questmn of the Minister
of Industry and Commerce but in his absence I wonder if the First Minister would take a
question. In view of the largesse that was distributed to the province this morning by the
federal Minister of Supply, I wonder if the Premier is contemplating any further delegations
to Ottawa, which seem to have produced some pretty spectacular results.

HON. EDWARD SCHREYER (Premier) (Rossmere): Mr. Speaker, if the honourable
member's question is to be interpreted as a recommendation that we accept the federal offer
with respect to the Gimli Defence Base, then that will be taken under consideration.

MR. SIDNEY SPIVAK, Q.C. (Leader of the Opposition) (River Heights): A supplemen-
tary question. I wonder if the First Minister could indicate what the net loss for Manitoba
is as the result of a loss of the Gimli Base and the recent announcement of what the Federal
Government will now do.

MR. SCHREYER: Well Mr. Speaker, no doubt there is, despite the offer of the Federal
Government, still a net loss to be calculated. Nevertheless, I think it has to be said that
defence bases have been closed down'in the past and I'm not aware of previous provincial
administrations receiving any direct financial consideration for it.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel.

MR. DONALD W.CRAIK (Riel): Mr. Speaker, I want to direct a question to the
Minister of Mines and Resources. Could he agaih undertake to provide the members of the
Public Utilities Committee with the transcript of the last meeting

" HON. SIDNEY GREEN, Q.C. (Minister of Mines, Resources and Environmental Manage-
ment) (Inkster): Mr. Speaker, we'll have the transcript prepared and supplied in the same
manner as it was previously. ‘

MR. CRAIK: A supplementary question, Mr. Speaker. Can the Minister advise when
the next meetmg of the Public Utilities will be called? :

MR. GREEN: No, Mr. Speaker

MR. CRAIK: A final supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Can the Minister advise whether
it will be called before the summer recess ?

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, I indicated that I couldn't advise as to when'it would be held.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Membér for Birtle-Russell.

MR. HARRY E. GRAHAM (Birtle-Russell): Thank you, Mr. Speaker. - My question is
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(MR. GRAHAM cont'd.) . . . . .tothe Honourable Minister of Agriculture. Is it compulsory
for a farmer who has a loan through the Agricultural Credit Corporation to take out crop
insurance ?

HON. SAMUEL USKIW (Minister of Agriculture) (Lac du Bonnet): I believe that if they
are requested to protect their credit through the provision of crop insurance that they must
comply.

MR. GRAHAM: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Is it compulsory for a farmer who is
in default or partial default of his 1970 payments to the Agricultural Credit Corporation to
assign all benefits accruable from crop insurance to the Agricultural Credit Corporation?

MR. USKIW: I'm not sure specifically, Mr. Speaker, but I would assume that the
Corporation has those powers if they want to enforce them.

MR. GRAHAM: A further supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Is it compulsory for a farmer
who has subscribed to the hail insurance program under crop insurance and is in arrears on
his 1970 payments to the Agricultural Credit Corporation, to assign any payments from hail
insurance to the Agricultural Credit Corporation ?

MR. USKIW: Well I think, Mr. Speaker, that the best thing that I can do is take the
three of those questions as notice as a whole to give a specific answer. I'm not sure of my
ground here.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry.

MR. L. R. (BUD) SHERMAN (Fort Garry): Mr. Speaker, my question is to the Honour-
able Minister of Tourism and Recreation and I would like to ask him whether he gave any
undertakings of financial assistancethis morning to the Get Together '71 group ?

HON. PETER BURTNIAK (Minister of Tourism, Recreation, and Cultural Affairs)
(Dauphin): Well, Mr. Speaker, no, not this morning; I was out of town the last couple of days.
But we did give an undertaking, I believe it was yesterday, by letter.

MR. SHERMAN: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Can the Minister advise the House as
to the extent of the aid?

MR. BURTNIAK: We had a discussion on this last year as well as this year. Both Metro
and the Provincial Government contributed to this event last year to the tune of $15,000. This
year we've committed ourselves to $10,000.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lakeside.

MR. HARRY J. ENNS (Lakeside): Mr. Speaker, I direct a question to the Honourable
the First Minister in charge of Manitoba Hydro. Can he indicate whether or not the Chairman
of Manitoba Hydro will be out of the province for the next six weeks, or is presently out of the
province and won't be available to us until a six-weeks period ?

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, I can advise the honourable member that the
Chairman of Manitoba Hydro has been participating in a panel that has been convened by the
National Energy Conference -- or National Energy Council, and this National Energy Council
convened a conference which was taking place in Montreal just in the past few days; and further,
that he is also attending the World Energy Conference at this time and -- correction - next
week, and I'm not aware of the precise date that the chairman will be back.

MR. ENNS: A supplementary question, Mr. Speaker. Then for certain the next ten or
twelve days or two weeks the Chairman of Manitoba Hydro will not be available to us should
we call the Committee of Public Utilities.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia.

MR. STEVE PATRICK (Assiniboia): Mr. Speaker, I wish to direct my question to the
First Minister. I understand the First Minister made a statement regarding the =ffect of the
Federal Budget on Manitoba's economy. I wonder if the First Minister can tell the House if
the government is contemplating to bring in estate tax, or to impose estate tax, provincial
estate tax, in addition to the capital .

MR. SPEAKER: Matter of policy. Order, please. The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, while I'm on my feet, I noticed that yesterday the
Member for Rhineland asked a question as to the procedure that would be followed by the
Province of Manitoba with respect to concurrence of -- with the proposed constitutional charter
and this question was taken as notice by my colleague the Minister of Labour. The answer is
that the Province of Manitoba will be following the procedure that was agreed to by all of the
provinces and the Federal Government, that we would be submitting the proposal to our
respective Legislatures at the next regular session.
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MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia. :

MR. PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, I wish to rephrase my question to the Flrst M1mster Is
the Provincial Government contemplating.to bring in provincial estate tax? :

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, despite the honourable member s rephrasmg of:
the question, the answer remains the same. It is a matter of policy which has yet to be
determined. . -

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the 0ppos1t10n :

.MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the First Minister. In the event that
Public Utilities is not called until the fall, will it be the government's intention to stop the
work on the control of regulation of Lake Winnipeg until that meeting takes.place®

MR. SCHREYER: I think it probably is just as well that I make it very clear, very clear
to honourable members opposite, that when a Board of Directors of a Crown corporation vote
with near unanimity on a matter, all concurring except one and when the government of the day
sees no reason to want to change the policy recommendation, then there 1s no reason whatso-
ever to change the proposed course of action.

MR. SPIVAK: I wonder if the First Minister can indicate whether the Board is not
accountable to this Legislature under its Act. '

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, the responsibility.for the decision- maklng in this
context lies with the Board and with the Cabinet, and the Standing Committee doés not make
decisions of this kind.

MR. SPIVAK: I wonder if the First Minister can indicate whether in a matter that has
caused such controversy . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order. Would the honourable member state his
question ?

MR. SPIVAK: My question is to the First Minister. Does he not think it wise for the
report of the Committee to be received in this House and passed before work is fully com-
menced on the Hydro project ?

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, there has been a clear indication of position on the
part of the Board of Directors of Hydro. The government has considered the matter and is
like-minded, and therefore I don't believe that there is any point to the honourable member's
question.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris.

MR. JORGENSON: I should like to direct my question to the Minister of Industry and
Commerce, and that's in view of the statement made this morning by the Minister of Supply
to the effect that there be a speed-up in the amount of work given to CAE, whether he antici-
pates there'll be further layoff at CAE or whether the employment position will remain .

MR. SPEAKER: I must caution all members that I have distributed a copy of
Beauschesne's citation in respect to questions. Now, honourable members are all starting
to debate questions instead of asking them. The first item in Citation 171 says: 'In putting
a question, a member must confine himself to the narrowest limits." The Honourable Mem-
ber for Portage la Prairie.

MR. GORDON E. JOHNSTON (Portage la Prairie): Mr. Speaker, my question is for the
First Minister. Is it correct that the Cabinet recently granted a substantial pay increase to
Mr. Cass-Beggs with increases in isolation from other civil service increases?

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, the answer to that is no, it is not correct. And further-

‘more, I can advise my honourable friend so as to enable him to put his suspicionsto rest,

that the chairman of Manitoba Hydro is paid at about the average of the cha1rman of the
provincial Hydro.utilities across the country. It's about at the average.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Riel.

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, subsequent to that question. I wonder if - the practice has
been in past years - if the government would undertake as part of the Estimates to give us a
list of the Deputy Ministers, heads of commissions, and heads of boards, with their salaries,
expense accounts .

MR. SPEAKER: Order. That question can be used as an Order for Return. The
Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: IfI may, Sir, I would suggest in all seriousness to the Honourable
Member for Riel that that is the kind of information which I think is properly forthcoming and
we would be glad to do so if you would just simply take the trouble to file an Order for Return,
because there would be at least -- offhand I would say thirteen or fourteen separate entries,
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(MR. SCHREYER cont'd,) . . . . sothatis something better given by a written answer.

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, if I'm allowed to raise the point of House procedure, we
have always before concurrence in previous years had this list made available by request of
the House and not by Order for Return.

MR. SCHREYER: I'm not sure if I'm speaking to the point of order, Sir, but with your
indulgence and that of the House, if the Honourable Member for Riel is referring to a document
that I seem to recall vaguely that was circulated just -- that's right, just prior to the concur-
rence motions, which set forth the staff establishment as to numbers, but I don't believe it
gave any detailed information as to names of the incumbents and their salaries. Now what is
it precisely the honourable member wishes® The number of establishments per department or
the names of the incumbents plus salary ? .

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, I said specifically in my opening remarks: Deputy Ministers,
heads of boards,heads of commissions, or, to simplify it down, those personnel which do not
fall within the ambit of the civil service. Non-civil service appointments.

ORDERS OF THE DAY - GOVERNMENT BILLS

MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the Day. Adjourned debates. The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr, Speaker, would you call Bill No. 36, please?

MR. SPEAKER: On the proposed motion of the Honourable Minister of Finance. The
Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, may I at the outset welcome the Minister of Finance back
to the Legislature. I would like to in my remarks, Mr. Speaker, attempt, if I may, to bring
this matter back to the simple issue that must be decided by this I egislature. In doing this,

I may say that in reviewing what has taken place in the Legislature and in examining the imple-
mentation steps of the White Paper, one comes to the conclusion that the government intended
to debate this issue in the public meetings held prior to the Legislature sitting, but realistically
had no intention of debating it in the Legislature itself, because if we examine what has hap-
pened, Mr, Speaker, we find that we do not have a debate - we have a presentation by the
Minister of Finance of the legislation, we have the presentation of Opposition positions, and

we have one presentation on the government side so far, and it appears that the government,

in deciding its implementation step, forgot one aspect that should have been included. I'd like
to read the implementation steps for the benefit of those who may not be aware of it.

The implementation steps of the White Paper suggested that there would be public meet-
ings throughout the Greater Winnipeg area - and there were, and we will discuss what type of
meetings they were in a few moments - we'd have presentation of the legislation at the next
session of the Legislature, and the government in a thoughtful manner presented us with the
draft legislation followed by the printed legislation, The third item was the establishment of
ward boundaries and names - and something that possibly was not contemplated was undertaken
and that was the establishment of a Ward Review Board and subsequently their report was ;
adopted - the enumeration which is now either completed or in the process of being completed,
and the next step was nomination and elections in the fall of 1971 and the rumours are that the
dates of September 9th and September 21st or 22nd are the dates upon which we can expect
nominations and elections. But, Mr. Speaker, one thing that they did not indicate was, when
the presentation of legislation was going to begin, that the government would present the legis-
lation, hopefully allow the opposition to exhaust all the arguments, not attempt to defend its
position at all, and therefore minimize the kind of debate that they think is so important under
normal considerations for the will of the people to be expressed. )

This is an interesting situation. We have without doubt one of the most important pieces
of legislation to be presented within a decade in this House, and so far we have not had any
kind of meaningful debate., Now, to debate it -- (Interjection) -- Well there have been presen-
tations, yes; all right. There have been presentations made by the members on this side and
those presentations haven't been documented into the same degree as other presentations have
been made by the government on other matters, but nevertheless the questions that have been
asked, the comments that have been made, the thrust of the argument, have not yet been
answered; and I would think that the government would hope that there would not be any con-
troversy on this because they are hoping that what will happen is that the document will pass,
that they will have a quiet period in Law Amendments, we will then go into the final and third
reading, and then they can proceed on their implementation program. They may be able to
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . . -.-. . do that, Mr. Speaker, but there are certain things that must
be said for the record and it's my intention to try and do that today.

First, we start with-a basic paradox in the government's presentation. They are attempt—
ing to eliminate a two tier system which they claim is confused, which they claim is remote
from the people, which they claim is partially inefficient, and they are substituting it for a- .
system that promises to be as equally confused and much more rigid. The basic contradiction
of the NDP approach is that they are promising administrative centralization and they are
promising political decentralization - and that's not my terminclogy; that's the terminology of
the Minister of Finance, the Minister of Urban Affairs, and I suggest that if you examine the
legislation in its detail you will find, Mr. Speaker, that the likelihood is that neither admihis-
trative centralization or political decentralization will in fact be accomplished.

Now the Minister of Urban Affairs and Finance's first statement in the House, or state-
ment on the bill, on page 1464 he said and I quote: "This legislation, Mr. Speaker; it's really
much more than merely a blueprint for restructuring the Greater Winnipeg community along
better or more rational lines. It's first and foremost a total and absolute and unqualified .com-
mitment to real democracy at the local level. It's a categorical commitment to the belief that
if you make it possible for people to determine how their own community shall be run, deter-
mine it in a most direct and personal way and in all aspects the daily affairs of the community,
they will do it very well indeed."

Well, Mr. Speaker, the government's position seems to be that the best way to give the
people the maximum choice in running their affairs is to give them no choice as to the .
of the structure under which they are going to live, because there is no choice. There is no -
choice. AndI'm going to come back to the argument that's now advanced by the Minister of
Mines and Natural Resources because I have heard this over and over again.

On page 1468 of Hansard, the Minister of Urban Affairs states, and I quote: '"Well, we
sought to find a way to gather together the urban communities' various sources of physical and
economic strength -- (Interjection)- - I heard the Member for Rhineland and I assure him it's
not necessary for me to say that Manitoba is lucky that we have a New Democratic Government.
It's for the people of Manitoba to say that, and they have said it in sufficient numbers to make
sure that we are the government and that the bill we are dealing with is the one they wanted
presented. AndI say we are lucky to be dealing with this problem now while achievement rather
than decline is still possible. Therefore we started to look at the factors."

Well I ask you, Mr. Speaker, did the people of Manitoba know that Bill 36 was going to
be presented to this Legislature? Now, this change in many respects is similar to a constitu-
tional change. We are proposing a restructuring of Greater Winnipeg, and while the munici-
palities and cities are in fact creations of the province, and while we do not have the kind of
federal constitution which delineates and separates federal and provincial responsibilities in a
way which cannot be altered unless there is agreement or unless the amendment procedures
are followed, surely it's not too much to suggest that the fundamental constitutional change
which is being brought about by the restructuring of Greater Winnipeg should have in fact
involved the very people who we are now going to allow them to give them the new democracy.

Mr. Speaker, there is a movie playing, and I advise the Honourable Minister of Trans-
portation to see it - it's playing in Winnipeg - called '"Bananas', and there is a certain compar-
ison - and I hate to make a'comparison because I do not think that the Honourable Minister of
Finance or the First Minister look or act like Woodie Allen - but there is a comparison to be
made in the movie, where the gorillas are successful in a South American country in taking
over-and, having taken over, they now say, "We are going to take over and we.are going to
conduct it, because we are obviously so democratic, but we are not going to give the people

their democratic rights because we fought for democracy and we won and now we're the leaders.'

-- (Interjection) -- That's another story -- because, in effect, this is a constitutional change
which cannot be answered by the trite answer of the Minister of Inkster; who continually stands
up in this House and says that the government fully reflects the wishes of the people, because
1 suggest that the people of Greater Winnipeg who in fact voted for the NDP, and those who voted
against the NDP, -did not know that this kind of fundamental change was going to take place.

If the people had listened to the Minister of Education, they would have been thinking of
a different kind of constitutional change for Greater Winni peg. If they would have listened to
the Attorney-General, they would have been thinking for sure of another kind of constitutional
change. If they would have listened to the First Minister prior to the election, they would have




2054 June 22, 1971

(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . . . . . been thinking of another constitutional change. And]I suggést
that any argument advanced by the members opposite that the people of Greater Winnipeg and
the people of Manitoba knew that this fundamental constitutional change was going to take place,
in this Legislature, in the manner in which it is being presented, is incorrect, and I suggest
that those who feel that they are providing more democracy for the people are denying the people
the very right of making the decision as to whether they want to work under that basic structure.

I have indicated before that so far we have no debate, and I'm hoping that maybe my
contribution will provoke a debate. This is a serious and complicated piece of legislation.

The implications are of importance to the province as a whole., There is something else very
interesting, Mr. Speaker, and that has to do with the timing. We are dealing with this matter
in the month of June, the end of May, at a time when most rural people are concerned about
agricultural matters, most city people are concerned about planning their vacations and taking
advantage of our short spring and summer period, and one must really say touché to the gov-
ernment for their political judgment in bringing such a massive bill, such a controversial bill,
at a time when the public's attention will not even be focused on the Legislature or even on the
"antics of the Minister of Transportation, but on the pursuit of their own living or the pursuit
of their own pleasure. -- (Interjection) -- That's not feeble, that's design; and I suggest, as
I will later on, that the whole approach of the government has a bit of Machiavelian character-
istic to it.

Now I'd like to quote, if I may, from the White Paper on page 2, and this deals with the
critical problem which is the individual sense of frustration and alienation from government,
the government which has supposedly been created to serve him, and I quote: ''The lines of
authority in many instances were blurred, or else duplicated. Individual citizens and develop-
ment investors alike became confused and often exasperated in any attempt to unravel the
complex lines of authority."

And just above that: '"Regrettably, it also aggravated a much more fundamental and
critical problem - the individual's sense of frustration with, and alienation from, the govern-
ments supposedly in existence to serve him."

But Mr. Speaker, if we examine the legislation and if we stop listening to the opposition's
position that what is going to be proposed is in fact going to solve this question of alienation,
we find that what is being proposed will cause a great deal more confusion, as it has already,
for the people of Greater Winnipeg, and with that confusion you will have apathy. Because, Mr.
Speaker, I suggest it is the confusion that has caused apathy, and with that confusion, what
we now have, what we now have in our system and what we will have in the proposal that's
going to be undertaken, is the development of a powerful bureaucracy which will be able to
take advantage of the political situation and in fact conduct the affairs of the City as remote
from the needs and the interests of the people as they are now, and as they have been in the
past.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I suggested before that this matter had some Machiavelian character-
istics, but we have to now deal with this matter and understand why is the government so
insistent on pressuring this and to try and follow a timetable that almost anyone who has had
contact with municipal affairs says is impossible to undertake. There isn't anyone that I have
had an opportunity to speak to, whether it be in Metro, whether it be in the City of Winnipeg,
whether it be in a municipality, in the other cities, who have indicated that the timetable that
has been set can realistically be met in order to meet the problems of staging that are neces-
sary, accepting that the government has a majority, accepting that the government intended to
try and push this through as quickly as possible. So then one has to wonder why, why the
necessity for this kind of pressure? Then we have to then look at this in the perspective of a
total government's program and we can't ignore that perspective.

Last year we had automobile insurance; this year we have the unification of Greater
Winnipeg. Mr. Speaker, I suggest that the government has attempted and is pushing this
through for one very obvious reason.

A MEMBER: Call an election.

MR. SPIVAK: Not now. Call an election -- no, not in Septzmber, October --1 can't call
the election. The First Minister can call it and he knows that and I know that and there's no
point in quarrelling about that, but I suggest to the Minister of Finance that at the time you do
call an election, if you want this Bill passed, if you want the new Council in place and you want
to be able to say to the people of Manitoba, ' Well, we have accomplished reform, ' but the
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . ... . . reform that you are accomplishing is not the image of reform
of the: New Democratic Party. It's not the reform that was to attack the social problems of -
Manitoba. Not-at all. What you've attempted to do is to deal with those matters which essen- .
tially would not cost.the money, which would not require the administrative and total capacity
that would have to be generated to take our budget, to pare our costs, and to transfer that to

the real programs of reform in this province; and what you have done is you have substituted

an effort to attempt to try and show reform to the people - and the smile on the Minister of
Mines and Natural Resources' face I suggest gives this away. It's not becoming andit's
characteristic of him. I suggest that this is the attempt, the attempt to try and bring about
essentially what is a cheaper form, a cheaper form -- (Interjection) - No, I don't know whether
it's a good reform. I would say to the Minister Without, that as far as I'm concerned, as far
as I'm concerned it may work, but it may not, and I'm wondering whether we' really require

change for change's sake because this is essentially what we are being asked to approve today.

Now there are a couple of very interesting features, some of which may have been antic-
ipated, some of which may not have been anticipated, that occurred after the timing of the
White Paper, and I can't be sure, but I'm going to try and draw a conclusion from what I'm
going to read into the record. I have '"The Place of Greater Winnipeg in the Economy of
Manitoba.'" It's a red book that the Minister Without enjoys and wants to identify with, but the
Minister of Municipal Affairs doesn't, the Minister of Industry and Commerce doesn't, because
this says things . . . doesn't want it to say, and I quote from what it says -- no, it's not my
book, but the similarity between the statement here and the statement in the White Paper would -
lead me to the conclusion that the same hand wrote both.. And I'm going to quote them if I may.

On page 3: "In spite of this overhwhelming contribution of a metropolitan area to the
economic life of Manitoba, successive provincial governments have developed and pursued
policies which virtually ignored the presence of the city or which seemed to be based on the
assumption that the city could look after itself very satisfactorily if it could retain all of the
revenues which it produces and which under present arrangements are paid to the province.
Although Metropolitan Winnipeg provides 65 percent of all provincial revenues from taxation,
and 66 percent of all the jobs in the province, and contains 54 percent of the total population,
it receives only 9.5 percent of the provincial expenditure on highways construction, and of all
the capital expenditures by all levels of government in the province, only about 35 to 40 percent
is spent in the Metropolitan area. This unbalanced treatment of Metropolitan Winnipeg in itself
would be quite acceptable if the massive urban problems now facing the Metropolitan area could
be solved within the legislative powers and financial resources now available to the urban
government, but this is not the case. The Metropolitan area is facing a desperate situation
in which the intensity and extent of its difficulties are increasing annually and 1ts powers and
financial resources remain fixed,"

Let me now read page 2 of the White Paper: "But this community has an additional set
of pressures with which it must cope. More than half the people in the entire province live
in the Greater Winnipeg area. Greater Winnipeg is a prime generator of economic life in the
province. The greater part of all the goods and services produced in the province are produced
or generated in this area. It provides the most jobs and produces most of the tax revenues
needed to run this province, and it has become the greatest single repository of social ills
within the province." '

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that the same hand wrote the White Paper that wrote this section,
and the attempt by the members of the government who come from rural areas to disassociate
themselves because of the consequences of that, I think is a very futile attempt. -- (Interjec-
tion) -- Yes, I am prepared to answer the question that you have given me. I beg your pardon?
No, I intend to answer it now. Yes. :

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. .

MR. SCHREYER: I would ask the Honourable the Leader of the Opposition whether it
is his personal view that that statement that he has read from the Metropolitan Winnipeg study
is a statement that he should concur in, and also whether he's aware that apparently some
members of his back benches are making statements in rural Manitoba to the opposite effect.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SPIVAK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I intend to tell it as it is. You know, I have
been in the fortunate position of attending constitutional conferences as the First Minister, and
I recall Premier Bennett standing up and basically making the same kind of statement that the




2056 June 22, 1971

(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . . . . . report of the Place of Greater Winnipeg in the Economy of
Manitoba makes, but he was talking for all of Canada; and he talked to the provinces of Manitoba
and the Maritimes and he said essentially, '"You know, we produce all of this and, you know, we
in effect see to it that part of our money goes towards equalization to pay you have-not prov-
inces. I want the reactions of our own people and I wonder what the reaction of the Minister
would be."

The problem here is what this focuses on and what this paragraph focuses on. Is the
prime importance of Winnipeg and the division that should occur between the financing for
Greater Winnipeg and the province, what should be considered and what this report should have
said, and what this report should have said, is the total need for the interdependence of the
rural area and for Greater Winnipeg. Because what we're talking about is not the emphasis
on Greater Winnipeg or an emphasis on rural Manitoba. What we are talking about is the
interdependence of Greater Winnipeg and all of Manitoba, rural and the north, and how you can
attempt to divorce one or even to indicate and highlight one as a basis for reform - as a basis
for reform -1 think is unrealistic at this point. It's unrealistic because it fails to take into
consideration the past hundred years of our province and it fails to recognize the necessity of
the degree of interdependence that must in fact exist in the future. -- (Interjection) --

MR. SPEAKER: Order.

MR. SPIVAK: If the Honourable Member for St. Boniface could tell me what this pro -
posal is going to cost in two years or three years from now, then I'll listen to him, but he
doesn't know it and I'm not sure that too many others on the other side know it, so therefore
-- (Interjection) -- Well maybe I know it, but I'm going to try and give you some costs and
then we may be able to debate that if we can.

Now, there's another interesting part of the White Paper, and in view of the Minister of
Transportation's estimates yesterday and the day before, I think it would be important to point

this out. On page 17 -- (Interjection) -- Oh I wouldn't pick on the Minister of Transportation
-- On page 17 of the White Paper there's another interesting passage. This is called "Account-
ability". "At both provincial and federal levels, Ministers in charge of government departments

are required to defend their departmental estimates before the members of the elected assem-
bly. In this way, all elected members can obtain desired information on departmental expendi-
tures. Similarly through vigorous public accounts committees and the functions of the auditor-
general, elected members have the opportunity to initiate an intensive public debate, if they

so desire, on the way in which the funds appropriated are actually spent."

Now, it's very interesting to know that this principle of accountability is one of those
things that has motivated the changes in the restructuring of Greater Winnipeg, because it
really doesn't exist under the present government. If we examine what the Honourable Minister
of Transportation has done in his Estimates, where he has read from his press releases,
from Information Service, from I guess football schedules and a few other things, as a presen-
tation of his Estimates, when was the last meeting of the Public Accounts Committee of the
Provincial Government called? -- (Interjection) -- Yes, we're on Bill 36, and I'm suggesting
that the person or persons who wrote this particular accountability section in the White Paper
would have to understand that this doesn't exist realistically under the present government's
administration.

This is very important because it goes to the heart of another matter with respect to
the presentation. And I must say, for the benefit of the Minister of Finance, that these are
general remarks before I get into my specifics. I'm suggesting that -- I don't think Public
Accounts was called last session, if I'm right. -- (Interjection) - When will it be called this
session? Next October? Well, I'm sure that Public Accounts will now be called, yes. Well,
vigorous presentation of Public Accounts - one hour or an hour and a half?

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. I should like to indicate to all members '"Decorum in
Debate, ' our Rule 40: "When a member is speaking, no member shall interrupt him except
to raise a point of order or privilege.' Secondly, I should like to indicate that if the member
who is debating the point would address himself to the Assembly in general and to the Chair in
particular, he will get no interruptions. The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SPIVAK: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The Institute of Urban Studies presented '"The
Future City," a series of articles on the government White Paper. Lloyd Axworthy, in the
summation and conclusion, presented a paragraph that I would like to read into the record, and
he said and I quote: ''The traditional trappings of democracy: elected councils, secret ballots,
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(MR, SPIVAK cont'd.) . . . . .public hearings, appeal boards, basic rights of free speech
and assembly, are not sufficient in giving people real involvement. If you apply some basic
measures on how well these structures work, then it's quite apparent that we only have the
form not the substance of democracy in our city. Very few people are really informed on the
decision being made in the local government. - Very few have access to the decision-makers,
very few vote and very few participate.' 'His statement is correct, and the Minister of Urban
Affairs agrees and I agree, and I suggest, Mr. —-- (Interjection) --  Oh, you disagree? - '

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance. ) :

HON. SAUL CHERNIACK, Q.C. (Minister of Finance) (St. Johns): Mr. Speaker, I sup-
pose this is-a point of privilege. The honourable member is trying to make me part of his
speech and I just don't want to participate in his speech at this moment, so I think that if he
has ‘any comments to make he should make them on his own behalf.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SPIVAK: I'll look forward to the Minister speaking. I do, Mr. Speaker, and I hope
that after I've completed all the questions I'm going to ask him that we'll have some answers.

You know, Mr. Speaker, I read the passage by Professor Lloyd Axworthy for a reason.
The impression that the government has been making is that the trappings of democracy will
now work, but in effect, if one examines the bill, one realizes that it's not going to work. -All
we do is have a further extension of the trappings but not the real working of democracy. They
have failed, Mr. Speaker, really to recognize and consider Winnipeg as a unique area with its
own particular economic, cultural and social and political characteristics, and what they are
attempting to do, Mr. Speaker, and this is an unusual characteristic to be able to apply to
them, but what they are attempting to do is to establish what amounts to a pentagon system of
government for Greater Winnipeg, a pentagon system of government with an entrenched civil
service who will have such supreme power, that will be so highly elaborate, so highly rigid, -
so highly artificial and virtually irrelevant to the mass of people in Greater Winnipeg. It'sa
pentagon bureaucracy that they're creating because it is huge, because it is conceived in
secrecy, because it will operate in secrecy and, if we judge by the manner and the approach
of the government in dealing with this matter, you can realize that it will operate in a way in .
which it will be immune from political or popular control.

Now, I think we have to now deal with several basi¢ questions. Why was there a need
for a change ? And here I think we have to deal with realities and impressions. Is Bill 36
the answer? Was there any other alternative? What are the implications for the rest of the
province? And what are the faults of the government's plan? Well, let's now deal with why
we need a change. ' .

We need a change essentially for some very real reasons: zoning and land use control;
the confusion that existed in planning; the whole impossibility of getting things done in the
Greater Winnipeg area. And there were failures, and I'm the first to admit that there were
failures, but the question I'm going to have to ask is: really, will this solve very much?

Secondly, the whole issue, the reality of the whole issue of equitable taxation, the taxa-
tion that's levied in some areas as opposed to other areas for people who in fact do their
business in Greater Winnipeg although they live in the suburbs; the problem of the core city |
services, the fact that Greater Winnipeg has to bear what probably all Winnipegers should be
bearing, all Greater Winnipegers should be bearing, with respect to core service costs which
either are directly related to the core or which benefit them all, including firefighting, the
welfare costs, some of the costs related to the police department . . .; the emerging issues
that are developing with respect to housing and urban renewal, planning in its broadest sense,
and liaisons with other governments. :

And here I'd like to refer to that discredited Conservative stooge book called The Local
Government Boundaries District Report, and I'd like to refer to page 29, because in it they
stated pretty specifically the perspective problems for Greater Winnipeg; '"The kinds of
problems with which the Metropolitan Winnipeg area will have to grapple are likely to be
related to an adequate use of increased leisure time by people in all age groups; a greater
degree of protection for the air, water and land. resources of the area; a greater capacity to
manage and control large masses of people in the area; an era when civil disobedience and
demonstration appears to be on the increase; a more sophisticated and co-ordinated program
designed to deal with the social diseases which are generated by easier access to certain
drugs, alcohol and similar matters; a greater use of technological tools in the area of
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.,) . . . . .transportdtion, communication, protection and education."

So, Mr. Speaker, what I'm suggesting is that the reasons for change, the reasons for the
necessity of something better than what we had before, are there and they are real, and I'm not
for one going to suggest that they're not, and I've tried to cover them, albeit just touched and

. .with it superficially, to indicate that I accept them, but there are a number of popular
impressions which people have based as the reason for change, that have to be discredited
right now because they will not serve any useful purpose in our argument today.

First, the popular impression is that one city requires one government - we are only
truly one city; that one city one government is cheaper; that there'll be less confusion and it
will be more effective; that there will be a single city focus and that we will all have the civic
pride of knowing that we live in one area, Greater Winnipeg; that the way in which we operate
has made people remote from government; that in effect a change will make people become
more allied and less remote from government; that over-government that now exists in the
proliferation of councils is costly, is inefficient; that we have an apathy on the part of our
electorate that will be changed immediately, or changed very soon, as a result of the proposals
that are brought forward; and that the bickering that we have had in the last ten years will stop.
Well, Mr. Speaker, let me say this: that the bickering we had in the past will continue, be-
cause I suggest that when we have the election for the 50 wards, the same politicians who have
been bickering are going to be re-elected and they are going to be bickering again, in every
area, in every phase that they will be dealing with, and that the suggestion that the bickering
will stop, the suggestion that the apathy will be changed as a result of this structural proposal,
I think is wrong; and these popular impressions should be dismissed because they do not deal
with the real problems which in fact should be solved, and we then have to come to the basis
of determining whether the proposal that the government is making is really the one that can
work, or whether there are other alternatives, or whether they themselves at this point really
know whether it's going to work or whether there is some refinement that in fact should be
made. Because, Mr. Speaker, let me suggest to you, that if I felt at this point that the ap-
proach of the government was correct, if I felt that what they were proposing would in fact work
and accomplish the over-all result that I suggested must be met to meet the realities of the
problem today, I would stand up and support it. Oh, Mr. Minister from Inkster says no. But
I suggest to you I would. -- (Interjection) -- Well you can doubt it. You're doubting a lot of
lawyers these days. :

But, Mr. Speaker, let me say this to you. I would support it if I thought it could happen.
So far, I see no evidence that it will happen. What I do see is the application of an experiment
in Manitoba and in Greater Winnipeg by people who without question are leading academics in
the field of urban government, who in fact applied the knowledge that they have obtained partic-
ularly from the MAWD Report in England, and have adopted in the main that report, and are
going to implement it in the laboratory of Manitoba. Now that's very interesting except that
we have to live with it, and that's very interesting because we have to make it work in this
province, and notwithstanding all the charm of the language of trying to bring it close to the
people, if in fact it isn't going to bring it clese to the people, if it's not going to accomplish
the objectives that we're setting then one has to question whether this effort is really worth it,
and until we have more informatien and until we know some specifics, I'm not sure that anyone
really can make that judgment.

Now, Bill 36 is far more than just a change to meet the requirements that I suggested for
the need for change,the realiies of the need for change. It's destroying some of the unique herit-
ages of the communities that have in fact developed and been built up. We can talk about the
City of St. Boniface - and possibly the Member from St. Boniface will enter the debate. But
in truth, Mr. Speaker, there is a heritage; there is a tradition; there has been something
developed that in fact will be destroyed. -- (Interjection) -- I'm not worried. I'm suggesting
that the bill goes much farther than it was necessary to accomplish the results that were
required. It . . . to, for all intents and purposes, because there's no other way. You know,
we can suggest that it's up to the council to make the decision as to what's going to happen,
but for all intents and purposes it merges the police, fire and welfare services in this proposal,
which means increased costs for the people of Greater Winnipeg. And so therefore, in
answering the realities of the problems that I've presented, it has brought forward unknowns
which I don't think should be unknowns at this time. I don't think we should be asked, or the
people of Manitoba should be asked to in fact approve this without knowing some information
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . . . . . onbcosts and it's far more fundamental than it appears.
Now let me just talk in terms of cost. I suggest that basic and inherent in the legislation
is the merging of police, fire and welfare services. On page 75 of the Local Government

Boundaries District Report, they indicate that they in fact have -- well, they state that "people

have been misinformed considering many aspects of the 1mportant local government function.
For example, many people believe there are large economies of scale to be achieved by
amalgamating the various police forces into one. The commission found that exactly the
opposite was true. ‘By the act of unification without adding to the numbers of personnel or any
new equipment, there would have been an added cost in 1969 of approximately $443,000."
This is the Boundaries Commission Report which indicates that if the police in fact were
amalgamated, there would be a $443,000 additicnal cost. Now .

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

MR. DESJARDINS: . . . section is making, is amalgamating the police force or the

firefighters ?

MR. SPIVAK: . . . suggest that there is no alternative but the amalgamation of the
police, fire and welfare services as a result of this Act, and I say that that's inherent in the
whole Act and there is just no question about it. That's what's going to happen and that's the

That's what's going to happen. The people who are going to decide are the bureaucrats.
The politicians are going to decide. They'll approve what the bureaucrats tell them to approve.
-~ (Interjections) -- :

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. Order.

MR. SPIVAK: Now, the other interesting thing, Mr. Speaker,. is that I believe that the
government has in their possession some working papers that the Boundaries Commission
have prepared dealing with the amalgamation of various costs, and I'm going to indicate a

figure and it may not be correct and the Honourable Minister of Finance will be able to

indicate if it isn't, but I understand that the amalgamation of the cost of fire was undertaken

by one of these reviews and that the estimated cost was 4.9 million. Now, I don't know whether
that was correct or not. If it was, I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that figures such as those figures,
or information that the government does have of the working papers.of the Boundaries Commis-
sion prepared of the amalgamation costs, should be presented before we are asked to make a
decision on these matters.

So the question, Mr. Speaker, that has to be addressed, is whether Bill 36 is the
simplest, most direct and least costly solution, Could the problem still have been solved by
a two-tier system of government ? ( And then we're going to ask another question towards the
end, whether we really are not going to end up with the two-tier system of government in any
case.) But could it have been solved by the present two-tier system with a clear division of
responsibilities, with representation from the existing councils, and with a form of gradualism?

On Page 66 of the government Boundaries Report, it stated: 'It is erroneous to suppose
that our area is suffering from the same ills that are besetting the large and seriously frag-
mented urban areas of the United States of America or of England. Our situation does not
parallel the situation in these countries even in a microcosm. "

Mr. Speaker, this then deals with the question of urgency. Was it necessary for the bill
to be presented in this sort of a rushed way? Was this really the answer, or was there another"
way of offering and correcting the problems with Metro and with Greater Winnipeg. Because,
Mr. Speaker, to a large extent the problems of Metro and Greater Winnipeg were the problems
of personnel and with the problems of the personalities involved, and I suggest that the bicker-
ing will continue notwithstanding the fact that we have a change which essentially, I think, is
for change's sake.

The implication to the rest of the province, Mr. Speaker, are significant. The people
from the rural area, who have expressed their position in opposition - and I haven't really
heard too many people from the rural area on the opposite side express their position in sup-
port, nor have I heard too many rural politicians of any political stripe stand up and present
the report - are concerned. They are concerned about the fact that there will in fact be a
structure that can demand and can have a political muscle to extract from the provincial gov-
ernment funds that may very well be important to them. There will always have to be a balance
struck between any provincial government attempting to try and satisfy all the needs and
aspirations and interests of every group within this province, whether they be from the north,
whether they be from southern Manitoba, whether they be from Greater Winnipeg. But there
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . . . . . is a recognition of the political reality of a structure of 50
politicians who are capable of exerting a great deal more pressure than the rural municipalities
with their councils, or with the small towns and small cities, and who are concerned about the
thrust of what the government intends. And they are concerned because in fact we do have the
report from Metro, and because that report indicates their specific belief of the importance
and of the necessity of recognizing the importance of Greater Winnipeg and of the necessity for
a greater demand by Greater Winnipeg of the provincial resources. AndI suggest that the
government has an obligation to present, and it's not presented in the White Paper because in
effect Greater Winnipeg has not really been discussed in the rural areas; Greater Winnipeg
has not been presented to the rural areas - it's been presented to the Legislature. The rural
memb ers have in fact made their presentation. So far no one on the other side has spoken
and we've been on this for three weeks - except the Minister Without, yes.

Well, let's now deal with the faults of the government's proposal. The government's
proposal can be attacked on the basis of democracy, timing, the workability of the structure,
and the costs. First, -- (Interjection) --

MR. SPEAKER: Order.

MR. SPIVAK: All right, let's talk about democracy Let's talk about cost. Let's talk
about workability, structure and timing. -- (Interjections) --

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please. I should like to indicate that Rule 40 applies to
Ministers too. The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SPIVAK: The hasty and undemocratic way in which the government has formulated
announced and scheduled the implementation of its plans; the obvious defects of the legislation
due to both haste and cynicism; the costs are unknown; the government's action blatantly
contradicts its intentions; and these are why there are basic faults. And I'm going to elaborate
on them with a bit more detail,

In formulating a schedule in the implementation of its proposals, the government violated
three basic principles of political reform: the need to proceed at a reasonable pace, the
need to learn from the work and experience of others, and the need to consult with the people
involved. No one can suggest that we are proceeding with a reasonable pace. If we have
learned from the experience of others, I'd like to know whose experience we've learned from,
because in effect what has been suggested has been presented to us, is a new basic concept,

a new plan, and in presenting that plan there has been no reference made by anyone opposite
of the experience of others and why the basic experience was in fact rejected. The need to
consult with the people involved. Well, let's talk. Who have we consulted with? We have had
12, 14 public meetings.

MR. CHERNIACK: Very satisfactory.

MR. SPIVAK: Very satisfactory; very satisfactory. What we had was an attempt to try
and have the municipal politicians exhaust themselves, as I think they did, in the various
public meetings so that in fact when we brought forth the legislation and dealt with it in this
Legislature, the basic argument would have been exhausted and would have been met. We had
not any consultation with the people, and I must suggest, Mr. Speaker, that the vast majority,
the vast majority of the people in Greater Winnipeg have no idea of what is really happening.
They know that there is an attempt here to amalgamate Greater Winnipeg. They know that the
government has brought forth a program. There has been no discussion, no debate. As a
matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, if the Hydro Board can spend $10,000 of the people's money by
advertising its position, surely the government should probably not present the White Paper
but should present its arguments, its arguments to the people of Greater Winnipeg, so at least
we would know. At least that would be a proper way in which to present their position. And
if the Minister of Finance is asking whether I suggest that he do this, yes, I do. Because I
would like to see the government present to the people of -- (Interjection) -- You didn't suggest
it. I'm suggesting that you look . . . --- (Interjection) --

MR. SPEAKER: Order.

MR. SPIVAK: I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that if this was done, we would then pos-
sibly have a debate within the community, because noone really knows what is happening. I'm
not sure that the members of the caucus of the NDP Party really know what is happening. Yet
-- know every section. I wonder if the Member from Radisson can indicate whether he's read
the 400 or 500 pages, or whatever the . . . -- (Interjection) - Oh he didn't say that. But
he knows what's happening. Well, I suggest, Mr. Speaker, not too many of them know what's
happening.
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) .

Reform, Mr. Speaker, is by deﬁmtxon an improvement, an improvement over what we
have, but if you violate the principles of political reform, the government has really, I think,
sacrificed the possibility of an enduring reform in favour of what I suggest are the political -

.gains to be made from an immediate change - and I think that there are pclitical gains to be -

made from'an immediate change - but to call this change which I suggest is change for change'
sake, a reform is enacted and this is what the government is doing.

Now the way in which the government has violated political reform deserves closer
scrutiny. First, the government has proceeded really with a reckless and rapid pace, and
this would be excusable if the government had identified and isolated specific problems and
developed solutions for them. What the government has done is to promise that all of these
problems would be autematically irradicated by the imposition of a perfectly political structure.
Perfection of political structure is indeed the only tangible promise which the government has
made. Yet ironically the government's blind pursuit of perfection has been so frenzied that the
government really has tripped, for it has really not mentioned how it intends to reform the
Greater Winnipeg educational system. And every taxpayer, Mr. Speaker, knows how heavy
a burden education costs zre. -- (Interjection) - Not fast enough. No, it's not a contradic-
tion. It's not a contradiction.

MR. SPEAKER: Order, please.

MR. SPIVAK: Mr. Speaker, let me suggest to the members opposite that to suggest
that there can in fact be a reform of Greater Winnipeg and that in fact you can promise this
without indicating the objective and the intent and the probable structure of the reform of
education, I think is wrong, because education costs are what the taxpayers are paying their -
fair portion of. Andif in fact what we are doing is, to solve the problems at the same time
equalize taxation, thenI think educational taxes must be brought in, . , and at least some kind
of proposal at least introduced. -- (Interjection) —- The taxes are reduced?

MR. CHERNIACK: . . . permita question?

MR. SPIVAK: Yes.

MR. SPEAKER: the Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR, CHERNIACK: It's similar to the question that the Honourable Leader of the
Opposition asked of the Member behind me. I'm wondering if the person who wrote his
speech read the paper in the Act.

MR. SPIVAK: For the benefit of the Minister of Urban Affairs, I wrote this speech sol
have some idea of what it contains. Yes, I did. Yes, I'm suggesting to you -- but I'm suggest-
ing to you that you have no tangible way in which educational costs in Greater Winnipeg are -
going to be reduced, nor do you have a reform of the educational system. AndI'm suggesting
to you that if we talk -- (Interjection) -- Well I'm suggesting, and I'm suggesting as well
that if you're going to deal with the reform of Greater Winnipeg - and I'm suggesting that -
because we come back to something very basic. Was there an urgency just to reform Greater
Winnipeg because ‘of the problems that arose, or was there an urgency to try and reform-the
municipal government of Greater Winnipeg along with the educational system of Greater
Winnipeg ? And I think that this is what really was required, but this would have meant you:
would not have been able to have proceeded with the reckless pace on this one matter.

Now, have the government provided an administrative apparatus for the 1971 deadline
that they've set? Now no transitional measures are provided either in the form of a stage by
stage centralization of council authority such as suggested in the Mayor's plan. And Mr.
Speaker, it would be my suspicion that at Law Amendments the great argument by many of
the politicians who will accept that the government has the majority and that this it's going to-
proceed with, will warrant and will require a stage by stage planning, and there has not been
the staging of a gradual phasing of a service unification.

Now I suggest that excessive haste has to be incompatible with perfection, because haste
not only creates short-term chaos, and there is bound to be short-term chaos, but it also will
have some long-term disastrous effects on what the objectives are intended to be and on the
objective of at least reducing costs or at least controlling costs. Excessive haste is incompat-
ible with flexibility, which would have to be the most reasonable approach to perfection and
because this is what we are attempting. We are trying to develop and present almost a perfect
kind of new structure. There is no flexibility in the plan, Mr. Speaker. In fact, as I've
suggested, the plan is really one of mathematical rigidity.

’
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . . . . .

Well then, how do we explain the government's haste ? Now here, Mr. Speaker, I think
we go back to one of the things that I've said before. The government's haste in proposing
this has to come from some divine revelation, which seems obvious to them, which isn't
obvious to us, and by relying on the delusion that the structural symmetry will solve all the
problems, and I suggest now that the government has violated the second principle of reform,
the need to study the experience of others.

Now, what we have attempted to do, or what the government has attempted to do is to
provide simple answers to complex questions, and it has either ignored the need to accumulate
information or if it has the accumulated information, it has chosen to ignore the weight of
the evidence. And we don't know what accusation is worse because there is no indication from
the government that they have any information because they have not been prepared to furnish
that information to us.

And here we go to the question of costs, and their silence is rather curious. They make
no comment on almost the universal experience of every other area that's been involved where
increased size has meant increased costs. They chose to ignore the Government Boundaries
District Report, the Commission report, which indicated that there was no real evidence that
large amalgamation would produce efficiencies and economies. On the contrary, the Commis-
sion's evidence tends to indicate the existence of a very substantial cost disadvantage arising
from larger amalgamation. And Mr. Speaker, I suggest that if the Minister will table the
working papers that are in his possession on the costs forecast that the Boundaries Commis-
sion presented, that we would then be able to prove this to the satisfaction of everyone here.

Well, how can the government not be criticized for failing to undertake or perhaps just
to publish cost projections for the amalgamation plan for Greater Winnipeg. Is it not aware
that the level of cost increases is dependent not only on the degree of amalgamation, but also
on which this . . . will occur. And are the facts not worth knowing® I mean, are we supposed
to simply buy this without a cost projection? Is that what is intended for the people of
Manitoba ? -- (Interjection) - No objection. Well, Mr. Speaker, I don't think that the funda-
mental right of the taxpayers realistically should be ignored. Should a taxpayer's position
really be ignored at this point? Surely the taxpayer is entitled to know what the costs will be.
Surely we are entitled to know, when the government imposes something so major as this
reform, how the money is going to be raised and what monies we are talking about. Is the
government going to prepare or produce for us the cost data on the equalization of the mill
rate? On the equalization of salaries and other benefits ? On the equalization of services ?

On the confiscation of assets? On the assumption of liabilities? On the position of City Hydro?
On the position of school costs ?

Now the Minister has basically said that the coste are irrelevant and the structure is
all-important, and he will simply say that what he has proposed is a beautiful structure which
will instantly produce a better and more democratic way in which the individual will be able
to participate in his local government. Well, this is basically the ideological keystone of
~ the whole plan and without it the whole system collapses. Now, Mr. Speaker, I don't want
the system to collapse, but there are certain questions that have to be answered and I'm going
to pose them to the Minister because I think they are basic if the system is going to work.

But what has happened is that the government's entire approach in forcing amalgamation is
calculated to make the system a motorless vehicle right from the start. It's producing and
has produced the most comprehensive municipal reform in Manitoba's history, and it expects
its almost dictatorial efforts to produce a civic Utopia. But equally important is the fact that
the proposed system appears incapable of delivering the vastly improved performance which
its designers have promised.

Now, we are going to be able to deal with it clause by clause when we get to the commit-
tee and certainly we'll be able to deal with the defects of the various sections. But on the
matter of principle I think that we have to talk about the delusion of democracy with which the
government has embellished this plan. One of the reasons used by the government to explain
the absence of published cost projections was that the benefit that widespread citizen involve-
ment would derive from the creation of community committees, more than outweighed any
possibility of the cost increases due to the amalgamation. Now if we analyze the bill we find
that there is a much more complex situation, because, Mr. Speaker, not enough is said in the
bill about the relationship between the Mayor, the various standing committees, the council
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . . . and the commissioners. From a purely ‘administrative pomt
of view, this adds to the confusmn right from the start, but the general unpressmn we gam
from reading the bill is one of reduced democracy and increased cost.

"~ Now, let me try and explore some of the implications of the document. Depending on
the development of party politics in a city, the Mayor may become little more than a ceremc-
nial figure. In fact, the chairman of our new restructured uni-city will become like a Lord
Mayor - bejewelled and powerless. Depending on the interpretation given to their power, the
community committees will either wither on the bloom, blossom into administratively-
handicapped and politically-vocal urban fragments, which is what some of the politicians have
said, and these are the uncertainties. There are other uncertainties in the bill but there are
also certain factors which can be discussed with greater degree of certainty. One thing as
I've suggested, Mr. Speaker, is that the bureaucrats are going to remain supreme. It's
reasonable to predict that an intolerable amount of power will rest with the Board of Commis- -
sioners. They won't have to grasp it - it's been given to them by the government. From a -
practical point of view the Board of Commissioners is about equivalent to a City Manager °
System. If that is the intention of the Act, there is really no need for an elected council, but °
maybe the government is right when it says that there will be less bickering to be done in the
new council, There is little cause for bickering when there are no decisions to be made and
outside this quiet council chamber the bureaucratic machine will roll quietly on.

Another certainty about Bill 36 is that it gives to the new civic administration, powers - -
which have previously never been given to a municipal government, particularly in the area of-
planning, and I'm concerned about the possible bureaucratic abuses of thesz new powers, and
we hope to correct some of these actual and potential faults of Bill 36 with the government's
cooperation,’ but I suggest that many of the design faults could have been avoided by the use of’
proper demoecratic methods. Let me indicate the principle I'm concerned about by mentioning
the experience of other provinces.

I would like to read from "Proposal for Reform of Municipal Structures' by the Minister
of Municipal Affairs of the province of Quebec, on page 37, and I'd like to quote this for the
benefit of the Minister of Urban Affairs: "And finally, and this is probably the most important
reason in implementing this policy, the government intends to respect the basic principle of
real participation by existing municipalities. Our intention to ensure local participation is so
strong that in some cases we believe it is preferable to put up with delays at the time of the
creation of a municipal community in order to give the local opinion time to express itself.

Our policy will have no.chance of success if the people concerned are not convinced of its value.
After all, citizens are those who will have to live in the setting of these municipal communities
once they are created.'" Mr. Speaker, 1'd'like to apply what the Quebec Minister of Municipal
Affairs has said to our situation here and suggest that this is what the present govemment :
should have done. :

Well the govemment hasn't followed this procedure. Instead, as I suggested, its labor-
atory experts in Toronto have concocted a plan which attempts to reconcile administrative -
centralization with political decentralization, and I suggest it has failed at this point. It has -
failed because the value of administrative centralization lies only in efficiency but the govern-
ment's attempt to create savings w%ll onlycause it to create bureaucracy. The value of polit -
ical decentralization exists only when the people recognize that the bottom- most levels of -
government have significant demsuln -making power in the areas of local concern, andif it'sa
fact that the community councils ar‘e going to have that authorlty, then we have a two-tier sys-
tem. If the community councils are not going to have that authority, then we do not have
political decentralization, and you are not going to have it both ways and that's the basic
contradiétion of the whole proposal

The government says this is amalgamation, but if it is amalgamatlon then it's a two-tier
system because if the community <‘:ounc1ls are going to have the power and the authority, then
in effect why destroy the existing community? Why create a community council of St. Boniface?
Why not have a city of St. BonifaceP You know, if in fact government was remote from the
people, then why didn't we simply take Greater Winnipeg and set up’a ward system of Greater
Winnipeg and make it less remote for the people. We could have done that. So'in effect what
we have is a proposal that will elther develop into the two-tier system or, if it doesn't develop
into the two-tier system, will develop into the kind of federalized system in which-the bureau-
cratic control will be supreme and the cost will escalate.
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.)

Now let me deal with costs. The proposals of the government have certain sections and
I realize I can't deal with the sections, but just to indicate where it starts and where it can be
found. The costs of the one-city plan are contained in the Government proposal to equalize the
mill rate and provide a partial government subsidy to those municipalities affected by the
increase over a two-year period. However; Bill 36 contains many clauses which suggest cost
increases and the effect of these sections - and we're talking about 663, 666 and 668 - the effect
of the above sections indicate that under the headings of cost, the following items must be con-
sidered: The equalization of the mill rate. The equalization of salaries and other benefits.
The equalization of services. The confiscation of assets. The assumption of liabilities. The
position of City Hydro, and the position of school board costs.

Let me now deal with the equalization of mill rates. Although this is not specifically dealt
with in the Bill creating the City of Greater Winnipeg, the government White Paper proposes
that the municipal mill rate and a portion of the special educational levy mill rate be equalized
throughout Greater Winnipeg. The example given in the government White Paper is that if the
equalization had occurred in 1970, only four municipalities - Charleswood, North Kildonan,

St. James-Assiniboia and Tuxedo - would have experienced a net increase in the mill rate.
This of course refers to the residential mill rates which in 1970 were - and I have a table here
and I possibly should read it into the record because I have the figures for 1971, which I am
going to hope that the Minister of Urban Affairs will either confirm or deny, because my in-
formation, Mr. Speaker, is that if in fact the mill rate is applied on the 1971 basis, it won't
be four municipalities, it will be everybody but Greater Winnipeg that will have a substantial
rise - (Interjection) -- Over Winnipeg. Everybody. All right. Let me read these figures
to the Minister of Urban Affairs.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. CHERNIACK: . . . before "it will be" -1 didn't hear that.

MR. SPIVAK: Everyone except Greater Winnipeg. Everyone except Winnipeg itself.

I'm sorry, I meant Winnipeg.

All right. The mill rate in 1970 for Charleswood was 48.62; East Kildonan 70.40; Fort
Garry 67.60; North Kildonan 55; Old Kildonan 63.95; St. Boniface 66.643; St. James-Assiniboia
53.31; St. Vital 63.48; Transcona 71.61; Tuxedo 44; West Kildonan 65; Winnipeg 66.63. It's
obvious now, as it should have been obvious then, that the illustrations that were based on the
1970 mill rate were unrealistic because the City of Winnipeg had artificially lowered its mill
rate in 1970. Thus a truer reflection of what equalization of mill rates would mean in the new
city can be ascertained by looking at the 1971 mill rates in Greater Winnipeg which are as
follows: Charleswood 47.88; East Kildonan 71.40; Fort Garry 67.03; North Kildonan 60.50;
Old Kildonan 62.67; St. Boniface 69.22; St. James-Assiniboia 55; St. Vital 67; Transcona 64.33;
Tuxedo 46; West Kildonan 60.88; Winnipeg 73.151.

It's obvious, from reviewing the 1971 existing mill rates, that the picture is much differ-
ent insofar as equalization of mill rates is concerned in its impact on area municipalities.
Using the same formula in 1971 that the government used for the 1970 mill rate equalization,
itappearsthatthe following municipalities will have a resulting increase in their mill rate due
to the equalization of the mill rates, as follows: Charleswood, East Kildonan, Fort Garry,
North Kildonan, Old Kildonan, St. Boniface, St. James-Assiniboia, St. Vital, Transonca,
Tuxedo and West Kildonan. When this increase is translated into dollars and cents, the total
annual cost is estimated at $5 million, and this is the figure that the government proposes to
subsidize for a two-year period. And if my figures are wrong, I would hope that at an appro-
priate time the Minister of Urban Affairs would indicate such.

Now I feel that a reorganization of local government as has been proposed herein, will
require between three to five years for the full integration and adjustments of salaries, pen-
sions and other benefits, and an upgrading of services, so that the impact of the increased
costs will be felt for at least a five-year period.initially, and therefore the government subsidy
should in all fairness cover the full increased costs for the first five years of the operation of
the one-city plan.

On the other hand, it must be remembered that any government subsidy is really using
the taxpayers' money. In this case it would mean that the rest of the province of Manitoba
would be helping to foot the bill for the increased costs incurred by the reorganization of
Greater Winnipeg, and in this respect opposition has already been indicated from areas outside
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(MR. SPIVAK cont'd.) . .-. .. of Greater Winnipeg.

Now let me talk about equali‘zation of salaries and other benefits. ' A recent survey of the
total number of permanent employges on the staff in the area municipalities indicates that,
other than the City of Winnipeg anq Tuxedo, the other area municipalities employ a ratio of one
permanent employee for every 200 to 300 of population, and the following is a detailed break-
down: West Kildonan, permanent employees 75, population 23, 277, per capita 310.4. I'll just
go down the per capita: Winnipeg 62 4; East Kildonan 244.3; St. Boniface 181.5; St. James
216.8; Transcona 306.7; North Kildonan 381; Fort.Garry 170.2; St. Vital 256; Charleswood
343.3; Old Kildonan 131.9; Tuxedo 80.8.

From the above chart, one can reasonably assume that not only will there be an increase
in costs due to the upgrading of salaries and pensions and other benefits, which Mr. Elswood

Bole I guess has estimated at $16 r‘nillion, but also the setting up of the new bureaucracy will

" inevitably lead to an increase in thle number of employees in the suburbs due to the upgrading of
services. These are real costs which .

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Mlmster of Finance."

MR. CHERNIACK: . . . I'd like to ask of the member. When he prepared or presented
that list of employees per capita pler municipality, have I the right to assume that he took into
account the numbers of persons employed by contractors who do work for the municipalities in
the same relationship as, say, the: City of Winnipeg which had people workmg for it and doing
the same kind of work, on the payroll.

MR. SPIVAK: No. As a matter of fact, that's an 1nterest1ng question. No, Mr,
Speaker, I did not. With the exception of Charleswood, which would have the RCMP included
in it, the other areas-did not -- it does not include what the Honourable Minister . . .

MR. CHERNIACK: .. . andcontracts. . . ?

MR, SPIVAK: No, it does not include that. It includes its employees. But that's an
interesting feature, Mr. Speaker, Pecause I have presented something that the Minister should
have presented. I am in fact presenting something that the government should have presented,
because of the fact, Mr. Speaker L- yes. The government owed an obligation, if they were
expecting the people of this province to buy this, to have reduced the information, to have re-
lated the cost, and to have indicated its position, and in fact I want -- I suggest, Mr. Speaker,
that the great weakness of the gove“rnment's position is that they have either been afraid to

present those figures, because I'aqn sure that they have done some mathematical calculation on

these figures, and, Mr. Speaker, if they have not any mathematical calculations, then I must
suggest that I would have lost somé of the respect for the administrative competence of the
Minister of Urban Affairs. Surely he, at least he, would understand that it's necessary to at
least have the arithmetic done before you are going to make this kind of political decision.

Now I've suggested, .Mr. Spe‘aker, that the cost will be borne by the taxpayers of Greater
Winnipeg and it will be subsidized by the Provincial Government in order to avoid a hardship
for the residential taxpayers of Greater Winnipeg.

Now when we talk about equalization of services, when you talk about bringing up the
highest level of salary, pension an(ll other benefits in the upgrading services to that of one hav-
ing the highest level of services, it has to assume that this is the corollary of what's going to
happen. It's the necessary corollary to equalization of mill rates, because if