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THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY of MANITOBA
Tuesday, December 6, 1977

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

MR. SPEAKER, HonourableHarry E. Graham(Birtle-Russell): |should like to direct the attention of
the Honourable Members to the galleiy on my right where we have 61 students of Grade Four
standing of the Crestview School. These students are under the direction of Mr. Buck, Mrs. Hanley
and Mrs. Smeaton. This school is iocated in the constituency of the Honourable Member for
Assiniboia, the Minister of Labour. On behalf of all the honourable members, we welcome you here

today.
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 Inkster.

MR.SIDNEY GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | would like to direct a question to the Honourable Minister to
whom the Manitoba Development Corporation reports. Is the Minister considering dispossessing the
people of Manitoba with Dormond Industries which failed under private enterprise, badly managed
inefficient private enterprise, and has made a profit year after year under efficient public
management by the people of this province?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Industry.

HON.ROBERT (Bob) BANMAN(La Verendrye): Mr. Speaker, itis our intentto getthegovernment
out of business and to reply to that question, yes.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister for Inkster with a supplentary.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, a supplementary question to the Minister of Industry and Commerce. Is
the Minister’s intention to dispossess the peopleofManitobain thefollowing corporations which are
showing a profit or a positive cash flow , namely. Tantalum, Flyer Industries Limited, Dormond
Industries, McKenzie Seeds — | won't deal with the utilities — Cybershare, all of which are making a
profit in the public sector, all of which were having very bad difficulties in the private sector, because
the Conservative administration is embarrassed to be operating industries that are making a profit?

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

MR.BANMAN: Mr. Speaker, all those companies thatthe member has mentioned will be dealt with
in due course. It is not our intent to keep government involved in business or to get government
involved in business, and given those sets of guidelines it is our intent to get as many companies that
we presently own into the hands of private individuals.

MR.GREEN: Mr. Speaker, a question to the same Minister. Isitthe government’sintentiontostop,
to put a freeze on public funds being advanced to private sector companies such as McCain Foods,
represented by the Member for Portage?

MR. BANMAN: Mr. Speaker, the previous administration along with the Manitoba Development
Corporation gave the go-ahead on the McCain Food loan and as a result this administration will carry
that policy forward.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Selkirk.

MR. HOWARD PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, my questions are directed toward the Honourable the
Attorney General. In view of the statement in Saturday’s Tribune by the Executive r Director of Legal
Aid in Manitoba that nobody knows for sure and nobody can know for sure whether or not there are
additional costs introduced by the Family Maintenance Act or The Marital Property Act T in view of
the honourable member’s earlier statements to the effect that the Executive Director had indicated
that this legislation would bankrupt Legal Aid of Manitoba, has he contacted the Executive Director
of Legal Aid, Manitoba, to find out how come the discrepancy?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON. GERALD W.J. MERCIER (Osborne): Mr. Speaker, | thank the Honourable Member for
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Selkirk for raising this matter. In making my introduction to this particular bill and including a
reference to a comment by the recently appointed Director of Legal Aid, | asked that the particular
comment to which my honourable friend refers be confirmed and it was in fact confirmed to me by
staff members. But since then | have had a communication from the Executive Director whois notas
positive as | indicated to this assembly, and he did indicate that no one can predict the amount of
extra work that will be brought about in Legal Aid as a result of the proposed legislation, althoughitis
possible that there will be a serious and heavy workload. So | hope, Mr. Speaker, that clarifies the
remark. | apologize to the assembly if | misinterpreted or misinformed the House, but | had asked that
that remark be confirmed and it was, and | was speaking with respect to those comments to the best
of my knowledge.

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, then | wonder if the Honourable Attorney-General could indicate
whether or not the Executive Director may have also indicated to him that there mightbe less costs as
a result of the introduction of this legislation as well as there might possibly be greater costs.

MR.MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, for the sake of clarity | would prefer to bring with me the letter from the
Executive Director which will accurately relate his concerns and perhaps | can provide that
information to the Member for Selkirk.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. LLOYD AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | have a question for the Minister of Consumer Affairs. |

wonder if he has had an opportunity yet to check on whether the Manitoba Telephone System is
presently applying any regulatory authority that it would presume to have under the Manitoba
Telephone System amendments that were passed last year.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Consumer Affairs.

HON. EDWARD McGILL (Brandon West): Mr. Speaker, | was waiting for an opportunity on the
return of the Member for Fort Rouge to respOnd. I'm advised by the Manitoba Telephone System that
since Bill 57, an Act to amend the Manitoba Telephones’ Act, has not been proclaimed, that they are
proceeding in their policy administration in the regular fashion and that they are not in any way
anticipating the proclamation of that Act by any decisions relating to MTS operations.

If, however, Mr. Speaker, the member does have any instances which he would assume to be
somewhat at variance with that advice that | have received, | of course would expect that he would
bring the particular details to my attention so that | could deal with them in a specific way.

MR. AXWORTHY: Well, Mr. Speaker, on that very point, could the minister confirm that at the
present time the Manitoba Telephone System is establishing rates for the use of the telephone
system lines by cable companies and that the Public Utilities Boardof the province of Manitoba
refusesto act as the regulatory authority to adjudicate on thoserates, thereby leaving the province of
Manitoba without any form of regulatory body to determine whether the rate structure for the use of
the cable is in fact proper or fit or in the public interest?

MR. McGILL: Mr. Speaker, | don’t believe | know that at the present time thepublic Utilities Board
has been requested to deal with a certain application for rate increases and they are endeavouring to
determine whether in this particular instance their authority includes that determination. This is a
matter that will be determined in the courts of Manitoba and, if the determination is that in fact the
Public Utilities Board does have jurisdiction then they will deal with it.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge with a final supplementary.

MR. AXWORTHY: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Could the minister indicate then, in that
particular case does the government of Manitoba either through the Department of Consumers
Affairs in its communications planning section or through the Manitoba Telephone System, does it
intend to introduce any brief or writ into that particular court case, to assert what the regulatory
authority the province would like to see operated, in terms of regulating the use of cable systems in
the province?

MR. McGILL: Mr. Speaker, | can speak on behalf of the Department of Consumer Affairs. The
department will not be involved in any way in the actual proceedings but merely to observe theway in
which this is dealt with by the courts and to receive that decision.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for EImwood.

MR. RUSSELL DOERN(EImwood): Mr. Speaker, | wanted to direct a question to the Minister of

Education. Yesterday | asked him a question concerning the apparent development of more small
parentally-operated private schools in Manitoba, and | want to ask him how he intends to monitor
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these schools, whether it would be through the reinstitution of inspectors, and if so, whether this
would then extend beyond and apply to the old inspector system throughout the province?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Education.

MR. KEITH A. COSENS(Gimli): Mr. Speaker, we will be monitoring these schools in the same
fashion as they have been monitored in the last eight years. People from the department go out and
spend time in these schools looking at the standard of education that is being practised and at the
certification of the teachers in the schools.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for EImwood, with a supplementary.

MR. DOERN: Mr. Speaker, | would like to know, just from what the minister said, whether he
intends that the teachers in those schools all be certified or whether they have some designation or
authorization from the department.

MR. COSENS: Mr. Speaker, once again to the honourable member, this has been a goal and an
objective | am sure of the government in the past eight years and it is a goal and objective of this
particular government to see that teachers in these schools are qualified.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for EImwood with a final supplementary

MR. DOERN: Mr. Speaker, | would ask a final supplementary. The minister seems to imply that
there will be a minimum standard of qualification for the teachers and a minimum standard in these
institutions or whatever they are . Nevertheless, he is quoted in the paper today as saying that even
though they may not meet minimum basic education standards they will not be closed. | ask him
whether or not there will be a minimum standard and if so, how he explains his comment that there
will not be any?

MR. COSENS: Mr. Speaker, once again | would say to my honourable friend that the minimum
standard that we would be prepared to accept is probably the same minimum standard that the
previous government was accepting in the same type of school.

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

MR. BILLIE URUSKI(St. George): Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to direct a question to the
Minister of Agriculture. Last week we discussed the matter of feed assistance — with deteriorating
hay — for farmers of the Interlake and Westlake areas. Has the minister been, in the last week,
contacted by municipal representatives and farmers pursuant to his earlier statements thatthere will
be no assistance

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Agriculture.

HON. JIM DOWNEY(Arthur): Mr. Speaker, | have received several reportsfrom the Department of
Agriculture fieldservice. | have been in touch with rural municipal representatives; | received aphone
call the end of last week; we have a meeting arranged with the people irom that area, some of the
people, to discuss the matter in that particular area of the province because it is more of a quality
condition rather than a quantity. We have offered the service of the feed test facility at the University
to determine just what the quality is of the hay that they are concerned about.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, in light of the answer that the minister has given, is he aware, or has
information been brought to him that there is also an acute shortage of hay in one area in particular
and that is the central Interlake area as a result of the heavy late summer and early fall rains.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, the informationt atl am receiving from our department people is
that there seems to be a sufficient quantity of hay or straw and quite a number are quantity listed for
sale throughout these different regions.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | would like to direct a question to the Honourable the Minister of
Finance in his capacity as minister to whom the Manitoba Hydro reports. In view of the fact that the
Minister of Northern Affairs has informed the Manitoba Metis Federation that direct representation
by their organization on the board of directors of Manitoba Hydro would not be an unreasonable
proposition, would the minister consider the same type of direct representation by the Manitoba
Indian Brotherhood, the United Steelworkers of America, the Canadian Association of Ukranian
Canadians, the Polish National Association, the Societe Franco Manitobain, the Canadian Jewish
Congress and other ethnic groups and the Canadian Legion as direct representatives on the Hydro
Board?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.
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HON. DONALD W. CRAIK(Riel): Mr. Speaker, anyone that may be appointed to the Manitoba
Hydro board could well come from any one of those organizations. It's unlikely that he would belong
to all of them.

MR.GREEN: Mr.Speaker, | quiteappreciatethatand | believethatthat'sthewaythehydroboard is
now chosen, as people representing Manitobans generally. | am asking whether the minister
considers it reasonable that there be direct representation from an organization, that is the Manitoba
Metis Federation, as a representative of that organization on the hydro board and, if so, would he
extend that kind of representation to the organizations that | have named?

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, we have only had occasionto make one appointment to theHydroboard
at this point and that’s the member of the legislature for Rhineland. When we come to the point where
we decide on other appointments to Manitoba Hydro board, we'll take all things into consideration.
Until we have to make that decision, we have no advance announcement to make to the House.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | thank the honourable member for his reply. Could the House be
assured that representation on the Hydro board will notbebased on representation from a particular
ethnic organization?

MR. CIK: Mr. Speaker, it seems to be unlikely that the Hydro board will be made up by specific
ethnic representation, however, it's highly likely that there will be, when it is all finished, a person
could say that there is ethnic representation simply by virtue of the fact that if they wish to look at a
person’s background they may deduce that and it will not be a direct goal.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Brandon East.

MR.LEONARD S.EVANS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In view of the absence of the First Minister and
the Minister of Public Works, | would like to address this question to the Minister of Finance. There
has been a statement in today’s press attributed to a Mr. William J. Nevins, Chief Economist of the
Canadian Construction Association that there will likely be an increase in unemployment in the
construction trades in Manitoba this winter and next year. In view of this statement, is the minister
prepared to recommend to his colleagues in Cabinet tuat the freeze on government construction-
projects be now lifted?

MR. SPEAKER: Orders of the day. The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. EDWARD SCHREYER(Rossmere): Well, Mr. Speaker, | believe the . . . did you want to
answer?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. CRAIK: Well, Mr. Speaker, | didn’t catch all of the member’s first part of the question, but |
believe | caught the main implications of his question. | heard the comment made by the person who
represents a significant group in the construction industry and | would think it's not unlikely that
construction will continue to be in a difficult position for a while, and it's not unlikely that
employment in the construction industry is going to have some problems over the next several
months. In spite of what the provincial government may do, or may not do, it's going to still remainin
a difficult position. The employment statistics that were given this morning were calculated as of
November 12th. They reflect a trend that was established and was well in place prior to the 12th of
November, although they're showing us November statistics. It wouldn't surprise me to see the
employment figures after that in the construction industry also to show an increase. Again | would
point out that the revision or review of the provincial construction programs, has not had, at this
point, any significant effect on the construction employment. What hasprobably had a much greater
impact on the construction employment is the slowdown which was well under way during the last
year and during the tenure of the former government in the hydro construction in the north,
particularly was the delay in the limestone plant which was decided on many months ago. | suspect
that that is having its impact much greater than any direct employment that would be provided by the
provincial government.

MR. EVANS: Mr. Speaker, | thank the honourable minister for his answer, but in view of his
description of worsening economic conditions this winter and next year, would heasthe Ministermf
Finance be prepared to recommend an acceleration in construction of various worthwhile public
projects, whether they be hospitals, nursing homes, public housing for senior citizens or families,
and the like, in order to some extent alleviate unemployment in the next twelve months?

MR.CRAIK: Well, Mr. Speaker, there’s no doubt that many of the projects that are of concernto the
opposition as well as to the government will be moving ahead. But | must add the caution thatit's very
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difficult to put in the administrative hours to priorize these while we're tied up in this legislature.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, a questiontotheHonourable the Minister reporting for MHRC, the
Minister Without Portfolio responsible for the housing and renewal corporation — the minister may
wish to take it as notice — and that is to ask the honourable minister if he is in a position to indicate
now as to whether a policy decision has been taken or is under review with respect to whether
Manitoba will want to take the maximum advantage of the annual quota available CMHC financing
for housing, senior citizen and public housing, or something less than that? | believe that the
honourable minister could indicate whether that's under review or whether a decision has been
taken.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister responsible for MHRC.

HON. J. FRANK JOHNSTON (Sturgeon Creek): Mr. Speaker, I'd like to inform the leader of the
opposition that that is still under review, but there will be a decision made very shortly that will be
announced.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR.AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | have a question for the Honourable Attorney-General. | wonder if
the minister could confirm whether the goverow ent has n dismissed the gentleman who was acting
as legal counsel for the government in the Forest case, in other words the case thatwasdealing with
the question of the challenge to the Manitoba Act.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, Sir, no one has been dismissed. With respect to the new case, a new
lawyer has been retained by the government.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Well, Mr. Speaker, in this new version of lateral transfer, can the minister
indicate whether the fact that new counsel has been appointed to represent the government
indicates that there is to be any change or alteration in the position of the Manitoba government in
this case?

MR. MERCIER: The answer, Mr. Speaker, is no.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, my question is to the Attorney-General as well, it flows from his
reply to the Honourable Member for Selkirk. Would the Attorney-General indicate that the letter
which he referred to as being received from the executive director of Legal Aid services, that he
would bring the letter, would he indicate whether he intends to bring the letter for the Table, since it
It:oearf. directly onone ofthetwoalleged reasons for the introduction of the Family Law postponement
egislation.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

MR. MERCIER: Well, Mr. Speaker, Sir, the premise on which the Leader of the Opposition bases his
question is not correct, that it is one of two reasons for the bill which is before the House, but I'm
prepared, as | indicated, to give the information to the Honourable Member for Selkirk, and whatever
he wishes to do with it is fine with me.

MR.SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | should like to ask the Attorney-General then, if he would indicate
whether, in his remarks on the introduction of the legislation, he did not refer to the executive director
of Legal Aid as having said that the legislation would cause very major increase in cost to Legal Aid
services. Would the Attorney-General indicate whether he did or did not make that observation? .

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, Sir, | thought | had already answered that question very clearly and
carefully and indicated that| had askedthat particular statement thatwas apart of my speaking notes
to be confirmed prior to introducing the bill into the House, and | had received advice that it was, that
that statement was indeed correct, and now I've received a letter from the executive director of Legal
Aid qualifying that remark, and as | indicated I'm prepared to bring that information before the
assembly, and | hope that should be a satisfactory way of handling it.

MR.SCHREYER: |takeitthen, Mr. Speaker, that the letter will be tabled, which removesany basis
for having made that statement in the first place. | should like to address a question . . .
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MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The Honourable Attorney-General.

MR.MERCIER: |don’tsay thatthe letter removes any basis for making that statement, | say merely
that the letter was not as positive, that the possibility of what was indicated to the House was still
there.

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

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, | repeat, all the more reason to want to see the letter. My
question is now directed to . . . the Minister of Finance is not here, I'll wait till his return.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | would like to direct a question to the Attorney-General. In view of the
factthatMr. Dale Gibson, a nationally known constitutional lawyer, wassuccessful atalllevelsofthe
Forest case in which he was appearing, and in view of the factthat there is no change in the Crown’s
position, could the minister advise us why there has been a termination of the services of this eminent
and succesful counsel for the government.

MR.SPEAKER: Order please. At this time | would like to introduce to the Manitoba legislature, the
Right Honourable Pierre Elliott Trudeau, Prime Minister of Canada.

The Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | don't know whether the interval has caused the Attorney-General to
forget my question, | want to remind him of it.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, | too recognize the ability of the counsel that were retained by the
previousgovernment, butlet me say, inviewofthe workload they created for him in the past, | did not
want to overburden him.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | wonder whethei there was any complaint from the lawyer referred to
that he was being given more work than he could handle, and which he was handling successfully.

MR. MERCIER: Mr. Speaker, the answer is no.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR.GREEN: Mr.Speaker, I'd like to direct a question to the Minister of Finance, as the Minister to
whom Hydro reports. | would like the Minister of Finance to assure the House that his government,
following the same practice as the previous government, will not yield to federal pressure to create
racial separatism in northern Manitoba in connection with the Northern Hydro Agreement.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. May | point out to the Honourable Member for Inkster that ironical
questions, questions that incite argument, are not allowed in this Chamber. Does the Honourable
Member for Inkster want to rephrase his question?

MR.GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | asked the question in the way | asked it specifically because | thought
that it followed the rules, but | will repeat the question in a way which you might find more acceptable
to yourself. | ask the Minister in charge of Hydro whether Manitoba will resist the efforts made by the
federal government to cause the Province of Manitoba to sign an agreement in northern Manitoba
which would create racial separatism within our province.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. CRAIK: God forbid, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Rupertsland.

MR. HARVEY BOSTROM: Mr. Speaker, | direct my question to the Minister of Finance in the
absence of the First Minister from his seat. | wonder, in light of the high unemployment situation in

Manitoba if the present government will be bringing forward any measures to directly create jobsin
this province?

MR. SPEAKER: The Tonourable Minister of Finance.
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MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, | believe that question has been addressed before and the reply that was
given then is the reply again, that there will be some direct relief measures taken in the way of direct
job creation by the government. This is not, in our estimation, the complete answer to the
unemployment picture that we face this year, but will be a contribution atleast to one sector of that
unemployment where we feel we can direct our efforts most efficiently.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for EImwood.

MR.DOERN: Mr. Speaker, | wanted to ask a question of the Minister of Finance. Does he intend to
follow the dictum that he put the other day in the House, that regardless of the rate of unemployment,
the provincial government will balance the budget?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.
MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, that answer is probably five months away.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St. Vital.

MR. D. JAMES WALDING: Mr.Speaker, my question is to the Honourable Minister of Finance, and
it refers to the undertaking given by him to this House someeleven days ago to produce adocument,
“within a day.” Is he still prepared to produce that document?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR.CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, | presume that the member is referring toOrder for Return No. 40filed in
the spring session of 1976. | gave him the indication that we would file it, we will file it.

MR. WALDING: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker, to the same Minister. In view of the fact that the
Minister used the information within that document during his remarks on second reading of BillNo.
3, is he also prepared to give us that same benefit during the second reading of Bill No. 3.

MR. CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, yes.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St. Johns.

MR. SAUL CHERNIACK: Thankyou Mr. Speaker. Before | address my question, might| suggestto
you that | am assuming that you gave permission to strangers to be in this House. | mean that quite
seriously. There were three gentlemen who entered the House who are not people who would
normally be admitted to the Chamber. I'm assuming that you have and therefore ’m notquestioning
what happened, Mr. Speaker. I'm just speaking on behalf of the rules of the House. — (Interjection)—
There were two, | think they were army personnel, and one plain clothes. —(Interjection)— Mr.
Speaker, having raised this point, possibly | should, before | voice the question, ask whether that was
the case, because other than that, there was a breach of the rules.

MR. SPEAKER: May I first point out that under our rules, it is not permissible to ask any questions

of the Speaker directly.
The Honourable Government House Leader.

HON. WARNER H. JORGENSON (Morris): Mr. Speaker, | will undertake to respond to my
honourable friend. Permission was given in accordance with the precedent that was established. I'm
not saying that it’'s a kind of a precedent that | entirely agree with, because | raised the very same
question myself when the same thing occurred a number of years ago in this very Chamber.
However, it seems to be a practice to send that kind of protection with the Prime Minister, and wefelt
that we were obligated to provide it for him in this Chamber as well.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition.

MR. SCHREYER: Well, Mr. Speaker, since itis correct, Sir,thatwecannotask questionsdirectly of
you, perhaps | could follow this up by asking it of your amanuensis, the House Leader, and ask him
whether he can give us the information as to what precedent he’s referring to.
MR.JORGENSON: Mr. Speaker, | don't recall the exact occasion, buton another occasionwhen a
personality was in this Chamber, guards were provided at the door, and | recall raising the question of
the House Leader at that time, or of the government at that time, and they assured me the samething
that I'm assuring the Honourable Member for St. Johns right now, that permission was given.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for St. Johns.

MR. CHERNIACK: Mr. Speaker, | certainly accept that explanation by the House Leader, and
would suggest that this might be a question that could be reviewed by the committee on the rules of
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the House.

May’l now address my question to the Honourable the Minister responsible for the Civil Service, to
enquire as to whether she is yet ready to give the answer to the questions | asked relating to the
discharging of civil servants.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Labour.

HON. NORMA L. PRICE (Assiniboia): | said to the Member for St. Johns this morning that | would
get it to you as soon as | could.

MR. CHERNIACK: Mr. Speaker, may | therefore ask the Minister whether she would not consider
consulting with the First Minister, the Minister of Finance and the Minister without Portfolio, each of
whom has already spoken out, to indicate that they seem to know a great deal about the discharge,
and I'm wondering whether the Minister would not rather get the information to give us, rather than
have my questions being directed to the others, who have already given pressinterviews on this
question.

MR. SPEAKER: May | point out to the honourable members that there are two minutes leftin the
Question Period.
The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge.

MR. AXWORTHY: Mr. Speaker, | just rise on a matter of privilege. The Honourable House Leader
was good enough to point out to me thaton Page 236 of Hansard that aquestion | posed in the House
seems to look as if | had just finished going through an experience of a close encounter of athird kind
withsomeotherterrestrial creature, and | waswondering, Mr. Speaker, if the particular hieroglyphics
that seem to appear on Page 236 might be re-translated into something more approximate to English,
which | think I diduse. | couldn’t be sure but| think itwasacloserapproximation than what’s there, so
| would need your permission for the re-printing of that.

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

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, my question isdirected tothe Minister ofFinance. He indicated just
some minutes ago thata decision had been taken some months ago with respectto proceeding or not
proceeding with the construction of Limestone, presumably he meant for in-service by 1983. | should
like to ask him whether it is correct that my honourable friends have until March of 1978 in which to
take a decision with respect to construction of Limestone for in-service of those units in 1983.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR.CRAIK: Mr. Speaker, | believe the answer to the second part of the questionis, yes, thatwedo
have some time, until March 1978, to make the decision. The comment earlier was that there were
significant effects on the unemployment rate in the construction industry as a result of the
cumulative effect that dates back in partto the decisions to stall the decision on the Limestone Plant
that goes back several months or perhaps ayear, and has been having its effect on the statistics for
the construction industry in Manitoba.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the Opposition with a final question.

MR. SCHREYER: Mr. Speaker, | cannot quarrel with that observation in terms of the effect of
postponement by one year. So, because the matteris of some magnitude, | ask for clarification then
of the Minister of Finance whether we can expect a statement of intent sometime on or aboutMarch,
with respect to the decision as to whether or not to proceed with the construction of Limestone, soas
to meet in-service date of 1983.

MR. CRAIK: Yes, Mr. Speaker, it will probably be confirmed at that time that the decision that has
been obvious to the Hydro people, | gather over several months, is that the delay will likely be
sustained, particularly in view of the present trends and the low growth rate and overbuilt capacityat
the present time. It's very likely that even as of March there will be no change in the recommendation
that is now known, that is, Limestone will be stalled an extra year.

MR. SPEAKER: | will allow the Leader of the Opposition a final question.

MR. SCHREYER: Itis a supplementary, Sir, | thank you, and that is to ask the Minister of Finance
whether, at the meeting which he attended in Ottawa last week with respect to energy matters,
whether there was any discussion of a formal kind at the meeting as a follow-up to the resolution
passed unanimously by the Canadian premiers calling on concerted federal-provincial actionto give
the devglopment of hydro-electric resources top policy priority. Was there any discussion on that
subject?

MR.CRAIK: Mr.Speaker, discussion was in the context of renewable resources, water power being
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included.

MR.SPEAKER: Before weproceedwiththeOrders ofthe Day, may | point outto all members of the
Chamber that the printing of Hansard falls under my jurisdiction. If any member finds he is being
misinterprgted in Hansard, | wish he would bring it to my attention and we will make every efforttoget
it corrected.

We do have an additional problem in that we are sitting morning, afternoon and evening. We have
several new members on staff and if there are problems, please bring them to my attention and we’ll
do what we can to get the correct wording in the printed volume.

MR.JORGENSON: Before we proceed to the Orders of the Day, | wonder if| may have leave ofthe
House to ask that Rule Nos. 8,94 and 107 be considered as not being necessary during this session.
Rule No. 8 deals with the report of the Internal Economy Commission; No. 94 is a list of reports that
are supposed to be submitted within two weeks after the session and Rule No. 107 deals with the
publishing of reports in the Gazette. If we can have agreement of the House thatthese rules are not
necessary for this session, then the officers of the House and the various departments will nothaveto
undertake to submit them.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Opposition House Leader.

MR. GREEN: Yes, Mr. Speaker, the honourable member will recall that that is what | agreed that we
would do and | thought that a motion would be amended to proceed with that but we can take it by
unanimous consent that those requirements will be dispensed with and | bope it might not even be
necessary to deal with the motion which is what we agreed to before.

MR. SPEAKER: Is it then agreed? (Agreed) Is it the intention of the government House Leader to
follow the Order Paper?

MR. JORGENSON: Proceed beginning with Bill No. 3, Mr. Speaker.
MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort Rouge on a point of order.

MR. AXWORTHY: Yes, Mr. Speaker, just in relation to the statement made by the Honourable
House Leader, | wonder if he could indicatetouswhatstepsaretaken in orderto ensure thatany bills
that are going to appear before Law Amendments Committee aregiven proper public notice so that
any groups that may be interested would receive the proper amount of notification so that they would
be able to prepare their submissions.

MR.JORGENSON: Well, asis customary, groups who are interested in preparing submissionsand
appearing before the committee, normally notify the Clerk and when the committee is scheduled to
meet, the Clerk then undertakes to notify those people immediately as they were notified this
morning.

BILL NO.3 — AN ACT TO AMEND THE GIFT TAX ACT
MR. SPEAKER: Bill No. 3, An Act to amend The Gift Tax Act, the Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | start by apologizing forthe number of times that honourable members
are going to see me on my feet in the immediate future and the reason forthat is, Mr. Speaker, that we
have come to the consideration of bills and there are four bills on which | wish to speak and it’s not
certain just the amount of time that will be available. | know that there are not goingto be many more
talksthatl am aware of in any event on the Estate Tax law and also tomorrow there will be somebills
coming up. Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, despite the fact that | almost feel, although it's notgoing to
stop me, that | have been monopolizing the floor though the fact is that | do wish to speak on these
bills that are coming in close proximity with one another and if | don’t speak now, they will be beyond
second reading and therefore | won’'t get my chance.

So, Mr. Speaker, | am rising for the second time today to deal with the succession duty and estate
tax legislation which is being brought forward by the Conservative administration. | think, Mr.
Speaker, that the Honourable Minister of Health and Social Development, this morning made what |
considered to be an excellent address. | certainly have some argument with him as to what is
restrictive legislation or what kind of government enacts restrictive legislation. | think that there was
far more restrictive labour legislation under the Conservative administration. | think that the
legislation that we enacted was in, for the most part, either creating dreedom for the parties or
creating greater freedom within the scope of the legislation as it then existed. However, there will be
lots of time to discuss the specifics of the legislation in this session and in the session to follow.

What the Member for Fort Garry said which was much more significant, Mr. Speaker, was the
reason for the legislation. He agreed with all of the figures that were presented. He agreed with the
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statistics. He didn’t say this but by the implication of his remarks, he agreed that either the cost was so
nominal thatit wouldn’t make a great deal of difference to employers concerned, or in the alternative
that the employer could even spend less money by hiring additional people and not paying a
premium rate at all. But he said that the theories, the statistics, the answers to these questions were
meaningless. What was important, Mr. Speaker — | ask honourable members opposite to try to recall
what he said was important. What was important was psychology, that a particular segment of the
Manitoba population had to feel certain that the government was their friend, that the climate was
good for them and that they could feel comfortable, continuing to remain in the province of
Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, it was more explicit than that: that the legislation was intended to seetoitthat
these people do not flee Manitoba. And, Mr. Speaker, that is the way in which | characterized the
Throne Speech; thatis the way in which | characterized the bill asitrelates to time and three-quarters
and this bill, Mr. Speaker, that we now are considering is Article 2 of the Declaration of Dependence
which is the characteristic of the Throne Speech submitted by the Conservative government because
Article 2 of that Declaration of Dependence says that the future well-being of the citizens of our
province, the future capital investment of the citizens of our province, depends on us making things
so comfortable for rich people that they will not remove thatinvestment and remove themselves from
the province of Manitoba.

Mr. Speaker, | think thatthe members on the other side, perhaps they won’t like my rhetoric, butin
terms of the fundamental principle of what | am saying, | don’tthink they can disagree with it. Speaker
after speaker has got up in this House and said that what we are trying to do is change the
psychology, change the climate in the province of Manitoba so a whole group of people who had
feared the kind of athing that that government is doing will suddenly find the climate more conducive
to themselves.

Well, Mr. Speaker, | want to tell you that this reminds me a great deal of the years before the New
Democratic Party assumed government, the years when | was either a private citizen practising law
and getting by — to the Honourable Member for Rock Lake, getting by — or became a member of this
legislature, butl had. . . Right. | accepttheHonourable MemberforRockLake doesn’t need politics
to survive. | accept that and | think that he will accept from me that | did not need politics to survive.
But, Mr. Speaker, for some reason, a group of people, all of us included, feel compelled — and | can
only describe it as some kind of compulsion, it's maniacal compulsion — feel compelled that they
have to try to do things to make society a better place to live in, either by using government as an
instrument which is what our side of the House does or by seeing to it that government doesn’t
interfere with the private lives of citizens which | believe in as well but which the honourable members
opposite think is the fundamental principle upon which government should be based. Ithink if the
honourable members opposite will be fair, they will recall that | was in government for eight years,
that | brought forward less legislation than any other Cabinet Minister, less regulation, because | do
not believe in the state involving itself in the private lives of the citizens and to the extent that it was
possible, | brought in legislation that made people less subject to government regulation than more
subject to government regulation. Check the records. Check how many statutes were brought in by
my ministry when | was a minister. The present Minister of Mines and Resources will have complaints
from his department that we pushed and pushed Mr. Green to bring forward legislation and hedidn’t
bring it and he’ll have a backlog of legislation and we’ll see whether that legislation comes in. We'll
see whether the civil service gets through him what they were unable to get through me.

But, in any event, Mr. Speaker, the fact is that | was a private citizen but for some reason and |
cannot explain it, | felt that | had a role to play in public affairs and | was critical of many aspects of
sOciety. In some cases very critical and | wasn’t at all satisfied with the way in which society was
running and | was outspoken about it. | expressed my dissatisfaction. What did my Liberal and
Conservative friends in government say when | said that | am not satisfied, | tuink things should be
better, | think that there are things that should be done. Did they say, we are going to make it better for
you so you will feel abetterclimate in the province of Manitoba? That’'s not what they said. They said,
if you don't like it here go to Russia. That is what they said and | wonder what the honourable
members on the other side of the House will say when the labour movement comes in and says, we
don’t like the climate in the province of Manitoba. We think that things should be better, we think that
there should be improvements. Is the minister going to come and say, yes, we depend on you, we
dependon your continued service for the people of our province, we want to make you happy, weare
going to change the laws to please you. Not on your life. Not on your life. That is why | say, Mr.

peaker, that the Minister of Health and Social Development, in a very good address, not only did not
contradict what | said about the characteristics of this legislation but he underlined it and he
emphasized it and he confirmed it in every way by saying it does not matter what the theories are, it
&oes not matter what the mathematics says, we are concerned with the climate in the province of
anitoba.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, it is no secret that there are some pretty powerful important elements of
Manitoba society that were unhappy with the government of Manitoba, and more significantly and
more importantly, there were enough to defeat us in an election. But to describe, Mr. Speaker, the
Conservative policy, as now being directed to satisfying that group of peopleand legislating in such a
way as to make them happy, is exactly what | have been trying to say and | am pleased, more than
pleased, that theissueis comingdowntothat.Becausemore and more—and | acceptthefactthatwe
are now behind, | indicated we are nine points behind, we have to convince one person. We have to
convince one in ten that when the Conservatives bring in legislation to make the businessman happy
so that he will stay in the province of Manitoba, you are going to have to decide, those one in ten.
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whether that legislation is for the overall good of society. Because every measure that we have made,
Mr. Speaker, over the last eight years was to consider whether legislation was fair, whether
legislation removed privilege and accomplished the result that the former First Minister so often
stated as being his underlying political philosophy, that society should be judged not by whatitdoes
to make the people who are best off better off, but society should be judged by what it does that
improves the lot of those people in the lower income group. Or put in a different way, and the
Honourable, the First Minister does not like to talk about classes, he thinks that if you don’t talk about
them that they will go away. He would legislate that there are no classes. But five thousand years of
history, at least, has said that from time immemorial there are people who have less and who have less
power and there are people who have more and have more power, and that there will be a continual
conflict on that basis.

The honourable member, the First Minister says that it is this side of the House that speaks to
arouse passion and that side of the House speaks to pacify passion. Well, Mr. Speaker, when you are
sitting in the affluence of both economic and political power there is no question that you want to
pacify people. It is to your interest to pacify people. But when, Mr. Speaker, you are amongst the
underprivileged and those who are not being given their fair share in the economy, how can anybody
expect that such a group shall be pacific. The honourable member is asking too much and | tell him
that whether he believes in classes or not, thatthey exist and there is and will be continual conflicton
that basis and one of the conflicts that we are getting, Mr. Speaker, is this legislation.

Let there be no mistake about it, the Estate Tax legislation to the extent that it relieves those tough
luck citizens who happen to have the misfortune of inheriting clear, $300,000.00 — (Interjection)—
The honourable former Minister of Finance tells me that they are even worse off than that, that if they
are married with the various laws that we have enacted that they are really in trouble. If they got a half
a million dollars they have to pay some taxes to the state. Mr. Speaker, the honourable members, to
the extent that they relieve those people of $5.5 million, they impose five and one half million dollars
intaxes on the lowerincome groups of this community. There can be no other way out of it. There can
be no other mathematics.the Honourable Minister of Finance knows that | am right because he will
say, Mr. Speaker, he will say, no we are not going to increase taxes on the poor to make up this $5.5
million, we are going to undo some of the expensive things that honourable members on the other
side of the House were doing. Mr. Speaker, if you can undo those things and save $5.5 million then
the lower income groups could be given that saving of $5.5. million’ and therefore, if you are saying
that you would reduce programs and therefore the estate tax is not costing you very much, you are
engaging in very bad mathematics. Because if you have $5.5 million to give away and you giveitto the
top 1 2 percent income earners in our society, by the same token you have maintained the taxes on
the lower groups that could otherwise have been reduced.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, this is not tax relief, let there be no mistake about it, this is not tax relief.
This is the imposition of $5.5 million in taxes on all of the people of the province of Manitoba in order
to benefit those unlucky souls who happento inherit half a million dollars. Thatis whatthe ministeris
doing, and there is noway outof that. Thereis noway out of that. Thereis no answer tothatby saying
we are reducing programs, because the reduction of programs, if indeed it will take place, that tax
load could be lifted from the lower income groups in our society.

So, we want to tell the people of the province of Manitoba that this is being done in the interest of
creating a nicer psychology for those people, and they are amongst my friends and | have no
argument with them. | wantto make and earn, and not keep until | die, because | prefer to spend some
of it, as much money as | could and | do not complain about anybody who earns money. That is one
area, Mr. Speaker, where | have often had differences within my own group. | do not look upon the
Directors of the International Nickel Company as being greedy money-grubbing people. They are
fine people who are doing what they shoulddo in themanagement of theircompany. Thepeoplewho
are to blame for the fact that there are problems created by this disparity of wealth are not the
International Nickel Company. They have a right to earn as much money as they can. It is those
people who are to be blamed. The Honourable Speaker may remember that one of the first times that
| walked into this House | walked into this House with a sheet of paper and asked the Minister of
Finance, then Gurney Evans, the question, why are you permitting me to this sheet of paper, it says,
“Sidney Green is a shareholder of the International Nickel Company of Canada.” There were only a
few shares but there were shares, and my problem was not that | was permitted to own the shares and
to get the money, but why the government of the province of Manitoba permitted to make myself
wealthy at the expense of other Manitobans. | was not doing anything wrong, nor do | consider any of
the other people who tried to earn a greaterincome as doing anything wrong. | have never said that.
But | say that the government is the one that gives that kind of prize, and if there is to be greater equity
in society | am not going to rely on the Directors of Inco, | am going to rely on the directors of that
corporate group of people, the public of the province of Manitoba. They are the ones to be to blame,
not the shareholders of Inco.

Mr. Speaker, this piece of legislation is a declaration of dependence, it is a declaration of a
psychology which insists, Mr. Speaker, that the wealth of the people of this province is dependent
upon the goodwill and willingness to reside here and be here of a certain group of elitists. Mr.
Speaker, | do not accept that. The province of Manitoba and its wealth depend upon two things. One,
the resources of this province which cannot be moved by any rich people no matter where they move
to. They cannot take the land and pack it up on their back and leave with it, they cannot take the water,
they cannot take the power to caltivate, they cannot take any of the real things. They cannot take the
buildings. They can take with them their currency, they can take with them their securities, but as
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Henry George once said, Mr. Speaker, you could take all of the securities that exist anywhere in all
the vaults-and in all the banks, -and all the currency and destroy it, and the place where that has
happened is not one cent poorer the day after it happens. Because the only means of creating wealth
are by human beings working on the resources that are available to them, and those things are
available in the province of Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, | am quite happy that amongst those human
beings be those people in our province who have shown some affluence. But| am not prepared to say
that my survival or the survival of the people of the province of Manitoba depends on them. The
psychology of this group of people appears to be that Manitoba cannot go it alone. Yes, an estate tax
makes sense, but Manitoba cannot go it alone. All the other western provinces are out and look at
how rich they are by virtue of it.

Mr. Speaker, | do not know where the Minister of Industry and Commerce got his figures but |
suggest that they are wrong, that one cannot find not a billion or $500 million invested in other
provinces that would have invested in the province of Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, the honourable
members opposite have been playing with figures for several years. Two years ago they thought they
could make an astonishing statement which would have some effect on impairing the credibility of
the New Democratic Party by saying we wasted $200 million on Hydro. When $200 million did not
work they said they wasted $400 million on Hydro. Four hundred million dollars was not good
enough to smearthecredibility of the New Democratic Party sothey said they wasted $600 million on
Hydro. Now they have been elected, Mr. Speaker. They have been elected, but they have been
reminded that the public to the extent of 40 percent still supports those people even though we have
accused them of losing $600 million. The same number that elected them in 1969. Something has
gone wrong. Let's make it a billion dollars, Mr.Speaker. Why not $2 billion. | mean, it is a guesstimate.
There is no way of verifying it. | do not know why you stop at one billion. —(Interjection)— Five, do|
hear six, do | hear seven. Because we will, the Member for St. Johns is right, when you find out that
the billion figure did not work you use two billion or three billion.

What are the facts with regard to this type of taxation and, Mr. Sleaker, | am now speaking
personally. | would have an estate tax in the province of Manitoba if we were the only province. | am
not speaking for the New Democratic Party. | am speaking nhow my personal opinion. Because the
opposite psychology, the psychology that if everybody does not have the tax and you do people will
leave, implies that you cannot create wealth in your province out of your resources and out of the
human beings that live in it. | say that you can and therefore | say that if the tax is equitable, | would
have it and if those people that you people are depending on, that you have signed your declaration
of dependence to, do not create wealth then the public of this province will be able to create wealth.
But | question, Mr. Speaker, whether the so-called small businessmen or storekeepers or farmers, or
anybody else would not consider that they are living in very good circumstances in the province of
Manitoba and they will pay an estate tax. Because that is what happens, Mr. Speaker, in most of the
affluent countries in this world. The way the honourable members talk one would assume that
countries with money and investment have no estate tax obviously, because if they had an estate tax
where would the money and investment come from? It would run away, and the corollary, Mr.
Speaker, that those countries that are poor’ they must have estate taxes’ otherwise why would they be
poor.

I mean if the basis upon which investment is made, is whether you are going to have anestatetax,
well, Mr. Speaker, the north pole would be the greatest metropolis. In the universe, thereis no estate
taxes to pay in the north pole. Or we could do better, we could say that Churchill, Manitoba, Mr.
Speaker, is going to be a tax-free place. There will be no taxes of any kind paid there, and we could
make by the argument of my honourable friends, Churchill, to be the most affluent community in
Canada, but unfortunately the theories of the members on the other side are not borne out, Mr.
Speaker. First of all, Manitoba has had one of the best economies in Canada, despite the factthat it
has had an estate tax, and if any of the honourable members opposite say that Alberta has more
investment than Manitoba, | want to tell those members to consider the following. If Manitoba had the
oil and estate taxes and Alberta had no oil and no estate taxes, would money invested for exploration
of oil go to where there is no estate taxes and no oil, or would it go to the place where thereis oil and
estate taxes. Is there anybody on the other side who is so rash as to suggest that we would have
exploration in oil in the Precambrian Shield if we would only eliminate our estate taxes. It is not borne
out, Mr. Speaker. It is not borne out. Well, the honourable member is shaking his head, as well he
might, as well he might, Mr. Speaker. They are getting angry, Mr. Speaker. That is good. That is good.
When we start hearing them being really annoyed with us, that’'s good. That’s when ithurts. And the
honourable members are going to find that its going to hurt, and it'll take time. Mr. Speaker, it'll take
time, it'll take time but it's going to hurt. Let’s look at those poor countries in the world who have
driven away all of their investment by estate taxes. Now I've asked our researcher to get me the ten
richest countries in the world. The ten richest countries in the world, this may be a surprise to some of
them — Kuwait is the richest. | don't know whether it has estate taxes or not, but | know it has asmall
population and oil everywhere you stick a pin into the ground. It has got nothing to do with estate tax.
The next one is the United Arab Emirates which is in the same position. Number three, Switzerland,
has estate taxes in every canton except one. One group has tried to make a haven in Switzerland, but
Switzerland, of the ones that I've mentioned — the top richest countries in the world — has estate
taxes. Sweden, number four, has estate taxes. The United States of America, an estate tax nationally,
an estate tax in every state of the union with the exception of one, that's Nevada, and Nevada is not
the richest state in the United States of America. The tax haven — Nevada — but every other state, Mr.
Speaker. The honourable members aregoing totell me that all of the investment in the United States
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is going to leave the United States and come to Canada to avoid the estate taxes? Are they serious
about that kind of suggestion? The next one, Mr. Chairman, West Germany. It has an estate tax. But
look at the United States — estate taxes at the national level, estate taxes in every state with the
exception of one at the state level. And of course, the United States has become impoverished by
virtue of the existence of its estate tax.

Canada, Mr. Speaker, has no national estatetax. | do not know thatCanadasince 1972, has shown
such a tremendous influx of investment. What | do know is that the Canadian dollar has gone down
from $1.03 to 90 cents, which doesn’t happen when you've got investment coming into your country.
Canada has no estate tax — of the top countries of the Western world that I've mentioned. The next
one, number eight, is Kedar, | don't know anything about Kedar — 0il? Number nineis Denmark, they
have an estate tax. So, Mr. Speaker, I've read nine — Luxembourg I've been unable to get it, but |
gather Luxembourg is in the vicinity of West Germany and France, | don't have France on thetop ten
but | would presume, although I’'m not certain and | won't give the honourable members uncertain
information, that there’s an estate tax.

Of all the countries in the western world, Canada is the only one with no estate tax. Canada should
be the haven for all of the investment that previously put into Switzerland, West Germany, Denmark,
Sweden, and the United States of America. Has it happened? Have your ideological doctrinaire
positions borne fruit? No. And, Mr. Speaker, they will not bear fruit in the province of Manitoba. The
elimination of the estate tax in the province of Manitoba will not result in renewed investment or
renewed wealth in the province of Manitoba, it will resultin onething. —(Interjection)— No, itwillbe
a change in psychology. It will be a declaration to the beautiful people in the province of Manitoba
that we are telling you that we can’t get by without you, and that we cannot survive unless you are
happy, and we are therefore going to create a beautiful climate for you to live in. That’s what the
Minister of Health and Social Development has said is the purpose of this legislation.

Well, Mr. Speaker, | have a different view which | am going to try to commend to the people of the
province of Manitoba. | have theviewthattheprovince of Manitobaisrichinnaturalresources. | have
the view that the people of the province ofManitoba are energetic,capable of great humaneffort; that
this great human effort is capable, if organized properly, to take those natural resources, to create
wealth and to have that wealth equitably distributed amongst the people who created it. And | say
amongst those people participating, | am more than willing, indeed happy, Mr. Speaker, to have
those people who have shown entrepreneurial skill, whohave shown that they have the ability to act
aggressively, to operate entrepreneurial enterprises, and to raise their own financial position
accordingly. | am happy to have the participation of those people. | am not prepared to say that | am
dependent on them, that | cannot survive without them, and that | will enact legislation to the
detriment of all other people in our society, in order to make them psychologically happy. Thatisthe
purpose of this legislation, that is the reason that | will vote against it.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Pembina.

MR.. DON ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to share a few thoughts with our
honourable friends opposite on the proposed legislation to amend the succession duties and gifttax.
| find it somewhat baffling — their opposition to this legislation — because our honourable friends
opposite in the majority are members of the NDP party who believe in equality, equality among all
people. And basically, all this legislation that we have proposed is going to do is give the individuals
of Manitoba the same rights and privileges that the government of Manitoba has. Thatis, tobe able to
receive a bequest from an estate without having a burden of taxation placed upon you, to be able to
give to the state, to the province, a gift without having to pay tax on that. So, on thebasisof equality, |
can't see where our friends opposite would want to do anything but change the legislation, to make
every individual in Manitoba equal to the privileges afforded to the government on both the provincial
and the municipal level. v

| would like to present for some of my honourable friends opposite a few points as to how this
particular piece of legislation applies to the farming community, and | do that specificallybecause |
think a lot of our members opposite have little knowledge, and | say that without detriment, because
you haven’t had the personal experience of a farming operation. | would like to share some of the
thoughts with you.

In 1970, the succession duty and gift tax in Manitoba allowed tax-free bequests of up to $150,000
for estateandan additional $50,000if thatamount of money specifically was bequested to the spouse
in the settlement of an estate. Now in 1970 farm size was some 543 acres per farm, according to our
agricultural handbook. Now, since 1970, and we're dealing with a period of seven years here— | have
no up-to-date figures because 1971 census is that 543 acres per farm — but | would fully suspect that
that size has increased,and ourhonourablefriends opposite can appreciatewhy thatincrease, itthat
farms, as with most businesses, tendho have to increase in size to remain economically viable. So
we'veseenan increase inthefarmsize.Now,alongwiththatand accompanyingthatincreaseinfarm
size, wefind most farms today having to mechanize more highly, and theirinvestmentin equipmentis
considerably larger. Also, the equipment prices have gone up over the past seven years, probably
doubled, topeave the investment for farming equipment much much higher than it wasin 1970. Since
1970, our farming economy has gone through 1973, 1974 and 1975, which were the three best years
that the farming community ever enjoyed in this province. Now, as a direct result of good economic
times, | think you tend to find your farming community consolidating its debt position so that in the

421




Tuesday, December 6, 1977

seven year period from 1970 to today, 1977, | think we'll find most farms that were in existencein 1970
and are in existence today, have a much lower debt load. In fact, we may find considerable numbers
of farms with virtually no debt load today.

Now, since 1970, and I'm talking about existing farms once again, we have this strange
phenomenon called aging of the farmer. He's now seven years older, and along with that strange
phenomenon of aging, comes the increased probability of death, and it is in death that succession
duties become very harsh, so that people who would not give a single thought to succession duties in- -
1970 now have them as a considerable concern to them in the preservation of their estate.

The most important thing that has transpired in the years from 1970 to 1977 is the phenomenal
increase in land value. In 1970 | would suspect that you could drive twenty miles, twenty-five miles
out of the city on to the primest soils in the province, and buy any parcel of farmland for, | would
guesstimate, $100 an acre. | don't think I'd be too far wrong. Today drive that same distance, orin fact,
go pretty near to any piece of farmland of any productivity value in Manitoba, and you'll find a price
tag very much higher — four, five, six, seven hundred dollars an acre are not at all uncommon. Now,
this is a circumstance of the times; certainly crop prices were good and they caused considerable
economic pressure on the price of land. We had foreign speculation on land which helped todrivethe
prices up. It's a fact that we have to live with in the farming communities, that our land prices are
considerably higher.

Now, add all these factors together: add the farm size, increase in farm size, the increase in the
amount of equipment and the value thereof, add in the lower debt ratiofrom three verygoodyearsin
farming, couple that with the increased age of the farmer, andfifthly,add in the multiplied value of the
land, and you'll find that your average estate from 1970 to 1977 per farm has multiplied four to five
times in value — an increase of 400, 500, maybe even 600 percent.

Now, in 1977, as | mentioned, very few farmers were in the taxable category as far as succession
duties go. Their estates were below the $150 to $200 thousand level in general. But due to
circumstance beyond their control mainly, we have seen an increase in the value of estates of 400to
500 percent. Let us take a look at what has happened to the limits on succession duties in that same
period of time. Today, and | stand to be corrected if they are different, we have succession duty limits
of $250,000 plus a further $50,000 if that amount is bequested to the wife. What we're seeing isa 50 to
66 percent increase in the successionduty-free exemption. Couple that, a 50 percent increase in the
exemption limit, couple that to a 400 to 500 percent increase in the value of the estate, and have
legislation, which protected those very same individuals in 1970, kept apace with the time, and
provide those same individuals with the protection they enjoyed in 1970. This is what we’re talking
about on this side of the House when we say that succession duties have to be eliminated.

An important consideration that | would like to place before the members of this Chamber right
now is in the establishment of the value of an estate. Let's consider an individual who has the
misfortune of dying, and his estate comes upfor review and forevaluation. Who puts the value on the
land? Well, the government department, the succession duties, that puts the value on the land, and
how do they determine that value? They go to the nearest comparable land sale and they establish a
value per acre on the basis of the nearest comparable land sale. Now currently, in the Carman area,
that can be $700 dollars per acre. Yes, very good, very good price, but consider what it does to an
ordinary estate of 640 acres. That puts the estate value at $450,000.00. With machinery, you've gotan
estate of well over the half million dollars on a section farm.

Now, the farmers in my constituency call that kind of an estate value paper money, because it’s
established at theend of abalance sheet which says: “Lo and behold, because of inflationand factors
beyond your control as a farmer, you now have an estate worth a half a million dollars, even though
with that estate youmay stillonly be making $10,000 of netincometo putin theback of your pocket to
live on all year. But you have an estate of a half a million dollars, and according to the legislationthat
we'vevot in place today, an estate that is taxable to the tune of $50 to $60 thousand, ifyouhave the
misfortune of passing on.” Hardly a fair situation.

Now, let's consider, now that we've established that there is a problem in the farming community,
a problem that was created beyond the economic boundaries of that particular farm, that was caused
by inflation, caused by increase in prices, that thefarmer had basically no control in, let's consider
next who is truly affected by succession duties and gift taxes.

Let's consider the young farmer, and | take myself, and several of my colleagues as examples.
We're not bothered by succession duties, if we were per chance to pass on and leave our estates to
our next of kin. We're not bothered, because our estates are heavily debt-loaded, and debts are
deducted from the net value of your estate, and chances are we're well within the $300,000 limit. So
we're not affected. Gift taxes, as far as gift taxes go, young farmers don’t have any moneytogiveto
anybody, so they don't pay gift taxes. So that leaves the category of the older farmer nearing
retirement who is being subjugated to undue duress by succession duties and gift taxes. He’s the
manwhose farm is, as | laid outin the first few minutes, increased in size, factors beyond his control,
and his estate is now taxable. He cannot afford to die today, because if he dies, the estate, which he
had hoped would carry on to his wife and provide her with a living, or his son, or his daughter for a
living in the future — It is not possible to do that as a viable farming unit, because of estate taxes. —
(Interjection)—

Gentlemen, if you would care to listen, | will explain in a later part of my speech where it is
impossible. Now, therefore the gift taxes represent a barrier to the gentle transfer of a farm from one
generation to the next, from father to son, in the event of a death. So succession duties are very harsh
on our near to retirement segment of our farming community and directly to theirsuccessors, their
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sons who are farming with them and wantto takethat farm over. Very heavy hardship to those people.

Well, let's consider what gift taxes do to that group of farmers. If the son is working with the father
why not gift him a quarter section of land, a half section of land. Give it to him; he's worked for it. Uh-
huh! The moment you gift your son in excess of $2,000 per year you trigger gift taxes. Okay. Five
thousand dollars to the spouse, $2,000 to the sons or daughters. | think | stand corrected to the
Member for Lac du Bonnet, his statement is quite incorrect.

Okay, so what is the problem? Why doesn't the father give the son a considerable size of estate?
Well, hecan if he wants to pay the government gift taxes. Sowhat in effect we've got on account of gift
taxing now is a situation where no farm transfers have taken place in the last four to five years
because they trigger gift taxes. So now farmers who are nearing retirement, own their estate in its
entirety, they have a son who wants to take it over but there is no physical way for him to do it without
them having to put an undue burden of taxation on the farm. Okay. We've got the son now indirectly
affected by gift tax as the recipient, mainly because he can't be the recipient unless the father is
\/;/1illingf to cough up considerable gift tax to the government. There’s an excellent case for removal of
the gift tax.

Now, let's consider the implications of succession duties, and succession duties alone, in the
event of the death. If we've got a farm family — and let's make it the classical farm family of the father
and the mother and the son — and the father dies and his estate is worth — and let’s pick the
boundary figure of a half million dollars. That's a 640 acre farm with machinery and a little bit of
livestock. The father dies, he bequests the total estate to his wife which is a relatively common thing
to do. Immediately if we have a succession duty limit of $300,000 and the estate is taxable on some
$200,000.00. Now, if we go to our estate tax tables we find that that estate is going to have to pay to the
government approximately $50,000 to $60,000 in succession duties. Now, immediately our
honourable friends opposite say, “Go out and borrow the money. No problem. If | inherit a half
million dollars, | can afford to borrow the money,” but the point is, the point is honourable members
opposite, you cannot afford to borrow that kind of money because the interest on $50,000 per year at
10 percent amounts to $5,000 and that farm can generate in good years approximately $10,000 to
$12,000 in net income — and I'm talking net income for the back pocket — so you're going to put a
burden on it that's going to take half the netincome? What are we going to do, put the man on welfare
then for the balance of his income?

Now, let’s take that very same situation one step further. The father has died; he’s bequested it to
the mother. Now, within a year, the motber happens to die and such a misfortune can and does
happen. The mother dies after owning the total estate and she bequests the total estate to the son.
Now the exemption limit is $250,000 in that type of an estateus a preferred beneficiary. In the past
year, we have got an additional debt load of $50,000 caused by the succession duties paid upon the
father's death. Now within a year, if land values continue to escalate as they have in the past several
years, the value of the farm land will probably have increased by that $50,000 that they have owing
against it so the net estate value is probably still in the neighbourhood of a half million dollars but the
exemption is only $250,000 this time. Now, the son is faced with the proposition of paying some
$75,000 in estate taxes to the government after having paid $50,000 the year before to get that section
farm, to inherit, as our friends opposite would say, scot-free.

Now, | realize it's beyond the business capability of some of our members over there to appreciate
what a debt load of $125,000 does to a section farm, even though it's paper money worth a half million
dollars, the debt load of coming up with $12,500 in interest per year. That’s no principal repayment,
gentlemen, that's the interest charged per year on a farm that will generate net income of something
like $12,000 per year is rather harsh but our friends opposite cannot understand these kinds of things.
There is the reason why succession duties have to go. A series of deaths can break a farming
operation irregardless of size. One death in the family can put an undue tax burden on that same
family farm. Sure he may be able to make it but it's an undue burden.

Now, what we have to decide when we are considering legislation like this, as it pertains to
agriculture and agriculture alone — I’'m getting back to agriculture alone — is what isgoing to be our
overall direction in farming policy. Are we interested as a governing body of Manitoba in promoting
the continuity of the family farm unit? Are we interested in seeing sons and daughters inheriting the
family farm?

A MEMBERS: Now you're getting good points, Don. That's important.

MR. ORCHARD: Now, if we're interested in seeing sons and daugbters inherit the family farm,
which as my honourable colleague from Lakeside pointed out some evening ago, that often the sons
have put considerable effort into this farm at possibly less pay than what they would get working fora
union job or whatever. Then if they are to inherit that farm and that family farm is to continue as an
enterprise, then | think that we, as a government, should endeavour to remove any undue tax
obstacles in front of passing that farm generation to generation intact and as a viable unit. Now, any
of our honourable friends opposite who know anything about farming won't say that that section
farm, that 640 acre farm in the Carman areaorMorden area, is a big farm and the guy on itis a wealthy
fat cat. No, he’s an average Joe and he’s the kind of guy that's being penalized by the present
succession duties. Why? For one reason, the previous government wasn't interested in the family
farm unit obviously. We are interested in the family farm unit therefore we are going to remove
succession duties and gift taxes.
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A MEMBER: The Member for Inkster wants to own the farm.

MR. ORCHARD: Now,aswellthe elimination of succesision duties| think — and thisisgetting very
philosophical on my part and you'll have to pardon me if it grates any . . . .

A MEMBER: Don, that’s allowed.

MR. ORCHARD: Philosophical is allowed. Fine. | believe that elimination of the gift tax and
succession duties as they apply to the farming population — and here’'s where | am restricting myself
and leaving myself wide open — as they apply to the farming population | believe that we can
justifiably eliminate them because | think it shows recognition on the part of the government of the
effort and the blood and the sweat and the tears that went into the individual who developed that
farm, often from scratch, and it shows thatwe as governing people appreciatethatkind of output and
hard work and endeavour and | believe that as a governing body we should recognize it.

I think also removal of the succession duties and gift taxes, as I've mentioned before, that that 640
acre farm in the Carman area whereby the inheritee has to pay the $50,000 succession duties. Now,
I've given the interest figure onthatas being $5,000 per year without principhe repayment. | think that
removal of succession duties is essential to prevent loading that farm with that undue tax and that is
on a farm —and | repeat this again and | can’trepeat ittoo often —whichhas anetincome generation
potential on normal years of $10,000-12,000.00. Yesterday | believe it was, the Honourable Member
forWinnipeg Centre stood up — and to some extent the HonourableMember for Inkster did today —
stood up and said they are fully in favour of return on investment, the Member for Winnipeg Centre
indicated that, I'm nottoo sure abouthhe Member for Inkster. But, if we have an interest in return on
investment then no one on the other side would disagree that the farmer who owns that $500,000
estate should probably get a return.on investment on it. Now figure the return on investment on
$500,000 at just 10 percent. That's $50,000 net income a year and I've just said that his net income
from that farm is $12,000, and you fellows, through your succession duties, want to load him with
another $5,000 in interest payment that covers succession duty tax. That doesn’t seem too fair for
people who are interested in return on investment let alone return for work, for risk. Our honourable
friends opposite have suggested some various remedies. We don’t need to take off the succession
duties they say. What's the matter with the man borrowing the money to pay the succession duty?
Well, | think I've adequately explained that. You can't afford to pay the interest payment on it
especially if you have two generations where it's a death in one year and a death in the nextyear and
you've got double taxation of the same estate. You cannot afford to borrow the money. The other
suggestion that some of our honourable members opposite suggest is: sell some of the land, you
inherited half a million dollars; sell some of the land. As the members on this side of the House full
well realize, if and when you sell a capital asset such as land you trigger that very onerous tax in
Ottawa called the capital gains tax and yourdemand for cash is even more on that estate, so selling
land out of an estate does nothelp your tax problem, it worsens it. And, allthis meansisyou'reselling
your asset, you're destroying the basic family unit that you're trying to preserve inthe family farm
situation. Hardly a program that our honourable members opposite would beinterested in | wouldn’t
think.

The honourable friends opposite — in carrying their sell-the-asset theory one step further —
would suggest to us in the next step: why not sell some machinery? Sell the machinery. Well, if you
sell the machinery how do you work the resource of the land? And, in selling the machinery, or any
part thereof, with the inflation we've had in machinery of the last few years, you are going to trigger
two things: possibly capital gains tax and definitely recaptured depreciation all of which increases
the burden on the estate. Our honourable friends opposite might suggest sell the cattle, sell the
livestock. Well, once again, you're going to trigger, if nothing else, an income tax problem plus the
fact you destroy the basic unit that you're trying to preserve. Hardly a program that would be in
company with our honourable friends opposite and their so-called stay-option where they wanted
farmers to remain on the land but yet they're willing to tax them. Tax them when they die; tax them
when they give it away.

Another area of suggestion that our honourable friends offer as a suggestion to this legislation
that we're considering, they'll say to us, “There’s no need to take succession duties and gift taxes off.
Why do you have to eliminate succession duties? Why don’t you just raise the limits and protect the
farmer?” You gentlemen had the chance last year to raise the limits and what did youdo?Youraised
them a niggardly $50,000.00. When the estate had increased by some 400 to 500 percent you
increased the estate exemption by 50 percent. And, besides that, everz time this side ofthe House, as
government, would present to you gentlemen opposite, the proposition of raising the limits on
succession duties, we'd involve this legislature in a four to five day debate on the evils of promoting
our rich capitalist friends, etc.,etc.,and waste the time of the taxpayer of this province, waste histime
and money. So, our suggestion and our solution is to eliminate the succession duties, thenwe don’t
have to worry about raising the limits. Clean, clear and simple.

When our honourable friends opposite suggest the sale ofsome of the land assets in the
settlement of the estate | would think that their suggestion needs alittle further thoughton ourpart. If
they suggest that on the settlement of an estate to pay the succession duties the peopleinvolvedin
the estate settlement sell a portion of the land, how does thisfigure in with some of their philosophy
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and some of their ideas and some of their programs? It makes me indeed suspicious. They are onone
hand saying, “Wewantto continue the family farm unit.” On the other hand they are saying, “Well, if
you happen toinherititwe’re going to charge you enough tax so that you may haveto sell aquarter or
a third of it.” And, since land is the easiest dividable portion of the asset it's easy to sell a quarter
section out of the section, probably land would be the item that the inheritor would split offand sell to
pay tbe government the tax due to them, which makes me suspicious becauseghat did we have under _.
the last administration? We had the statefarm program. Uh-huh! | can see it now. The Honourable ex-
Minister of Agriculture might approach that family with their estate and say, “Fear not, we can keep
your family unit in place and intact. All you have to do is sell the government that quarter section of
land and we’ll give you the money so that you can give it back to us and then we’ll own a quarter of
your estate and then, perchance, if ever your mother dies and there’s another estate settlementwe’ll
do the same thing for the next quarter section and maybe the succession duties fit hand-in-hand with
the state ownership program of all our land resource in the province. Maybe.

MR. USKIW: | wonder if the member would yield to a question. Would the member yield to a
question?

MR. ORCHARD: I've presented some of the possible problems that the farming community faces
under Succession Duties and Gift Taxes. | fully believe that the business community also faces the
very same problems that we in the farming community face, and probably a lot of the areas that |
touched on here today apply to our small business community as well. They are faced with the same
very harsh burden of Succession Duties and Gift Taxes that the farming community has, but | don’t
know that from a personal experience, so I’'m notwilling to indicate that definitely today, and I’'m sure
some of my other members, who are familiar with the small business community can reiterate that
very fact, and that we are not only benefitting the farm community, but the small business community
which provides major employment in this province as well.

What | think it boils down to in consideration ofthis bill,we can take all the economic factors and
we can put them to this side, and we cantakeall the philosophical factors and we can put them to this
side, and straight down the middle we have to consider the meat and potatoes for the table, the
political ideology of the NDP versus the political ideology of the Progressive Conservatives. Now, our
NDP government believe that the government can best handle resources intohhe business
community, ¢tc, and as such, they are willing to tax away the estates of anyone above $300,000 in
some cases, $250,000 in other cases, and take a portion of that money, put it into the government
coffers and proceed to spend it wherever they see fit, such as building airplanes,-etc. | need not go
through thetime-worn listof entries in our friends opposite government programs. —(Interjection)—
Now, it seems as if that in the spending of funds by our honourable friends opposite — and | must
admit this probably happens to mostgovernments — the spending programs tend not to deal with the
long-term interests of the province, but rather with the short-term proposition of getting elected.
Hence, we have funds going willy-nilly into make-work projects and short-term things, which can
and may contribute to the re-election of a government.

Now, on the other hand, the Progressive Conservative philosophy —and | speak personally here,
and| think | would speak for a number of my colleagues — we believe that private investment can very
well spend and invest that money from estates, in trust companies, insurance companies, you name
it, private people, if the money is left in their hands, invest that money, that money finds its way
through investment companies, trust companies, into our housing projects, into business ventures,
into mortgage money for land, and that, gentlemen8 and lady, is wheretrue long-run economic
creation of jobs and investment lies. Not in having the money gobbled up by the government and
spent willy-nilly, but left in the hands of the people who made it, who knew how to make it, and know
how to invest it for the best future of this province. And that is our philosophy. That’'s my personal
philosophy, and it's in that . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The honourable member has five minutes left.

MR. ORCHARD: It's from that standpoint that | fully endorse the passage of this bill to eliminate
Succession Duties and Gift Taxes.

Just some minutes before, the Honourable Member for Inkster indicated a few areas of concern
on his part with the elimination of Gift Tax and Succession Duties, and in my very freshman
knowledge, I'll attempt to answer some of his concerns. He says that Manitoba and our Minister of
Industry and Commerce has said that capital hasleft this province to the tune of one billion dollars,
and he saysthat is an incredible figure, it's unsubstantiated, etc. Now, he says, “If we take away Gift
Taxes and Succession Duties, are we going to have that capital come rushing back into the province?
Is it going to be coming back in wholesale so that we can have job creation and investment in the
province?” Well, he’s got a very good question. He says that Gift Taxes and Succession Duties by
themselves aren't the answer, and he’s right, because Gift Taxes and Succession Duties were the
straw that broke the camel’s back in the taxation scheme of Manitoba. Not only did we have higher
business tax, higher personal income taxrate, but wetossed on the onerous taxation of, if aman died
he should give it up to the state, and if you give it to your family you giveit up to the state. Couple the
four together and naturally you're going to see investment capital leave this province.

Naturally. Now, he says, and the Member for Inkster says also, that people — and I'll tryto get this
as close to what he said as | can and I'm sure I'll be corrected if | get it wrong — he says that people
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can still create wealth in this province by the utilization of its resources, even with the implementation
of Succession Duties and Gift Taxes. This is what he said. Now, my question is, create and make
wealth for whom? For the individual doing the work or for the governmentthat’sgoing to tax it away?
There’s the question. That's why we don't have people locating here. They're going to Alberta with
the oil. It's the straw that broke the camel'sback. | can’t really understand that, because the member
did say he agreed with profit, but | must question, profit for whom? Profit for the individual, or profit
for the government? Big question.

So gentlemen opposite | hope that in the few short minutes that I've had to discuss this bill with
you and its implications that | tossed a new light onto the bill for you, that| have given you some
information on how this particular tax structure causes undue hardship, not on the wealthy fat cat
that they’re so very much concerned that we're going to benefit, but it causes hardship on Joe
Average farmer in my constituency. Very much so, it causes hardship on him. —(Interjection)— It
can be proven very easily. The Honourable Member for Lacdu Bonnet says. . . that's why, in fact, |
think that the honourable member is sitting on that side of the House as one of the few agricultural
constitu- ency representatives in this province, and why we’re sitting over here with the big dividing
line of all the farming communities on our side, because we said we were going to do one thing for
sure, and that was remove S uccession Duties and Gift Taxes so that your family farms will stay intact
for your sons and your daughters to carry on as you had hopes and aspirations of them doing so.
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Lac du Bonnet.

MR. SAM USKI'A. Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the Honourable Member for Inkster, that the
debate be adjourr.ed.

MOTION presented and carried.
BILL NO. 4 — AN ACT TO AMEND THE MINERAL ACREAGE TAX ACT

MR. SPEAKER: On Bill No. 4, an Act to amend The Mineral Acreage Tax Act, the Honourable
Member for Flin Flon.

MR.TOMBARROW: Mr. Speaker, | stood this for my colleague for Brandon East until he's ready to
speak.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Brandon East.

MR. EVANS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. | would like to make a few comments about this particular
bill, which | think is rather unfortunate, coming before us in this short special session. | think the bill
inits entirety is unfortunate, and without doubt it is a bill of political convenience, abill that | suppose
my honourable friends opposite will say i1s helping them fulfill a particular political promise they
made to theirconstituency or to their constituents, and that they-are now fulfilling a particular
political promis2 o+ a garticular part of their political platform. | supposethatis a legitimate type of
argument in a sense that you made a promise, or you put forth a political platform and you arein the
process of fulfilling what you have promised, or what you have stated to be your political goals. And
to that extent | sup+ose you might say there is some virtue, from the government’s point of view at
least, in bringing to:ti this bill at this time. But certainly, no other arguments can be put forth with
regard to the beneiit of this particular bill.

| realize that the bill, the Mineral Acreage Tax in Manitoba, in total, provides the Crown with
relatively small amounts of moneys. | guess in this day and age of inflation, $400,000 or thereabouts
may not be considered to be a substantial sum, but on the other hand, in this time where everyoneis
very concerned, particularly on the government side, of balancing budgets, of being able tocutcosts
and so on, that they should equally be concerned with every single dollaron the revenue side. If they
arevery-concerned about how a dollar is spent, surely they should beconcerned on how and to what
extent dollars may be received on the other side of the ledger.

There are certainly no adverse economic effects emanating from this particular tax measure
which my colleague, the Member for St. Johns brought in afew yearsago — | guess it was the year
1972. There is certainly no argument can be made, Mr. Speaker, which would indicate that this
particular tax on wealth, this tax on mineral wealth or potential mineral wealth has any adverse
economic effects on the growth of our provincialeconomy. | don’t think any argument could be made
either that this particular type of taxation or this particular tax has adverse effects in the social
sphere. | cannot, forone moment, envisage where there are any serious social effects, adverse social
effects being caused by mineral acreage taxation. And certainly, Mr. Speaker, itis not aninequitable
tax. Itis notataxthatis causing agreat burden on poor people. It is notasinequitableus, forinstance,
the Medicare premiums were when they were in existence in this province back in the 1960s before
the New Democratic Party government abolished them, aftercomingtooffice in '69 — we cut themin
half | guessin’69and abolished them, | guess, the year later. Certainly the Medicare premium tax that
Manitobans had to pay, | think it was about $208 per family, whether you were rich or poor, whether
you were young or old, whether youwere disabled or fit, regardless, you had to pay this flatpremium
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tax and considering that was eight or nine years ago, that was a substantial burden, and that was
indeed an inequitable tax, a regressive form of taxation.

| cannot, for the life of me, in any way, shape or form, imagine thatthe Mineral Acreage Tax Act
and the taxation of this type of wealth, in any way can be described as inequitable. —(Interjection)—
It is not inequitable. —(Interjection)— Well, why we brought the measure in? Well, all right, Mr.
Speaker, | think this is a legitimate question, and it's one that this House should consider at this time.
We're talking about the principle of the bill, the main thrust of the bill, and | would like to make
reference to one or two comments made by my colleague, the Member for St. Johns, who was the
Minister of Finance at that time and brought the measure in. In fact, reading from Hansard of July 6,
1972, the then Minister of Finance, stated, this is Page 3,888 of Hansard, he indicates that the type,
and | will quote a couple of sentences here. “The type of bill we propose to bring,” and the Minister of
Finance is referring to this Mineral Acreage Tax Act, “The type of bill we propose to bring,” with
reference to the type of bill, “proposals to ensure that mineral rights which may be held for
speculative purposes by corpoiations, cannot be retained without some reasonable return to the
people of Manitoba.” —(Interjection)— Yes, throughout the Minister’s speech, he referred time and
time again to corporations and companies holding mineral rights. And | go on, “The companies
which hold mineral rights often hold such rights in anticipation of future gain, and we believeitisonly
reasonable that such corporations contribute to public revenues. Holders of unproductive land,
operators of mines, gravel pit operators, all of these, speculators in mines generally, all do contribute
to public revenues, and the question is posed, as far as presenting this bill, why not corporations
holding mineral rights for gain?” In other words, the Minister of Finance at that time was making a
parallel. In municipalities, whether your land is productive or not, is beside the point. Whether it is
producing or not producing is beside the point, the municipality levies a property tax on that
particular piece of property, whether it's a rural municipality or whether it be a city or atown. If you
own property, whether you're doing anything with it or not, is beside the point. You pay some kind of
tax on that property, and the Minister of Finance drew a parallel at the time of introducing this
legislation, saying likewise, holders of this mineral wealth, or of mineral rights, rather, should
contribute to the public revenues also, as do holders of surface rights.

“Those who wish to maintain mineral rights” — I'm continuing from the speech of the Minister of
Finance of that day — “those who wish to maintain mineral rights will be contributing to the public
revenuejustas| pointed out real estate taxpayersdo. The rate oftax proposedistencentsperacreon
mineralrights, withrespectto parcelsof40acresand over,and tax would beon mineral rights held by
corporations, not by individuals.” This is the original introduction of the bill. “An internal study made
by government has shown that about three-quarters of the mineral rights, some 9.1 million acres, are
held by individuals, and it is not to propose to tax those at all, the remaining one-quarter of mineral
rights, some 2.9 million acres, are under corporate ownership and will be taxable under this bill.”

Well, I should add, at this point, Mr. Speaker, subsequently in that session because of arguments
and persuasions by members of the opposition, both in the Liberal and the Conservative Parties, the
definition was changed, the emphasis was not to be placed on corporations, but on individuals or
persons, and this would include both corporations and persons. And here’s an instance where the
Minister of Finance was listening to advice given by the opposition parties of the day astowhywe
should change it9 Just going on, Mr. Speaker, further down that page, 3,889, we do point out that if
any corporation feels that the taxation of the mineral rights is a burden in any way and that there
really isn't any value in the holding of mineral rights, they can always surrender their mineral rights to
the province and thus avoiding paying taxation and thus the province will have the asset for whatever
it is worth for future development. —(Interjection)— Sorry? Well, | don’t know what the figures are
but | do know some individuals and some corporations have turned over the mineral rights to the
Crown because they have made an assessment of potential mineral wealth lying below the surface
and have made a decision whether or not to turn these rights over. A good number of people have and
agood number of corporations have turned eithei all or portions of their mineral rights to the Crown.
But that’s fine.

Going on, the Minister of Finance said in thatdebate thatday, “But on the question which |know!|
interrupted, | would just say that it is the government’s thought that we want to direct this tax to
corporate holdings. We don’t want to direct it to individuals, farmers who own over 40 acres of land.
Wedon'tfeel thatthey aretheoneswhomay be holding up the development ofthe mineral resources
or retaining title to them for speculative reasons, and that is our thought. The corporate holdings are
more justified and that this is the approach.” Well, as | said, Mr. Speaker, about a week later in debate,
this was changed and the definition of persons were to include both corportations and individuals
but the original exemption of 40 acres, of course, stood, and it says, “exempting farm operations, be
they of a corporate nature, which means co-operatives or family corporations and individuals whose
principal business or occupation is that of farming.” “I think that brings it out,” said the Minister, “It
really brings together the very suggestions that have been made by the various members of the
House.” So what we've got in the legislation was a change in the definition based on suggestions
made by members of the opposition of the day.

But the factis, Mr. Speaker, the important point is, that this is not an inequitable tax; it causes no
social hardship; it has no detrimental economic effects. Thereare parallels of taxation, as | indicated,
on surface land where municipalities tax persons, corporations holding iand; whether that land is
producing or not, they pay some form of property tax on it. I'm suggesting, as the Minister of Finance
of the previous government at that time suggested, that there is therefore good season for the Crown
to want to tax such mineral rights. | say that is the rationale. We were asked about the rationaleand |
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repeat or reiterate the rationale that was given, but | say that in response to comments made across
the way that this is really a nuisance tax and it only amounts to something like $400,000 and that there
are administrative costs. | say you are being rather flippant indeed if you say $400,000 isn’t perhaps
that important. | suggest that you need every nickel that you can get if you want to fulfill what you
- consider to be an objective, and that objective is of providing a balanced budget. You have a
balanced budget philosophy, you're entitled to that; you have stated that as an objective, very firm
obobjective that you want to achieve. | say given that you want to achieve a balanced budget; given
that you have already stated that you will be reducing personal and corporate income tax by a couple
of points; also the reference in earlier debate, the elimination of succession duties; given the fact that
there are some operating deficits already we know of in existence and using your own figures; if you
add all of these deficits that you refer to in operations for whatever reason they occur, plus all the
other tax cuts thatyou wish to make, | think you get something in the order of about 175 to $180
million or what-have-you. The fact is that you are giving the Minister without Portfolio responsible for
the Task Force on government organization in economy a very formidable job because you are
suggesting that you want to have a balanced budget, you are going to achieve abalance budget, and
yet you have eliminated certain other taxes thereby causing the deficit to obviously become larger,
ceteris paribus, other things remaining equal.

So either the Minister without Portfolio in charge of this governmenttask force is either going to
magically find $175, $180 million or whatever or there is going to have to be an adjustment some
place else. | am suggesting to you, Mr. Speaker, to members of the House, that the Honourable
Minister without Portfolio, in spite of his determination to look for fat s and waste, to look for ways
and means of reducing expenditures without affecting any other tax credit program, in spite of his
earnest efforts that he might make, | am suggesting that, as my friend the colleague and Member for
St. Boniface suggested the other day, that about all he’s going to achieve is the saving of a few paper
clips — or maybe we could refer to.it'as the paper clip results, the saving in effect of rather minimal
amounts of monies at best. | think the Member for St. Boniface suggested the result might be a few
paper clips and an editorial in the Winnipeg Free Press commending the government regardiess of
what the government achieved. But really | am suggesting that the Minister without Portfolio is not
magically going to come up with cost savings in government organization to make up for this
whatever . . . well, | am taking the figures that were given to us by the Minister of Finance plus other
statements made about tax cuts, something in the order of possibly 175 to $180 million, a very large
amount of money. So given the fact that you want to balance the budget, you want to somehow or
other cover that amount; given the fact that the Minister without Portfolio is not amagician, | suggest,
Mr. Speaker, that what we are going to see is either a cutback in programs or an adjustment of some
other tax relief programs. Is the government eventually going to end up by cutting back on the home
care program? We've already heard of some comments from the Minister of Health and other officials
of the Department . . .

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. I've listened at great length to the Member for Brandon East. We are
discussing the mineral acreage tax and | would hope that the minister would at least make some
reference to the mineral acreage tax when he is making his remarks in the House.

MR. EVANS: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. The point I'm making, Mr. Speaker, is that the
mineral acreage tax is important to the government because of the fact that it wants to achieve a
balanced budget. | would have thought that that would be very very important. And while they’re very
concerned about spending on the spending side, so they should be equally concerned on thereceipt
side. Although this is not a large amount of money in the total spectrum of things, neverthelessitisa
significant amount of money and | am suggesting, Mr. Speaker, that unless the Minister without
Portfolio can create miracles or magically reduce costs and so forth withoutaffecting programs, that
what we're going to see is a cut in some major programs or some adjustments in the other tax credit
programs.

In other words, there has got to be a give somewhere, something has got to give. | am asking,
therefore, Mr. Speaker, what will give? If you maintain the mineral acreage tax or perhaps adjust it
upwards ; Saskatchewan | believe doubled itfrom 10 cents an acre to 20 cents an acre. If youhhink the
amount is insiginificant, well you can always increase the tax, you can double it or triple it or
whatever, you can make it more significant than it is, you can make it a million dollars a year if you
wish. Again | say there cannot be any great social hardship, there cannot be any major adverse
economic effects from this particular tax.

| say, Mr. Speaker, as a member of this legislature, as a member of the previous government that
brought in the home care program, that | want to see the government maintain as much revenueasit
possibly can to carry out and extend the home care program which, incidentally, is a very efficient
type of program inasmuch as itis much cheaper to have people cared for in their homes rather than in
institutions. It's better for the individual; it's better for the taxpayers. —(Interjection)— Well it is.
There is no question about that. | would say that it would be very unfortunate if programs such as
home care were cut back or eliminated or reduced in some way. | think it would be sad if nursing
home care was somehow or other squeezed or reduced in the level of quality throughout the province
in the nursing home programs.

On the other side, I'm asking, Mr. Speaker, whether we’ll see some downward adjustment on
property tax rebates. | have a legitimate concern in that area because the Minister of Finance some
time back made a speech | believe in this legislature, indicating that one of the priorities of the
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Conservative government would be to eliminate property tax rebates. —(Interjection)— | beg your
pardon? Within ayear. The elimination of property tax rebates. Here it is here, Mr. Speaker. And | say
this is relevant because we're talking about the total revenue. Mineral acreage tax is one small item,
but | am saying that, as | am trying to put the case, it is important for the government to look at every
revenue source.

But here you have the now Minister of Finance saying — this is quoted in the Tribune of May 4th,
1976 and the title is “Craik says Conservatives would end tax rebates.” “A Conservative government
would end the NDP’s tax rebate programs and plough the money into the Foundation program to
properly finance education, opposition leader Don Craik said Monday.” This was when he was the
acting leader. “"He suggested it might take between three and four years to make the switch because
the tax rebates which go directly to taxpayers amount to $77 million this year, too large to do all at
once. Conservatives oppose the tax rebate system as an inefficient way to finance something the
government is responsible for, Mr. Craik told the legislature during the debate on the education
department’s $177.2 million of spending plans for 1976. The faster and sooner we could get outof this
technique by putting up proper financing for school divisions, the quicker we would do it. The
Foundation system could be repaired and the rebate money transferred into itin one year. It will be
done in one year.” This is where my colleague, theMember for St. Johns, is correct because Mr. Craik
did say, ‘if it couldbe donein one year; the now Minister of Finance,’it would be donein one year.“Mr.
Craik made the promise after a challenge from Saul Cherniack, NDP St. Johns, to make his party’s
position on the tax rebates clear. Several Conservative MLAs had attacked the theory of the rebates
during the evening debate suggesting that the government was neglecting municipal councils and
school divisions. Mr. Craik described it as averycheap, vote-buying technique and said getting rid of
it would be our prime objective.”

So, you know, maybe this is where there will be some give, and that is elimination or reduction or
some adjustment of property tax rebate or some change in the property tax rebate system. Or is there
going to be an elimination or adjustment of the cost of living tax credit system? Whatever it is, Mr.

peaker, something has to give and | am suggesting that it would be unfortunate from my point of
view for some of these other tax credit programs which do have an element of progressivity to them —
the cost of living certainly is a very progressive type of rebate because it is given to those peoplein
greatest need; likewise with property tax rebate, a portion of that at least is related to income, and
income tax being of a progressive nature, it has elements of progressivity.

| think it's good for this province to have one of the most advanced health care systems in the
world, and | want to see that health care system maintained. | want to see a lot of other good things
done by governments in this province, but in order to do it, the government of the day, whatever
party, needs adequate revenues and | am suggesting that this is one source of revenue that should
nothherefore be given up. If there are administrative costs involved with it — | suggest incidentally
that a great deal of what is considered to be high administrative cost is probably of a start-up nature
— ome of these costs | believe are not going to be repeated and in the long run, the administrative
costs will not be undue. Furthermore, as | indicated, Mr. Speaker, you can always double it from 10
centsto20 centsor makeit30cents and bring the government coffersin a greateramountofrevenue.
| say this again, Mr. Speaker, because we're told that this is very important because of what has
happened, the announcements that have been made in the past few weeks regarding tax cuts, the
announcements of possible further tax adjustments. | understand the Minister of Finance didsay to
us, or at least was reported in the media that there may be other adjustments in sales tax thereby
causing the Crown to have even less revenue.

So, | repeat that even though this has been referred to as a very small amount of money, peanuts
or what have you, having great nuisance value. therefore it should be abolished — | repeat, that given
the fact ttat the government wants to achieve some balance in budgeting, given the fact that they will
not find as much as they think they are going to find in waste, that they need alltherevenuetheycan
achieve. Now of course, as | said, we could see some major adjustments in other tax areas which
would be rather unfortunate because these other tax areas that | have referred to, the property tax
rebate system and the cost of living tax system, have a nature of progressivity about them which is not
a characteristic of this particular tax. At any rate, Mr. Speaker, | would therefore in conclusion, urge
that the government reconsider this particular measure and withdraw the bill.

I don’t know whether | will have been successful in persuading them, | rather doubt that, but | repeat, |
say again that they have set themselves up a very formidable task oftrying to rid themselves of what|
think adds up to $180to $185 million dollar deficit if you use some of their estimates, and of what they
project to be deficits plus all these new tax cuts, they’ve got aformidable challenge indeed, and that’s
only talking about operating, or currentaccounts. If you add capital, and again using the information
that the Minister of Finance has given us, he’s estimating another $96 million in the capital account
alone. You add thatto it, well it becomes even more formidable. So | sayto the honourable members
opposite, to the government of the day, if you're so careful, you proclaim to be so careful in every
nickel, in every dollar you want to save, or to spend rather, then | say you should be very careful in
every nickel, in every dollar that can come in, and very legitimately soby this particular task. herefore,
I think it would be very consistent with your position to withdraw this particular piece of legislation
and allow yourselves the advantage, . the blessing, ofthe revenuethat you can bringinfrom this type
of taxation. Thank you.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance. The honourable minister will be closing
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debate.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | think that there are still some gentlemen wishing to speak, | notice the
Member for Minnedosa wanted to speak.

HON. DAVID BLAKE: If you wanted to close debate, | would yield the floor to the Minister of
Finance, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Minnedosa.

MR. BLAKE: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If for no other reason, | rise in my place to indicate to
members opposite we were not completely muzzled on this side of the House, as has been
suggested.

Mr. Speaker, | assure you thatl won’t be toolong, but in listening to the economist, the Member for
Brandon East, | just felt that | should add one ortwowords in debate on the bill to abolish the mineral
acreage tax. What the members opposite seem to have overlooked in their efforts to persuade us to
retain the tax is that we have opposed this tax right from the outset. We opposed it strongly all the way
through the House. We made an election promise that we would abolish it, and of course politicians
are always very anxious to fulfill their election promises, especially when they find themselves
elected in forming the government. So forhhese reasons alone, the bill is in order, and we plan to see
it proceed through the House in the usual manner to its final conclusion.

But, Mr. Speaker, what members opposite seem to be unaware of is that throughout the rural
areas, it was considered a nuisance tax. The minister’s quite right, it wasn’t that punitive in its total,
but it was a nuisance tax. There were many farmers that had moved into town, their son was farming
the land, and yet they were assessed an acreage tax, and this became an annoyance to them. The
amountthatit had brought in was not that important. —(Interjection)— Thereis a principle involved,
but when you find out what has actually happened with that tax, and the Member for Brandon East
mentioned that they could turn the mineral rights back to the Crown if they so wished, | would
suggest to him that there were very few people did that. Some mineral rights were turned backtothe
Crown, there’s no question about it, but there were a great number of them that never paidthe tax.
Nothing has been done to recover those mineral rights for the Crown, as | understand it, and | don’t
think they can tell you at a moment’s notice in the department who has paid, who hasn’t paid, what
they're going to do with the ones who haven't paid, some have overpaid, some have been paying
when they're actually engaged in farming and didn’t have to pay. | don't know how we're going to
figure rebates out for those people. So the money that was brougut in, the tax became a real dog’s
breakfast, so to speak.

But more important, Mr. Speaker, going throughout the rural areas during the election campaign,
this was one of the things that was brought to our attention on many, ny, many occasions. It was
maybe a bit of a small issue, but it was there, and it was a thorn in the side of an awful lot of rural
people. The people that bring it to the attention of the politicians as they're going throughout the
constituencfy campaigning, are the people, by and large, that if they'll stand up and bring it to the
attention of you when you’re campaigning, they're the people that are going to be influential,
probably, in their communities. This is what members opposite overlook. They hang ataxon people
without maybe due thought to the consequences of that tax. Not only this particular tax, but the
succession duties and gift tax that the Member for Miami covered so well in his remarks. Thesewere
the two points that came up in nearly every farm gathering that you went to. And as | say, thatwas an
undertaking by this government, it was an undertaking by the leader of this government throughout
the campaign that we would abolish the succession duties and gift tax, and we would abolish the
mineral acreage tax.

| have two or three letters that have been received even since the election wanting to know what
we're going to do about this so and so mineral acreage tax. And, as | say, the people are writing are
people who may be in reasonably good circumstances, and it amounts to maybe gso or $90 or $100
dollars, whatever. The amount is not significant, it's the principle of the tax.

Now, the Member for Brandon East mentioned that they could do an appraisal of their land, or do
an assessment of their land, and try and determine what the mineral wealth may be within the soil or
under the soil, and they would decide, and weigh that, and that would allow them to make a judgment
on whether they would turn the mineral rights back to the Crown or whether they would keep them.
Well | say that's a very, very difficult thing to do, Mr. Speaker, would be to assess the mineral wealth
down in the bowels of the earth, or however far down your mineral rights go. But | think that if there
are minerals under the ground that | may own, whether they be gravel deposits, ore deposits, or oil;
when those minerals are taken from the ground, that's the time to tax them. If | find oil on my land, |
know that you're going to tax me when that oil comes out, and you're going to tax me pretty heavily.
That'’s the time | should be paying the tax — not now. Ten cents may be a very small amount, but
there’s nothing to say that when that tax is in, that it can’t be 20 or 30 or 40 cents or even $1 an acre
down the road, and then it becomes a very, very punitive and a very, very important tax.

So, Mr. Speaker, | think the cost of collecting the tax for what it bringsin, the actual mess thatthatt
portion of the tax collection department is in, | don’t know if they know who has paid it, who hasn’t
paid it, who has paid it that shouldn't have paid it, really how much they've got in, how many acres
should have revertedto the Crown, or how many acres should be claimed by the Crown, or how many
acres the Crown should give back. So for no other reasons, Mr. Speaker, | think thatthat's one way of
cleaning it up is to eliminate the tax completely because it's just been a nuisance tax. It was
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something that was undertaken by us all along, we made the promise during the election campaign,
we were elected to form government on October the 11th, and we’re fulfilling an election promiseby
bringing in a bill to eliminate the tax, and we want to do it before the notices go out for another
yearhhat'’s just going to perpetuate the messthatalready exists. So, Mr. Speaker, for thatreasonifno
other, I'm going to support the bill naturally, and it’s probably two or three years overdue.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Kildonan.

MR.PETERFOX: Mr.Speaker, | move, secondedbytheHonourable MemberforLoganthatdebate
be adjourned.

MOTION presented and carried.
BILL NO. 5 — FAMILY LAW
MR. SPEAKER: On Bill No. 5, the Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR. GREEN: Mr. Speaker, | would like to speak on this matter, but | don’t want to speak the whole
day, so there’s another honourable gentleman that wishes to speak — the Member for Logan.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Logan.

MR. JENKINS: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. In rising to take part in the debate on Bill No. 5, which is
before the assembly at this time, an act to defer the coming into force ofthe Marital Property Act and
the Family Maintenance Act; first let me say, Mr. Speaker, that it is refreshing to see that honourable
members on the other side of the House have got up in the lasttwo or threedaystotakepartin the
debate that is part and parcel of the normal procedure to this Chamber. | particularly want to
congratulate the Honourable Member for Pembina. Well | may not agree with what he said, but at
least he got up and he expressed an opinion, which is refreshing indeed to find out thatmemberson
the oppositeside of this House do have some opinions and that they somehow or other have slipped
their muzzle. However, | must say onBillNo. 5, Sir, that | have not yet heard any honourable members
on the other side of the Chamber. Perhaps the muzzle is still on as far as that bill is concerned. But |
hope that before the debate concludes on second reading on this bill that we will hear from
honourable members on the other side of the Chamber exactly what they don’t like about the present
legislation. We've heard some generalities.

You know, for the new members of the Chamber, this bill, or this whole topic of family law first
rested with the Law Reform Commission — | believe they had it for, | think the former Attorney-
General can correct me if I'm wrong, they had it for a couple of years, | believe. Maybe even in an
excess of that. Recommendations were made from the Law Reform Commission to the former
Attorney-General, the former Attorney-General moved a motion in this House that a committee of
this assembly meet inter-sessionally to hear representation from interested people in the province of
Manitoba, and this book that I’'m holding here, | believe 760 some odd pages, | believe thatis it, 760
pages — a documentation of the briefs inter-sessionally, the briefs between second and third
reading, and the discussions that took place on family law and family life in Manitoba. —
(Interjection)— Yes, honourable members from that side of the House were members of that
committee, and | must say, Mr. Speaker, that it is one of the best, in fact| think itis the best committee
that I've ever sat on. Members of both sides of the House, of all three parties that were represented on
that committee tried notto playany politics whatsoever, and there were temptationstodoso,andmy
honourable friend, the Member for Inkster, says that’s terrible. But it showed that the legislative
process can work. Someone, | believe that's the Honourable Member for Minedosa, he’s the one that
plays games. He likes to play games, he likes to read letters into the record here not unsigned. | just
wonder if, on the bill he was speaking on before, if the letters that he had received were signed. —
(Interjection)—

But anyway, Mr. Speaker, as | said, | don’t consider myself to be an expert on family law
legislation. My wife and | have had a very good understanding over thirty years, and we've beenvery
fortunate, and I've been fortunate that we’ve never had to resort to some of the things that some of the
people who appeared before this committee told us of their troubles in their marital life. You know,
Mr. Speaker, the most important thing that we passed in family law legislation, important as the
sharing of marital property and commercial assets is concerned, important as that is, the most
important piece of legislation was family maintenance.

You know, when you go around this province, and | believe it’s too bad that we weren't able to go
to more places, but due to the time that we had to meetinter-sessionally, and thetype of weather that
we were encountering at that time, we met in the city of Winnipeg, we met in the city of Brandon, we
met in the city of Thompson. You know, one thing that came through loud and clear, that in ninety
percent of the marriage break-ups you're worrying about marital property and how it will be
dispersed between one partner and the other. You know what came through loud and clear? Thatin
most cases, inthe marriage break-up which took place, inthemain, inthevery young peoplewhoare
being married today, the marriages last sometimes three, four, five years. Each pack a suitcase and
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walk away. There’s nothing tofisperse, because the T.V.’s bought on time, the radio, the car, the
house, the condominium apartment, whatever the case may be. If there is no family involved, then
there’s really no great problem. There’s nothing to argue about, there’s really nothing. Whenthereis
real problems is when there is family, and in most of those cases

You there is a family involved. know, we have listened to Honourable Attorney-General when he
introduced this legislation, and | know now that he can’t speak, because if he speaks now, he closes
debate on this legislation. The Honourable Attorney-General had ample opportunity to take partin
the Throne Speech debate, to set at ease the minds of the people who are very, very much disturbed
and upset by the actions of this government in postponing this legislation.

Number one, | think the biggest upset that hit these people was the appointment of one Ken
Houston, and you know, Mr. Speaker, | believe he was one of two people, — and if | am mistaken
someone can correct me — he is one of two people who appeared at that committee and said that
they did not agree with the philosophy of the legislation that was proposed to the legislature. You
know, he even went as far as tosayonce, in his presentation to members of this committee, that we
were | believe slurring the judiciary, some way or other. Upon questioning he says, oh no, it was not
the members of the committee, it was the people who were appearing before the committee. You
know, this same gentleman also said thatif members of that committee wereoutin therealworld they
would be sued for malpractice or something, something like that, or sued for dishonesty or
something, something to that effect. Thisisthetype of person thatMr. Houston was. Mr. Houston did
not agree with the legislation, in any way, shape or form, and do you know what he referred to our
Family Courts as? Azoo, and the peoplewho conducted them were zoo keepers or somethingto that
effect. That is what the honourable gentleman that the Attorney-General has appointed to be one of
the people who is going to rewrite that pieceoflegislation. 1 don’tthink he could havefound a person
that was more prejudiced against the whole spiritof that Act if had gone out thelength and breadth of
the country, and | understand that the other gentleman is running him a close second.

Now if the public is disturbed — and you saw the other night that there were people who were
disturbed, who were very disturbed. Members on this side of the House are disturbed too. We think it
is time that the First Minister of this province got up and stated — and there is nothing to stop him
from taking part in this debate because he won't be closing debate, the Honourable Attorney-
General will be. The Honourable Attorney-General has to wait now until he closes debate in this
House to tell us just what doesn’t he like in the legislation. Number one, does he agree that family
assets are shareable. I've never heard him say that, I've never heard him say that he agrees or
disagrees, and you know, | feel sorryfor the Honourable Attorney-General, | think he got railroaded
into a job that he really did not know too much about. Commercial assets, should they be shareable?
We have never heard the Attorney-General, even when he gets on radio or television, never states,
never heard him yet. Does he believe in the opting-out principle of the bill? Should it be bilateral?
Should it be unilateral? | think the Honourable Attorney-General some time or another, before this
Bill goes to committee, should inform the members of this House and through his information to
members of this House to the people out there who are very, very much concerned | can assure you.

Another thing too that the Honourable Minister, the Honourable Attorney-General can tell us,
does he believe infault? Perhaps | should read to him just out of the record ofawomanwho appeared
before the committee in Brandon, and what she was going through, and what she thought about the
fault system. This is on page 144 of the Standing Committee Report, Part 2 of the Legislative
Assembly. . This was a Lucille Polaini. She was addressing the Chair, she said, “| also don’t have a
brief but | would like to speak onxehalf of the women who are going through divorces and | am going
through one right now. | have three children, my husband is very well off, | am left with nothing. |
cannot go to Legal Aid because of my husbands standards . “ | guess she meant by her husband’s
earning capacity. “So therefore | have to go andgetanotherlawyer, and payhim on the outcome of
what my husband will end up giving me at the end. Now this thing about who’s fault is it? Someone
was sayingthatyou can't really saywhosefaultit isbecauseit has happened all through your married
life. Maybe | am not coming out clearly. | am not very good explaining myself. You can’t really pin
down — like there are two things right now that we can go for divorce. Right, that is adultery and
cruelty, which | myself do not want to do these things because of the children.” children, theyhad a
family. “Now | do not want to prove to my children that their father has gone out with other women,
and the same with cruelty. She says: “Cruelty is a very hard thing to prove unless you had someone
around who can prove that he has done these things to you.” Then | believe the HonourableMember
for St. Johns, Mr. Cherniack said that also another grounds for divorce was threeyears desertion. But
I don't think | have to go on any further. Therewas a personwhowasinvolved, involved in the process
A person who could point fault, and she said asfar as she was concernedfault should not be part of it.
The bitter acrimony that comes out in court cases — even Mr. Houston said that so wewant to know
what the Attorney-General feels on the no fault feature of Family Maintenance. Surely that is not
asking too much, Mr. Speaker. The gentleman, the honourable gentleman who has introduced this
legislation, at some time when he closes debate, that he tells us exactly where he stands on some of
these things. Surely that is not too much to ask. This legislation is not perfect. We never said, and |
have never heard the Attorney-General say that that piece of legislation was perfect. And i can say,
Mr. Speaker, through you to the Honourable Attorney-General, that if he thinks in threemonthstime
or sixmonthstime that he is going to come in with a perfect piece of legisiation that hecan disabuse
himself of that idea right now because there has never been a perfect piece of legislation ever drawn.
And the pangs and what not that you feel now, that this legislation won't work, some people say it
won't work. There’s only one way you are going to find out, put it into practice, monitor it. Do you
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think that when your legislation, thatyou’re going to come in with, and God knows when you’re going
to bring it back — that’s another thing, Mr. Speaker, that the Honourable Attorney-General or the
First Minister or somebody on that side should say — when you're going to bring it back.

| think the Honourable Member for Fort Rouge the other day was quiteright, he said you'retaking
this legislation, you're going to defer it, you're going to refine it, doa nice job on it, but at least tell the
people out there when you are going to bring it back. When areyou going to declare it as a piece of
legislation thatthey can operate under. Areyou going tokeep procrastinating, procrastinating till the
spring of 1981 when you go to an election? Is that what you are going to do? | think you have an
obligation, not only to themembers of this Assembly — and | don't think that you feel you have any
great obligations towards me, and | don't think that you should. But | think you have anobligation to
those people out there, many of them who supported you who wanted to see some change in Family
Law legislation. Some change in Family Maintenance. My God, surely the Attorney-General saw on
the Ombudsman show on television — sometime, | believe lastyear, | think it was quite currentwith
our legislation — of women who could paper their walls with court orders, never enforced. Who's
fault isthat? It's the Courts. Courts can’t enforce it. We hope to give them the opportunity tobeableto
change by making these changes in law.

| would like the Attorneygeneral also to say that he’s working with the Solicitor-General in Ottawa
to make it easier for the enforcement of court orders. You know, it’s all very well and good and | know
the former Attorney-General worked very hard on getting, and | understand from the Gazette or the
newspapers or something, that the Honourable Attorney-General has now some agreement with
other jurisdictions, other than the ones that we had. That's good. But do you know, Mr. Speaker, you
willremember that committee, Mr. Speaker, you know what people told us. The person againstwhom
the court order is issued skips the province. He goes to Ontario. So they do find him. Shehas togeta
reinforcement of the court order here, she has to apply in the courts down there and the judge
decides on the evidence presented there whether he’s going to enforce that court order. By the time
that happens he skips somewhere else. That's what happens. | don’t blame the

ttorney- Aeneral because he wasn’t a member of the of the government when they sat over here.
He didn’t vote against that legislation. | don’t know what his personal opinions are of that legislation
he’s never really given us that, and | don’t expect him to do so because he’s speaking for the

overnment in the introduction of that bill. But | do expect to hear from the five members who voted
or that legislation. | think one spoke this morning. We have four to go. Four more to go. | certainly

expect to hear from them. | certainly expect to hear from theremainder who voted in entirety against
the Family Maintenance Act. Not one of them, not one of them voted for Family M aintenance and they
won't let them down. | invitethe Honourable Member for Minnedosa, as one of those who voted
against the Family Maintenance Act, at some time or another before this bill goes out of second
reading and to the Committee on Law Amendments, that he may wish to get up and tell us whathe
doesn't like about the bill, the present bill, not the bill that we are dealing with that is for deferral. The
Honourable Minister for Minnedosa makes his best speeches sitting on his, you know what,
posterior. | can remember the HonourableMember forMinnedosa when he first came into thisHouse
, sitting over here, deploring the decorum and how things were carried on in this House and how he
was going to set us a good example. Well, Lord, God forbid, if that’s the kind of example that he’s
going to set us.

A MEMBER: When you run with thieves, you know what happens.

MR. JENKINS: You are in the right pack over there, then, that's all | can tell you. So | invite
honourable members over there, | invite the Minister without Portfolio No. i1, | believe, the minister in
charge ofManitobaHousing and Renewal Corporation — No. Ill, 'm sorry — he was amember ofthat
committee. He expressed himself, and he expressed himself quite well.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The honourable member will have an opportunity to complete his
remarks at a later date. The Honourable Government House Leader.

MR. JORGENSON: I've been advised by the Clerk that there are a number of presentations to be
made before the committee this evening so | don’t know whether there’s any value in having the
House meet this evening, so consequentlgl | believe that we should ad'iourn the House at this point
and the committee will meet tonight at 8:00 p.m., and the House will- reconvene again tomorrow
morning at 10:00 a.m. If that’s satisfactory with honourable gentlemen opposite then | will move,
seconded by the Minister . . .

MR.GREEN: Before the motionis made. It has been broughtto my attention thatthe bill standingin
my name andthe honourable member is speaking, and perhaps the OrderPaper could show thatthe
bill is standing in my name and that the honourable member still has some time left, because
otherwise there will be confusion. If it just could be on the record that the honourable member still
has some time left and that after he is finished the bill stands in my name, ifthatcould be reflected on
the Order Paper, then there would be no problem.

MR. JORGENSON: Well, maybe the honourable gentleman has completed his remarks.

MR. GREEN: That's right, that’s right.
433



Tuesday, December 6, 1977

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House Leader.

MR. JORGENSON: Well, | don’t think there’s any great problem. But | am just wondering if the
Honourable Member for Logan had completed his remarks.

MR. JENKINS: No, Mr. Speaker, | have a few more remarks | wish to make.

MR. JORGENSON: Then, in that case, Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the Attorney-General,
that the House do now adjourn.

MOTION presented and carried and the House adjourned and stands adjourned until 10:00 a.m.
tomorrow.
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