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THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY of MANITOBA
Friday, June 17, 1977

TIME: 2:30 p.m.
OPENING PRAYER by Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER, Honourable Peter Fox (Kildonan): Before we proceed, | should like to direct the
attention of the honourable members to the gallery where we have 39 students Grade 6 standing of
the Bannatyne School. These students are under the direction of Mr. V. Krentz. This school is located
in the constituency of the Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

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

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

ORAL QUESTIONS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. LLOYD AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | have a question for the First Minister in respect to the
announcement he made this morning, a press release that was issued by Manitoba Housing on the
proposed Inner City Housing Action Program for $20 million. Can he indicate whether this500units
of public housing that will be built in the Inner City is to be financed through a special public housing
allocation from Central Mortgage and Housing or is it part of the normal public housing budget that
has previously been announced in the MHRC Estimates?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Urban Affairs.

HONOURABLE SAUL A. MILLER (Seven Oaks): Mr. Speaker, the initial moneys will be coming
from the CMHC allocation to Manitoba. It is hoped, of course, as last year that when we approach
them again in the fall, they will increase their allocation in Manitoba because other provinces are not
using their allocations.

MR. AXWORTHY: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. As | understand it then, that the program is part
then of the already designated number of public housing unitsthatwere being built, can the Minister
indicate if there will be any additional provincial capital being spent in this program over and above
the normal 10 percent allocation that goes as part of the Federal-Provincial agreement?

MR. MILLER: Mr. Speaker, we certainly try to use as much of the federal money as possible. We
were faced with that particular dilemma last year where if no further federal funds would have been
available, we would have had to use provincial capital. Fortunately, the Federal Government, in
October, made more funds availabletoManitoba and we were abletopluginto Section43ofthe NHA
Act in order to get the necessary funds.

MR. AXWORTHY: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Can the Minister indicate whatthe designation
of these units will be. Will they be entirely for families? Will they be available for single people? Will
they be available for senior citizens? Do we have an allocation as yet?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce.

HONOURABLE LEONARD S. EVANS (Brandon East): Mr. Speaker, | can indicate that these units
are essentially for families. These will be family units in excess of 500 suites, or apartments, or
household units, in multiple structures.

MR. AXWORTHY: Well, asupplementary from that then, Mr. Speaker. Can the province or any one
of the Ministers indicate if there is to be any assistance given for the rehabilitation or upgrading of
existing multiple units blocks, apartment sites, particularly to help those, or provide loans for those
that need upgrading for fire purposes or other reasons.

MR. EVANS: Well, Mr. Speaker, as indicated during the Estimates of Manitoba Housing, the
government is looking at a program to upgrade existing apartmentblocksin the inner portionsofthe
City of Winnipeg and we have had some discussions on that matter at some length.

With regard to another element of your question, if | heard the honourable member properly, with
regardto the existing tenants, | believe he asked a question with regard tothose who are living in the
existing buildings. | can advise the honourable member and members of the House that of all of the
structures involved, all of the parcels involved, the bulk of them are either unoccupied land, under-
utilized land or placarded buildings, buildings that are declared by the City of Winnipeg to be
unsanitary. And | believe there may be about twenty families, at the very most involved, and these
people will be given top priority and in factwe will assistthem in every way possible to find alternative
accommodation. And | can assure the honourable member in every case, it will be better
accommodation than they have now, because all of them areliving in sub-marginal accommodation.

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

MR. GEORGE MINAKER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to the Honourable Minister of
Industry and Commerce who is responsible for the local group projects in The Employment
Program. | wonder if the Honourable Minister can confirm that the People’s Liberation Book Store
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has received a grant of $3,080 on one of his projects.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce.

MR. EVANS: Well, I'll have to check that item, Mr. Speaker. There was an Outreach type of
program being operated, | believe, through that facility, some type of Outreach program to
disadvantaged people, as | understand. But I'll have to check the records.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HONOURABLE EDWARD SCHREYER, Premier(Rossmere): Mr. Speaker, this morning |
undertook, pursuant to a question from the Leader of the Opposition, to trace down the disposition of
what was to thought to be seven or eight Orders for Return not yet filed. I'm told that the number is
five. I've asked the Clerk of the Executive Council, Mr. Bedson, to trace it down.

The procedure would be that when that is done, a copy would be filed with the Clerk of the
Assembly, and a copy sent to the mover of the motion, in the first instance.

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

MR. MINAKER: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question to the Honourable Minister of Industry
and Commerce. | wonder if the Honourable Minister would check to see if also the Liberation Book
Store received a grant of some $5,900.00. Would the Minister check to see if the Peoples’ Liberation
Book Store and the Liberation Book Store are one and the same organization?

Further, would the Honourable Minister seek out to find out what thisstorerepresents or whether,
in fact, it represents a left-wing group organization as only a front?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce.

MR. EVANS: Mr. Speaker, such grants to community associations, of course, are notavailable to
commercial operations. In this case | believe, if | recall properly, there was a social service program
for that neighbourhood involving some people the Honourable Member from Swan River should be
concerned about — some disadvantaged people. As | said, we will check it, but it was some type of
outreach program if | recall.

I might add, Mr. Speaker, we have approved hundreds of grants all over this province for many
many very worthwhile programs and | believe, if | recall, this was an extremely worthwhile program.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia.

MR. STEVE PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the Minister of Industry and Commerce
responsible for housing. | believe early in the Session it' was announced in The Throne Speech that
there will be some thousand lots coming on stream in the Inkster-Keewatin area that will be available
for people sometime during the summer. Can the Minister indicate to the House are these now ready
and are the services in, and if they are not ready yet, will they be available for this construction
season?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce.

MR. EVANS: Mr. Speaker, the engineering design has now been completed and either today or
tomorrow, | believe, the corporation will be awarding the contract for the installation of water and
sewer services. So we are proceeding forthwith.

MR. PATRICK: Can the Minister answer my second part of the question: Will any of the lots be
available during this year because | believe it was indicated early in the Session thatthey would be
available this year?

MR. EVANS: Yes, Mr. Speaker, this is our hope and our plan but we are in the hands of the ability of
the contractors and of course right along it has been a matter of working with the various levels of the
City government and so on and they have been very co-operative but it all takes time. We are hoping
thatwe willbe in a position, aswesaidearlier,to be able to sell these properties, these lots, ata very
good price to consumers in this area this year. So, again, however, | would have to reiterate, it partly
depends on how successful we are in actually getting the engineering works in place but work is
about to begin.

MR. PATRICK: Well, | appreciate that answer because | was somewhat concerned.

MR. SPEAKER: Question.

MR. PATRICK: My supplementary, Mr. Speaker, is in respect to the program thatwasannounced
this morning about housing for 500 new families in the inner core of Winnipeg. Can the Minister
indicate to the House if any consultations have taken place with the Winnipeg School Boardand the
Recreation and Parks.Board in respecttorecreation facilities and educational facilities forthesenew
families?

MR. EVANS: | can’t say to what extent there have been consultations at the staff level but we have
certainly worked, | think, in an optimum way with the various people in the City administration. Asa
matter of fact, the City administration largely helped us identify the particular propertiesin question.
I mightadd, Mr. Speaker, that these properties arewell scattered albeitin the inner city portion ofthe
City of Winnipeg, nevertheless they are scattered about, so | would hopethat there wouldnotbeany
serious. problems posed that the member may be implying in his-question.

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

MR.HARRYE.GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, | have aquestion for the Honourable Attorney-
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General the , Minister responsible for the Liquor Control Commission. | would like to ask the Minister
if the Liquor Control Commission has phased out their computer operation.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HONOURABLE HOWARD PAWLEY (Selkirk): Mr. Speaker, | would take that question as notice.

MR. GRAHAM: Mr. Chairman, perhaps | should ask that question in another manner. Has the
Liquor Commission changed over their computer operation to the government’s computer centre?

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | believe they have; | certainly hope they have so arranged.

MR. GRAHAM: A supplementary. Can the Minister indicate what has happened to the operators
of the computer program at the Liquor Commission? Have they been transferred also or have they
been reclassified and given other jobs in the Liquor Commission?

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, | did take that question as notice.

| wonder if | could just ask, with the leave of the House, that | get an opportunity to table the
information which | agreed to table in connection with wire-tap guidelines. Now this is the original,
the document received by me, and | will be asking the Clerk to photocopy copies of it.

MR. SPEAR: The Honourable Member for Wolseley.

MR. ROBERT G. WILSON: In the absence of the Minister of Education, | wonder if the First
Minister could maybe answer. Would the Minister advise the House how the Seine River School
Division expended its $300,000 French 1976 language grants, the federal and provincial ones, and
have proper records been kept of this expenditure?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, a question having to do with the internal operations of a school
division clearly will have to be taken as notice.

MR. WILSON: Well, my supplementary question is, then in the April 26th issue of La Liberte, Mr.
Hebert stated that matters of policy pertaining to French language would be made by the Bureau de
L’Education Francaise and not by the Minister of Education.

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, | am aware that that kind of a statement was reported. |
cannot vouch for its authenticity, but even if authentic Ive already indicated thatthat mostassuredly
cannot be the case by definition.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Crescentwood.

MR. WARREN STEEN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Earliertoday | asked the Minister of Public Works
a question regarding the catering facility at Thompson in the government building. It has come to my
attention that the caterer, who the Minister referred to this morning, who has beensuspended, has
issued N.S.F. cheques to his personnel. Does his department, the Minister's department, have any
moral or legal obligation regarding the employees who worked for this caterer?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister for Public Works.

HONOURABLE RUSSELL DOERN: Well, Mr. Speaker, this is another instance of afreeenterprise -
failure. | do not know whether we have an ethical obligation, but | would certainly check that out. All |
know is that we have hired a private firm and they appear to have not fulfilled their commitments.

MR. STEEN: Mr. Speaker, to the Minister, when the firm was appointed to undertake the position
as being the caterer, did they have to put up a bond?

MR. DOE: Mr. Speaker, | will take that as notice.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to direct my question to the First
Minister. | wonder if the First Minister could confirm that the original estimates to install the No. 6
turbine or generator at Jenpeg, which was the first one to go in, the estimate of hours was 33,000
hours and it has now taken over 200,000 hours to install it.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHYER: Mr. Speaker, that may be the case. The cost, of course, in terms of the actual cash
outlay implications of any delay are a matter as between the supplier and the installer, and not
Manitoba Hydro.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, with the other turbines yet to go in, could the First Minister
explain why the camp there has been reduced from over 400 to approximately 210 men?

MR. SCHREYER: Well, there might be several reasons, Mr. Speaker. One of them, however, would
be thefactthat the civil works havebeen completed and now what isinvolved is the installation of the
mechanical work, so there is obviously quite a diminution of onsite labour activity.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

HONOURABLE STERLING LYON: Mr. Speaker, a question to the First Minister, which | believe
he took notice of some time ago. Is the First Minister yet in a position to advise the House as to the
amount of the cost overruns on the installation of the Soviet generators at Jenpeg.

MR. SCHYER: Mr. Speaker, whatever the cost overruns they certainly do not bear on Manitoba
Hydro's obligation to pay out cash. Any cost overruns is a matter of, and indeed it is at the present
time, a matter of some dispute as between the supplier and the installation company Flanders
Limited.
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MR. LYON: A further question, Mr. Speaker. | believe it was also taken as notice some time ago.
Has the First Ministerbeen-advised as yetas tothe dollar value of the loss of power from Jenpeg for
the approximate one-year period which-it is now behind schedule.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | have asked for some estimating of that and when | obtain the
information | can forward it to my honourable friend.

MR.LYON: Mr. Speaker, reverting to an answer thatthe First Minister gave with respectto Orders
for Return, five of which we understand and he acknowledges are still outstanding, can the First
Minister give a time frame in which the members of the House can expect to receive these Orders for
Return, which are now at least a year old.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | have indicated that | have asked the Clerk of the Executive
Council to apply himself to this task. Some of this can be, | would imagine, done relatively soon. |
cannot, however, dismiss the possibility that one or two may be somewhat in the nature of the kind
that my honourable friend, the Minister of Agriculture, was referring to this morning requiring
considerable detailed research, pulling together of information. But even so | would hope to be able
to do so in the next thirty days.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the Minister of Industry and Commerce,
regarding the Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation. Is it the practice of the Housing and
Renewal Corporation to have a contractor working on projects for as long as four months without a
signed contract?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry and Commerce.

MR. EVANS: | would not think so, Mr. Speaker. | wonder if the honourable member would like to
give me some details, I'll pursue the matter.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, | would ask and give the details maybe in the form of a question
and just briefly say that | don't know that it would do anybody any good. Maybe | would just ask the
Ministerif hewould check with the Housing and Renewal Corporation andseeifthis practiceisgoing
on.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Virden.

MR. MORRIS McGREGOR: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to direct this to the First Minister. Some six weeks
ago | requested him to instruct his Minister of Public Works on a certain action and seven weeks later
we realized how extremely successful that was. |, myself, never being one to change course in
midstream . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Question.

MR. McGREGOR: . . . would he now instruct his Minister of Public Works to turn off the solar
energy because excess water is becoming a problem.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | hardly know how to answer. The Minister of Public Works is a
colleague. One does not instruct colleagues; one merely asks colleagues. | believe that the Minister
of Public Works probably would not be adverse to accepting some responsibility for what has
happened in the past six months.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rhineland.

MR. ARNOLD BROWN: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to the Minister of Health. This
morning | asked him whether a personal care home was slated for Pine Falls and he said he would
answer this afternoon. | wonder if he could give us that answer now.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health.

HONOURABLE LAURENT L. DESJARDINS (St. Boniface): Yes, Mr. Speaker, | was waiting to
have a chance to catch your eye to give the answer and that is the Pine Falls personal carehome, as |
stated a few times in the House, that Pine Falls was not on the list of the five-year construction
program that | had announced last year. | had a meeting with a Dr. Siddal and Mr. Munro, the
Chairman of the District Board of the Pine Falls General Hospital, some time in eitherNovember or
December of 1976. What was discussed was confirmed by a letter from Mr. Edwards, the Chairman of
the Commission, on the 22nd of December, 1976, and that is that starting this summer of 1977 there
will be discussions between the Board and the Manitoba Health Services Commission to start the
planning so we could proceed with this at leastimmediately after the five-year program — thatisin
four years from now — or possibly a little before thatbutitwill take a coupleofyearstoplan, anyway.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Flin Flon.

MR. THOMAS BARROW: I'd liketo make a change on the Statutory Regulations Committee, Mr.
Speaker. The name of Adam to replace that of Malinowski.

MR. SPEAKER: Agreed? (Agreed) The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, I'd like to ask the First Minister if he is waiting W|th anxiety, the

"same as we are, for the Member from Radisson’s question? -

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.
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MR. SCHREYER: | think, Mr. Speaker, it would be more correct to say that | am waiting with
trepidation. Frankly, | would sooner not face that prospect either.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, | posed a question yesterday to the Honourable the Minister of Tourism
with respect to whether campers on Crown lots would be allowed to pitch tents this coming summer,
and | showed him later a copy of the bulletin. | was wondering if the Minister has been in a position
since that time to convince the bureaucracy that maybe people should be allowed to pitch tents On
their own property.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister.

HONOURABLE BEN HANUSCMAK (Burrows): Well, Mr. Speaker, | think one would be well-
divided to be very careful in choosing a site for pitching a tent today. | did check the matter out with
my department, that was raised by the Honourable Leader of the Official Opposition—Interjection)—
The Leader of the Official Opposition.

It is not the intent of the regulation or, as it was paraphrased in the instructions given to cottagers,
to prohibit the pitching of tents for strictly recreational purposes for the use of their families. In fact,
even if one wished to pitch a tent for the use of friends or relatives staying overnight, that could be
checked out and clearance could be obtained from the park ranger for a short period of time. It's not
even the intent to prohibit the pitching of a tent to accommodate friends or relatives who may notbe
accommodated within the cottage. But the intent was to prohibit the pitching of tents and setting up
of mobile homes and so forth for rental purposes for season use. However, that regulation will be
clarified for the benefit of the users of our campground and cottage areas.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. STERLING R. LYON (Souris-Killarney): Mr. Speaker, do | take it then that the Minister is
sayingthat a letter of explanation will go out to all property owners holding Crown leases, explaining
that they can pitch tents which is contrary to the first letter that went out, which the Minister saw?

MR. HANUSCHAK: No | don’t think that there’s need for any letter of explanation going out, but
come the next season the instructions that are given to cottagers will be redrafted and if there’s any
problem that may arise during the balance of the camping season fortheyearthat matter will be dealt
with on an individual basis. But as I've indicated, it is not the intent of the regulation to prohibit the
pitching of tents for recreational use by the family for use by children to play in, nor even is it the
intent to prohibit the pitching of atentto accommodate friends staying overnight, who could not be
accommodated in the cottage.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, | wonder if the Minister could open another flap of investigation in his
department — did | understand him tosay that persons wishing to pitch atent would havetogetprior
permission from somebody to pitch a tent in your own backyard?

MR. HANUSCHAK: Mr. Speaker, it was not the intent of the regulation to prohibit the pitching ofa
tent for recreational use by the family so that regulation isn’t relevant to the pitching of tents for
recreational use by families. But insofar as pitching of tents for overnight accommodation, then that
can be cleared with the park ranger by those who wish to do so.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition. Final question.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, at the risk of further confusing a problem that we thought was fairly
simple, can laskthe Minister onefinal question. Canthe Minister advise ifthe letter which went outto
all Crown lessees saying that they could not pitch tents on their own property will be revoked so that
they will be under no misapprehension as to what the law of the land is?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister. Order please. The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, assuming that such a letter exists and assuming that it has been
correctly interpreted, if that is the correct interpretation, then it will be changed. There is nointention
to have regulations having to dowith whether or notthere can be the pitchingofatentin a casual way
next to a cottage in a cottage lot in a recreational park.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The Honourable Member for Radisson.

MR. HARRY SHAFRANSKY: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | have a questiontothe Minister of Health
and Social Development. | wonder if he could recommend to the Member for Sturgeon Creek where
he could see a doctor to remove his pangs of anxiety that he exhibits so much in this House?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Bill No. 86 please, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Bill No. 86.Reportstage.. The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.
86 you said.

MR. GREEN: No, I'm sorry ‘ | was wrong, Mr. Speaker. The honourable member apparently still
has a question.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Radisson.

MR. SHAFRANSKY: Yes | have a question, Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question to the Minister
of Health and Social Development. | wonder if the Minister could recommend to the Member for
Sturgeon Creek where he could get a frontal lobotomy
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ORDERS OF THE DAY — SECOND READINGS

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker; Bill No. 88, Second Reading, Page 2.
BILL (NO. 88) — THE STATUTE LAW AMENDMENT ACT (1977)(2)

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

MR. PAWLEY presented Bill 88, The Statute Law Amendment Act (1977)(2), for second readmg

MOTION presented.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, in order to expedite time, | think honourable members have the bill
and we would be just as well to permit the bill to proceed on its way to committee for the clause by
clause analysis.

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

MR. GRAHAM: Mr. Speaker, | can assure the Attorney-General that there is no wish on behalf of
our party to hold the bill up any longer and whenever you want to call the committee, we will
endeavour to do what we can to move this bill forward.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition wish to speak to Bill 88?

MR. LYON: Just a procedural question on Bill 88, Mr. Speaker, as to whether or not the House
Leader would want to refer that to Committee of the Whole rather than Law Amendments?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | thinkit will be Law Amendments. We just go out and come back. It will
be just as quick. There are less people on Law Amendments.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | would want to call Bill No. 14, Page 1 of the Order Paper.

REPORT STAGE

BILL NO. 14 — AN ACT TO AMEND THE LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT.

MR. SPEAKER: Bill No. 14 adjourned by the Honourable Minister of Mines. Report stage.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | think that some of the difficulty that we're having with this bill arises
from the fact that it was not dealt with at the committee stage in the ordinary way because it was notin
the original bill, it was sent by committee and introduced at the report stage. Under those
circumstances | think, Mr. Speaker, that there is confusion astowhatis desired by either side and we
get into the kind of a rather hostile debate that started this morning. We can’t deal with a word, we
can't change a word, we can’t do the things that can be donerather more informally to make sure that
there is no problems arising and therefore, we have, | think,a misunderstanding astointention. I can
assure the Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek that both the Minister and the members who
spoke clearly do not wish to interfere with landlord and tenant relationships in the normal way, nordo
they:want a landlord to prevent a tenant from being able to deal with reasonable information.

Butthereis this problemofdebate. Itisaproblem havingbeenbroughtinatthistime, whenitcan’t
be dealt with by the committee in that way. We have a law which now guarantees some information
being received by the tenant and rather than try to deal with that kind ofamendment in this kind of
setting, we would want consent of the whole House to withdraw the amendment and not proceed
with it at this time. —(Interjection)— The amendment dealing with the literature. —(Interjection)—
Yes, but | want honourable members to be made quite aware that we do not attribute to the intention
of the amendment some of the suggestions. | think if we had been sitting in committee discussing it
around a table, we would probably find away of dealing with it, and more particularly, in dealing with
alandlord preventing a tenant from receiving any kind of information other than election material so
it might be betterto doitin thatwaybecause | don’tthink it is a contentious issue and weare making a
contentious issue out of nothing So | would request the members of the Opposition to give me
consent to have this amendment withdrawn.

MR. SPEAKER: Is it agreed? (Agreed)

BILL NO. 14 was read a third time and passed.

BILL NO. 18 — THE RETAIL BUSINESS HOLIDAY CLOSING ACT

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines.
MR. GREEN: Bill No. 18, Mr. Speaker. Adjourned debates on Third Reading, Bill No. 18, The Retail
Business Holiday Closing Act.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry.
.-.-MR. SHERMAN: The Minister of Laboursays, “Keep it cool,” Mr.Speaker. It may be hard to do that
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but | will attempt to restrain my opposition to the bill to as great a degree as possible but 1 will
certainly not withdraw my opposition to the bill.

Sir, | think our position on the bill was made abundantly clear on second reading and in
committee. We find thatin h consultation with members of the economic community and particularly
those who are small independent store operators since that time that our position has been justified
and reinforced in our own minds. | have had individual independent store owners and their wives
phone me, get in touch with me, in substantial number in the last few days, in the last fewweeks, since
the bill went through the committee stage’ all of them greatly upset by the kind of impact, thekind of
effect, that they feel this legislation will have on their lives and on their livelihoods.

We said at the outset that the legislation does nothing for the employment situation in this
province and we reiterate that with all the emphasis that we can summon. What is going to happen,
Sir, and | have personal evidence of that from individual merchants and store owners in my own
constituency and elsewhere, isthat people are going to lose jobs under this legislation. | had a store
owner — and this is only one of the many calls that | have received — who told me that he was
intending to open a new store, he has a small grocery store, and he was intending to open another
one in which he would have provided employment to somewhere between five and nine people. Now
he is not going to do that. He feels that the kinds of directions that are embodied in this type of
legislation are too discouraging and have too much potential for difficulty for him to embark on that
kind of an investment.

| have had store owners and their wives phone me, one of them literally in tears, Sir, over the fact
that she and her husband had scrimped and saved, had sold what possessions they had to purchase a
small store, put their business together, build it up over the years by working seven days and seven
nights a week, when necessary, to expand it a little bit and add a few employees, arrive finally at a
situation, at a position where they had a viable business and a viable livelihood, and now, because of
this legislation, they are faced with a serious cutback in that business and livelihood, so much sothat
it might prompt them to address themselves to the inevitable and close and go out of business, move
elsewhere to operate a business.

Now | know the Minister will say that that is not a valid argument to use because operators of this
type only have to close one day a week and they can pick their day, Saturday or Sunday. But, Sir, the
legislation is such and the normal course of economic affairs in the marketplace are such that
Sunday is an extremely important and crucial business day to independent operators, small
merchants, small entrepreneurs. Itis the only way that they can derive viablity against the pressures
of the conglomerates and the multi-nationals and the big chains who command so much of the
market.

We feel that this legislation is really an effort and an attempt on the part of this Minister to do the
bidding of the majorsupermarket chains and the Retail Clerk’s Union, neither of whom wants to work
on Sundays, for reasons of their own. The reasons aren’t necessarily the same but the major chains
don’t want to operate on Sundays and the Retail Clerks’ Union doesn’twantto work on Sundays so
they decide among themselves that nobody is going to work on Sundays, in effect, that nobody is
going to be able to compete with them by commanding the Sunday commercial opportunities that
are available. And that is one of the most repugnant elements of the legislation to us, Mr. Speaker,
that there should be legislated protection for vested interest groups in the economy which works
against those small independents who make the effort to work hard, make aliving, provide aservice,
provide employment opportunities, provide a source of taxation and revenue for this government
and through this government the people of Manitoba, and who, in short, Sir, help very verypotently to
make the economy go.

So, Mr. Speaker, our position remains where it has been, that this legislation is harmful and
destructive to the spirit of people, to initiative and enterprise and freedom of choice and beyond
those important abstractions, harmful to the condition of the economy in this province today. It is
going to hurt employment; it is going to hurt business; it flies in the face of the kinds of programs in
terms ofemployment developmentand job creation that members of the treasury benches opposite
strut and boast about. It is a total antithesis to the kinds of things which the Minister of Industry and
Commerce and the First Minister and the Minister of Finance protestthattheyareattemptingtodo, to
shore up and reinforce our economy. The facts speak a lot louder, Sir, than their words do and not
many Manitobans are going to be fooled by that kind of speech-making when they feelthe impactin
the economy, in difficulty as it is today, and see it extended in its difficulties and made worse in its
difficulties as a consequence of legislation of this and other kinds.

Sir, the one other aspectthat | would like to make reference to in the bill is the fact thatindividual
rights arenotrespectedto the degreethatthey should beand I think that’s an important indictment of
this government. | recognize that the Minister was caught in arather wide-ranging social argumenta
few months ago because of the intrusion of some major supermarket operators into the field of
Sunday commerce but in my view, Sir, he has over-reacted seriously andis responding to a difficulty
that | believe could have been solved by adhering closely to legislation already in place in this
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country-and other jurisdictions and by bringing in this kind of discriminatory legislation. There were
anumberofamendments proposed by our party at the time of the study of the bill at committee stage,
Mr. Speaker, and | think you are familiar with the fact that all the important ones failed. Only one was
successful and it really does not have the improvement effects, does not have the beneficial effects
that we believe are necessary to make this reasonable legislation that some of the otheramendments
we proposed did possess.

Lastly, Sir, the penalty clause in the bill is one that | cannot permit to pass by without one further
comment. We have here an extremely punitive section which, in effect, says thatif a small store owner
makes a mistake of violating this Act, that he is liable to the kind of fine.on summary conviction that
can put him out of business. He is liable to a fine as high as $5,000 which, Sir, would smash —
completely destroy = many small enterprises of the type to which | have referred and of the type that
are most seriously affected by this legislation. The other day, Sir, we had a case in this City of two
persons being convicted on nine counts of fraud — on nine counts of fraud — and the fine, Sir, was
$1,800.00. That works outto . . .

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines.

MR. GREEN: The honourable memberis comparing the maximum fine with the fine thatwas given
by a judge in a particular case. Does the-member know what the maximum fine for fraud is? Because
those are the comparisons.

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | recognize what the Minister is saying, but we had very firm
evidence from the Minister of Labour in committee when wetried to move an amendment reducing
the maximums and minimums here, that he thought they werefartoo low. Soitdoesnotdetractfrom
my argument. We are looking here at a penalty thatcould drive asmall merchant, because he made a
mistake, or she made a mistake, or attempted to experiment with a particular choice, that would
destroy that business. | suggest to you that that flies in the face of the whole trend of justice in this
country today where we have almost, through manyofthe measuresintroduced by this government,
said, “Thefirstoneisonthehouse.” Youcangetaway with the first offence; you will getalightslapon
the wrist but don’t do it again. There is no such consideration shown to a small merchant, a small
store owner, who has worked and slaved to put that enterprise together.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Mines.

MR. GREEN: Would the honourable member say that under Bill 18 that a magistrate could not
impose a very light sentence and say don’t do it again, the:same as he does now, with any other
offence under the present Act?

MR. SHERMAN: Of course he could, Mr. Speaker, but the evidence as expressed by the Minister
of Labour in committee is that as far as this government is concerned, if there are any future
amendmentsto comein, they willboostthese minimums and maximums. —(Interjection)— Well, this
is areflection of an attitude thatis found in this bill, and | suggest to you the attitude is clear,thatthe
attitude brooks no errorson the part of a small businessman. There are attitudes of this government
expressed in other legislation that brook widespread errors in other fields, but the attitude expressed
in this legislation and in that clause says, “We will countenance no such error on the part of a small
businessman or businesswoman, because we don’t like small business or medium business or any
kind of business unless it is controlled by government.” That is what that clause says, that is what the
attitude of the Minister reflected in committee study.

Well, Sir, the Minister of the Environment may say, “That is not so” — | suggest to him there are
many small businessmen in this City today who believe it is so because of the legislation, because of
the attitude of the government in putting this legislation through committee. | want to register our
most vigorous oppositiontolegislation ofthis kind, more vigorously, if possible,thanweexpressed it
earlier, and our intention, Sir, to have a recorded vote so that we can vote in a recorded manner
against this discriminatory and destructive bill.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, when we were in committee on this bill,
| have never seen anything railroaded through like this bill was in my life. | have only been in the
Legislature for eight years but, Mr. Speaker, when we were discussing one clause of this legislation,
the Member for Flin Flon moved that the question be put. The otherdayintheHousehesaidhedidit
because he wanted to upgrade the debate of the committee at the time. | have read Hansard and the
reference he makes to bad debate was debate presented by my colleague, the Meer for Fort Garry.
There was an answer from the Minister of Labour and the Attorney-General regarding this subject.
The debate was only spoken on once basically by our side, if youtake a look at the record. But, Mr.
Speaker, the Member for Flin Flon moved the question be put and there was the Minister of Labour
who was supposed to be the Dean of the Legislature and who has basically been the House Leader
and would have probably been the person to direct that committee at that time, doesn’t even know
that he was illegal and should have mentioned to the Chairman that the question could not be put, but
yet he allowed it to go through.
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Mr. Speaker, Section 196 of Beauchesne — | won't read it all —but in the fourth line, it talks about
“That the question be put.” The very last sentence: “The motion for the previous question is not
admitted in Committee of a Whole or in any other Committee.” Yet the Minister sat there and allowed
that closure to happen just so he could railroad his legislation through this House. And the Member
for Flin Flon has the gall to stand up and say that he did it to upgrade the debate.

Mr. Speaker, | would also like to mention that the Minister of Industry and Commerce should have
left the room because he probably should be ashamed of himself for not getting up and opposing this
legislation. This legislation says “employees of three at all times.” | don’t know of many grocery
stores — whether they are Mom and Pop organizations or not — that do not employ more than three
people at all times. There are delivery boys, there are clean-up boys; there is extra help, so that they
can get maybe one or two days off during a month. Mr. Speaker, that's the type of legislation that is
being put forward only to help the large union and the large chain store in this province.

The Shell Oil Company can have their service stations open selling groceries on Sunday and yet
we close a man who has borrowed money from the bank, put his own signature on theline, bornand
raised in Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, it is terrible legislation and | make one more point. The Minister was
told by legal counsel that came before the Legislative Committee, that this was ultravireslegislation.
There were as many as three opinions given and, Mr. Speaker, any lawyer knows that in this province
and in this country, we dwell on case law. | assure you, Mr. Speaker, that the opinion of very good
legal counsel was that this bill was ultra vires and could not be put through on the basis of the present
legislation in force with the Federal Government.

The Minister who has been asked to take the channel that he has which is provided for in
legislaton within the Manitoba Legislature, that he could find out and have this Bill proved before he
putsit into effect asto whether it is ultra vires or not. But, he prefers to go to the Supreme Courtand |
tell you, Mr. Speaker, that is where he is going and he is going to cost the people of Manitoba one
heck of a pile of money doing so, and if he has taken the trouble to read the opinions of the three
lawyers that have given him the case law on this subject, he just might take the out that he has to find
out if this legislation is ultra vires but | don’t think he will. —(Interjection)— There you are, Mr.
Speaker. | don't think he will. | know he won’t now and | know that he is going to cost the people of
Manitoba a fortune and he doesn't give a damn.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia.

MR. PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, on second reading, | indicated that | believed in the principle that we
should try to limit commercialism as much as possible on Sundays, but | also had some reservations,
and | said | would letthe Bill go to Committee and perhaps have the wisdom of all the representations,
and | did that. It wasn't difficult for me to change my views and my mind in respect towhat | will be
doing in the Bill at this stage.

I am concerned particularly in one area. | am concerned about the small independent
businessman in this community and | think it will have a very serious effect on him. Because, Mr.
Speaker, | am sure that we are all aware that it is the small entrepreneur, the small businessman that
employs 75 percent of the people in this province, and | think that we should not make it any more
difficult than it is at the present time. We know that we have the 7-Eleven Stores, who are owned by a
large corporation and open twenty-four hours a day. The Mac Stores are owned by a large
corporation and are open, which creates very serious competition for the small local that are still left.
| believe there is something in the neighbourhood of forty independents that are left in the province,
and if that is all there is | feel that we shouldn’tdo anything to put any of those people out of business.

Because, Mr. Speaker, really the cornerstone of a strong local community is the small
businessman. | know if anybody had the opportunity to collect money for any social or community
project, and | have on several occasions for several projects, it seems when you go to a large
corporation all you get is a quick brush off and they say, I'm sorry, we have to do it through head
office or we have a certain amount of money given to United Way — and thatisit. You can’t raise any
money be it for a community club or for any social or community project that are very importantin
that community. But you go to that corner grocery store, independent service station, or any small
business and that is where you will be able to get $25 or $50, who have a very strong feeling for that
community.

| am concerned what is happening, Mr. Speaker, because right now the oil companies, the large
oil corporations are going in, adjacent with their self-serve units, that they have completely put the
small service stations out of business andare now starting to construct grocery stores in conjunction
with their self-serve service stations. So this will be another. The Minister of Labour'sheadbut that’s |
can point it out. He can true, come out to my constituency and he’ll find they're just under
construction now, just starting to build. So that’s a further concern that | have in respect to the small
independent businessman.

I'm sure that the Minister must realize that it's not too many years ago when we had very many
independent small service stations that people enjoyed going two blocks down from the
neighbourhood and getting the services that were required. They can'tdoittoday anymore. Youcan
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go two or three miles. In-our constituency there,s one independent service station left The others
have-all switched. to self-serve-and you cannot get any mechanical work or anything.

So concern,- Mr. Speaker, is really while the -principle is great, and | think if we can limit
commercialism at least to a minimum, that’s great. That’s fine. On the other hand, | think we have to
also be concerned with is happening with the small independents that are left in this province and
they're disappearing pretty quickly and if there is a way that the Minister can protect them, fine. I can
support them. But in this Bill, | would ask him to amend that section that this legislation would not
include independent . If that cannot be, | cannot support the legislation.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for La Verendrye.

MR. BOB BANMAN: Mr. speaker, | would also like to say that as mentioned by’ the Member from
Assiniboia that at second reading the principle of the bill was one that | think many of us supported
and supported it with the hope that during the Committee we could get certain changes on some of
the espects of this particular hill. | think one of the reasons, and | spoke during second reading r
supporting the bill, is | was in full agreement that we should have one day of rest, one ccmmon day of
rest, a fay where families could be together to worship together and to try and maintain the family tiea
and-the family unit and strengthen that. | don,t think this bill is it s present form is going to do that.

, I think that one of the clauses that | was very keen on seeing implemented in this legislation was
the opting out clause on religious grounds. In other words that it was mandatory for everyreli to be
closed on Sunday, unless by his oi her own personal religious beliefs they could opt out of that
particular qualification and then be open on a day preceding that or immediately thereafter. This is
much like the Ontario amendment and that’s been debated and | don’t think we should belabour that.

But, Mr. Speaker, | just want to say that the bill does not accomplish what I think it should and |
think that for those reasons, | can’t support the bill in its present form.

MR. SPEAKER: Are you ready for the question? The Honourable Minister of Labour.

MR. PAULLEY: Mr. Speaker, | think this is a matter of too much importance to just pass by without
some reply from myself as the sponsor of the bill. | feel that if | did not say something then after the
Session wasoverthat theoppositiontothe billwould go out onto the hustings and say thattherewas
no reply from the Minister of Labour, the sponsor of this bill. And knowing the calibre and the
capability of members opposite, I'm surethatthat would be true because quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, |
have no great faith in the approaches that are made from time to time by old politicians, althoughin
saying that, Mr. Speaker, | do not wantto depreciate or be derogatory of the place thatthepolitician
plays in our democracy.

, 1 think, Sir, that it would only be proper for me to point out to the House and hoce again to the
public that when the bill was introduced into this House for second reading, | called a vote on the
principle of the bill and at that particular time | received, or the bill received not necessarily self, the
unanimoss approval of thi s Assely. Now it seeem to me, Mr. Speaker that the opposition are
attempting to have the bestoftwoworlds, thatthey’re actually being Jekylls and Hydesinsofar as this
bill is concerned. —(Interjection)— My honourable friend from Sturgeon Creek says that we
shouldn’'t have Law Amendments. We went to Law Amendments and there were certain alternate
proposals that were made. There’s no question or doubt about that. But in accordance with the
democratic system ofgovernmentthatwe have, the amendments as proposed by certain members of
the committee were defeated, justassurely, Mr. Speaker, asproposalsinthisHousefromtime totime
have been defeated.

While | realize, Mr. Speaker, that one should not reflect on a vote that has already been taken, |
think that we had an illustration this morning in a vote whereby apparently the Party Whip of the
Conservative Party was going to deny natural justice to somebody who feltthatunder thelaws ofthe
Province of Manitoba they were denied the right of statutory exemptions in order that democracy
should prevail. May | suggest to the Honourable Member for Minnedosa that our party had a free
vote, unlike the apparent vote of the Official Opposition on that particular proposal, in order that
justice may be reconsidered.

But here we have it this afternoon, Mr. Speaker, the spokesmen for the two opposition groups
talking about the denial of justice insofar as the small storekeeper is concerned.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. J.F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, my question to the honourable member is that his statement
regarding the Whips, | wonder if the member would agree that that's an assumption, because | didn’t
see him at any caucus meeting of ours.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Labour.

MR. PAULLEY: No, Mr. Speaker, my answer to my honourable friend is: | didn’t haveto be atthe
caucus meeting of the Conservative Party. It was evident and it was obvious that every jack man that
sat.on the opposite side to me voted against the proposition raised by the Honourable Member for
Fort'Rouge. That's an assumption? Evidence. Evidence. —(Interjection)— Not one of you had the
guts to evade the that Party Whip, which I'm surewasonthere. | wantto say to my honourable friend,
the Member for Sturgeon Creek, that | have been around here long enough to know that when
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everyone stands up in a political party the Whip is on.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: That’s nuts.

MR. PAULLEY: You're nuts.

MR. SPEAKER: Order. Order please. Order please.

MR. PAULLEY: Mr. Speaker, after having voted unanimously on a matter of principle on this bill,
apparently some sections have got tothe Honourable Member for Fort Garryinrespectof Bill 18. He
tells me, and he tells this Assembly, that literally tears were coming out of the eyes of the poor small
businessman that is going to be prejudiced against as a result of this bill.

| say, Mr. Speaker, that this bill is going to enhance the position of the small businessman in the
Province of Manitoba. | think that was made amply clear when the representativesof the associated
small business people appeared at the committee and asked us, and pleaded with us, and begged
with us to continue and to put into force this legislation on their behalf.

My honourable friend, the Member for Fort Garry, says, “He was a ringer.” | wonder if he would
say that outside of the House where he hasn’'t got the immunity that he has within it. Because | think
it's a bunch of tripe for my honourable friend, the Member for Fort Garry, to accuse honest people
who appear before committee to express their views. If thisisthe attitude, Mr. Speaker, ofthe likes of
the Honourable Member for Fort Garry, thenis it any damn wonder that people lose faith in politicans
when such utter garbage is used by the likes of the Honourable? Member for Fort Garry.

He accuses me of being the tool in this particular case for both big business and big unions. And
the honourable friends agree with him. Now this is an incompatible position for me or any
honourable member to be in. It is another one of those cases | would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that the
Minister of Labour is damned if he does and damned if he doesn’t. I'm not concerned with big
business; I'm concerned with small business. And the evidence that we presented —(Interjection)—
Oh, you wouldn’t know, you old retiree — like I'm going to be one of these days myself — the Member
for Swan River.

But anyway, Mr. Speaker, | am not the agent for either one of them. This bill was proposed in this
House because it was a matter that had been under consideration for a considerable number of
years, even going back to the times of the dark, dim dread days when . . . —(Interjection)— Yes, and
dismal, too. When the Conservatives happened to be in power in the Province of Manitoba, and their
previous representative from East Kildonan by the name of Jim Mills attempted to bring in some
semblance of legislation and regulation in the very area that | am doingit here now. On a very, very
close vote the free entrepreneurs, the right-wing Tories of the Conservative Government rejected the
proposal — not initiated by a New Democrat, initiated by a then Conservative, who eventually went
out because the people realized the incompetence and the inefficiency of the Conservative Party.
And woe betide Manitoba if in some lapse of memory or of intelligence they happen to elect the
Honourable Member for Souris-Killarney as the Premier of this province, which we all love, called
Manitoba.

So my honourable friend, the Member for Fort Garry, saysthat this is legislative protection for the
big business — big industry. | say to him and | say to the people of Manitoba, it exhibits our concern
for small business in Manitoba despite the utter nonsense of the Honourable the Member for Fort
Garry.

| say, Mr. Speaker, that the approach of the Honourable Member for Fort Garry, and to some
degree the utterances of the Honourable the Member for Assiniboia, is a bogey-man approach to a
serious situation that we have in Manitoba.

| have already referred to one statement of the Honourable Member for Fort Garry about the
matter of the individual rights not protected in this bill. By their denial this morning of the individual
rights of a person to have a case heard once again . . . He referred to the penalty clause as being
exorbitant.

Well, darn it all, Mr. Speaker, if we are going to have legislation to achieve something that is
desired, should we not have penalties that will achieve that end? Under The Lord’s Day Act of Canada
atthepresenttime aviolation of the Act by abusinessis a paltry $25.00. What the heck sort of a barrier
is that? —(Interjection)— Now, now, now? Yes, it is now, now, now. 25 bucks — you think that that
would bother those who are in violation of The Lord’s Day Act?

And then the Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek, who apparently has left the Chamber now
and itis a good idea, accused us of railroading and he suggests that what we should have done wasto
refer this legislation for legal opinions of the courts before enacting the same. Mr. Speaker, should
we do that with every piece of legislation thatwe pass? —(Interjection)— My honourable friend, the
Member for Lakeside says, “Your legislation, yes.”

The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek referred to three legal people who appeared before
the committee and expressed the opinion that this might be ultra vires of the Province of Manitoba to
enact. You know, Mr. Speaker, this legislation has been in effect in the Province of Ontario for overa
year and with all their legal talent and knowledgeability in the whole of the Province of Ontario, a
similar bill has not been contested. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, | suggest to the Honourable Member for
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Sturgeon Creek who is not here, that it is utter and absolute nonsense in view of the experience in
Ontario to suggest that before adopting this bill that it should be referred to the courts for
adjudication.. .

You know, my honourable friend, the Meer for Assiniboia made reference to gas stations going
intothe grocery business and the likes. | don’tthink | need to say to him that such is the case insofar
as drugstores are concerned. Many drugstores now are selling bread and cheese and other
commodities that were never ever sold beforein drugstores. As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, some of
them are selling outboard motors and oil and gasoline components on Sunday as well, and my
honourable friend, the Member for Assiniboia smiles, and well he might, because it is a truism. But |
do want to say this, that if it is afact — and | don’t dispute my honourable friend — if it is a fact that the
service stations are-going into the grocery field business, they will come under this particular Act
insofar as the conduct of their business is concerned.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, | just want to say this. This Act is produced in good faith; this Actis
nonetheless a continuance of the endedvours of certain Conservative members that | sat with in the
House to bring about the protection for the small entrepreneur and to preserve as much as we can,
the stores and also to prohibit a further intrusion into the operation ou their businesses.

It is true, Mr. Speaker, their has been a change in the way we conduct our society today; it is true
that the 7-Eleven and Mac Stores may be unfer this present Act allowed to continue becausetheyare
convenience stores, employing in most cases less than the three provided for in the Act, and it can
conceivably be, Mr. Speaker, that one of these days, this Assembly will 5ring in legislation to prevent
the continuing of the likes of the 7-Eleven stores and Mac,s and others based on the fact that they
have a coon ownership on high but award out contracts for operation to individual managers.

I do not think, Mr. Speaker, this is bad legislation at all. | think it is good protection for the small
business entrepreneur and the approach of the Conservative Party and the approach ofthe Liberal
Party in this particular instance is an approach for the protection, not for the small entrepreneur but
the large outlets that are conducting business at the present time and are intruding into the Mama-
and-Papa store ambit.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, in my opinion the Nays have it.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Does the honourable member wish to challenge that? - ...

MR. SPEAKER: Very well. Call in the members.

A STANDING VOTE was taken the results being as follows:

YEAS: Messrs. Adam, Barrow, Burtniak, Cherniack, Derewianchuk, Desjardins, Dillen,
Doern, Evans, Gottfried, Green, Hanuschak, Jenkins, Johannson, G. Johnston, Malinowski,
Miller, Osland, Paulley, Pawley, Petursson, Schreyer, Shafransky, Toupin, Uruski, Walding.

NAYS: Messrs. Axworthy, Banman, Bilton, Blake, Brown, Craik, Einarson, Enns, Ferguson,
Graham, Henderson, F. Johnston, Jorgenson, Lyon, McGill, McGregor, McKenzie, Minaker,
Patrick, Sherman, Steen.

MR. CLERK: Yeas 26; Nays 21.
MR. SPEAKER: In my opinion, the Ayes have it, | declare the motion carried.

Before we proceed, | should like to direct the attention of the honourable members to the gallery
where we have 26 students of Grade 6 standing of the Winnipegosis School. This school is from the
constituency of the Honourable Member for Ste. Rose. On behalf of the honourable members, we
welcome you here.

BILL NO. 86 — AN ACT TO AMEND THE ELECTION ACT

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker. | wonder if you would call the Report Stage of Bill No. 86 please.

MR. SPEAKER: Report Stage Bill No. 86. The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | beg to move, seconded by the Member for Assiniboia, proposed
amendment to Bill 86:

THAT Section 7 of Bill 86 be amended by striking out the word “and” at the end of clause (a)
thereof, by relettering clause (b) thereof as clause (d) thereof and by adding thereto, immediately
after clause (a) thereof, the following clauses:

(b) by striking out the words “or other British subject” in clause (a) thereof;

(c) by striking out the words “twelve months” in the Ist line of clause (c) thereof and substituting
therefor the word and figures “90 days”; and.

MOTION presented on the amendment.
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MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, if | may be allowed to provide a few words of explanation. Aswe
indicated on second reading of the bill, wefeltthat the Election Act could have withstood a number of
major overhauls. There probably are a number of reasons why it wasn’t done and we regret all those
but we still feelthat thereare a number of very specific areas where certain changes could be madeto
alleviate problems that were encountered in the last election. Problems, Mr. Speaker, | don’'t know
how widespread in all constituencies they are but certainly in those constituencies that are
represented by members in this caucus and by discussion with others, that are caused by a fairly
major mobility in the population and the fact that a lot of people move around in many ways. So that
one of the major points that we are trying to bring forward is that the residency requirement be
changed fromtwelve months to three months, in effect, which would, therefore, allow people who are
Canadian citizens, who have moved to Manitoba, who would like to exercise their franchise because
they pay taxes and are involved in the community, that are so deprived because they may not have
fallen within the legal date. Many people in my constituency, Mr. Speaker, were deprived of the vote
and certainly brought it to my attention. | know the Member for Assiniboia had exactly the same
circumstances so we felt that the change to a three-month residency requirement would prevent
anyone who is a mere transient from voting but, at the same time, not prevent those who have settled
in Manitoba and would like to exercise their franchise so we would propose the amendment to reduce
the residency requirement.

We also feel that to bring this bill up to date, and wejustincludeitbecause itwasdealing with this
clause, that the phrase “or other British subject” is a little bit of an anachronism. ltis really bringing
into line with the Federal Election Act that one must be a Canadian citizen. We don’t feel that that
creates any hardships particularly because they have now reduced the requirement for citizenship
down to three years and we feel that those who have come into Canadaandwish tovoteshould allbe
placed on an equal basis. There shouldn’'t be, in a sense,twogroups of people singled out. | certainly
know, Mr. Speaker, again from my own experience in my constituency that there is a great deal of
confusion as to exactly what does that mean, “a British subject”? Does it include someonein the old
notion of the British Commonwealth or British Empire? Does it include people from countries like
Guiana that were one time . . . British subject or from the Caribbean or whatever.

There is a great deal of confusion in those areas that causes a lot of problems for the returning
officers, it certainly causes a lot of problems for enumerators. We feel that that confusion could be
eliminated if we simply eliminated that clause and went on the basis of Canadian citizenship being
the basic requirement for the vote.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, perhaps | could say very briefly that the amendments that are
brought forward by the Honourable Member for Fort Rouge could be described as being reasonable.
That is not to say, however, that anything major rises or falls on them and we consider it the better
part of prudence to, without discouraging the honourable member too much, to advise that we do not
see fit at this time to accept those amendments. We would not wantto beinterpreted asdiscouraging
him from bringing them forward again next year. Certainly, to be more specific, the reference to “a
British subject” as that is provided for now in our present legislation, | am well aware of the
arguments pro and con about that; however, | repeat thatwe do not see anything significant rising or
falling on that point. One could even argue that it is one of the few tangible remnants and perhaps
desirable, remnants of the meaning of Commonwealth and commonweal British subject. What
practical problems has that interpretation or provision rather, caused us. | venture to say none. If my
honourable friend feels that that is an anachronism, | say that perhaps some anachronisms are
harmless and have a rather nice touch.

With respect to the matter of reducing the residency requirement and it is true that this bill does
treat of the matter of residency to provide for more practical definition but reducing the initial time
period with which a person has to be living in the province to be eligible to vote in a provincial
election, we feel that twelve months is a reasonable standard. | know one could argue that perhaps it
should be six months. | am aware that one other Canadian province, one Canadian province, has a
six-month threshhold. | am not aware that any province has a three-month threshhold . So, for that
reason, without indicating in any way a permanent attitude on this, we feel that at this time, it would
not be, there is no compelling argument and it is more prudent to remain with the twelve-month
requirement.

Finally, the third aspect of the amendment which has to do with, not concurrence but the
consecutive days upon which advance polling can take place, itis my understanding that that is the
case now. —(Interjection)— I'm sorry. Well, | was dealing with them on the list, Sir. | will desist then
for the moment.

QUESTION put on the amendment and lost.

MR. SPEAKER: Second Motion.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | rise with asense of futility actually but | would pursue anyway It’s
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. not the first time | have risen with a sense of futility.

| would move, seconded by the Member for Assiniboia, the following Motion, that Bill 86 be
amended by adding thereto immediately after Section 9 thereof, the following section: Subsection
65(5) of the Act is amended by striking out the word “one” in the last line thereof and substituting
therefor the figure “2”.

MOTION presented.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, as | said, | will not take time in the House other than to say that
when the Minister said he saw no compelling reason, | thought that the compelling reason was
obvious. We're probably going to have an election before this House meets again and that’s seems to
me a pretty compelling reason to clean up some problems in the Election Act, so that we can
eliminate those problems we had before. | don’t know what more compelling argument or reason one
can have than the fact that we would eliminate some problems. But perhaps I'm assuming too much
but | always like to be optimistic, Mr. Speaker, about the future.

| would only say that this particular motion was designed, | think, to cure another really serious
problem and that is that many people become disenfranchised because oftheway thatthe advance
poll system has worked in the past few elections. The many people who leave town a week or two in
advance of an election generally find themselves unable to vote in the advance poll. | would have
liked to have been able to propose a more extensive amendment dealing with continuous advanced
polling in each of the constituencies, arising a few days after nominations. As it is, itwas pointed out
to me that because of the short term date — | think it's 14 days between the closing of nominations
andtheelection date — that would be difficult but if we introducedtheidea that there would be three
days of advanced polls, two of which would have to be on Saturdays, it would have stretched the
period of advanced polling out to at least a seven day period and therefore would have provided
greater opportunity for people to vote. | gather the Premier again doesn’t feel compelled to accept
that. | feel it’s unfortunate. It will deprive people the opportunity to vote if the record of last election
will hold true again in the forthcoming election.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

MR. SCHREYER: Again, Mr. Speaker, it is not a major problem unless an election is called ona
day of the week that is late in the week. My understanding is that the law does not preclude the
electoral authority from providing for advanced polls on two Saturdays plus one other day even as
the law stands now, if the election were to be held on aMonday, Tuesday, or even on a Wednesday. It
becomes a problem of practical time if the election is on a Thursday, Friday or Saturday — then the
problem referred to by my honourable friend would arise. But even so, | would say to my honourable
friend, that even if the kind of change that he was proposing was to be adopted, it would perhaps
ensure some greater minute degree of availability or of access to advance polling but it still would not
reach perfection because any advance polling that is still confined to, even if it be continuous, for a
period of a week or two or even three, there will always be some who, because of contingencies of
their own particular time schedule — being called away from home for whatever reason for an
extended period of time — would not be able to vote.

We acknowledge that this change, if made, might to some degree ameliorate the matter but it
would cause other problems unless we were prepared to amend the time between official nomination
day and election day so as to be instead of 14 days, 21. But that is amoremajor changeand we do not
see our way clear just now to make that change.

QUESTION put, MOTION lost.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, isthereany objection to my moving third reading of Bill No. 86, which is
The Election Act?

MR. SPEAKER: Is it agreed? (Agreed)

BILL NO. 86 was read a third time and passed.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker’ | move, seconded by the Honourable Attorney-General, that Bill No. 26
. . . Oh, excuse me, I'd like you to call Bill No. 26 standing in the name of the Member for Fort Garry,
who is not here.

MR. SPEAKER: Bill No. 26, Adjourned Debate, Third Reading. The Honourable Member for Fort
Garry.

MR. GREEN:. Can we pass it by, Mr. Speaker. They are going to get the Member for Fort Garry. We
can deal with Bill No. 60, The Family Maintenance Act.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Birtle-Russell. Third reading, Bill No. 60.

MR. GRAHAM: Mr. Speaker, may | have a couple of minutes to pick up my papers?

MR. GREEN: The Minister of Agriculture was very anxious to hear what you have to say. He’s
going to be back later in the afternoon. If he’s not back by the time we’ve dealt with the others, then |
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would call it, but he did indicate an interest.
BILL (NO. 62) — AN ACT TO AMEND THE CITY OF WINNIE_EG ACT. )

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker. I've been sitting in committees so long I'm
rather enjoying it back here to do a little yelling at you fellows.

Mr. Speaker, | think our position has been made very clear on Bill 62. | looked at the papers this
morning and | think that wegotthe message across when one headline saidthat Bill 62 has raised the
ire of the Opposition. Mr. Speaker, the bill basically will be thought of as the bill that lowered the
number of councillors in the City of Winnipeg. That's what everybody will read and that’s what
everybody is concerned about, regarding the City of Winnipeg. | don’'t hear too many other things
said other than, “We've got too many councillors.” They’re not really thinking over that particular
statement when they say it, because, youknow,when peoplesaythey wantto give up something, you
sometimes wonder why. Here you have a group of men and by cutting them down it is not going to
save the city any money to speak of whatsoever — it . And won't reflect in their taxesherethe people
have in their grasp a group of men that they can call up at any time to give them service. That’s what
they’re elected for and | sometimes wonder why the people all of a sudden say, “l want to get rid of
something that’s very useful to me.”

| find it hard to understand, Mr. Speaker, but certainly it’s something the people of Winnipeg are
saying, that they want to have less councillors. | can see the logic of it in the size of the city, that 50
would be very high andit’s hard towork with. But we have cut it in half and, Mr. Speaker, | would say
that we said in the beginning of this legislation that we were not opposed toit and one of the reasons
we're not opposed to it is that it's one of the least important things in the bill. We've changed the
community committees to six and with the six community committees, you know, it makes it very
easy for legislation next year or two years from now, that if they find that the people of the city are not
getting the good representation they deserve, if they find that a man is not capable of taking care of
20,000 people on the urban scene, it can be changed. It’s a trial thing at the present time and, you
know, our side has never been adverse to taking a look if there’s trial. If it can work in numbers, that’s
fine, but it's not going to save any money and possibly it will takeaway better service to people. We'll
see how it operatesandif we haveto sayto people that it should go downto 12 tobe good, it should
godownto 10to be good, we're goingto have that opportunity in later years. It's a very easy change
to make while we're in the structure of the six community committees.

Mr. Speaker, we oppose this bill because it does nothing, nothing — and | know the Ministerand |
have not agreed on this through the whole session of it — that gives the local areas more autonomy or
more control over their affairs. Even the fact that there has to be a second meeting on the planning,
etc., the community committeecanhave a meeting, the meeting is held in frontofcouncillors that are
involved in that area and know the problems and yet it has to go downtown for a second meeting with
a different group of councillors who may not even be involved, may notevenbe involved inthatarea
to make the final decision. As | said last night, | would far prefer that that final decision be made at
council and I still think the municipal board is a body that is capable of looking at these situations
very very logically, or the mediation board as we used to have at Metro, | thought, was a very good
working body. But, Mr. Speaker, the government does notseefittoleave this legislation in a position
of having the people within the areas make decisions over their own affairs.

Mr. Speaker, the other thing that happens very obviously in the bill, is that the City Council,
although they are going to be allowed to make up their own committees — I think that that’sa step in
the right direction — but the City Council still hasn’t been left the real discretion as towhatdecisions
can be made in the community committees. Those discretions are still laid out by the Provincial
Government in avery wide range. | don’t see that much change. In fact, as far as the services go, the
councillor is probably not going to be able to work through his areaas he has beenbefore — thatwas
brought up last night in committee by my colleague, Mr. Wilson. I've checked with councillorsand as
far as this is working out, they are going to see a difference of who they have to contactto getthings
done in their area. So we are just moving again towards large centralization. We moved . the bill along
to the six community committees, which is probably not a badidea. It might be abadideato have cut
down the councillors — we’ll find that out. But we didn't move along in the way we should have. Here
we made the areas bigger and really gave them less authority over their own affairs. So, that doesn’t
really make common sense.

| know it is true, Mr. Speaker, that it is very unpopular with the City of Winnipeg councillors and
the Mayor of Winnipeg, that we would still like to see the Municipal Board involved in the financial
decisions regarding the spending of money in the City of Winnipeg and | explained last night that I'm
well aware that the Municipal Board can only look at this from the point of view that the City has the
ability to raise the money or spend the money thatthey are asking to borrow. And | guess the proper
word is raise the money and pay it back. The board does not really get all that involved with what the
money is being spent for and | think | can show that in the other legislation.
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Mr. Speaker, so why not have the quasi-judicial board that we've had operating so well in the
Province of Manitoba throughout for years and if it's not a good situation, why do we leave Brandon
and other areas under the jurisdiction of the Municipal Board?

The other area is the planning. Mr. Speaker, there is no reason for this government to have that
much control over the planning. In fact, there’s lots of reason why they shouldn’t and as | said last
night, all provincial governments are purchasing property. This provincial government happens to
have purchased a lot of property around the City of Winnipeg and | believe that it would be upon the
Minister of Industry and Commerce, who is in charge of the Manitoba Housing and Development
Corporation, to say to the Minister of Urban Affairs, “Look, I've gotto havethatland. I've gotto haveit
in production.” And the City of Winnipeg says, “Well, it’s not really within our plan. It's going to be too
costly to do it.” The*Minister of Urban affairs, the Cabinet and certainly the Lieutenant-Governor in
Council ofthe Province of Manitoba is goingtobeableto say tothe City, “If youdon'tdoit, we'lldoit
or we’ll make you do it.” That is not good legislation. That's poor legislation when you have the two
conflicting situations.

Mr. Speaker, we didn't get the chance last night to speak too long on it. | think we were all very
tired. | think we all worked very hard and | would blow our own horn to say that we all deserve credit
for the amount of work that’s been done in this legislature for the pastweek and a half. Mr. Speaker,
we did not mention the fact that the province has now legislated itself out from under the jurisdiction
of the City of Winnipeg as far as the provincial buildings are concerned. Mr. Speaker, it has been said
in this House by members opposite that we tried it, it didn’t work, we couldn’t live with you. We were
the first ones to give that privilege to the city to put the government under the jurisdiction of the city,
but you know we couldn’t get along with them. Mr. Speaker, | say that there has got to be some
getting along and the getting along was starting. The Minister of Mines always brings up an area of
my constituency. Did you know that that has changed so drastically that the council in St. James-
Assiniboia voted, voted, turned down commercial and other and voted to have the public housing
and senior citizen go on Country Club Road. The co-operation was starting to be done.

And, Mr. Speaker, the fault has not always laid with the city. The fault, as far as the Manitoba
Housing and Renewal Corporationis concerned — they blame the city for zoning and the people that
they can very seriously blame is the Land Acquisition Branch of this province and the Manitoba
Housing Renewal Corporation who have been having a running battle for eight years. And, Mr.
Speaker, | can produce the report that was done by the Management Committee forthe government
that absolutely showsthat the holdups generally of the MHRC were caused by the dispute going on
between two departments of government and the ministers in charge of those departments have
never cleaned that mess up. It's still available today.

Mr. Speaker, | heard the Member from Radisson say, “the former administration” and | assure you
it was not like that before, but he wouldn’t know. The Member from Radisson has completely flipped
in the past two months and he really doesn’t seem to be responsible for what he’s saying.

Mr. Speaker, | say to you the other reasoning that | heard that was very good, is thatthe MHRC
approach councils in such a way that they can’t deal with them. Councillor Skowron said other
people come walking in, they have worked with us, they know how we work within this community,
we get things done, we have no problems. The people representing MHRC atcounsels within the city
or community committees come in unprepared with an attitude that we can do whatever we damn
well like. That was stated in Committee by councillors and | don’t have to say, Mr. Speaker, that the
councillors that stated that are certainlynot members of our party, and | would like to say this — that |
respect them sincerely for coming forward and giving their opinions the way they did to the
government.

Mr. Speaker, so the Minister of Mines says, we tried it and it didn’t work. Well, it has been starting
to work and with a little more effort on the government’s part, it could work. —(Interjection)— And
why couldn’t we still be the first people or the first province to put that through and make it work
instead of saying, “We tried it, we can't get along with you, we're not taking that nonsense from you
people, out it goes.” —(Interjection)— Legislate it out again. | don’t think, Mr. Speaker, that that’s the
type of attitude that we want between the Provincial Government and the City of Winnipeg.

So, Mr. Speaker, we don’t support this bill for the reasons that | have stated. The reasonsarevery
clear that the government is not working with the city. They believe they need more control overthem
todo asthey please, and Mr. Speaker, as | said the number of councillors is a red-herring in this bill.
It's not the important part of the bill, because it's athing that will be tried, tested, and maybe have to
be changed and a very easy thing to be changed before the next election. And as the city grows, |
think it may have to be, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, we are opposed to this legislation for the basic
reasons that the province has done nothing to allow people to have more control over their own
destiny, but as a matter of fact, the province has taken more control over the city. Thank you.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, in speaking on third reading of this bill, | think there is one basic
message that we would like to convey and that is that this bill really marks , | think, a very major
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turning point in the development of local government in this province. Because what it marks is a
complete retreat by the Provincial Government from the ideals, principles and objectives that were
set forward in the original White Paper establishing Unicity back in 1971. It will be looked upon, Mr. -
Speaker, with a great deal of regret by many people, because in that White Paper there were many
very important and in many cases, exciting ideals and objectives. But this retreat of the Provincial
Government fromits own position makes Napoleon’s retreat from Moscow look like a picnic hayride
in comparison. They are going much farther back in a much more torturous way than that
honourable gentleman did some hundred years ago.

Atthattime, Mr. Speaker, the Government of Manitoba — | guess because it was still able to have a
degree of understanding of what was going on in the urban.area, its own roots hadn’'t become
deadened, it still had a sensitivity to the concerns and aspirations of the people in the City of
Winnipeg — understood that there were major changes going on in the city, and it needed a new and
different kind of government to respond to that. They also realized that there had to be some very
skillful and important changes made from the traditional style of City Government and from the
traditional set of relationships between the Provincial Government and the local government. They
recognized that we needed a unified system that had a certain degree of central authority, but would
also try in its utmost to maintain an opportunity forindividual citizens tohave accesstogovernment,
to participate in its decisions , to maintain a degree of control and accountability in their own local
areas. So, the trick at that time and one which | think Unicity inits original construction attempted to
deal with, was to have a form of being able to make a degree of central decisions, have a central
administration, but maintain a decentralized political system so that there could be a high degree of
decentralization of political forces and representation. Well, Mr. Speaker, that principle has
obviously been abandoned, full scale retreat from that basic principle’ that they have without saying
so in direct words, by their actions indicated that any attempts to decentralize the City of Winnipeg.
To allow individual citizens to have the opportunity to maintain a responsibility for their own
communities, to have some judgment and role in making decisions in their own communities has
been lost.

| don’t need to refer, Mr. Speaker, to any authorities other than the NDP Civic caucus that
appeared before a Committee which said in very clear, unmistakable terms to the Ministerand to the
government, “You've lost touch, you don’t understand, you’re going to ruin what we think is a good
thing.” Because, | think as councillors they understood that in its own curious, strange, awkward
way, Unicity was beginning to work. It had gone through some very difficult periods, but it was
beginning to shape out into some acceptable form of arrangements between Community
Committees and Resident Advisory Groups, and the central administration. There were problems
nonetheless, but what happened was that those problems be corrected and thatthe concept of the
Community Committee-Resident Advisory Group be improved upon, not destroyed. Well the end
result of the amendments on this Act will be to destroy the Community Committees and the Resident
Advisory Groups. It will be virtually impossible for any sense of local democracy to operate when
you're dealing on a scale of a hundred-and-some-odd thousand people.

Any attempt, and | speak for my own area, any attempt to establish a community of interest and
communication between individuals stretching you know, fromRiver Avenue to Selkirk Avenue, orto
CPR bridge will simply be eliminated. It will beverydifficult to bring such large groups of people, and
assume that as Resident Advisors, they are going to be able to maintain a degree of local concern
they had about who was picking up the garbage, and the problems with the street variations in one
area, and other kinds of detailed but important aspects of the ongoing life of a city. The six district
system as it's been established will become simply a form of administrative arrangement, and that
any ability to maintain a line of responsibility between individual citizens and those six districts, |
think will be — perhaps — there will be attempts at it but over a period of timethat we erodethem and
perhaps | think that's really what certain members of the government certainly wanted. We know
from statements having been made, that there is not a great deal of sympathy by certain senior
members of the government with any form of participatory democracy as it was once understood.
They want centralization, and they want a high degree of insulation from that kind of daily
representation and accountability of individual citizens.

Well, Mr. Speaker, they are going to achieve that under these amendments, that that conceptthat
was elaborated on, and | think honestly and sincerely by the former Minister of Finance, the present
Member of St. Johns, has now been taken away. | suppose, Mr. Speaker, for many of us in the city
who felt that that was an interesting, exciting proposal when it first came out, we could probably
declare a day of mourning for that lost . cause. It just simply is one more example of how this
government is trenching and retreating from some previousiy held principles that gained it some
applaud by peoplein this province. | think thatthey will alsolose that applause very quickly as they’ve
certainly lost the applause of their own civic members.

Another basic principle that was elaborated in the Unicity concept and which | think was
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important, was that there had to be in the new era of City Government, a degree of executive
direction. There had to be some consistent line of policy and program elaborated by civic politicians.
The City Government was no longer a caretaker operation, which was simply looking after the
maintenance problems of an urban area. Increasingly City Governments were going to have to get
into development areas, get into areas which were going to require long term programs, whetherit’s
Unicity . development or transportation programs, or development of major water works, but it’s not
something that could be done on the basis of a serie of ad hoc arrangements developed by sort of a
log-rolling between individual politicians the night that council happens to meet. And therefore, it
was going to require a different kind of executive arrangement.

I can recall the debates that took place in this House when the Unicity principle was introduced
about the form of trying to set up some sort form of parallel to the parliamentary system. The reasons
that members opposite argued — | think the Minister of Urban Affairs himself or certainly the Member
for St. Johns argued — that unless you've gotthatdegree of executive direction, the ability to make
long term decisions, to have programs that you would stick to, and that people could understand
because they'd be clearly identified with one set of politicians versus another, that City Government
was not going to be able to exercise its mandate to bring about more sort of entrepreneurial
development activity to give the kind of program and policy that a modern day City Government
requires. And the government backstepped in one major way even during that debate, when they
eliminated the election of mayor from a group of councillors and went to the direct election of mayor
under political pressures at that time. Well, that was a step.

The TaraskaReport, four years later, comes along and says, “That has become a major problem in
City Government. There is no consistent line of policy, there is no executive accountability, no one
knows who's responsible for Trizec. Is it the Mayor, is it the Executive Policy Committee, is it the
Committee on Environment, is it individual councillors, is it the Board of Commissioners?” There
was no way of telling who was making decisions because everyone was blaming somebody else or
saying that it was somebody else’s responsibility. The Taraska Report pinpointed that as a major
difficulty in City Government.

Mr. Speaker, this bill does nothing to correct it. In fact, as we tried to argue last night, it simply
exacerbates the problem. It will now create not one executive centre — it will create two executive
centres. It will create competing polls of influence and authority. You will then have amayor who will
be a director electedbythe peopleaswellasby an individual group of people in a constituency, but
without any direct authority for many of the key committees. He’ll be a member we say. Well, he can
also be outvoted by those committees consistently but has no way of reacting. So, people are going
to say to that person, “Well, we elected you totake those policies and programs out, why aren’t you
doing it?” He says, “Sorry, because council is different, they keep overriding me. All I've got is a
twenty-four hour reservation” — that’s the only power that the mayor has under the Act . The only
power he has under the Act, the one and only power is to reserve matters for twenty-four hours.

Now isthat the kind of power the Premier of the Province would want to have? Would the Premier
ofthe Province like to getalong sort of in those kind of circumstances? | doubt it. The Premierofthe
Province, Prime Minister of a country, and a parliamentary assistant has a much greater degree of
powers to bring about decisions than the mayor has. And yet, the recognition at that time was that we
had to change the way decisions are made at City Council. Well, this bill has not done that.

Further, Mr. Speaker, going back to those original halcyon days, | can recall reading the report
again saying that there must be a new era in the relationship between the province and the city. We
can no longer look at each other as adversaries, that we must work out a new set of co-operative
arrangements, we must give a higher degree of autonomy to the city so that we can deal as equals,
that we can attack problems in a joint partnership way. Well, Mr. Speaker, those things were said,
they were enunciated, they were announced and now there’s been full retreat from that principle. The
province has said, “Sorry, we're tired of trying to make co-operationwork;we’retiredofhavingto try
to work things out in a partnership arrangement.” We are simply going to, really when you look at it,
take most of the powers of City Hall, and put them on Broadway Avenue. If people really wantto
know, Mr. Speaker, where the real decisions are going to be made affecting the City of Winnipeg,
then they are going to start looking within these corridors notdown at City Hall. Because the real
ability, the both latent and real ability to make decisions, financially, fiscally, and in program and
planning ways, will reside in the Provincial Government. So, there’s no longer a question of equal
arrangements. It is now superior, inferior relationships’ and that is very very clearintermsof the way
that this bill is constructed. They have decided they no longer want to follow those precepts of4 or5
years ago. They want to establish a fact, and again, | suppose that there has certainly been a degree
of frustration.

But again | think the Member from Sturgeon Creek was right. Certain accomodations were being
made, changes were being altered and, again, just at the time when they were beginning to work
themselves out, there's been a total rupture of those arrangements and in fact | think that it's been
gone at with a vengeance. It hasn't even been returned to the status quo, they’ve in fact | think, gone

3898



Friday, June 17, 1977

further. And, frankly Mr. Speaker, I'm predicting really serious trouble as a result of the kinds of
amendments that we've brought in in terms of the tremendous arsenal of provincial powers.

The Member from Sturgeon Creek referred to the ability now of Manitoba Housing Renewal
Corporation to basically do what it wants to do without much reference to the planning laws, and if
they find those planning laws restrictive, they simply decide that they won'’t obey them.

There'sanother areathathas to be equally looked at and thatisthatthe wholeinterventionbythe
Department of Health and Social Development, and the Minister of Health and Social Development
made | think an interesting confession during his Estimates Debates some months ago. He admitted
that one of the most perplexing problems he had to deal with isthat as a government they adopted the
whole notion that treatment in areas of child care, penal reform, mental health, and several others like
senior citizens, was going to be done on a community base, which means that you had to acquire
properties in a community area and put sort of treatment centres, day-care homes, half-way homes,
etc. throughout the city and the confession he made is, they didn’t know where they were going to get
all these places from. The demand far exceeded the supply and that in certain key areas of the city,
places like Wolseley, Fort Rouge, Crescentwood and those areas, you were finding some forty or fifty
installations within 10 or 12 square blocks. | have one street in my riding, Mr. Speaker, which almost
75 percent contains different kinds of institutional care homes. There’s nothing wrong with
institutional care homes, but they can'’t all be concentrated.

What this amendment does is say that the province can decide where it wants these things to go.
He doesn't have to refer it to the city, the Community Committee. If they find that those restrictions
are there, they’ll just slap them on. And | can see now individual departments without any co-
ordination — they may not even tell the Minister of Urban Affairs what they are doing. They simply
say, youknow the mental health people are going to be putting all theirs in one place, and say, “Hey,
you know something, we’'ve got a bunch of people in the child-care places nextto us.” There's going
to be that tremendous placement of all kinds of care facilities which is going to take enormous
problem of co-ordination and right now, they will not be in any way susceptible to the city responding
toitsown. . . saying let’s balance them out.

It gives an awfullotof overrides in this bill, Mr. Speaker, that | think will cause serious troubles and
it means that this legislature is now going to be the one that is going to have to be making decisions
on this government, not the City of Winnipeg. And yet, | would think thatthe City of Winnipeg is better
placed to make those because that's where that kind of local grass roots decisions can be more
effectively made.

So, Mr. Speaker, | look forward with some expectation to the review of the City of Winnipeg Act. |
felt that it would have been an opportunity to improve upon those original principles, but | never
dreamed that they would abandon the principles and retreat from them. And yet that is going to be
the end effect of these laws, these amendments, and therefore, Mr. Speaker, we will be voting against
the bill.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry.

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | just want to participate brietly at this stage before the bill moves
through the final stage in the House, because | want to register my objection to it based on one
particular feature, or misfeature and that is its implied destruction of the means of local
representation and local communication; in effect, the end of local government.

| said in debate on secondreadingthat| regarded itas anti-peoplelegislationand what | meantby
that and still mean by that is that it takes people out of the local government picture and takes the
local government picture away from people. | wantto give you an example, Mr. Speaker. Seven years
ago, the people of Fort Garry were about 20,000 in number and they were represented by five
councillors and a mayor. Now I’'m not arguing the merits of whether there should be five councillors
and a mayor or not. | want to give you an example of what’s happening to the representation. Seven
years ago, 20,000 people were represented by five councillors and a mayor. Tomorrow, under this
legislation, 40,000 people in Fort Garry are going to be represented by one councillor. Now, Sir, that
justsimply does not permit for the kind of local representation and local service that is part and parcel
of municipal government. | don’t need to belabour the members of the House with the truth of the fact
that municipal government is where everything is at; that's where individuals are able to
communicate with and participate in their local community problems and talk directly, eye-ball to
eye-ball, with their local representatives. It's crucially important that that kind of process, that that
environment, that that capacity be maintained in a democracy. And what we're doing, Sir, here is
throwing that right out the window. Last Sunday, the three councillors in Fort Garry, who hold office
at the present time under the present legislation, all three councillors in Fort Garry were out talking to
different residents in the constituency. | made it my business to be involved in some of the affairs of
the day just to re-acquaint myself with their attention to certain problems. All three councillors were
out working with residents, with individuals-on specific iocal problems, one of them in the area of
Waverley Heights, the other two in other areas of the constituency. Sir, when there is only one
councillor for the entire area, which is whatis going to happen under this bill, that will become quite
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obviously quite impossible. And this is what's happening. We are going to see that service, that
representation, that communication destroyed, gone, finished, and so it is the end of loca
government; and so is anti-people legislation.

I mentioned in my earlier remarks that the deterioration of services in areas like Fort Garry under
Unicity hasbeenmarked and highly noticeable, and | am not going to belabourthatpoint. Butthereis
no question that in terms of individual service, whether it be garbage pickup orsnow removal, there
has been widespread deterioration, there is widespread dissatisfaction and frustration among
residents of areas like mine, with the way that Unicity operates. But the biggest deterioration comes
in the ability and the opportunity to communicate with a representative who can do something for
you. And that's going to become worse, and | submit the situation that | presented to you, Sir, as
irrefutable evidence of that. | am not going to take up any more time of the House, but | say to the
Minister that this is what he is doing, he is taking local government away from the people and the
people out of local government.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Urban Affairs.

HONOURABLE SAUL A. MILLER (Seven Oaks): Mr. Speaker, | appreciate the comments made
by members opposite; | am not surprised at what | heard because some of it has been said before.
However, | have to reject a lot of what they said. | find that there is some ambivalence, and | have to
put the question. Are they for a reduction in council or aren’t they? You can't have it both ways. You
cannot talk about lack of accessibility and lack of representation on the one hand, and then say, “Yes,
we agree there should be a reduction in council.” So you can’t stretch this thing both ways. They can
try it and if they want to vote against the reduction in council by voting against the bill, of course that
is their privilege, and | don’t question it on that basis at all. But they did make some statements which |
think have to be responded to.

At no time did | say or did | indicate — and | want the Member for Sturgeon Creek to know this — |
never said that there would be savings in the administration of the City of Winnipeg because of this.
Thatisnotwhyitis being broughtin and | wouldn'twant him atany time to suggest that the reason for
these amendments is because it is going to lead to a savings in somebody’s tax bill by a nickel or a
dime. That was not the intent.

The position being taken by some members opposite is that they deplore the lack of autonomy
within the communities. And what they are really saying behind their words, | detect a desireto go
back to the Metro days, the salad days when there were municipalities and a Metro government; and
annually there’'d be a bickering and fighting, headlines in the paperand backbiting as between Metro
and the various municipalities because Metro was a big spender and was, in those days, to quote
some of the local representatives of those days, “Metro was spending money like it was going out of
style and not responsible to anyone” — because they didn't levy; they simply sent the bills along to
the various municipalities.

Now maybe they want to go back to Metro, and | think if you'd follow what they’re saying to its
logical conclusion, this is really what it would end up with. It would go back to giving the communities
greater power to do things within their own community, which means again having different
programs, different levels of service, and different communities taxing accordingly with a central
administration just dealing with those common services like sewer, water, transit and so on. Well,
those days are behind us. | don’t think today anyone would wanttogo backtothose days.Youknow,
in retrospect, one always looks back to the olddays as beinggooddays, but I'd remind members how
they felt about the days under Metro and the friction and fighting and constant arguments that took
place between the existing municipalities, including the City of Winnipeg and the Metropolitan
Council of Greater Winnipeg.

One of the members mentioned that the province has turned its back on the city. The fact of the
matter is, Mr. Speaker, | suggest this: Thatwhat | heardit’s the community committeesthataregiven
more powers, the council willsomehow be given more powers thanithas —and | know we're giving it
a lot — then | can see the situation which existed in the sixties, where Metro was created and we were
simply told: You're created; you have taxing powers, you can budget, you can demand the money
from the municipalities; youre on your own. And the provincial support financially to the
Metropolitan Government of Greater Winnipeg was almost nil, and the support to the municipalities,
of course, was even less than nil. The fact of the matter is that this government has given financial
support to the City of Winnipeg on an unprecedented scale. We recognize the importance ofthe City
of Winnipeg within the context of Manitoba because it is simply a city within Manitoba. It doesn’t
represent all of Manitoba, but we recognize that it is an important component of the Province of
Manitoba, and we've supported it in every way with resources far beyond which would ever be
considered for Greater Winnipeg. So to say that we are not working with the city is simply not true.
There’s never been a closer relationship, a closer working relationship, a better attempt towork with
the city and understand the city’s problems than there has been in the last few years. And | think the
elected people of the City of Winnipeg will have to acknowledge that, those that were there before
this present form of government.
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There is concern expressed about the powers of the province, saying that the province really has
all the power. Well, Mr. Speaker, the fact of the matter is that today under the existing Act, the
province certainly has great powers. The city government, if it wants to undertake certain major
projects and wants cost-sharing, has to come to the province, and to the extent that the province
agrees or disagrees, that is a great deal of power. That has always been the case. The difference, of
course, is that in these days and during the last few years, we do grant considerable moneys to the
city, and cost-share in many programs which in the past didn’t exist. But to say that we are not
working with the city is simply not valid, and they'll be the first to admit it. The powers that we are
retaining are the powers with regard to the issuing, the capital borrowing of the city. And it's a
question really of who should have it, the municipal board or the Minister of Finance. The city council
itself has expressed the desire that it not be under the municipal board because they’d rather deal
with somebody who is elected and has to answer to the electorate than to a group of appointed
officials. And so we are agreeing with that.

With regard to planning, zoning, etc., there are only two areas that are still going to be subject in
any way to the province: the larger, Greater Winnipeg Development Plan which is a tri-level
operation, and the Community Plan. These are general plans setting a direction in which a city will
grow. And there the province must play a role as it does today. It requires provincial concurrence
because it affects not just the City of Winnipeg, it affects the periphery of Winnipeg and goes far
beyond the boundaries of Winnipeg as to what happens. So therefore, the province has to have that
input.

In any other area, we are now totally relieving the City of Winnipeg from having to go through the
process of holding certain hearings and sending it on to the Minister who then has the option of
rejecting it or sending it to the municipal board where more hearings take place. | suggest thatin
practice, it will work well, and | suggest that in practice, it will speed up the operation somewhatand
give the city more latitude to make determinations than it has up to now. Because | can tell you
honestly from my own experience, getting an appeal from people about certain zoningin ablock ora
corneror a piece of land and trying to get staff to listen to the tapes, it's almost impossible to make a
valid judgment. | feel the city council, in the final analysis, should make that judgment. There will be
hearings at the community committee — citizens, because they’re losing the right to appeal to the
Minister, will have a right to appeal to another committee of council. But again it will the elected
representatives who makes the decisions based on the needs, not just of that particular community,
but based on the larger needs, bcause we have to recognize that although there will be six
communities, they are still part of a single Winnipeg.

To me it's incomprehensible to suggest thateach community can do its own thing. It has to fit in to
the whole. And unless it fits into the whole, you are notgoingto geta city thatiswell planned; you are
going to get friction, you are going to get some areas pushing for one as against another, and if you
give them the authority, then you're going to get the kind of parochialism that | hope weare goingto
overcome. Because now the communities being larger, the councillors are going to have to, whether
they're elected or not, they’re are going to have to address themselves to problems beyond their own
ward, beyond the narrow, smaller areas which they now represent; they’re going to be seized of the
larger problems.

And we know for a fact that in 1974, when two wards which had been in a former northend
constituency were attached to East Kildonan — | believe it was acknowledged at the public hearings
— that in fact, it worked out better because for the first time, the council is sitting in the East Kildonan
Community Committee, recognized that there were problems in Elmwood which itshouldn’tignore,
but now that it was part of their own community, had to addresss themselves to them. So | think we’ll
overcome oneofthe problems thatthe review committee pinpointed timeand again— the degree of
parochialism that existed. And it will give that kind of long-term direction which | feel and | agree is so
necessary. So to suggest, Mr. Speaker, that there is a new era, whether it be in the province or in the
city, thatwe’re now turning our back and working with thecity, justisn’t so. Wehaveindicated by our
track record that we worked very closely with the city; that we recognized the importance of the city,
and that we will continue to work with them as we have in the past.

You know, the fact is that some of the arguments | am hearing now are the same arguments that |
heard in 1971 when we talked about people’s access to government and so on and so forth. | don’t
think it will be diminished. The community committee is still available to the residents, the Resident
Advisory Groups will still be in existence; and the councillors, as they are now, are in the Act, are
required to hear the Resident Advisory Groups, and then to conveyto the central council. Evenin the
existing Act, the community committee cannot act as if they werea council on their own. All they can
do is convey to the larger council and to the central authority the views of their particularareas. They
never did have in the existing Act and don’t have now the power to actually legislate, which | think
some members would like to see ws go back to.

So Mr. Speaker, with those few words, | regret that the members opposite are not prepared to
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approve this bill. | believe the bill is a logical second step to the evolution of the relationship between
the province and the city; it gives the city more powers, administratively, certainly they never had
before. | do not acknowledge that the position of the mayor has diminished; if anything, | think it's
enhanced. He is now ex-officio on every committee; he will have a deciding vote in the case of a tie
and EPC, and at council; and therefore this puts him in a position where because ofthat, plus the fact
that he can stay a motion till the next subsequent meeting, | think the accountability will be far more
clear than it is today. Because by staying a motion, then he can force the council to reconsider
something, that is accountability, then it will show up. By using his tie-breaking vote, again
accountability will very easily surface.

So Mr. Speaker, | believe that as | said, what we’re doing is correct, and | think events will prove us
right. We've achieved what | think is a happy medium between on the one desire, access to
representatives, responsible government; at the same time, a somewhat more efficient manner of
handling the city, so they are not bogged down because of the size of council or because it's
unwieldy. We've given them the kind of scope that they now have. And as | indicated when |
introduced this bill, | congratulated the mayor and the council for what they had done up to now. |
predict that I'll be here to congratulate the mayor and the council for what they’ll do in the future.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

MR. GREEN: Division, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: On division, very well, so ordered.

MR. GREEN: Division being the Conservatives and the Liberals, nay; and the government yeas.

Bill No. 26, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry.

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | adjourned debate on this bill earlier this week simply because |
had been asked a couple of questions about it, and | wanted to investigate and respond to the
technicalities raised. | have done so and satisfied with the enquiry, and | am satisfiedwith the bill as |
was on second reading, and | am prepared to pass it, Sir.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Bill No. 65, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Pembina.

MR. GEORGE HENDERSON: Mr. Speaker, | adjourned that for the Member for Fort Garry.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Garry.

MR. SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | am opposed to Bill 65 and have so suggested the position of
opposition to my colleagues, for the simple reason, Sir, that the bill in the prescription for time and
three-quarters as an overtime rate will further damage the economy of this province. There were
some amendments made to the bill at committee stage which improved it, but the essential feature
remains, Sir, and that is going to time-and-three-quarters on overtime, or adding in the particular
fringe benefits that would then serve as part of the surchargeimposed oneloyers in the areaof doing
business. | don’t feel, Sir, that the option provided by the Minister with respect of fringe benefits,
changes the impact of the effect of the bill as far as eloyers in this province are concerned in any way.
| believe that the effect will be to reduce productivity and to reduce the opportunity for workers to
earn overtime money and to cause consumers to pay more for goods and services in the marketplace.
That, Sir, is a rather destructive collection of features. And it's because of that destructive impact that
it will have on our economy, which is in difficulty and is struggling at the present time, that the
Conservative Party opposes Bill 65.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Assiniboia.

MR. PATRICK: Mr. Speaker, on second reading | indicated | would like to see the bill go to
Committee so we can hear the representations and that has happened and | indicated my positionin
Industrial Relations Committee that unless the Minister made some changes | could not supportthe
bill. I know on introduction of the bill on second reading the Minister of Labour indicated he would
really have an open mind and listen toall suggestions. He said he would listento all suggestions and |
would have hoped that the one principle involved in the bill dealing with involuntary overtime, if that
bill would have pertained to that one principle | think that the Minister would have had a good bill and
I'm sure perhaps he would have got full support from all sides of the House. | know | can’'t speak for all
themembers on my right,butfrom what | understand, I'm certain that hewould have had support. But
for some unknown reason the Minister introduced the one-and-three-quarter and I'm sure that from
all the presentations that we had before Industrial Relations Committee, and it was indicated from
some of the other people, and as well, my communication with many of the workers who are
concerned never asked for it. In fact a communication with the Manitoba Federation of Labour — |
know when Mr. Thibault appeared before the Industrial Relations Committee did not say that he’s
against —(Interjection)— Well, he supported it. He said, | would be a fool notto supportit. But also at
the same time he said he never asked for it. He indicated that to me. So | cannot see why the Minister
— he could have had a good bill involving involuntary overtime — why he had to include the one-and-
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three-quarter at this time with pretty high unemployment and some anxiety on many employees that
this may curtail their overtime and perhaps curtail their earnings. —(Interjection)— The Minister of
Mines and Natural Resources, says that’s what it's supposed to do. Why didn’t the government have -
the rationale to outlaw any overtime if that's the purpose of the legislation?

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

MR. PATRICK: So, | indicate to the government that if it was their wish to legislate completely that
there’'d be no overtime in the province, then that's what should have been done. But they've done it
through a different means: one-and-three-quarters. And it has been indicated particularly by some of
the employers from the rural parts of Manitoba — one that appeared before the Committee was Ralph
King who said that he's employing a very large number of people in rural parts of Manitoba and he
indicated what he pays for overtime now and he said it's pretty difficult to keep the doors open and
stay in business in that partof the province. But he says, if we're going to be hit with another $40,000
to $50,000 overtime it just may be what will close the operation. So surely this would concern me,
what effect it will have on the small industries, what effect it will have on the small employers. The
other fact is that the employees themselves did not request it and the Manitoba Federation of Labour
did not ask for it. But surely Mr. Thibault, well why would he oppose it when there was something
extraforhisemployees. He believes in the principle that perhaps there shouldn’t beany overtime. But
if that was the wish of the government, | think that's what they should have legislated.

| don’t believe that —(Interjection) — No, | wouldn’'t have, but | would have maintained one-and-a-
half times for any overtime at the present time. I'm sure that that would have been much more
reasonable legislation. As far as the other part, the other principle of involuntary overtime, | have no
problem. But | cannot accept the one-and-three-quarters, so | have to vote against it. We'll be voting
against the bill.

QUESTION put, MOTION carried. (On Division)

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: The DBivision is | gather the Government Caucus aye, the others nay. We can deal
with Bill No. 56.

BILL (NO. 56) — THE FARM LANDS PROTECTION ACT

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition on Bill No. 56.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, on Bill 56, it is not my intention to rehash all of the arguments that have
been utilized in the course of the debate on second reading and in the full discussion we had in
Committee on Wednesday afternoon and Wednesday evening. Sufficeittosay for the record in the
House at this time, that our party has supported the concept of some restriction on the amount of
land that a foreign non-resident and a foreign corporation may buy in the Province of Manitoba.
That’'s number one. That's clear and | think that’'s beyond any question. Unless I'm mistaken, Mr.
Speaker, everyone in the House supports that basic principle.

Number two, the government for its own reasons has not seen fit to support that principle which
has common support withinthe House and may Isay very general support outside of this Legislature,
particularly among the farm industry in Manitoba as witnessed by the fact that the Farm Bureau of
Manitoba, the largest group representing different farm associations in this province came before the
Committee, made its position well known that it supported the restrictions on foreign purchases but
did not in any way support restrictions on fellow Canadians or fellow Manitobans in their personalor
in their corpororate capacities with respect to agricultural or non-agricultural land. Why the
government persists in this excessive amount of controlthat it wishesto placeon our citizens, | can’t
imagine because there is no demand for it among the people. That being the case we can only
attributeitto their well-worn and well understood attempt towantto socially over-manage the lives of
the people of Manitoba. That is manifested in practically every piece of legislation that they bring
before this House. They cantake agoodprinciple,theycancarry it muchtoofarbut therebytheycan
satisfy thatapparent inward cravingthatthey have thatthey know best, thatthey can managebetter
the individual affairs of persons in Manitoba.

Well, the people of Manitoba, Mr. Speaker, don’t happen to accept that kind of a philosophy orthat
kind of an idea. The people of Manitoba have had big government right up to theireyebrows and this
bill unfortunately is another manifestation of big government. And it takes, as very oftenis thecase, it
takes a good principle, a principle that has support generally throughout the province, and then it
puts its own ideological barnacles onto that principle and extends too large a net for the bill —too
wide a net — in order to achieve some form of centralized control that heaven knows why they want,
over matters that really are no business of the state whatsoever.

Perhaps one of the best manifestations of that tendency in this piece of legislation, Mr. Speaker,
shows up with respect to the subsidiary requirements that have to be enacted in order to give some
administrative thrust to the extended principle that is contained in Bill 56.

Some mention was made this morning of the amendments that were necessitated to the Real
Property Act with respect to this bill. While I'm not debating that bill because it would not be proper to
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do so, Sir, | merely make this comment: that if one looks closely at the subsidiary bill — | believe it is
Bill No. 79 which has already received third reading — one will find in the companion bill
administrative restrictions on the ability of people in Manitobatotransact ordinarylandtransactions
that they are going to be unable to fulfill until this government promulgates regulations under Bill 56
defining their definition of a farmer and meeting certain other requirements that then have to
translated into action in the statutory declaration required under Bill 79. It's a bureaucratic maze. It
results in a dog’s breakfast, and the legislation that has been brought in, which could have been
simple has been translated into a dog’'s breakfast by my honourable friends opposite, who seem to
have an unalterable ability to make complexity out of what should be a very simple principle.

| attach the same caveat as | did the other evening, Mr. Speaker, when | say | do not directly or
indirectly condemn the Legislative Counsel. | condemn the people who are giving the bad
instructions to the Legislative Counsel so that such bad legislation is turned out; bad in an
administrative sense, bad because of the extension of principle that my honourable friends seem
bound and determined to put into force.

My honourable friend, the Member from St. Boniface, who is such a strong person of principle
himself, sitting as he is as a member of an NDP Government without supporting most of their
philosophy — t least that’s what he likes to tell us. My honourable friend says, “Well, vote against the
bill.” We have indicated before . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please.

MR. LYON: If thereis now to be a marriage between Radisson and St. Boniface in philosophy, why
let’s hear about it.

Mr. Speaker, the problem with this . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please.

MR. LYON: Well, I'm prepared to go on after adjournment if it’s the will of the House. If the House
is getting a little too close to the happy hour for my honourable friends opposite to restrain
themselves, I'm happy to oblige them.

Mr. Speaker, as | have enunciated before, the first principle is satisfactory, but they have putthe
socialist barnacles onto that first principle thataregoingto cause untold intrusion into private affairs
in Manitoba that aren’t necessary. It makes you wonder how many times you have to state that very
simple fact for my honourable friends opposite either to understand or to care. | wonder if they really
do care; | doubt if they do care because, after all, as we have heard so oftenby implication,andaswe
have heard so often by their philosophical friends in Britain, they do work by the premisethatwe are
the masters now and while we're in office we're going to do things our way whether it’s in the public
interest or not.

Well, we don’t happen to operate that way. No, we don’t. Because the purpose of a government
. . . —(Interjection)— you are going to get kicked out, only you won’t be there for the kicking out.
You're getting out early. You're taking your ticket of leave early.

The purpose of a government is to try to give leadership and to represent in legislation what the
majority of the people want. | can guarantee to my honourable friends opposite today that the
majority of the people in Manitoba do not want the extension of this principle thathasbeenimported
into it by the Minister and by his colleagues opposite. That’s all I'm saying.

They may well come back and say, “Well, an election will settle that” —and | am sure it will. If my
honourable friends want to go to the hustings on the extension of the principle of this bill, fine and
dandy. Fine and dandy; they will find out that the very simple statement that we have been making
throughout on the principle, the very simple statement that was reiterated to them by the Manitoba
Farm Bureau, does represent the thinking of a vast majority of people in Manitoba.

Now this particular Minister, Mr. Speaker, above all, should know that plans that are hatched in
the NDP caucus, or in his office, with respect to how the NDP would like to see agriculture or
agricultural land operated in Manitoba, very seldom carry the judgement of the farmers of Manitoba.

Need | mention the Beef Marketing Board vote? And the Minister’s judgment on this with respect
to the feelings of the farmers of Manitoba is just about as accurate as his judgment was with respect
to the beef marketing vote — if you want a repetition of the figures, 77 percent against and 23 percent
for. | would say you could almost strike an average with respect to most agricultural matters
emanating from the Minister’s office as being that he is usually about three-quarters, or better, wrong
when it comes to diagnosing the opinion of the farmers of Manitoba or the agricultural community.

So, Mr. Speaker, the bill that we have before us is very, very much an imperfect vehicle. It'savery
imperfect vehicle. It has one principle in it that we, and I'm sure the members of the Liberal Party, can
support, but we give it only grudging support in the sense that we know . . . —(Interjection)— We
know, Mr. Speaker, the trouble that it is going to cause to untold thousands of people in Manitoba
because of their ineptitude in management. If they knew anything about administering government
they wouldn’'t have brought in this kind of a bill. If they knew anything about administering in
government they wouldn’t have brought in Bill 60. If they knew anything about administration in
government you wouldn’'t be faced with bills like Bill 61 — ten pages of the bill, 20 pages of
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amendments, and another ten pages of amendments to the amendments — and then they call that
good management. That's NDP sloppiness; NDP sloppiness, that's all it is. —(Interjection)— Mr.
Speaker, unlike the Minister of Labour, I'm not teeter-tottering as he teeter-totters between big
labour and big management.

Mr. Speaker, | say to the honourable members opposite as | said to the Minister the other night, |
thank him for those amendments that he did accept, which | think will help to make it a better piece of
legislation. The other aspects of the bill that are still wrong are the draconian penalties that are
applied within the bill which are out of all sense of reason whatsoever, having regard to the civil
remedy that is available and properly available under the bill. But my honourable friends, of course,
have to gild the lily always and they have to get at the big bad corporations. Those big bad farm
corporations, Mr. Speaker, who may have four people in them, one of whom isafarmer, and who are
going to fall under the restrictions in this Act merely because my honourable friends are so
unacquainted with the various ways in which people order their own private affairs, that every time
the word “corporation” is mentioned they see the Hudson Bay Company, International Nickel, or
some of the multinational corporations that their erstwhile leader, Tommy Douglas, was trying to
defraud the people of Manitoba.

So, Mr. Speaker, | say to my honourable friend — because he is here tonight; the Minister of
Labour is here tonight — if he hates corporations so much, let him have the intestinal fortitude to
repeal the Companies Act but don't . . . —(Interjection)— But all he wants to do is apply his
prejudice and his socialist discrimination towards these companies.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please, order please. Order, please. The hour of adjournment having
arrived . . . Order, please. One member at a time. The Honourable House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | just wondered whether the honourable member was concluded or
whether he is in the midst of his remarks.

MR. LYON: | have been stimulated to say more, by my honourable friends opposite.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. Order please. The hour of adjournment having arrived, the House is
now adjourned and stands adjourned until 8 p.m. tonight.
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