LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Monday, 5 April, 1982

Time — 8:00 p.m.
CONCURRENT COMMITTEES OF SUPPLY

SUPPLY — HIGHWAYS AND
TRANSPORTATION

MR. CHAIRMAN, Harry M. Harapiak (The Pas):
I.(b)(1) Salaries.
The Member for Pembina.

MR. DONALD ORCHARD (Pembina): The Minister
mentioned a new position that was coming up in
administration and over Private Members’ Hour, justa
couple more thoughts occurred to me —(Interjec-
tion)— what’s your problem? How do you say it in
Russian?

Mr. Chairman, if the department finds this individ-
ual who's suitable for the job ofimplementing affirma-
tive action in the department, would you foresee the
department, say, subsidizing contractors to train
Natives to undertake certain job skillsin the construc-
tion industry like operators, etc.?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Minister.

HON. SAMUEL USKIW (Lac Du Bonnet): Mr. Chair-
man, as | envisage this program through the next
twelve-month period and beyond, is that the personin
charge of the program will try to utilize all of the
programs that are now available, federal-provincial,
through a multitude of departments and will pluginto
our program in that way, which would hopefully not
be a charge on this department. That doesn’t mean
that we wouldn’t be prepared to consider a charge on
the department for part of that package, depending
on what is being proposed down the road. It's merely
aconceptat this stage and thisindividual is to develop
the model, and it may be possible that in that model
will be some departmental component, a cost com-
ponent. Really it's purely speculative at this point in
time, but | would not say no.

MR. ORCHARD: The Minister also indicated this
afternoon that as well as his working with the contrac-
tors in the various contracts, whether the bridge divi-
sion or actual road construction, this person will also
work within the department to bring departmental
staff on-staff. Would this person be in rather close
liaison with the personnel department then, would
you envision?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, as | would picture it and
again we're speculating quite a bit about the role of
this individual, but | would imagine that this individual
would interface with the personnel people in the
department; would interface with every district engi-
neer; would interface with the various communities
fromwhich we would be drawing potential employees;
would interface with the industry people who will be
submitting tenders on various projects; would inter-
face inter-departmentally. So, yes, very much so, |
would say that this person will have to respond to a
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whole host of areas, part of which are not containedin
the department. And also with the Civil Service Com-
mission there will have to be some liaison between
this person, our personnel people, and the Civil Ser-
vice Commission.

MR. ORCHARD: Then would you envision this per-
son possibly sitting on the Departmental Selection
Committee that chooses personnel from a wide range
of applicants who have applied for a given job or
position?

MR. USKIW: Possible, yes. I’'m not certain, but possi-
ble, maybe desirable if that takes place.

MR. ORCHARD: That would make the job descrip-
tion, | think, quite important through this person and
the method by which this person is selected, and my
concern atthe present time might be that there would
exist a possibility — and I'll paint a scenario and the
Minister can correct me where it's going askance —
that, let’s say, this Minister would choose an individ-
ual to fill this job description for him, and then this
person would have sufficient influence on the hiring
process that just possibly, and | speculate here, there
might be some political interference from the Minis-
ter's office to assure that certain individuals would be
hired above other individuals in a job competition if
this person had the ability to influence the panel
reviewing applicants. That would be a concern cer-
tainly, | think, that the Minister could well appreciate.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | would envisage that
what we would do is have a number of jobs that
become available within the department classified as,
whatever term you wanted to use, but for lack of a
better term, an affirmative action position, so that
everyone in the system has identified it as that kind of
aposition. Then you select a person that qualifiesas a
candidate for that position, because logicially what
you're trying to do here is to provide an opportunity
that normally wouldn’t exist in the normal process, to
the disadvantaged group. So, you would have to have
those positions identified in advance as positions for
affirmative action jobs, and that would be a dialogue
that would take place between this individual and the
various components in the department. That would
identify X number of jobs when they became vacant,
or when there is a potential for attrition, that there
would be lead time to say, well all right, this job looks
like it could be a position that could be filled by such a
candidate. It's not something that would just happen
overnight; it would have to be planned for.

MR. ORCHARD: | think there isn’t any great degree
of concern that thisshouldn’t be done. As a matter of
fact, if the Minister would have searched back into the
department, | think generally people have been hired
with the best combination of talents as the job des-
criptionrequired, and in no small way | think there has
been asignificantamount of affirmative action within
the department, particularly at the district office level
already. And | suppose one of the concerns that
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always surfaces when there is an active embarkation
on affirmative action is that, you know, you've got a
design, a motive in place to achieve a given end, and
you're going to do it come hell or high water, and
sometimes that has repercussions that aren’t fore-
seen. If this is simply a person to identify opportuni-
ties, and to attempt to fill those opportunities in a
method in concurrence with affirmative action, then |
think theré would be very little concern. But as | reit-
erate with the Minister, if this should perchance sur-
face —and I'm not making any accusations, but if the
potential were there — into a method by which the
normal hiring practices would be interfered with by
the Minister’s office, | think it would be to the detri-
ment of the department and the district offices in the
longrun. And | would think the Minister wouldseethe
concern that it would not happen, I'm quite sure he
wouldn’t allow that to happen.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, | suppose one has
to wait for the proof in the pudding, so to speak. You
know, that's always an open area of speculation. |
don’t know what | can do to satisfy the Member for
Pembinain advance other than to suggestto him that
| happen to believe, that I'm familiar with what he is
talkingaboutinthesensethatthere’'s alwaysthatkind
of a question that surrounds anything that is sort of
not standard in the hiring process, and | don’t know if
you can ever escape from that.

Secondly, there probably might be a tendency on
the part of some people to speculate on reasons why
certain individuals are brought in under thatkind of a
program, because of the nature of the program. You
know you might have 50 applicants, and there might
be two positions, and there's supposedly room for all
kindsofspeculationastohowitisthatthose two were
chosen, especially if they're, to begin with, catego-
rized as the disadvantaged work force that we're look-
ing for. I don’'t know if you can ever erase the spectre
of a sort of public concern, or some opinion on the
part of political people or otherwise, that might think
that there’s something wrong in the process. | don't
think you can completely insulate yourself from that
eventuality. Certainly it shouldn’t be the mode of
operation.

Aslseeit, thefirststepistointroduce a person that
is available for that particular job opporunity. That's
the first step. The second step is to try to graduate
them out of that spot and, you know, they themselves
will determine whether they have that ability. The
personnel department will have to determine whether
they have that ability and hopefully promote tham up
the ladder, and to the extent that you do that you've
opened up that slot for another such person. But at
the second step they should be competing for their
next job. They shouldn’t be sheltered for the second
position. That's how | sort of envisage this. Butagain |
don’t want to draw too much of a picture because |
myself don’t know how this is going to operate. The
purpose of this one staff man year is to develop a
model which we will look at and either agree with or
amend. We can waste an awful lot of time on specula-
tion as to how this is going to operate.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Pembina.
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MR. ORCHARD: In Item 2. Other Expenditures, is
that specifically where the Janssen contract is?

MR. USKIW: | would believe that's correct, Mr.
Chairman, it wouldn't flow directly under Salary.
Consulting Contracts would be under Other Expendi-
tures, | think. Where do they show up? I'm sorry it
comes under (d) Transportation Division.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1.(b)(1) Salaries—pass; 1.(b)(2)
Other Expenditures—pass; 1.(c)(1) Computer Ser-
vices: Salaries—pass.

The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: There is a sizable increase in the
Salaries. Are you taking on additional staff in the
Computer Services?

MR. USKIW: Yes, there are three additional staff, Mr.
Chairman, strictly workload increase, roadway design.

MR. ORCHARD: Is the computer store or warehouse
inventory program now complete?

MR. USKIW: I'm sorry, perhaps | should correct my
statement, Mr. Chairman, there are three additional.
One is for workload relative to roadway design by
computer; one is to meetsystems needs of the trans-
portation economics in Research Division and then
an Administrative Secretary to provide clerical sup-
port to program analysts, three positions.

MR. ORCHARD: Theroadway design system, isitin
any of the district offices at present with a remote
terminal?

MR. USKIW: Of that, I'm not certain. Four.

MR. ORCHARD: So there is three new SMY's; the
Other Expenditures, okay, that Item can pass.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1.(c)(1) Computer Services:
Salaries—pass; 1.(c)(2) Other Expenditures—pass;
1.(d) Transportation Division: (1) Salaries.

The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Onceagainthere mustbesomenew
SMY’s in there, Mr. Minister.

MR. USKIW: Yes, there are two additional staff man
years.

MR. ORCHARD: What are they going to be involved
with, Mr. Chairman?

MR. USKIW: On the Transportation Division. | think
that's the Handicap Program, but I'm not certain; one
handicap and one typist in the Handicap Program.

MR. ORCHARD: The Other Expendituresinclude the
contract. What's the total value for the contract to Mr.
Janssen in Other Expenditures?

MR. USKIW: | think that's a six-month contract at
around $5,000 and some odd per month so it would be
somewhere in the order of $30,000 some odd in there.
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MR. ORCHARD: And the allowance for expenses on
that contract?

MR. USKIW: Sorry.

MR.ORCHARD: Andtheallowances forexpenses on
that contract?

MR. USKIW: Yes, expenses are additional to that.

MR. ORCHARD: So, that we'd have a total of $35,000
to $40,000.00?

MR. USKIW: That'sassuming, Mr. Chairman, thatthe
contract is not extended beyond the first six months
and most of that comes out of last year’s accounts
because we've just completed a fiscal year-end. The
bulk of that first six-month period was within that
year.

MR. ORCHARD: Is there budget provisions for
extending that or would that have to be done by Spe-
cial Warrant?

MR. USKIW: It's my understanding, Mr. Chairman,
that usually you try to develop some flexibility within
the department for those kinds of eventualities
although it's always possible to go for a Special War-
rant if one can’t find the funds from within.

MR. ORCHARD: So, | take it that there arecertain of
the increase in expenditures for the eventuality of
having to extend Mr. Janssen’s contract.

MR. USKIW: That's a possibility, Mr. Chairman. That
decision has not been made.

MR. ORCHARD: Has the transportation division de-
veloped any information on the Eastern Seaway
capacity as it applies to particularly the prairie grain
shipments?

MR. USKIW: The transportation division has had a
report issued to various interested parties I'm told
some months ago onthatvery question, but | have not
seen acopy of it.

MR. ORCHARD: | don't recall if the some months
were some months ago far enough back. | wonderiif |
could get a copy of that as well.

MR. USKIW: Yes, there's no problem on that, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: Has there been any reaction to
some of the suggestions that were made on the Port of
Churchill that came out of the meeting in June of last
year on methods of extending the season at Churchill,
methods to put more volume of grains through the
Port of Churchill; has there been any official reaction
fromthe Federal Government on some ofthe propos-
als that came out of that meeting in Dauphin?

MR. USKIW: I'm advised that there's been no sub-
stantive response on the extension of the season or
the insurance aspect of it amongst other things,
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there’'s really not been much information coming
back.

MR. ORCHARD: | take it that will be one of the areas
that the department and the Minister will spend some
time on, is to try to get the relative position of Chur-
chillas agrain export portin alittle better lightthaniit
hasbeenin the last couple of years. Would that con-
tinue totake a fairly high profile in the transportation
division repertoire of jobs, as numerous as they are?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, it depends on whose
advice one wants to take. If | was to take the advice of
some honourable members in Ottawa we might close
itdown, but we have always expressed a keen desire
to upgrade the system in Churchill and really that
dates back to the previous term of our government
wherein, together with the Government of Canada,
many tens of millions of dollars were spent in the
Town of Churchill itself on the understanding that
there was going to be growth there rather than a
reductionin population, and unfortunately the reverse
has happened, although the Government of Canada
put in 60 cents out of every dollar, as | recall it, into
those new facilities. Simultaneously, there were deci-
sions made at that level to reduce the level of activity
on the part of the Government of Canada, so that's
been an uphill battle for many, many years and cer-
tainly it hasn’'t changed. | don't recall, or haven't
noticed, any progress being made in the last four
years on that score. Whether we can manage to turn
that around | can't really say, but we have always
given preference to a greater role on the part of the
Government of Canada at the Port of Churchill.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Well, |
suppose the Minister’'s remarks could open up a
whole series of interesting dialogue. | think the Fed-
eral Government very astutely put in 60 cents on the
Capital dollar and left the province with 100 percent of
theoperating costs whichif, in thisrenewed eraunder
the Pawley administration of co-operative effort with
the Federal Government, we get stuck with another
town complex at Churchill to operate to infinity, |
would think co-operative federalism would be set
back somewhat. But unfortunately, or maybe unfor-
tunately is the wrong word, but all of the efforts in the
early partofthe ‘70’s, | think, not allthat much of it was
focused on the port itself to attempt to get a greater
capacity in the port. There was some dredging done
and that's probably about all.

There were some pretty logical suggestions made
and we had been discussing them with the Federal
Government; such things as use in the start and the
end of the season of the MV Arctic to attempt to
extend the season at Churchill. Of course, | think the
one experience in the fall showed that it had definite
potential. That's the kind of thing that | suppose we,
along with the Federal Government, were trying to
achieve for Churchill. There was the frazil ice barrier
to attemptto get an extendedseasonin thefall. Itwas
probably one of the lower cost things to do.

Andthen, of course, there’'s the constantupgrading
on the Herkmer line in that - what do they call them,
heat tubes, | guess -the experimentonthe heattubes
on the permafrost that | had opportunity to see last
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summer; certainly in the section | had a look at last
summer - and possibly the Chairman would know
more about that than any of us - seemed to have a lot
of potential. Now, of course, when you get into the
economics of whether it would pay to do that on
substantial stretches, | don’t know. The biggestkeyto
getting greater capacity through the Portof Churchill
probably still is the final upgrading of that Herkmer
sub to the heaviersteel sothat the loaded hopper cars
can make use of the Port of Churchill.

| don’t think there’s any question that, in terms of
terminal houses, that the terminal at Churchill is one
of the most efficientin the Canadian export system. It
has cleaning capacity far in excess of any other ter-
minal that I'm aware of on either the east coast or the
St. Lawrence delivery system, and they've got a
labour contingent up there that is quite refreshing to
talk to. When | was up there in June of last year after
the Dauphin meeting, they were quite disappointed
that there wasn’t going to be a ship in until late July,
early August. Theywereanxious towork which | think
is quite a refreshing attitude amongst some of the
current problems that besetsomeofour ports, so that
| think there are a number of things that the Federal
Government can do and, giving them their due credit,
were moving on. |f, as some people say, the freight
rates are going to go up on the cost of moving grain
that what we're going through now is an exercise in
window dressing, that the Federal Government has
already made up their mind and transportation costs
are distantrelated, it certainly puts Churchill in avery,
very advantageous position because | believe itis the
closest tidewater terminal in Canada for prairie grain
export. | really think that some of the things that we
haddevelopedand, of course, the transportation divi-
sion did most of the research on them for us in prepa-
ration of the June meeting, | think some of the sugges-
tions that were made there have very, very good
longrun potential for Churchill as a grain port. | can
just assure the Minister that he will get support from
our side of the House in undertaking whatever moral
suasion he has to with the Federal Government to
have them undertake some of the changes that are
needed to improve the capacity up there.

In terms of capacity to the west coast, there has
been a number of discussions and projections made.
Has the transportation division got an update, a more
recent report, on what the capacity constraints may
well be in the future on grains moving to the ports of
Prince Rupert and Vancouver?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | believe a lot of that
information is contained with the Crow package. The
expectations of the bulk commodity movement
through the mountains still seem to be identical to
what they were a year or two ago. Just at the Westac
Conference last week they decided that they didn't
want to revise the figures. | don't believe there were
revisions; they're still the same, so that we're still look-
ing at the same kind of situation vis-a-vis the railroad
capacity against the tonnage that is expected to be
moved, or needed to be moved, in the next decade. It
centres very much, though, around the coal fields and
the needed expansion in railway facilities relates
more to the coal industry than it does to other com-
modities, although grain is projected to expand a

1134

considerable amount as well, but that's based on
Wheat Board projections over the next decade. But,
by andlarge, thecoalmovementsarethebigincrease;
it's the big increase commodity as far as transporta-
tion requirements are concerned.

MR. ORCHARD: Then| think the major new push on
coalis, | believe, to Prince Rupert with the majority of
the grain going down to Vancouver.

The transportation division was involved late last
year inintervening with an application, and | may not
have the details exactly right, butit was aair-licensing
of — I forget which airline — but it was to Rankin Inlet
and it was going to bypass Churchill, and there was
some considerable concern that having that route
bypass Churchill would be a further disadvantage to
the community. Could the Minister indicate whether
anything positive came out of that intervention?

MR. USKIW: Yes, we have taken that issue as far as
we can. It's now before the Federal Cabinet, so we're
not sure what's going to happen there. It's at the
ministerial level in essence.

Just getting back to the tonnages. The projected
tonnages of coal through the mountains of British
Columbia is still holding at 53.3 million tons by 1990
as opposed to 14 million tons in 1980, so that gives
you an idea of just what they’re looking at in terms of
rail expansion. Grain is projected to move up from 10
million tons to 19 million tons which is —(Inter-
jection)— This is Canadian Wheat Board projection.
Sulphur from 5.4 milliontonsto 6.8; potashfrom3.6to
9 million tons. So the big bulk is in the coal area.

MR. ORCHARD: Well, | take it the intervention that
was initiated on that, and | forget who the air carrier
was, but the one into Rankin Inlet that was going to
bypass Churchill, the intervention that was filed, |
believe, in October if | recall correctly or thereabouts,
was, | take it, not successful and that’s why you're at
the Cabinet level now?

MR.USKIW: Yes, that's right. The original interven-
tion was not successful. That was filed in October, or
whenever. We filed an appeal on that decision and
that is now before the Cabinet.

MR. ORCHARD: | know you can’tspeculate on these
things. Are you going to have any success at the
Cabinet level do you believe?

MR. USKIW: | have noidea, Mr. Chairman. | wouldn't
want to speculate.

MR. ORCHARD: After having a little more time to
really analyze the impact, is the impact expected to be
as serious on the carriers operating out of Churchill
as was originally anticipated?

MR. USKIW: Theissuethere has more to do than just
with air transportation, it has to do with the viability of
Churchill as well, but it is going to have very severe
negative affects two other carriers, and certainly,
other decisions may flow from that decision which
will reduce again the level of activity in the Town of
Churchill; thatis, public activity. | know, there’sanew
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townsite centre, there’s a new hospital. To the extent
that the airlines are going to be bypassing Churchill,
there may be a revision in the operations of, notonly
the town, but even the hospital in Churchill. So, yes, it
brings into question the whole viability of that com-
munity. It'sa much bigger decisionthan how it affects
the other airlines although that's uppermost in terms
of our concern. Butit's farbeyond that, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for La Verendrye.

MR. ROBERT (Bob) BANMAN (La Verendrye): Mr.
Chairman, just for clarification purposes, is this the
section where you've allocated certain funds for the
Handi-Transit systems in Rural Manitoba?

MR. USKIW: Yes, this is the section.

MR. BANMAN: Well, Mr. Chairman, I'd briefly like to
putapluginforanumberoftheserural Handi Transit
services that are serving the handicapped people in
rural Manitoba. We have one which operates in the
south-eastern region and is faced with certain finan-
cial problems, and | guess what prompts me to ask a
few of these questions is the announcement of the
Provincial Government that they'd be freezing the
transit rates in Metropolitan Winnipeg. | understand
that will cost the province roughly between $2 million
to $3 million.

MR. USKIW: I'm sorry, would the member repeat
that?

MR. BANMAN: Well, | understand that in the terms of
funding, it's going to cost the province between $2
million to $3 million to freeze the transit rates in
Winnipeg.

MR. USKIW: Oh, Isee.No.Ithink hewas just making
a statement.

MR. BANMAN: That's right.

Iguessmyconcernis, | know theone outin ourarea
is really struggling. The Minister probably knows the
background to the problem that we all face with
regards to this. It was started up under, | believe, a
Canada Works Project. A group of people were given
a substantial amount of money to run the service for
18 months and, of course, when the Federal Govern-
ment pulled back and then didn’t allow the funding to
continue for that particular program, they had built up
an expectation within the community and created a
need in the community. What has happened now is
that the Municipal Governments as well as Provincial
Governments have had to come up with certain funds
to continue that service out in my particular area. |
know again, the Member for Dauphin and | have
something in common on this one because that was
the other one, | think, that was having difficulties in
operating. The province did come through with a pro-
gram last year which provided a formula for funding
forthesedifferent Handi Transit services for the phys-
ically handicapped in rural Manitoba.

| guess what I'm asking the Minister here is if he
could or if there has been any discussions or if he
would undertake somediscussionswith his colleagues
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with regards to the freezing of the transit rates for
these people who are using this Handi Transit service?

As | mentioned, and the Minister can correct my
figures, but l understand the rate freeze in Winnipegis
going to cost between $2 million to $3 million, and if
you do that on a per-capitabasis, you just take Stein-
bach and the surrounding areas that use this particu-
lar service, you're talking about servicing a popula-
tion of roughly — the Arm of Hanover is about 7.5
thousand people; you've got Steinbach, 7.5; so you're
servicing, with a few of the other municipalities in the
surrounding area, about 15,000 to 20,000 people. So,
if you're looking at a per-capita grant of, let’s take the
lower end of the $2 million, the lower end of the
amount of money that it's costing to freeze the rates
here in Winnipeg, you're looking at $2 per capita,
which meansyou'relooking atsomething in excess of
$30,000just forour little area, just for the freeze, never
mind the other transportation grants the City of Win-
nipeg gets.

So, | would ask the Minister if he could undertake to
talk to these people, make sure that there isn’t an
additional burden put on the municipalities and the
users of these services. | think thatthesepeoplein the
rural areas that have a handicap and cannot get
aroundthe way everybodyelsedoes shouldn’'thaveto
pay increased user fees, if the people of the City of
Winnipeg who are having their rates frozen both on
the Handi Transitlevel as well ason the regular transit
level aren’t asked to pay any more. | think it would
only be fair if the rural people and, in this particular
case, the handicapped people get treated equally with
whatis happening to their city cousins.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, the member is not
quite correctin drawing thatanalogyin that the freeze
ontransitratesin Winnipeg have todo with the transit
system. It has nothing to do with the transportation of
handicapped people. What he's talking about in rural
areas, of course, is a special program that is in the
business of transporting handicapped people, whe-
rein the province provides for grant monies, both for
capitaland operating purposes. Sothetwo are notthe
same. There is no transit system in Steinbach or in
Dauphin. Thereis in Brandon. So we're talking about
two different things here. The transportation subsi-
dies to the handicapped, of course, are grant pro-
grams and the local people have to pay about 25
percentofthecostof operating. Therestis supported
by grant.

MR. BANMAN: Well, the Minister can correct me if
I'm wrong, but isn’t the Handi Transit system in the
City of Winnipeg tied in with the regular transit sys-
tem? In other words, the special buses that go around
and pick up people who are in wheelchairs and have
other physical handicaps are part of the regular tran-
sit system in the city.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, we have a special
program for towns, villages, municipalities outside of
Winnipeg in this department. The City of Winnipeg
operates its own programs whatever they are. We are
not involved with them as a department.

MR. BANMAN: Mr. Chairman, | won't argue that. |
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know how this program was set up. My only concern,
and | pass this on to the Minister, is in the City of
Winnipeg, theriders, whether they be handicapped or
otherwise, have by virtue of extra money being putin
bythe Provincial Government, hadtheir rates frozen.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, the member is ref-
erring to transit rates. We don’t have a transit opera-
tion in Steinbach, so there’s no comparison there.
We're talking about two different programs.

MR. BANMAN: Well, Mr. Chairman, there is within
the structure of the City of Winnipeg, there’s a Handi
Transit program.

MR. USKIW: That may be.

MR. BANMAN: And what the government has doneis
they have frozentherates on those Handi Transitvans
as wellastheregularriders. So, all I'm asking s for the
same treatment for rural areas with regards to this,
that'’s all.

MR. USKIW: Well, again | want to suggest to the
member that the operating end is operated by the
local communities. The province provides grants for
operating and for capital purposes. The user pays25
percent of the operating cost, only of the operating
cost at the local level. 75 percent of that program is
covered by acombination of grants, the province and
thelocal community. Sothe usersareonly picking up
a quarter of the cost. So if the costs go up, the users
are picking up a quarter of the increase and the prov-
ince is picking up 50 percent of the increase and the
local community is picking up 25 percent of the
increase. So that, in essence, if there is an increase in
overall costs, your users are picking up the smallest
portion.

MR. BANMAN: But if your 25 percent, there have
been some fairly substantial costs for a number of
reasons, but the pointI’'m trying to make s that in rural
areas, people that use the Handi Transit, the handi-
capped, are going to pay more for riding that system
this year than they did last year. In the City of Win-
nipeg, thepersonriding a Handi Transitservice oper-
ated by the City of Winnipeg by virtue of the Provincial
Government throwing in extra dollars, is going to
have hisrate frozen. So, all Isay to you, Mr. Minister, is
thatright onthe one hand thata person who happens
to live in the City of Winnipeg riding a Handi Transit
unit has his or her rate frozen, and the people in the
ruralareas are beingaskedto pay adollararide more.
That's the only point I'm making. | appreciate that this
was probably not considered at the time when the
announcement was made for the rate freeze here in
the city. All I'm saying is that | think we should treat
the rural people that are handicapped the same way
we would treat the people in the City of Winnipeg. If
the City of Winnipeg handicappedriders don’thave to
pay any extra, why not give the same thing to rural
Manitoba?

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, the member ought
to appreciate the fact that this particular program is
brand new virtually — is it ayear old? is it two years

old? — in the rural areas and the grant system has
been struck and the agreements have been signed
with the local communities. It is not something that's
been ongoing as has been the transit system in the
City of Winnipeg.

The City of Winnipeg has a greater dimension att-
ached to policy decision making and has to do with
keeping cars off the street; with encouraging people
to use buses; has to do with the purchase of Flyer
buses manufactured in Winnipeg —(Interjection)— |
suppose it has; if it doesn’t it should have.
—(Interjection)— well, I don’tknow. Butin any event,
there are all sorts of other dimensions that enter into
the City of Winnipeg arrangement and the two pro-
grams are not analagous whatever. There is no com-
parison between the two.

MR. BANMAN: Well, | just asked the Minister that as
this program develops, and | realize it's a relatively
new program and itwas brought onbecauseofsome-
thing the Federal Government was involved with and
left the province and the municipalities with, but | ask
him that he does, as this program developed, under-
take at least to look at the — | don’t want to call it a
disparity — but at least that there is some equity
between what happens in the rural areas with regards
to Handi Transit and in Winnipeg areas. | think that
these peopleintherural areas, because of the distan-
cesthey have totravel and other things, should not be
penalized just because they don't live in the City of
Winnipeg. | don’t think their rates should be any
higher than the city if we are already throwing $2
million to $3 million to stablizing Winnipeg rates. So, |
just throw that out. | know it's a new program, but |
would hope that the Minister would keep that in the
back of his mind so that we people in rural Manitoba
are treated the same way as our city cousins are.

MR.CHAIRMAN: The Member for Portage La Prairie.

MR. LLOYD HYDE (Portage La Prairie): Thank you,
Mr. Chairman. No, Mr. Minister, | may be out of order
on this because | possibly passed the Minister's
salary; | know | am for that matter.

MR. CHAIRMAN: We'll come back to the Minister's
Salary when we're finished.

MR. HYDE: I'm aware of that, but 'm wondering if
you'll allow me to speak on the City of Portage la
Prairie at this time, Mr. Minister?

MR. USKIW: It doesn’t matter.

MR. HYDE: Thank you very much. | appreciate, Mr.
Minister, the fact that you are completing the 1.7-mile
approach to the west end of the City of Portage la
Prairie and from the 1A Highway to Twenty-Second
Street. But there are a couple of points that I'd like to
bring to your attention if | may at this time. First, |
didn’t mention that | appreciate the fact that you're
going to complete that work at the west end from the
1A to Twenty-Second Street. There’'s one point that
I'm very concerned about, Mr. Minister, is the fact that
there are uncontrolled lights at this intersection.
Comments have been made in the past by our local
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highways engineer that the need was not there; that
trafic counts had been made in the pastthatindicates
to him and to the department that traffic lights were
not warranted. Well, this might be so according to his
theory, but I've got to look after the welfare of the
people of Portage la Prairie. You're quite aware of the
fact, MrMinister, that we lostalifein Portagela Prairie
due to a hit-and-run accident at this particular inter-
section. I'm appealing to you, Mr. Minister, before
there’s asecond life taken, that you acton this particu-
lar case. | spoke to you personally on it and | do
believe that you are aware and sympathetic to the
cause. However, beyond that | do think and | hope
thatasecond life willnotbe taken before the action on
your department be taken to supply these lights. Mr.
Minister | don’t know what more | can say and any-
more | can plead to you on this case. | pray to you to
instal control lights now while the construction is
being taken on this particular intersection.

There is one more item I'd like to bring to your
attention if | may at this time. It's on Page No. 1 on
your program for 1982-83. It is brought to my atten-
tion here whereyou have 1 A, 1.4 miles, railway cross-
ing west of Portge la Prairie, east of west terminal,
PortagelaPrairie.| wonder, Mr. Minister, if you could
and would explain to me what this entails? Yes, this
acquisition of right of way.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, this is a carry-over
part of our program. It's not anew program. It's acqui-
sition of right of way that has not yet been completed,
so it's really completing what’'s been ongoing

MR.HYDE: Mr. Minister, may | ask you, isthisacarry
over of the past; the government’'s approach to the
overpass?

MR. USKIW: Yes, I'm led to believe that's where it is.

MR. HYDE: Could you indicate to me, Mr. Minister,
just when this overpass may occur to Portage la
Prairie because when | ask you, we have probably —
well there’s — what would there be? — a quarter to
half-a-mile of traffic jam up both east and west of that
crossing that occurs every time a train crosses that
approach. You are aware of the fact that it is the main
line of the CPR?

MR. USKIW: Yeah, I'm told that there is already an
overpass built there. You are alluding to a different
one. You're alluding to the one over the railway track.
There is one overpass already built on this location.

MR. HYDE: Oh no, but that's downtown sector. I'm
asking you about your consideration for the fact that
we do need an overpass from the city west to the new
mall west of Portage la Prairie.

MR. USKIW: I'm advised by the department that's in
the early planning stages at this time.

MR.HYDE: Thank you, | certainly will be on your tail
for the nexttwo or three years or whatever it might be,
looking for your consideration. | want to, Mr. Minister,
ifmaybe you will permit me to approach the subject of
the downtown Saskatchewan Avenue, at this time.
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Well, as you are quite aware of the fact, myself and
the previous Mayorofthe day and the present Mayor,
Mayor Greenslade, have been working with the pre-
vious government as well as, | believe, your govern-
ment, that the need is very very prominent in the fact
that we do need our Saskatchewan Avenue upgraded.

Mr. Minister, | believe you areaware of the factthat
the City of Portage la Prairie today is ready and willing
to meet with some of the — I'm sorry, | have to go
through this —(Interjection)—no, | don’t believe it is;
I'm aware of that, I'll put it that way. I'm aware of the
factthatit's not. But however, the need for the upgrad-
ing of our avenue has been on the planning of the
previous government and I'm hoping that you are
making every consideration to the fact that Saskatch-
ewan Avenue in Portage la Prairie has been given
every consideration of the need for the upgrading of
that Avenue.

It is in a deplorable state. The City of Portage la
Prairie today, | am informed by the Mayor, is ready
and willing and | have to say that it is a primary step
that must be taken to make sure that the surface water
drainage system of the Avenue must be met and, Mr.
Minister, they are ready and willing to meet that obli-
gation, and | hope that you will be giving that consid-
eration to Portage la Prairie, if not the next year, the
second or third year from now. That avenue has been
in need of upgrading as I've explained to you in the
past and | would only ask you once again to give it
every consideration in the future, that we work
together on this along with the Mayor and the City
Council of Portage la Prairie and see if this work can
be done.

I have, Mr. Minister, otherissuesthat | wantto bring
up to you for your consideration later on in your
Estimates. At this time this isaboutall | have to bring
up. Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Virden. Mr.
Minister.

MR. USKIW: Perhaps| should respond to the Member
for Portage la Prairie and then we could get on with
the Member for Virden.

No, | am aware of the situation with respect to the
desire on the part of people in the area of Portage la
Prairieforatrafficlightatthe westend ofthecity. The
department hopefully, will be ableto bringusareport
on that one at some point in the not too distant future
to determine whether the evidence that we have con-
curs with the feelings of the people out there. I'm
inclinedto think you're right, although I don'tknow it
personally. There's probably a great deal of new traf-
fic generated there because of the shopping mall
that’'sbeenbuiltand so on,sothere’s probably quite a
lot of support or logic for moving in that direction.

The other has to do with Saskatchewan Avenue.
Unfortunately, because of the timing of our Estimates
here, | had to cancel a meeting that | had arranged
with the Mayor of Portage la Prairie for this week on
that very issue but we will be getting together some-
time after this process is over. But | am aware of their
desires. | know that there’s a tremendous amount of
underground work, so to speak, or excavation work
that has to be undertaken which would not be under-
taken unless there's assurance that there would be a
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new pavement, or a new surface applied, which
makes sense; one can’t go without the other. | don't
know what the figures are. We haven't had it quanti-
fied yet as to the cost but we will be discussing that
with your Mayor fairly soon.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Portage la Prairie.

MR. HYDE: Mr. Chairman, if | may, to the Minister,
once again express my concern and | speak I'm sure,
on behalf of the people of Portage la Prairie and not
only tothepeopleof Portage la Prairie butthose many
hundreds of people who are dealing at the new Mall
west of Portage la Prairie, the dangerous position that
your governmenttoday —and | have to confess that|
spoke to my Minister of the previous government for
every consideration to install that light — and you
weregoingtodoitbutl had no definiteassurance that
he was. But | want to put it in your lap today, that
should there be a second hit-and-run accident as
there was in the last three weeks or month, should that
happen, I'll be right back on yourtail. I'll be right back
on your tail, Sir. | want you to once again, give every
consideration to the fact that that is a busy intersec-
tion and that it is most urgent that you deal with that.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | am advised by the Dep-
uty Minister that once the construction is complete
we have every intention of installing a traffic light
there.

MR. HYDE: Would you repeat that, please?

MR.USKIW: When the construction part of itis com-
pleted, we have every intention of installing a traffic
light there.

MR. HYDE: When it is completed? Are you going to
do this work this summer? | want to know. Well, the
work is going to be completed, as | understand, yes.

MR. USKIW: | know the member is trying to pin me
down specifically on the project. From what | know of
the project it would be illogical not to complete it. |
don’t foresee any reason why it won't be completed
this summer — that particular section — and along
with the traffic light that goesin there. | can’timagine
what would prevent us from doing it, that's all | can
say.

MR.HYDE: Well, Mr. Minister, | have every indication
that the work will be completed, the upgrading of that
from 1A east to the junction of 22nd Street. That will
be completed this year. Now I'm asking you, will you
include the installation of lights at that street?

MR. USKIW: That's what | had just indicated, that on
completion of the construction portion of that project,
will follow the installation of the traffic light.

MR. HYDE: This year?

MR. USKIW: |f we have the time | believe we will do it
this year. If logistics are right, yes.

MR. HYDE: Thank you very much.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Virden.

MR. HARRY GRAHAM (Virden): Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. | realize that in this Committee, everybody
wants to have their own little say on their own little
things. | wantto get back to something that the Minis-
ter said when he was in discussion with the Honour-
able Member for Pembina. | think at that time he was
dealing with the projected needs of transportation up
totheyear1990and| was alittle vague onthefigures,
was it by 1990 that coal would quadruple, was that
right?

MR. USKIW: 14 million - 53 million tons.

MR. GRAHAM: From 14to 53, well that’s pretty nearly
quadrupled. And the figures on grain, has the Minister
got the figures on grain?

MR. USKIW: Mr.Chairman,justtorepeat, on coalthe
tonnages expected are going to be 53.3 million tons
by 1990, as compared to 14.1 in 1980. On grain the
1990 figureis 19 million tons, as opposed to 10 million
tons in 1980. In sulphur 6.8in 1990 against5.4in 1980;
potash 9 million tons in 1990, as opposed to 3.6 in
1980.

MR. GRAHAM: Well, Mr. Chairman, when the Minis-
ter-and I'llleave coal out of it because | don’t think we
have too much coal in Manitoba - maybe the Minister
has a new formula for producing coal, I'm not too
sure, if he has | would welcome his formula for pro-
ducing it. But, his figures on potash, | am a little
interested in. Now when he quotes those figures on
potash is he including a Manitoba potash mine in
those figures or are those figures left out?

MR. USKIW: Those figures come out of the Potash
Association, Mr. Chairman, and | would hazard a
guessthatthey wouldn’thave projected productionin
Manitoba atthis stage.

MR. GRAHAM: So then the Minister is putting for-
ward these figures for potash production and he's
really not taking into consideration any potash pro-
duction in the Province of Manitoba at all, is that
correct?

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, thereis a great deal
of speculation as to the direction of the flow of potash,
if it were to be produced in Manitoba, and the logic
seems to suggest that it would go east and south,
rather than west. And what we are talking about in
these figures are the tonnages that will have to be
hauled through the mountains of British Columbia,
result of which the railways say they need $15 billion
toaddnew trackage through the mountains and some
tunneling, and a number of other things. So, reallyit's
a matter of which direction potash is going to be
moving from Manitoba that will determine whether
these figures are right or whether they should be
added to or whatever.

MR. GRAHAM: Well, maybe | could ask the Minister,
the figures that are projected are only those figures
that are dealing with the movement of potash by rail,
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is that in Canada or is that in North America?

MR. USKIW: As | understand it it's the movement of
potash, coal, grain, sulphur, to the west coast ports of
Canada.

MR. GRAHAM: Only to the west coast ports in Can-
ada and has nothing to do with the movement through
the American ports?

MR. USKIW: That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

MR. GRAHAM: Well then, that does not include the
present sales of potash that are being trucked across
the American border and then transported by rail to
the west coast for west coast shipment. Those figures
are not included in the present figures that the Minis-
ter has given?

MR. USKIW: Notif they're using American transpor-
tation systems, Mr. Chairman.

MR. GRAHAM: Well, Mr. Chairman, in order to
understand the potash industry, and I'm not too sure
there are too many members in his assembly that do
understand the potash industry, least of whom is
myself, but | do live fairly close to it and | have a fair
working knowledge of the potash industry but | don’t
profess to know all of the workings of the potash
industry at all. But, when the Minister gives almost a
three-time multiplication factorin the next nine years
in transportation of potash in Canada, by rail, | would
presume that he must have some inside knowledge
that would allow him to make those kind of projec-
tions and | was wondering if the Minister would give
us the benefit of that knowledge, as well, so that we
could more properly assess the potash industry.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, this is not new
knowledge, this is the basis of discussion that we are
now involved with in respect to the Pepin proposals
on the Crow rate and the need for upgrading the
railway systeminto the westcoast port area, CN-CP.
All of this information flows from organizations and
the Government of Canada, WESTAC is one of those
organizations that seems to hinge on those figures.
They are certainly not new figues they’'ve been around
foracoupleofyears. We've lookedatthem aweek ago
at the WESTAC meeting and the consensus was that
those figures would be unchanged at this point in
time. So that they are still projecting the same
tonnages.

MR. GRAHAM: Well, Mr. Chairman, in order to ascer-
tain the validity of those figures, and knowing some-
thing about the lead time that it takes to bring a potash
mine into production, and knowing some of the pro-
jections that are presently in the potash field, and
knowing that most of the potash mines that are pres-
ently in production are operating at near capacity, |
would like to know what projected potash mines are
being brought into production before 1990 which
would almost triple the amount of potash that would
be moving by rail to the west coast through Canada.
Now, | understand that there is considerable activity
in potash in the Maritimes but | don’t think that they
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have any intention of moving it by rail all across Can-
ada to the west coast. So if the Minister can give me
any information on the projections that are his fig-
ures, not mine, | would certainly appreciate some
inside information that he may have.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, | don't believe |
related my figures, | believe | said | related industry
figures that had been presented to government and to
industry for discussion over the last couple of years,
and they may or may not be accurate. The discus-
sions that were held in Calgary last week seemed to
result in confirmation of those same figures by the
very same industry groupings that were there. But |
have no way of knowing whether they are overly
optimistic or whether, in fact, that is a bit of an artifi-
cial thrust to get the railway expansion going that
seems to be desired at the present time. But, in any
event, those are industry figures, they are not depart-
mental figures.

MR. GRAHAM: So the Minister, in essence, is telling
us that he hasno way of knowing whether the figures
that he's using are accurate or whether they're not
accurate, is that correct?

MR. USKIW: I'm advised by the transportation people
that we have not done a cross-examination or analy-
sis of those figures, Mr. Chairman.

MR.GRAHAM: Well, Mr. Chairman, | know nothing at
all about the sulphur part of it so I'll leave the sulphur
part out. In the grain projections, the Minister has
indicated that the movement of grain to the west coast
will increase from 10 million to 19 million tons. On
those figures, can the Minister indicate what statisti-
cal background he bases that increase on?

MR. USKIW: Well, let mesay, Mr. Chairman, that I'm
not as optimistic, personally, as those figures would
imply. Those figures are Canadian Wheat Board fig-
ures, but I'm not sure that that is something that we
will realize in the next decade. That's a doubling of
production and | justdon’t quite see that in the next 10
years, but that’s an opinion. Those figures are Cana-
dian Wheat Board figures.

MR. GRAHAM: Well, Mr. Chairman, | think we heard
the Minister stand up in the House the other day
initiating his debate on the Crow rate. | think he used a
variety of figures and I'm not too sure whether these
figures were involved in it or not, but | would hope
that, if the Minister is using figures and he’s not too
sure of them, | would hope that he wouldn’t use them.
But if he is using figures | hope that he would do the
necessary research and find out whether or not those
figures are accurate.

| am one of those who's in the grain business and |
live in the hopes that the figures, the projections for
1990, are accurate because, in the grain industry, we
do see a declining role in the St. Lawrence Seaway
and the use of the Port of Thunder Bay because of the
activities of the European economic market.

The whole thrust of long-term grain movement
seems to be on the Pacific rim and | would hope that
those markets do develop to the interest of western
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Canadaand, if they do develop to the interest of west-
ern Canada, the role of the Province of Manitoba
becomes moreimportantthaneverbecause transpor-
tation from Manitoba to the West Coast is a greater
distance thanitis from the Province of Saskatchewan;
it's a much greater distance than it is from the Prov-
ince of Alberta and it's a far greater difference than it
is from the interior of the Province of B.C. So, if the
movement of grain and the sale of grain is increasing
in the Pacific rim, then the role that the Province of
Manitoba takes in the protection of the interests of the
farmers of Manitoba becomes ever-increasingly
important because, up to now, our major movement
of grain has been through the Port of Thunder Bay. |
think about 11 percent of our grain has moved west; |
predict - and | haven’t got any figures in front of me -
that within 10 years’ time 25 percent of our grain will
move west.

But | hope the Minister has done his homework on
the figures that he is using and | would certainly be
interested inlookingatthefiguresthatheisusingand
theprojections and the basis on which he basesthose
projections.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, all of these arespe-
culative things. There's no way that anyone is able to
document precisely what will happen in the next 10
years. There are assumptions in all of the calculations
thatare made andthere are many variables that come
along the way that could change the results. These
are Wheat Board figures and whether grain moves
east or westisreallyirrelevantas faras|’'m concerned,
Mr. Chairman. What is relevant is the cost of moving
graintothepeoplethathavetomoveitand whetheror
not public policy oughtto be such that we wouldwant
to maintain minimum costsin that area forthe general
well-being of, not only the producers, but the econ-
omy of the prairie region; that's really what we're
talking about.

Ifthere’s any philosophical difference on the cost of
transporting grain, to the extent that agriculture
doesn’'t have a bargaining position in the world
market, then we tend to prefer the more beneficial
approach with respect to the cost of transporting
grain to the ports of Canada on the part of our pro-
ducers. If there was a bargaining position, or if the
farmers of the prairies could passonadded cost, then
of course we would be less concerned about the dra-
matic cost increases that are being proposed.

MR. GRAHAM: Well, Mr. Chairman, | have to tell you
that I'm somewhat flabbergasted when the Minister
saysthat we have no bargaining position. Is the Minis-
ter willing to sit down and let the whole agricultural
economy of Manitoba just go by the wayside? He says

we're in no bargaining position whatsoever? | just .

can’t accept that. | think that the bargaining position
for the sale of grain in Manitoba, in western Canada,
in North America, in any part of the world is increas-
ing daily as the need for grain becomes greater. So
when the Minister tells me that there is no bargaining
position | justcannot accept that philosophy. Because
| know that, from my own personal experience in the
grain trade, that the bargaining position is getting
better daily, that if a person knows what he's doing in
the grain trade he can make better deals daily. The

farmer can survive, can improve his lot in life if gov-
ernment would just get out of his way and that is one
of the problems that the grain trade is facing today.

We find governments standing up, supposedly,
when the First Minister is saying that we're going to
live in anew era, when we're going to live in aworld of
co-operative federalism, and we find the Minister of
Highways bringing forward a resolution in the House
where he says, in his words, and I'm paraphrasing,
that he refuses to negotiate. Is that co-operative fed-
eralism? Is that the way that we're going? Who is it, in
thegovernmentofthis province, thatisspeaking? We
find the First Minister saying one thing; we find the
Minister of Highways saying another thing. The
farmers of this province want to know who is it thatis
speaking for the farmers? But so far we haven’'t come
to any logical conclusion and the farmers are getting
more frustrated when theyhearthe First Minister say-
ing that we're into a new era of co-operative federal-
ism; and then they hear the Minister of Highways
saying that the Crow rate is not negotiable, we refuse
to sit down at the table with them. | want to know what
is happening in this province, and perhaps we should
start with the Minister of Highways, maybehe can tell
us whether they are willing to sit down and negotiate
with the Federal Government or not.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, | would like to, first
of all, point out to the Member for Virden that when |
alluded to the fact, and it is a fact, that farmers don't
have a bargaining position, | alluded to it on the basis
that they are not in a position to directly transfer new
cost increases into the price of their production
whenever they have those increases. That doesn't
mean thatindirectbargaining positionsdon’'timprove;
that doesn’'t mean that as the world has greater
demand for their production that they are not in a
better bargaining position. But | think the best exam-
ple of that is in the last year, the current prices of
wheat for example, as | recall them, are below what
they were ayear ago, notwithstanding the fact of high
interestratesandvery high inflation on costs ofinputs
and so on. So, they don’t have a means of passing
through the market system added burdens or added
costs and that has been the nature of the industry
since ever it was an industry and it continues to be
that way. I'm talking about grain production that is
exported, in particular.

With respect to refusing to bargain the Crow, the
member, | don’t recall | believe he was in the House
when | introducted the resolution and subsequently
spoke on the resolution, wherein | had indicated that
the Government of Manitoba or the Governments of
the Prairies were not in a position to negotiate
because the Government of Canadahas announced a
new policy and, in announcing that policy, indicated
that it is their jurisdiction and that they do not intend
to negotiate with the provincial governments but they
will interface and dialogue with the affected people,
namely, producer organizations and the oil and
crushing industry and so on, to refine the decision
that they've already made; thatis the substance of the
announcement. The decisionismade, the mechanics
are yet to be refined, and we are not intending to
negotiate with the provinces.

Now, we have not negotiated with the Government
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of Canada because they have not offered that oppor-
tunity to us. That is the reason why we are suggesting,
by way of Resolution in the Legislature, that itwas a
unilateral action on the part of the Government of
Canada and that the only means of altering the direc-
tion that is being proposed is through public knowl-
edge of the issue, the dissemination of information,
which we aremaking possible, and as much debate as
is humanly possible before the legislation is intro-
duced in the House of Commons next October. So it's
merely atime frame within which people and, in par-
ticular, the producers must work within, and wherein
the governments of the prairies have very little ability,
if you like, in terms of negotiating ability, to have
much of a say since they are not party to those
discussions.

MR. GRAHAM: Well, Mr. Chairman, that creates an
even greater problem, because when | hear the First
Minister of the Province of Manitoba announce that
we are now in a new spirit of co-operative federalism
and we're going to have dialogue and all the rest of it,
and the Federal Government, after just hearing the
words of our new Premier, more or less turns around
and thumbs their nose at them and says, we're not
interested in you, we're going to go our own way;
where does that leave the Province of Manitoba for
the next four years? In essence, the First Minister of
our Country has turned his back on our Premier and
that causes me concern, and if it causes me concern,
Mr. Chairman, it should cause Ministers of this prov-
ince much more concern because | was under the
impression that the First Minister of this Province had
offered the olive branch and, instead, the olive branch
hasbeendiscarded and we now see the claws of total
federal control, those talons coming in and grasping
and our First Minister is saying, we're lovely people,
welive in a spirit of co-operative federalism. When is
this province going to start and fight back to protect
the people of Manitoba, because it's the people of
Manitoba that need the protection? And if the First
Minister of this Province isn’t prepared to give it then
we arein serious difficulty.

MR.USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, | think that while we
don't appreciate the fact that we are not playing a
major role in the decision that is going to take place,
we also recognize the fact that we don’t have a juris-
dictional role to play in that area. Transportation,
through the railway system, isindeed a prerogative of
the Government of Canada and has beenssince ever |
can recall it - well, | guess there are some provincial
railways but not very many, there’'sonein Alberta and
onein Brtish Columbia - but, by and large, the trans-
portation by rail is national jurisdiction and they do
have the right to move, with or without an agreement
fromanyoneprovinceoracollection of provinces that
may be affected one way or the other. | don't fault
them necessarily for using that right.

Logically we would prefer that there would be a
consensus but to be fair to the Government of Canada
| don't think there can be a consensus, you know,
because we have a difference of viewpoint as between
governments on the prairies on the issue. British
Columbia wants to see those coal fields developed;
British Columbiawantstoseethe $15 billion expended

1141

within their boundaries to buoy-up their economy,
and they are not terribly concerned about the grain
transportation end of it since they don’t have any to
speak of. So you do have a situation where the Gov-
ernment of Canada could not expect overwhelming
consensus on the part of the provinces across this
country on that kind of an issue.

So | don’t want to terribly fault them for moving
unilaterally in a direction that they are going, even if |
don’'tagree withit. | don’t think that detracts atall from
the need to try to work out an arrangement with the
Government of Canada that is much more flexible
than it has been in recent years, that is much more
conciliatory, if you like, because Manitoba cannot
afford to get into a position of taking an adversary
approach, in principle, to the Government of Canada,
no matter who that government is. We happen to
derive atremendous amount of our fiscal capacity via
the federal purse, Mr. Chairman, through transfer
payments and through cost-shared agreements.
Transfer payments alone last yearamounted to some-
thing in excess of $400 million. | for one would not be
terribly comfortable with the idea that some people
put forward and that is to identify the national gov-
ernment as being the enemy of the people; | don'tlook
at it that way whatsoever, Mr. Chairman. | think we
have to work with whoever is there at any given
moment and work to our best advantage but we
should never take the position of burning our bridges
in the dialogue that must take place between provin-
cial and national governments.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1(d)(1) Salaries.
The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: The Minister made some rather
interesting sum-upremarksthere —and | hopel can’t
interpret what he said as being because the Federal
Government provides such a sizable chunk of provin-
cialrevenue —thatwe cannolonger affordto oppose
what is obviously being done incorrectly by the Fed-
eral Government and having animpactupon our pro-
vince. | hope thatisn’t the kind of co-operative federal-
ism in this new era that Premier Pawley has been
espousing publicly, that because the Federal Gov-
ernment represents a big chunk of our revenues, we
go down and hold hands with the Prime Minister and
hope that he sees fit to treat us well because | think
very recent history shows that the Province of New
Brunswick tried that approach with very little positive
result.

| still maintain that if your case is correct, as often
the provincial case has been with the Federal
Government, that you're much better off stating itand
stating it well in defending the public interests of the
people of Manitoba than remaining rather silent and
allowing a Federal Government because they canata
whim reduce revenues to the province, carry on in a
manner that’'s unacceptable to the majority of the
people in the Province of Manitoba. So | hope the
Minister’s leader in his new federal co-operation isn't
prepared to become a doormat for Ottawa and | cer-
tainly don't think this Minister is indicating that.

MR.USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, I've had my share of
dialogue and confrontation from time totime overthe
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years with the Government of Canada or with various
Ministers of the Government of Canada. Transporta-
tion was one of them, a few years ago when Otto Lang
wasthe Minister; he was also the Ministerin charge of
Canadian Wheat Board, we had anumber of confron-
tations. That never detracts though from the fact that
we do have to continue the dialogue and we do have
to work with the Government of Canada, whoever
they are.

We can éxpress our displeasure from time to time
but in the end we have to sit down and work out an
arrangement. Indiscriminate bashing of the national
system is not a constructive approach and | don't
believe in it, Mr. Chairman. One of the greatest
tragedy of Canada is the fact that the provinces were
given the rights to resources in my opinion, one of the
greatesttragedies. Onewaythatis beingredressedin
some measure is the fact that the Government of
Canada has a system known as equalization pay-
ments, which means the transfer of wealth back from
the resource-rich provinces back to the non-
resource-rich provinces but it's a long way around.
You get into that confrontation as between the Pre-
mier of Alberta and the Prime Minister of Canada over
how much of the oil revenue should go into the federal
purse and there's some real federal bashing taking
place.

What does it result in? It results in more inequity as
between the provinces every time one province wins
thatargument. No, we need a strong central govern-
ment, Mr. Chairman. | don’t for one moment take the
position that it's comfortable to knock the hell out of
Ottawa.

MR. ORCHARD: Very interesting, Mr. Chairman.
Possibly it might be opportune to change the subject.
| think we can get back on this topic under the Minis-
ter’s Salary.

Will staff from Transportation Division be available
as resource people to attend public meetings that
may be called to discuss the whole Crow rate issue
over the next several months?

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, thatis precisely the
intent. We will begin that process hopefully Wednes-
day at 4:30 if we have concurrence from the Opposi-
tion. They will be the first to view the information
packageinthewaythat the Transportation Division s
able to present it and from that point on we will make
thatpackageavailableto any intested group through-
out Manitoba and certainly to all of those groups that
have extended an invitation to my office to appear at
their level and in their communities to present the
same information to them. So we think that there will
beafair opportunity through that process for political
people at the provincial level, municipal level, various
organizations and indeed the rank and file producers
out there who have a very deep interest to view the
information as a neutral piece of this exercise.

Ifthere's going to be any discussion with a bias in it,
itwill have to be a political discussion but that particu-
lar part of the debate is going to be technical part,
strictly based on facts as we have them and we hope
that the people will use that information to whatever
advantage they may in the dialogue with the Govern-
ment of Canada.
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MR. ORCHARD: Sothen |takeitthat people who are
fairly conversant with rail transportation such as say
Mr. Schafer, even Dr. Rea would from time to time be
available for farm or for public meetings in rural
Manitoba.

MR. USKIW: Yes, that is the intent.

MR. ORCHARD: Will Mr. Janssen be a resource per-
son used by the Minister to present the Provincial
Government position at any of these rural meetings?

MR.USKIW: Mr. Chairman, the political position will
be presented by a political person. A technical pres-
entation will be by Dr. Rea — he’s a doctor, right —
and his staff.

MR. ORCHARD: Who might the person be who will
present the political?

MR. USKIW: It'll either be myself or other Ministers
that will have to take on some of the meetings if I'm not
available, or MLAs if they wish.

MR.ORCHARD: This wouldn'tinclude such political
people as say Mr. Shafransky or Mr. Janssen then.

MR.USKIW: | wouldn'texpectittoincludethose,no,
other than in the form of technical assistance if you
like to the Minister. They could be part of the entour-
age if you like but strictly a political profile as distinct
from the technical expertise that we will have along
with us. There aretwo components, Mr. Chairman, if |
may, there are two components to the exercised; one
will be the government position and the other will be
the straight technical datathat will be made available.

MR. ORCHARD: Not wanting to get a sneak preview
of Wednesday if it should occur, but could the Minis-
terindicate whether central to the technical presenta-
tion by staff will be such items as the Turcheniewich
Report?

MR. USKIW: All of the information that has been dis-
tributed in the House and perhaps other pieces of
information will be dealt with by‘the technical com-
mittee, based on data, based on statistics, based on
facts and, | suppose, based on projections which are
based on the best available figures given to us by the
Government of Canada through their Minister who
has put the proposal on the table.

MR. ORCHARD: Some of the concern, and it was
emphasized somewhat today in the handout that the
Minister-1don’thaveitin frontof me - but, atany rate,
he gave us the one times Crow, two times Crow, three
times Crow, exercise in showing to producers what
their costs in the various regions of the province
should be. One of the concerns I've had is that there is
some confusion amongst the farming public that that
is, in effect, what will happen tomorrow should the
Pepin proposal be adopted, i.e. that they’re imme-
diately into the Turcheniewich position of having to
pay 3.4 times Crow, if that should be what is deter-
mined to be compensatory for the railroads. The cur-
rent information, and | emphasize the word informa-
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tion, that the Minister has made available does centre
substantially on the Turcheniewich Report and the
latest handouttodaygives anindication to the farmer,
and tends to leave the impression, that he will be
paying some multiple of Crow immediately which, to
my understanding, is not correct, in view of the pro-
posal made by Pepin.

Certainly in 10 year’s time, with whatever portion of
the incremental costs are required to be picked up or
may be required to be picked up by the farmer, what-
ever portion that is, and whatever the increase in costs
are, certainly the farmer may pay, in 1990, some mul-
tiple of Crow. But clearly the impression that a lot of
producers have today in rural Manitoba, based on
preliminary information received from the Minister in
his original resolution, etc., seemedto haveraised the
concern amongst the producers that immediately
with the adoption of the Pepin proposal, if it clears all
the hoops, that they will be paying some multiple of
Crow. | think that is not certainly what the producers
will have to faceif amodification comes outas aresult
of the Gillson Inquiries.

So, could the Ministerindicate whether the empha-
sis of the information, the technical information, will
dwell on farmer contributions of some multiple of
Crow when, in fact, the Minister does not know that
will be what is asked of the producers in terms of a
contribution to pay for the freight rate?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | believe that if the
member wishes to review the information that we
have tabled, we have taken into account the current
status of federal commitment, and their projected
commitment, as stated in the Pepin proposal, and
worked out the affect on a 10-year basis of the number
of times Crow, shall we say, the user will have to pay,
given all of those commitments. If you look at those
stats, as | recall it, in the first year there will be a very
substantial increase, something like, what is it .87 If
youlook on apertonratethebase rate is $5.05 a ton,
and in the first year it moves up to $7.22 a ton. —
(Interjection)— I did table copies of that. | don’t have it
with me here.

MR. ORCHARD: | guess my question to the Minister
is,itis my understanding that the Pepin proposal says
that as of, | believe it's 198-, is it 1 or 2?

MR. USKIW: 1981 is the base year.

MR. ORCHARD: 1981 is the base year and the Fed-
eral Government has agreed to pay whatever the
Crow gap is.

MR. USKIW: $612 million.

MR. ORCHARD: Well, but basically it's whatever the
Crow gap is, to bring the railroads up to a compensa-
tory rate, | believe is the term that's used. Thenthereis
a negotiation with the producer organization that's
being undertaken by Dr. Gillson now which is going
to recommend to the Federal Government a formula
by which three groups, as | understand it, may well
split the future increase in cost above the 1981 base
line; and those three groups, as | understand them,
are the Federal Government, thetworailroads and the
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producers. So, what the Minister is telling us then is
that in 1982, giving compensatory rates are some-
thing like three times Crow, and let's . . .

MR. USKIW: 1.8 times Crow in 1982.

MR. ORCHARD: Thecostofmovinggrainis1.8times
Crow in 19827

MR. USKIW: Yes. Mr. Chairman, if you look at the
compensatory rate formula, in 1982-83, which is the
current year, if there were no additional cross subsi-
dies or contributions, other than the 612 million thatis
committed by Pepin, the producer would have to raise
an extra $120 million in ‘82-83, which is 1.8 times
Crow; and you can follow that through all the way
down till you get to 9.7 times Crow by 1990-91, and
that's based on the assumption that the producer has
to pick up the difference.

MR. ORCHARD: Well now there is where I'm, once
again, cautioning the Minister on developing that kind
ofachart, because he is making an assumption which
| don’t believe he can make. What basically his
assumption is, is that the Federal Government is
goingtotossin $612million peryearand afterthat the
farmer, the producer, if he’s going to ship grain, is
going to pick up 100 percent of any incremental cost
above the 612 in his present contribution, which, Mr.
Chairman, | submit the Minister cannot, at this time,
make that assumption. That is causing substantial
confusion among the farm community, that these are
goingtobetheactualimpact upon him and his costof
transporting grain. It's my understanding that the
farmer, in the Pepin proposal, is not being expected to
pick up 100 percent of the future costs. He may be
asked to pick up some percentage of the future cost
increase butit'snotin my recollection that the Federal
Government expects him to pick up 100 percent of it.
When the Minister is developing figures now to pres-
ent as factual information as to the impact on Crow
rate, | submit, Mr. Chairman, that he can’'t do that
until: No. 1,the Gillson Committee has recommended
a proposed splitting between the producers, the Fed-
eral Government and the railroads of future increased
costs, 1982 on, and those that have been accepted by
the Federal Government.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, what the Member for
Pembina fails to appreciate is that the whole exercise
of the Government of Canada on this issue is based
on a premise. The premise is that the railways shall
receive compensatory rates. So somebody else has to
pick up the bill. The railways mustget paidareturnon
theirinvestment. That'sagiveninthe formula. Sowho
else is left other than the producer and the Govern-
ment of Canada? The Government of Canada said,
“Weknow that wecan’tjustabandon the producer, so
we're going to keep up with $612 million of subsidy
which is the 1981 level,” so that 1981 becomes the
baseyear. Afterthat, theinflationincreases willbethe
responsibility of the producer.

Now there’s another dimension to it which is both-
ersome and that is that the Pepin proposal does not
even commit the 612 million to the grain industry, but
leaves it open whether that 612 million should go to all
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of agriculture or whether it should remain within the
grain sector. If it's the broad approach, then you will
have more than one times eightin the first year to the
grain producer for the shipping of grain. If it's the 612
million directly to the grain producer as a subsidy,
then you will have 1.8 notwithstanding, so thatthereis
noroom to argue that the railway should pick up part
of the difference because the whole premise is that
the railway should get paid on a compensatory rate
which is the reason why we are having the debate, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: Well, then is what the Minister is
saying now that the federal proposaldoesnotinclude,
does not include any sharing of future costincreases
by the Federal Government and the producers and
therailroads, thatis not part and parcel of the Federal
Government proposal?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, there is noroomto dis-
cuss railway sharing or subsidization of grain trans-
portation when the whole basis of the discussion is
that the railways must get fully compensated with a
margin of profit guaranteed. So there’s no way in
which you can then say, butthe railway should pick
up partofthe subsidy. The premiseis thatthey should
get paid full cost, plus a profit and that's the Snavely
Report. Snavely said, and | did quote this in the Legis-
lature, that the selling price of export grain and grain
productsarenot and willnotbe sufficient to maintain
the financial integrity of all of the participants in the
total production and distribution process, producers,
railways, elevators and storage companies. Snavely
saysthatit's just not in the cards to have a viable grain
industry ifwe're going to have acompensatory rateto
the railways. Somebody has to pick up some subsidy
and, to date, Snavely says that really the subsidy that
the railway was providing to the Crow rate, was a
subsidy to theindustry. If you remove that, somebody
else has to pick that difference up. There is no finan-
cial integrity without that occurring. The industry
cannot sustain itself.

So Pepin is saying, okay we'll pick up $612 million.
That's our share. The railways are supposed to get
compensatory rates. So they’re not in the business of
subsidizing transportation for grain anymore. So
there’'s only one person left and that's the producer.
Now, to compound that situation, is the inference in
the proposal that the 612 is not locked in for grain
shipments, but could beusedforshipping cattle or oil
or whateveritis, aproductofagricultureintheprairie
provinces or wherever. So, if you take the 612 million
and you divide that by factor which represents the
production of beef, pork, poultry, oil, meal,then you
end up with a much greater increase in the cost of
hauling grain paid for, presumably, by the farmers
that produce the grain. There is no other place from
which to extract the dollars.

Now, one isn’t certain that the Government of Can-
adawon’tsoftenonthatand say, well alright we really
can’t dump all this burden onto the farmers, we'll up
the ante from 612 to a billion. | mean, they could say
that, but in their present proposal as it is, we have
calculated what that means if that were implemented
to the Manitoba farmer and to the Manitoba economy.
We cannot use a premise that we hope to get a better

deal, so let's come up with some fictitious figure
based on the expectations of a better deal. We can
only base our figures on what has been proposed, and
through the debate thattakesplace, hopefully we will
swing a better deal. Butthe basis is the proposal. We
are stuck with Pepin’s proposal and his figures whether
we like them or we don't like them.

MR. ORCHARD: Well, Mr. Chairman, the Minister
has made some very definitive interpretations of the
Federal Government proposal and | hate to say it, but|
think he maybe mistrusts the Federal Government
more than us fed-bashing Conservatives do, because
it's my understanding and, obviously if this is the
information package that the Minister is developing
asatechnical information package and not the politi-
cal packagethat’s going to be presented asthe objec-
tive information to the farming community, then, by
golly, I've got to get myself some new information on
the Federal Government proposal because | didn't
read in — unless the Minister has information differ-
ent from what was available, | suppose, at the time of
the Pepin announcementin Winnipeg — the package
of goods that he sent down, it seemed to me that the
starting premise on this negotiation process headed
up by Dr. Gillson was that several things would
happen; number one, that the Crow gap would be
covered on grains, not mixing in the other industries
of livestock or for that matter rapeseed meal, that the
Crow gap would be the kind of perpetual contribution
that the Federal Government would make to the
transportation of grain in western Canada. That
seems to be entirely different from what the Minister’s
interpretation is and | only assume then because of
that interpretation, his information package will be
developed on his interpretation.

Secondly, | was of the distinct opinion that the
whole purpose of the Gillson consultative process
was to do little else other than to devise a future
cost-sharing formula between the Federal Govern-
ment so that they would in perpetuity, add a portion of
subsidy on future increased costs and the producer
would be asked to pick up some increment of that. It
was also my understanding that the railroads would
be part of that as well.

Now the Minister says that's not the case, that all
future increase in costs, after this magical $612-
million saw-off will come from the farmer's pocket,
the producer’s pocket as the shipper of the grain.
That's not my understanding ofthe federal proposal.

So we're going to have to carefully re-read some of
the information if the Minister has new information
from the Federal Government, | would certainly urge
him to make all members of the House aware of this
new information that leads him to the conclusions
that he has given us tonight. And the second point I'd
like to make, Mr. Chairman, is on the quotation the
Minister has used | think, fairly front and centre, on
the Snavely quotation that Snavely, in effect, doesn’t
believe that the grain market cannot pay all the actors
in it without having subsidy coming in from some-
where because the system can't afford it. It's interest-
ing that the Minister would choose that particular
quote, which happens to support his position, but
doesn’'tmake any mentionother thanin the text of his
material that he doesn’t trust Snavely’s figures on
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calculating what is a compensatory rate.

If | recall the analysis done on the Snavely report
that's containedin the information the Minister tabled
the other day, he found a great deal of fault with the
cost figures that Snavely had on the railroads and, in
effect, found them to be much higher than what they
needed to recover a compensatory rate. So, on one
hand we have the Minister saying that Snavely has
made a great point in saying the all the actors in the
system cannot survive without asubsidy, on the other
hand he essentially tears down the Snavely Reportin
saying that their cost analysis of railway shipping
costs are not accurate.

If the Snavely Report is only half-accurate some-
where, | supposeit’s avalue judgment as to which part
is accurate; if the cost analysis by Snavely is inaccu-
rate in the Minister’s estimation, maybe also is the
statement that the Minister is fond of quoting by
Snavely equally inaccurate.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, the Member for
Pembina may or may not wish to interpret the Pepin
proposal in the way that we think is accurate and
that's a point that can be debated, but if you look at
pointfiveon his proposal, having to do with the distor-
tions, he says the economic distortions within the
agricultural sector stemming from statutory rate
should be reduced without recourse to new transpor-
tation subsidies for crops not covered by the present
statutory rate or for goods such as livestock and pro-
cessed agricultural products. So, if there is not a
new subsidy dollar, but the difference in the freight
rates oughtto be broughttogether, thenitimplies that
it may be the 612 million has to be divided by every-
body in the system rather than by the grain producer
who has enjoyed that subsidy to date. That's the only
interpretation you can give that section, Mr. Chair-
man. Now that's there for discussion and | don’t know
what’s going to come out of that discussion, but it
doesraisethe possibility thatthefederalcommitment
is a subsidy to all products produced in agriculture,
rather than a commitment of 612 million or whatever
the figure is for the shipment of grain only. And that
means if that were to come into effect that way, the 1.8
times next year is going to be much more than 1.8
times as far as the grain shippers are concerned.

And there are many other references here that one
could use; the other one having to do with consulta-
tions, suggestions from Western Agricultural Associ-
ations concerning variable rates. What kind of a situa-
tion does that open up? Once you open that door,
you're now looking at a further rail line abandonment
system and a greater transfer of responsibility to
trucking concepts as opposed to rail concepts,
transferring costs on to the provinces and to the pro-
ducers again. So, | don’'t know what other interpreta-
tion you can draw from that, Mr. Chairman, it is there
for discussion. Now I'm hopeful that after the discus-
sion, there will be some yielding on the part of the
Government of Canada on those issues, to protect the
producers of grain in the prairies. Because if there
isn’t, well then the message is very clear, Mr. Chair-
man, they are going to saddle the grain producers of
the prairies with a burden that they will not be able to
sustain.

I happentobelieve that this processmaybearsome

fruit, Mr. Chairman, and it may be that if enough
people are knowledgeable as to the options that are
being looked at, that there will be enough pressure
built up in order to convince the Government of Can-
ada as to the direction that should be taken in the
overall interest before the legislation is introduced in
Parliamentin October. Andthat'sthewhole purposes
of this exercise. If our suspicions and concerns are
unwarranted, if the direction is going to be modified,
we will still have served a good purpose, Mr. Chair-
man, indrawing theinformation that is available to the
attention of as many people as possible. No harm will
have been done by that process. On the other hand,
having not done so, a lot of harm could be done and
wewouldbe negligentin not bringing intothe discus-
sion the masses that are going to be effected by these
changes.

MR. SCOTT: Mr. Chairman, | move committee rise.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, just why are we ris-
ing at 10 o’clock when we are in the middle of a good
discussion. I'm sure the Minister doesn’t want to quit
tonight. Do you ever want to get through the Esti-
mates? Well, let's get at it. Why are we wasting time
sitting home? Why don’'tyougo homethen and let us
talk with the Minister? We can’t out-vote him tonight
anyway. I'm sure the Minister wants to get through
these tonight.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, Sam do you want to
rise right now?

MR. USKIW: There is no debate on the motion, it
doesn’t matter to me. | can sit here until midnight.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise
SUPPLY — AGRICULTURE

MR. CHAIRMAN, Jerry T. Storie (Flin Flon): The
Committee will come to order. Continuing on page 9,
the Department of Agriculture. | would hope that the
opening remarks have been made at this point and
that we can continue with the item-by-item analysis
beginning with No. 1.(b)(1) Salaries.

The Honourable Member for Emerson.

MR.ALBERTDRIEDGER (Emerson): Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. | don’t want to take any exception to the
remarks you made about the opening remarks or
statements having been made because | hadn’t even
properly got warmed up. It was Private Members’
Hour and | want to sort of pick up from there and have
a go at it. I'm sure that should be quite acceptable.

I'd mentioned before the Private Members’ Hour
some concern about the lack of concern that the
present administration has towards agriculture. | also
made some mention about the sort of window dress-
ing thatthe present Minister of Agriculture has toward
agriculture, and | was trying to sort of just justify some
of these remarks when we were interrupted at that
time with Private Members’ Hour.

| think everybody in this House pretty well accepts
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the fact that our No. 1 industry in this province is
agriculture, and then when | look at the amount
expended under this category here then | have some
grave concerns — $42,134,000 is planned to be
expended thisyear,itwas $39 millionlastyear—and|
have to be really concerned with the major industry
we have in this province that we do not have more
initiative shown by this government especially when
they were outin hustings and indicating to the people
all the various things that they were goingtodoforthe
agriculture community and I'd like to make reference
to a few of them.

One of them was, of course, the Beef Stabilization
Program or some kind of a beef program that was
initiated during the election stages at that time, and |
realize full well — the Minister is sort of looking dis-
gusted and well he should because | realize that we're
going to be talking about this at a later time in the
Estimates, understandably so — but we're talking of
planning and administration and | want to talk about
the planning aspect of it just for a llttle bit because
we've at various times in the House questioned the
Minister about who are the people he consulted with
before he brought hisprogramdown, and we've never
really had a proper answer on that.

| took some time to consult with the people in sou-
theast Manitoba. We have organizations there like the
Southeast Cattle Improvement Association with much
activity going out there and in therecent months. We
have an association called the SPADA Group out
there that pretty well covers the whole southeast, and
when we raised the question with the Minister about
who has been consulted before this program was
initiated, we've neverhad aproperanswer onit. These
are things under Planning that we want to try and
establish what happened. How did you come up with
the program that has been announced? We want to
work on the details of the program later on, but | want
to know how he initiated the thing, the planning of it.
Who were the people that advised the Minister of
Agriculture in terms of what he was doing when he
came up with this program?

| also had the opportunity of getting back to my
people in the area of southeast Manitoba and it's a
poor area to some degree. The people are struggling
out there; the economic times are tough. Many of
these people are beef raisers; they don’'t have much
acreage and when we look at the proposed Beef
Income Program thatthe Minister has announced and
he'strying to forcesomeofthesepeopleto feed cattle
through to finish, these guys have to go out and buy
the grain before they do that because they don’t have
that kind of cultivated acreage even. But what hap-
pened, and Mr. Minister I'd like to draw your attention
to the fact that after —youknow, it'sonly been alittle
while —but the initial reactionto your announcement
of the program has been very, very negative. The
cow-calf producers in may area say, hey, haveit. We
don’twantany partofitand you know why? There's a
few reasons why, because it isn’t that many years ago
whenthe present administration thatwasthenin gov-
ernment at thattime came up with a beef stabilization
program of some sorts. It took us years to sort that
mess out where they tied peoplein for five years. Now,
we didn’'t stop at five years; we go on with six years
and these guys look at it and they don’t even look at
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the details to any degree. They say, have it; we don’t
want any part of it.

When the Minister’s budgeting for $17.5 million or
$20 million in whatever category, $50 per cow, these
guys are leery, they're not even going to get involved
in this kind of thing. And if you're talking of helping
any people in the beef industry, it's going to be darn
few, and pardon the expression, because they have
no faith inthe kind of program that you come up with.
You're trying to lock them into a six-year program
again. We know that three weeks from now, | would
say within two weeks from now, the Federal Minister
is indicating he's going to come up with an
announcement. There's no provision in here where
anybody jumping into this program that has been
announced that they can step into something else
whatever the case may be. He's sitting there rubbing
his hands.

The previous Minister of Agriculture as well as the
present Minister agree thatit would be betterto havea
national program rather than a provincial program,
but this Minister along with his colleagues during the
election said, hey, we're going to come up with a new
program. It'sbeenalongtime. Yousaidyou'd help the
beef people; you promised an Interest Relief Program
for farmers. What an embarrassment it must be to the
Minister. It must be, pardon the expression, one hell
of an embarrassment to him. | withdraw that expres-
sion, Mr. Chairman. He must be blushing in his seat
when he talks of the kind of relief he's giving to any-
body, to the farm population in that respect, and we
will be on top of that and checking these things out.

These are the things when we talk of the planning,
the Minister of Agriculture at the present time as |
indicated before, | think he gives a lot of lip service to
the people in the farm community, but he isn’'t going
todoadarnthingforthem. They arealready skeptical
right now — lip service is what we get — and there is
notgoingtobeanythinginthereforthe farmersatall.
They're struggling, fighting and what | tell my people,
you’'ll have to struggle on your own because this Min-
ister and this government is not concerned about the
people in the agricultural community.

The number one industry and what do we have?
Nothing. We have all kinds of other departments that
have got greatincreases. We have $3-million increase
in the Department of Agriculture; $3 million;
percentage-wise, fractional, really fractional. And
that is using some of the figures in there for the pro-
gram that he is announcing; the biggest portion of it
willnotbespent. Thatistheaggravation. The Minis-
ter of Agriculture sort of tried to embarrass the pre-
vious Minister of Agriculture stating that in this Hog
Stabilization Program there weren’t enough funds
and this and that. Well, I'll tell you something, the
program that you've announced you’ll have funds
there because nobody’'s going to enterinto it. It's a
misconception, that's what it is, but the rural people
know what’s going on. And ourselves as Opposition
and the farm community will come after this Minister
and we’ll make you blush in your seat because what
you've done, you're doing basically nothing. The
areas where | could feel that this Minister should
move on.

Wehaveagoodprogram going in the southeast, for
example, which is sort of a have-not type of area. The
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same thing applies along the peripheral area, when
we look atthe map, you know the marginal lands, this
type of thing. The previous Minister of Agriculture
came up with some good programs: selling of Crown
lands which has already been stopped, was stopped
immediately; the sale of LGD vested lands which was
agood program, which is in difficulty; the Tree Land
Program which he cannotremove because that would
cause ariot in the country.

MR. CHAIRMAN: TheHonourable Minister on apoint
of order.

MR. URUSKI: The honourable member indicated
that in his remark something about LGD vested lands
is in difficulty, can he elaborate on that statement? Is
he prepared to elaborate on that statement he just
made?

MR. DRIEDGER: Mr. Chairman, that | believe comes
under the Department of Municipal Affairs and I'm
just making reference to that to some degree, but
basically whatlwastryingtoillustrateis the programs
that were in place, that were helping development
along the marginal lands, and we had agreat program
going. In fact, we had a little bronze statue of the
Minister of Agriculture previously and we polished it
every once in a while because the development that
was taking place. Every time it got tarnished the Min-
ister came out there and he met with the people and
he was concerned about them and we’'d polish it up
again. I'll tell you something, there is no way that
anybody’s going to build a statue for the Minister of
Agriculture at this stage of the game.

We had for example the Tree Land Program, it's
been very instrumental. | understand, and correct me
so | hope, and maybe the Minister in his remarks can
confirm the fact that the brushing program, the Tree
Land Programis going to be maintained and expanded
on possibly to include the Interlake, it's been very
beneficial.

When | look at the Estimates and sort of scan
through them under Research for example, and |
know we have to go line-by-line, but I'm talking of the
general things. We need more monies in thatarea. Do
you know what we have? The same amount of money
expended there, and that concerns me. That shows
exactly the concern that this administration has
towards agriculture. If the Minister is looking at his
Estimates thereit says $850,000, Agricultural Research
Grant and the same thing again this year. That shows
their priority. What they do they give lip service.

This government of the day does not care about
agriculture. You're trying to maintain it but you're not
prepared to promote the extension of this kind of No.
1industry. You want to do ManOQil, spend all kinds of
money there. You want to spend money all over the
place, butyoudon’'twanttospenditinagriculture. We
noticed the same thing when we dealt with the
Department of Natural Resources in terms of drain-
age, etc., in the province. These are all things related
to agriculture in the rural community, this Minister
doesn’t care. He gives us lip service but he doesn't
care. He's trying to fudge the issues.

This Minister, and I'd like to draw it to his attention,
thatwithin my constituency forexample, the Emerson
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constituency, we have approximately 40 small com-
munities. The biggest community is a very small
community, possibly like St. Pierre, maybe like St.
Malo, maybe like Niverville, all related to agriculture.
Allthese 40 communities are reliant on what happens
in the Department of Agriculture. What happens to
the agricultural base, whether it is specialized under
the area of supply management and broilers, dairy
production, grain production, beef production, it’s all
related to that, every businessinthat whole southeast
there is dependent on what happens with the agricul-
tural community. High interest rates have created a
lot of problems.

So prior to the election this government came up
and said, we will solve that, we will solve that. They
haven’t solved a problem for one individual in my
area.lfitis so, ifthe Minister can prove me wrong | will
get up pubicly and apologize that you probably
solved the problem of one or two and I'm prepared to
do that. It's been a, how should | say, a camouflage
and this is what happens. This Minister hasn’'t come
up with one thing to date that looks positive for the
agricultural community. —(Interjection)— | like that.
A member just asked what did we do? Well, if that is
the case, if this is an invitation, | would like to explain
what we did in terms of when we had the flood, when
we had the drought, and what we did to the beef
industry with aprogram that was strapped around the
beefindustry’s neck? | can go to many things.

Actually, | suppose, Mr. Chairman, you're giving me
that look and maybe | shouldn’t get into that because
that could take a lot of time. —(Interjection)— leave?
Did somebody say leave?

I'd just like to indicate to the Minister there is room
for research especially when we have a Tree Line
Program, why is there not an increase insomeof this
research because we need an improvement in many
of these things. When we start developing some of the
more marginal lands, we need programs and informa-
tion through the Ag Reps’ system that will improve
some of these things, the kind of crops they can grow
ontheselands. Is there anythinglike that? None at all.

It’s a maintenance budget that we basically have
from this Minister and he gets up there, he waves his
armsand I've seen him go like this. I'm doing all these
things for everybody. It's a great disappointment
especially inthe southeast. |, personally, have to indi-
catethatthereis noconcern atall. What bothers me is
that, | think, prior to 1977 when the present govern-
ment got defeated at that time, what defeated them
was basically the fact and | want to substantiate this
because — why does the rural area not support the
NDP philosophy or the present administration, why?
Because they’'ve shown in the pastthey don’t care, not
abouttheindividual. They talk about the family farms;
they haven't got a clue what it's all about. They talk of
buying lands; we will not borrow money through
MACC to buy lands because again, they're initiating
the program of, we call it state farm. You can call it
what you like. Basically, itis government buying land
indicating who's going to be the landlord and that
kind of philosophy is what has always created con-
sternation in the agricultural community and will
again. And you're embarking on the same things that
knocked you out last time and will again and it won't
take eight years this time. | can guarantee that.
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During my Throne Speech address, | made some
reference to a cheap-food policy and I'd like to just
make reference to that again. When we consider that
in this country of ours — I think it's the best country in
the world — that we spend 18 percent of the earned
dollar on food consumption and it's going down;
when we consider that to the other countries where
we have 30, 40 and in some extreme cases almost 60
percent of the earned dollar spent for food; we spend
18 percent of it and the Minister’s sitting there and
saying, things are tough but whatever, you know.
Until we're going to change the attitude of that Minis-
ter of the Ministersacross the country we have to start
promoting a different philosophy, in terms of how
much are people going to spend for food? | am saying
that the consumers havetopay fortheirfood. Thisis
notanewthought. This has been promoted before in
many other countries and it’s effective in othercoun-
tries. They're paying for the food. Here we don't
believe in that. And this Minister with $3 million
increasein his budget says, “hey,youknowI'mdoing
great things for the farmers.” You're not doing any-
thing for the farmers. You're not even properly —how
should | put this? — you're noteven properly tolerat-
ing them. And they will come back, and this Ministeris
going to have a very difficult time. Things are very
tough right now economically in the farm community
and he himself indicated that. But I'll tell you some-
thing, his sympathy is not going to be good enough,
andldon’tknow what his positioniswhenhe getsinto
Cabinet because certainly he should have fought for
more money in his department.

Now, I've got some remarks off, you know that
bothered me, I've got them off my shoulders type of
thing. The thing that | would like to ask of the Minister
of Agriculture. I've tried to ask this before: whatis the
Minister’s position in terms of supply management in
the beef industry? He has been hedging and fudging
that thing and you know his program where he wants
to set up amarketing commission, abeefcommission
type of thing where everything goes through it, the
concept, it's again Billie’s big farm type of concept,
you know. These are things that we will pursue as we
go item-by-item and | just want to get these things
now and indicate to the Minister that these things
we're going to come back on as we go line-by-line,
this type of thing. To this date, he has not made any
positive answers to anybody when a questions have
been asked.

We talk of open government, his Premier has indi-
cated open government, and this Minister has not
given one proper direct answer unless he was
squeezed into a corner and then finally it was yes or
no. That had to do with the Beef Program; that had to
do with Supply Management, many other things and
in all fairness, because | think it is important that we
deal with theseissues, | wouldindicate to the Minister
it's going to be a long Estimates unless the Minister
gets up there and says exactly where he stands and
quits fudging the issues.

Thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Roblin-Russell.

MR. J. WALLY McKENZIE (Roblin-RusséII): Thank
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you, Mr. Chairman. There’s a few remarks that I'd like
to add to the opening sector of the Minister’'s Esti-
mates and put in therecord for the agricultural indus-
try in our province, our No. 1 industry.

The Minister in his opening remarks left me some-
what concerned in that he left me with the under-
standing that he wasn’t sure how severe the economic
problems andthe other problemsthatouragriculture
is facing in the province today, how severe they actu-
ally were.

| suppose in his own capacity with his political
background and certainly having a lot of knowledge
of the turkey industry, his limitations end about there,
Mr. Chairman, and | would think with the staff, all he
has to do is very briefly go and discuss some of the
serious problems that we have in this province with
his staff, who I'm sure are quite familiar with it. The ag
reps they're dotted around this province, are very
familiar with some of the very serious problems that
we have — and | have on occasion taken this, | guess
you wouldn't call it a Regina Manifest, maybe at the
Honourable Minister’'s constituency where they
cooked up this great document that they used to
brainwash the people of this province during the elec-
tion campaign — it raises some very serious ques-
tions with the staff that work for the Honourable Min-
ister. The one I've been going around and talking to,
the various ag reps and staffin the department, is this
one, unless decisive action is taken now Manitoba’s
family farms and the rural communities that service
them are going to simply vanish.

Mr. Chairman, if the Honourable Minister would
jump in my car with me tomorrow I'll take him around
and show him a lot of communities, unless he comes
up with some more programs and more planning than
we see in these Estimates, that will simply vanish as
it'sspelled out in that manifesto. It's atragedy that the
Minister brings his Estimates here before this House |
daresay in my time — and I've been here 15, 16 years
in this Legislature — | never saw the agricultural
industry in this province in a more critical condition
than it is as we sit here tonight; very very serious and
before very long a lot of things are going to be such
that there is going to be no industry. | raised it the
other day, unless first of all the inflationary factor is
attacked not only by this province but by the Federal
Government, unless we can dampen inflation there
will be no more agriculture in this province, there is no
room. Agriculture can't afford the double digit infla-
tion that is going on year after year after year when
their commodity prices areremaining the same or are
lower year after year after year. You don't have tobe a
very brilliant politician to make that allegation.

I'm surprised that in this opening statement of this
Minister he said nothing basically aboutinflation, and
what he and his government is going to do to attack
that disease that’s plagueing this country. He never
said a word and his First Minister has never attacked
that, nor has his Finance Minister attacked that prob-
lem and that makes me concerned then, Mr. Chair-
man, most concerned.

| daresay if the farm population around this prov-
ince were sitting in this forum tonight they would be
most concerned to see this Minister laying his spend-
ing program for the year ahead on this, and there is
nothing there at all. In fact he hasn’'t even openly
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committed himself that he is going to try and help
Trudeau rastle inflation to the ground. Of course,
Trudeau has never rastled to the groundbecause he’s
never tried.

But I'm asking this Minister, I'm asking you tonight,
you are the Minister of this, what are you going to do
totryandrastleinflation to the ground? What policies
have you got? What plans have you got in your Esti-
mates with your government that's going to be posi-
tive and directly try and attack inflation? Because if
you're not interested — and he was laughing a
moment ago — then ball game over, ball game over,
Mr. Chairman, ball game over.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. The Honourable
Minister on a point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, on a point of privilege.
The honourable member can make all the comments
he wants but, Mr. Chairman, when he makes serious
allegations that someone s laughing about the plight
of the farmer in Manitoba, that member should apol-
ogize and take those words back. We arevery serious
in what we are doing here, Mr. Chairman. If the
member is not serious than he had better not make
those allegations, he should withdraw those allega-
tions, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Roblin-Russell.

MR. McKENZIE: Mr. Chairman, onthe same point of
order, | would like you to toshow me in the Rule Book
where | can't make an allegation that somebody is
laughing in this Chamber, show me the Rule.

MR. URUSKI: Thehonourable memberin hisremarks
insinuated that | was laughing at the plight of the
farmers, Mr. Chairman, that's the very remarks he was
making. Mr. Chairman, the Estimates that | have pres-
ented in all seriousness was meant to deal with the
problems the farmers are facing. The honourable
member is insinuating that some members on this
side including myself are laughing at the farmers in
Manitoba. Mr. Chairman, | challenge him to withdraw
that statement on the basis of the remarks that he has
made.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. We wouldn’t want
the debate to deteriorate into a shouting match. |
would just suggest that members on both sides be
more thoughtful in their remarks and perhaps if we
could continue from here on an item-by-item analy-
sis, that might be possible.

Order please. The rules ordinarily require that the
member speak from his seat. The rules also allow the
Minister to move to a seat that will accommodate him
andhis officials therefore | would recognize the Hon-
ourable Minister of Community Services and
Corrections.

Order please. The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. JAMES E. DOWNEY (Arthur): On that same
point of order, Mr. Chairman, you've indicated that it

has been the procedure to speak from the member’s
chair. Would it not have been appropriate for the Min-
ister to have moved over so that the individual can
speak from the chair at this particular time? However,
Mr. Chairman, to accommodate the House we would
allowthe membertomakehiscommentsfromthe . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Roblin-Russell.

MR. McKENZIE: On the same point of order, | warn
you, Mr. Chairman, if you're making a ruling that
members can speak from any chairin this Chamber, it
will be a nightmare for the Pages in this place. It's
never been done in my years here, and | warn you to
watch what you are doing, Sir.

MR. URUSKI: To the same point of order, Mr. Chair-
man, the Honourable Member for Roblin should
remember that his Minister had to move, members
had to move from the second bench down in the
Estimates, and it so happens that the Estimates pro-
cess, where the table’s been set up for the Estimates
has been not next to my chair. Other Ministers have
moved and have used other chairs. | happen to be
sitting in the Minister’s chair, Mr. Chairman, so he
should be able to speak from that point.

MR. MCKENZIE: Pointoforder, Mr. Chairman, all I'm
tryingtodoisbehelpful. thasnever happenedin my
time here that members are allowed to speak from
other than their own chair unless we use the Esti-
mates system and the Minister is allowed to come
downtothefrontand bring his staff in. | forewarnyou
because,then on any given day any member cansitin
any chair, and it would be very difficult for you, Mr.
Chairman, or especially the Pages to see people shuf-
fling all over and very difficult to manage.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Just before — on a point of order?
The Member for EiImwood.

MR. RUSSELL DOERN (Elmwood): | mean because
of the fact that the Minister happens to be occupying
his colleague’s seat, | think it's only sensible thatthe
other Minister may be allowed to speak from another
seat. | mean that's just common sense, otherwise
you're going to play musical chairs. | also want to say
to the last speaker that there was alongstanding tradi-
tion in this House going back to day one that a
member who was in the House for a vote was com-
pelled to vote. As | recall, he's the first person who
violated that tradition a couple of years ago.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. | appreciate the
remarks from the Member for Roblin-Russeli and with
that understanding | would ask leave for the Minister
to speak from a different seat. Does he have leave?
(Agreed)

The Honourable Member for Community Services
and Corrections.

HON.LEONARD EVANS (BrandonEast): Thankyou,
Mr. Chairman, | appreciate theproblemthatyou were
presented with and it is for some reason or other all
the Ministers on this side seem to enjoy my chair.
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| rose strictly on a point of order to try to facilitate
the orderly and rational review of the Minister’s Esti-
mates. | wanted to point out, Mr. Chairman, that we're
dealing with an item called Planning and Manage-
ment, | believe. The Honourable Member for Roblin
was, in my view, wandering far off the topic of Plan-
ning and Management. It seems to me that the kind of
debate we heard from the Member for Roblin was
more appropriate under the Minister’s Salary. | gather
we're not on the Minister’s Salary, so it seems to me
thatitis out of order totalk on far-ranging philosophi-
cal matters. | would think that you would want to get
onto the item under review, the very specific item
under review. | think that's the orderly way of dealing
with the Estimates of any department.

MR. CHAIRMAN: | think that point has already been
made. | would thank the Minister for adding to it. |
would hope we could proceed from here on an item-
by-item basis. The Minister has indicated that he!s
willing to answer all questions as they come under the
appropriate item and perhaps we could proceed with
that understanding.

On the same point of order, the Member for
Emerson.

MR. DRIEDGER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, on that
same point of order. | wonder if somebody could
clarify Planning and Management, which is under
General Administration if not anything that the Minis-
ter of Agriculture does comes under Planning and
Management; if there’'s a change here, that these
things don’t come under that kind of heading, if
somebody could indicate where we're at, that would
be fine.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, if the honourable
member wants to know; he raised questions about
credit, MACC is Item No. 3; he raised questions about
the Beef Income Assurance Program, Mr. Chairman,
that topic is Item No. 10; he raised questions about
marketing and the like, of agricultural products; he
raised questions about the AgroMan Agreement; if
the member looks through the Estimates, all those
items are listed in those areas that we can discuss very
much in detail, the various topics that he has covered,
all those items that he’s touched upon right now.
Everyarea, | can assure him that he will have a chance
to discuss in depth, his AgroMan Agreement and
those areas in the specifics ofitems that we will come
to in the Estimates.

MR. DRIEDGER: Mr. Chairman, on the same point of
order, just to clarify things. | appreciate the fact that
we can go into detail on all these things and that's why
when | made my remarks, | made them on a general
basis which actually applied to Planning and Man-
agement, and that's what | think the Member for
Roblin-Russell was doing at the same time; that we
are covering not specific instances, we want to get
into all these little details yet. We'll be here for along
~ time. We're making general statements in terms of
Planning and Management which is what this is all
about. Once wegetdown to crop insurance and stuff
of that nature, then we will deal with specifically that.
Now we're covering sort of the planning aspect of it, of
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the administration. Thatis basically what we're doing.
By anybody’s raising objections, certainly the Member
for Brandon East to raise objections to that, | can't
understand that.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Item 1(b)(1).
The Member for Roblin-Russell.

MR. McKENZIE: Mr. Chairman, for your benefit, I'l
use the word planning every second line if that's
going to be helpful to the Committee. I'm also regret-
ful that the rule that you made tonight, Mr. Chairman,
becauserightnow I feellike walking down and sitting
in that chair over there and carrying on my remarks
for the rest of the night. We'll face those precedents
when things happen in this place and the rules are
changed which | regret, but, nevertheless, that ruling
is made and it's over.

Mr. Chairman, let’s get back to the subject matter.
Of course, anytime you ever bring a matter of any
serious concern to socialists, they start dragging the
redherrings across theroom. I'veseenitforyears and
years. | was trying to get out of this Minister, some
sense of order or a commitment, what he and this
government intend to do about inflation in these
Estimates and in the year ahead, the year ahead after
that, and the year ahead after that. I'm very serious. |
was never more serious as | have as amember. | want
this Minister and this government to respond at the
earliest possible date. Of course, that's the way they
operate. Once you bring a serious matter to the atten-
tion of this Minister, they drag these red herrings
across the floor because | don’t think they have a
policy. | don't think they have a program to deal with
that matter.

My second question to the Honourable Minister in
Planning, what’s he going to do in this government
about energy costs that’s going to kill the agricultural
industry in this province? Is he going to send direc-
tives to Ottawa and give us the benefit when the Amer-
icans are buying gasright across the border today for
98 cents agallon? His NDP Caucus in Ottawaand that
group support the energy policies thatwe're facingin
this country today. | want to know where he stands,
and his government, on the future energy policy of the
agriculturalindustry in this province. | don’twant him
to skate around that one or drag red herrings across
this floor. | want the policy of that government laid on
the line. Where do you stand on the energy polices of
the Federal Government and what are you going to do
about it and are you going to make some . . . and
express the concern of the agricultural industry in this
province? | want some answers; | wantsome answers
and the agricultural industry in this province deserves
some answers from this Minister and this government.

First of all, inflation; that's the first answer | want.
The second one, what's he going to do about energy
costs? The third problem, Mr. Chairman, that | would
like to know and he wonders about how severe the
problems are out in rural Manitoba. May | draw to his
attention today how bad it is in Roblin. Roblin Forest
Products, that industry that's thrived for decades, is
shut down. Winnipegosis, where the Marchenski
Lumber Company has been set for 25 years, shut
down; the box factory, Winnipegosis, shut down;
Clement’s, Russell, the biggest, the oldest General
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Motor dealership, | daresay of all of Western Canada
is in receivership. Does he think there are not some
serious problems out in the country, Mr. Chairman?
—(Interjection)— Well, he asked the question, what
are thinks like outin the country? I'mtelling him, they
are bad; they are very serious.

May I ask himvery quickly, Mr. Chairman, what'’s he
going to do to the beef herds, the purebred and the
registered beefherds, who in my constituency, | dare-
say, have the finest registered purebred beef herds
anywhere in Canada? Notaword, notaword. He's got
some kind of a two-bit beef program. He never even
mentioned those people in his communique. Not a
word, notaword, he never mentioned those people at
all. What is he going to do for the dairy industry in this
province, Mr. Chairman? | stand up here week after
week after week and ask him what he’s going to do
about this problem at Rossburn, the cheese factory at
Rossburn and Pilot Mound. You know what | get? A
sort of a stern look across the way and he doesn’t say
anything; he says we're looking at it, we're reviewing
it.

Mr. Chairman, when cheese, an edible food in this
province which we've grown in surplus, it's being
manufactured in surplus at Pilot Mound and Ross-
burn. Cheese, which you can eat, and this Minister
and this government say they can't sell it? What's
wrong with this province? What's wrong with this
country? What's wrong with this government? But he
didn’t say that in their communique that they ran
around the province with, Mr. Chairman. What did he
say: “Unless decisive action is taken now.” That was
likely written last October, November?

Manitoba’s family farms and their rural communi-
ties that service them are simply going to vanish. What
are you going to do about those people who are
unemployed in that cheese factory in Rossburn?
Have you got a job for them? What about the ones
who are unemployed at Rossburn? Have you got ajob
forthem? Mr. Chairman, hehasnothing. What are you
going to do with those dairy producers? Those dairy
producers have been established there all their lives
and are now trucking milk to Yorkton. | now under-
stand there’s a possible conflictin the plantat Yorkton
and they may not be able to take their milk, or how
long are they going to have to drive their milk to St.
Claude or there’s some to Silverwood's in the city
here. Is that what you're talking about in this mani-
festo, Mr. Minister? Is that the future of agriculture at
Rossburn? Is that the future of agriculture in Russell,
in Roblin, in Grandview, in Gilbert Plains? Mr. Minis-
ter, you are not telling us half enough of what you're
going to do or maybe you can’t do anything; and if you
can’'t do anything, stand up and say so.

But, Mr. Chairman, they don’tdo that. Every time we
ask a serious question, they throw this Crow thing up
and then they start to giggle. We're going to get you
guys on the Crow; we're going to get you guys over
here onthe Crow. Let me remind you once and for all,
Mr. Minister, and all your backbenchers over there,
you think you're the only ones in this province that
represent the agricultural community. That's a joke.
There’'s nobody in our caucus that hates the policies
of the Federal Government any worse than | do. | don’t
trustthat Federal Government, | never did, | never will
until they removethe guys thatarein thererightnow.
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If you stand up and think that we're supporting the
Crow that they're going to ram down our throats, no
way, no way. Every day they come with glee: “We're
goingto getyou guys on the Crow, we're going to get
you guys.”

You remind your colleagues in Ottawa. Who put
Trudeau back in office when he was down in ‘79? The
NDP caucus over there put him back in. Who put
those rights in the Charter that you're not allowed to
own property in this country any more? The guys
opposite, the New Democratic Party. The day thatyou
stand up and say, Mr. Chairman, that they represent
the people of this province, forget it, forget it . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please, order please.
The Member for EImwood on a point of order.

POINT OF ORDER

MR.DOERN: Mr.Chairman,|justwanttosaythatthe
member promised he'd use the word “planning” in
every second sentence. He hasn’t used it yet —
(Interjection)— maybe planning to do it. But, Mr.
Chairman, I'm simply saying, he is getting a bit off the
topic.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. I'm inclined to agree
with the Member for EImwood that the discussion has
strayed from the topic. Would the member please
keep his comments to the point?

MR. McKENZIE: Didn’t | tell you, Mr. Chairman,
every time you raise something in this House that’s
important, they drag another red herring across the
floor.

When | started talking about what they did, what the
New Democratic Party did, to the Constitution of this
country, where they put aclausein there that people
don’t have the right to own property and then he
raises a stink and gets up and says — but neverthe-
less, the facts are there.

Mr. Chairman, let us get serious about the cheese
industry at Rossburn and Pilot Mound. What's this
Minister goingtodowiththatsurplus cheese? Has he
gotany policiesatall,afood item? Aretheyfacingthe
future in Rossburn and Pilot Mound that they’ll never
open those plants again, because that's my under-
standing. My understanding was that if those markets
that they had enjoyed were not fulfilled by March 31st,
those cheese contracts would be lost forever. | tell
you, it took a long long time for Rossburn to get that
cheese contract that they have and the Minister
knows that. If it's gone, we may never get it back.
—(Interjection)— | know he doesn't, atleasthe hasn't
done anything about it, and that is great concern to
the Rossburn people and it should be. My gosh, that's
their No. 1 industry in that town.

Maybe the fault should lie with the Minister of Co-
operative Development over there because if we can
help the credit union movement in this province as we
have the other day, my gosh, the cheeseindustry isn’t
looking for that much money. They just want some
guidance and they want some guts and they want
some courage from this Minister and this govern-
ment, and they're not getting it. I'm very annoyed and
I'm sure the people in Rossburn and Pilot Mound are
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annoyed, and they have a right to be. What about
those poor dairy producers? What about them? Isthat
their future, to drag milk to Yorkton or St. Claude or
Silverwood's for the next 10 years? It scares me, it
scares me.

The other thing that | want the Minister to tell me is
what'’s the future for the purebred and the registered
breeders in this province? | thought he would have
some statement in his opening remarks about it
because they havereal problems out there today. As |
said, | daresay, the finest breedingstock of all Canada
rests right in this province and a lot of it is in my
constituency and the Minister knows that. They are
very very concerned because they've got all those
herds out there of young bulls and they can't sell
them. When the market is depleted and the inflation-
ary factoris running so high whowantstogetinto the
beef industry when you have to prop them up with
programs such as the Minister announced this week.
They are concerned, and greatly concerned and
maybe we can’t solve that alone in this province but
certainly all the Ministers of Agriculture across this
country had better address themselves to that prob-
lem very very quickly because if we lose that base
there goes the beef industry, not only in this province
but all across Canada.

So with those few remarks in the planning part of
the Minister, | look forward with keen interestto some
of the answers which | hope the Minister will be able to
provide to me and the people in my constituency.

| thank you, Mr. Speaker.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Item 1.(b)(1) Salaries. The Hon-
ourable Member For Morris.

MR. CLAYTON MANNESS (Morris): Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, I'd just like to know specifically what posi-
tions are covered under item (b)(1)?

MR. URUSKI: There are 10 positions under item
(b)(1); thatis the Deputy Minister, secretary to myself,
to the Deputy Minister, and another secretary in my
office, the Administrative Assistant to the Deputy,
there is the DREE negotiator, Executive Assistant to
the Minister, Special Assistant to the Minister, Co-
ordinator of Program Policies and the Director of
Grain Transportation in terms of the staff that are
under this Budget - 10 staff.

MR. MANNESS: Two items, in particular, and | didn’t
quite catch them but | heard you mention the Director
of Grain Transportation, maybe you can tell me who
that is, and secondly, you mentioned a Policy Co-
ordinator, maybe you could tell me who that is also.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, those two areas, the
Policy Co-ordinator has retired, but I've given him all
the functional names of the staff in the department.
There is no one directly in this position now, there is
someone in an acting position in the policy co-
ordinating area; and the Director of Transportation
was Mr. Forbes.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, my first comment |

would like to make in regard to the Planning and
Management, | thought the Member for Roblin-Russell
had asked some specific questions of the Minister
coming out of the Planning and Management part of
the department. I'd asked him earlier if there had been
ongoing discussions with the Federal Government
and | think what the Member for Roblin-Russell has
done is further asked some questions in direct rela-
tionship to what kinds of comments or discussions or
relationship is there between the Federal-Provincial
Government, particularly on asubject which | feltvery
strongly about, Mr. Chairman. The Member for
Roblin-Russell pointed out again the high cost of
energy that the producers of agricultural commodi-
ties are facing and one of the recommendations, and
one of the things that | spoke about earlier in this
House, and that is, is the Minister still requesting the
Federal Minister of Agriculture and the Federal Gov-
ernment to remove the federal taxes that farmers are
paying through the purchase of their farm fuels and
their energies because it is a fairly major cost to the
farm producer thus being carried forward to the con-
sumers. Not only, Mr. Chairman, as a direct cost on
the diesel fuels and the gasolines that they are pur-
chasing, Mr. Chairman, but also on the natural gas
that goesinto the fertilizer which has also had tagged
to it the cost of operating a Federal Government,
particularly in purchasing PetroCan and Petrofina.

I don’t believe, Mr. Chairman, that the farm com-
munity, when they’re already buying combines, trac-
tors and all those things that it takes to produce food,
should be forced to buy an energy company at the
same time through their tax money. And that'’s a pol-
icy | would hope, Mr. Chairman, that this Minister
would carry forward with some way of alleviating
someof the high prices ofenergy that the farmers are
paying; | think that's the point that has to be made. Is
that the kind of policy we can expect from this Minis-
ter? It isn't a factor of costing him money; is his
department advancing or promoting that particular
policy to the Federal Ministers of Agriculture and to
their deputies and all the staff in Ottawa. Because, Mr.
Chairman, | think it's agood common-sense approach
to take, again, at no cost to this Minister, to this Treas-
ury, but as arelief to the farm community and a relief
to the consumers because it is allowing them to keep
producing their food atless cost. Soitisanimportant
factor and | think it has to be carried forward by this
Minister. It isn’t a cost factor but, in fact, creating an
environment.

So, Mr. Chairman, the Member for Roblin-Russell
has asked a direct question, particularly on the
energy issue and also on the inflationary factors, and
again | would hope the Minister of Agriculture and his
staff, through his Planning and Management and
whatever this comes under, would again advance to
the Federal Government and to the policymakers in
this country and point out that when itcomesto infla-
tion, Mr. Chairman, that the farmers are recipients of
inflation when it comes to the costs of input and they
are the recipients of what they receive for their com-
modities. And the accumulative affect of all the infla-
tionary costs on the machinery and the fueland all the
otherinputs, Mr. Chairman, has created the problems
that the Member for Roblin-Russell has pointed out.
What is the Minister advancing to the Federal Gov-
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ernment as far as his policies on how we can correct,
Mr. Chairman, some of the inflationary problems.

Mr. Chairman, | read sometime ago in the Free
Press where one of the Minister’s staff, and we’'ll get
into it a little bit earlier, at an outlook conference, it
was reported in the Free Press, had reported that the
answer to the inflationary problems of this country
and this nation and this province rested with Ronald
Reagen. That was one of the staff members of the
Department of Agriculture, reported in the frontpage
of the Free Press, Mr. Chairman. But what does the
First Minister do. He gets up and he slashes away at
the President of the United States for trying to control
inflation. What ae his answers? Does he believe in
what his staff have said? Does he listen to what they
say; is that correct; does he believe that some of the
controlling of the inflationary costs that farmers are
facing rests with some of the policies that are being
developed in the United States or is he just letting it
float and not being a part of it?

Those are specific answers that | would hope he
would come forward with as far as policies and what
input his staff have. He's got the staff around him to
make recommendations on some controls or what the
effects of inflation are having on the farm community,
they're specific questions which | would hope he
would have an answer for.

Mr. Chairman, on the Planning and Management
positions he has said that, | believe he said that, Mr.
Reg Forbes — he wasn't clear on it. Is Mr. Reg Forbes
still employed as the Grain Transportation
Co-ordinator with the Department of Agriculture?

MR. URUSKI: No, Mr. Chairman, he is not employed
as the Grain Transportation Co-ordinator, his duties
have been re-assigned.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, he is saying that he is
not any longer working as a Grain Transportation
Co-ordinator. Mr. Chairman, | will ask the Minister
who now is carrying out the role of Grain Transporta-
tion Co-ordinator? | would have to look back at some
of the positive developments and some of the things
thathavetaken place with that position. | would hope
that he is not planning to have it removed from the
Department of Agriculture and not have an active
role. | would ask him who will be performing those
duties if he is carrying on with the position, because |
will go back to some of the things that have taken
place. That individual had a pretty good idea of what
was taking placein the grain handling and transporta-
tion industry. He had good rapport with the grain
transportation co-ordinating office, good rapport with
the Canadian Wheat Board and the Transportation
Department of that organization. He was able to put
together a lease agreement, Mr. Chairman, that this
province, when we lease cars, to help the movement
of grain. So, Mr. Chairman, there is an individual who
is doing, what | would say, has done a good job. What
is he going to be doing, what position will he be
carrying out or is he being given the golden hand-
shake like the Minister has done to alot of the Boards?
Is he going to be maintained with the Department of
Agriculture? Is there going to be a grain transporta-
tion co-ordinating position there and who is going
to fill it?
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MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, the position of grain
transportation, the responsibilities specifically of Mr.
Forbes, are now under review and under discussion
between staff within the department. The responsibil-
ities for transportation and co-ordination regarding
transportation are being undertaken by the Depart-
ment of Highways and Transportation whose Esti-
mates are now in the other committee. Those duties,
in terms of handling transportation matters and grain
transportation in particular the Crow debate, are
being handled by the Minister of Transportation.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, as well he has indi-
cated that the policy co-ordinator — I'm aware that
the individual who is filling that has retired and |
would only be remiss if | didn't make acomment about
the individual at this particular time. It was Dick Fil-
teau who did a tremendous job and | would say
through his lifetime has dedicated his life to the bet-
terment of agriculture and had probably as wide a
knowledge and as good an understanding from the
farm level right to the policy decision-making process
in government of the kinds of policies and programs
that were best suited to serve the agricultural com-
munity. The individual who | have to say was not only
a personal friend, but he had been a regional agricul-
ture representative bothin the area of Steinbachin his
initial days in the southwest corner of the province
and, of course, over to Brandon and then, of course,
moving in as a policy co-ordinator, but had a pretty
good rapport with the farm community, with the pro-
cessing industry, with all the segments in the agricul-
tural community that are a part of it. So | would be
remiss if | didn't compliment him on his efforts and
thank him for it during this Estimate process.

Is the Minister carrying on with that position and
who is going to fill that position, Mr. Chairman?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, that position is being
filled by a Mr. Bruce Dryburgh from the department.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, apparently the Minis-
ter is not going to answer the questions that were put
forward by the Member for Roblin at this particular
time. We will have to make note of that and would
either expect the Minister to come forward with a
policy statement or position on those or keep repeat-
edly asking the questions at other points throughout
the Estimates because they're answers that we want.
We feel they're important to the continued viability
and survival of the farm community and would hope
that he would come forward with some answers.

MR. McKENZIE: Well, Mr. Chairman, I'm most disap-
pointed that the Minister is not prepared to make a
statement tonight on the matter on inflation. | raised
the matter the other day and I'll refer to the same
articleagain | think which pretty well putsitinto pers-
pective how serious this economic disease is in this
country and this article . . .

MR. URUSKI: Itappearsthatthe Honourable Member
for Roblin and some honourable members want to lay
the root causes of inflation on the doorstep of the
Minister of Agriculture of Manitoba. —(Interjection)—
Well, but that's apparently what it is.
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The Member for Emerson initially indicated that the
Department of Agriculture and the farmers of Mani-
tobawerenotbeing treatedverywell in the Estimates
of the Department of Agriculture. Maybe the member
was, | hope he was speaking in jest or otherwise he
can’t count and he can’t add, Mr. Chairman.

If onelooksatthe Estimates and looks at it carefully
in terms of what is being requested, the funds that
have been put forward are really, with the budget that
is shown and the announcements that have been
made in the last number of weeks, we see anincrease
of some 60 percent within the Department of Agricul-
ture's budget in terms of programs and policies for
rural Manitoba. The agricultural budget is shown as
42.1 million, Mr. Chairman. We had an announcement
of 17.5 for beef and the interest rate program will be
somewhere, | placed arough estimate of eight million,
it may be even more towards the farming sector.
When you add that, that totals 67 million, Mr. Chair-
man, as compared to 39 million last year in the actual
current expenditures. When you look at that Estimate,
you're talking of a 60 percent increase in the current
budget of the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, the honourable member, | will give
him one more piece of information in case he hasn’t
heard properly. The budget of Manitoba Agricultural
Credit Corporation with the present —(Interjection)—
well, now here the Member for . . .let's putitonthe
record, the Member for La Verendrye is now indicat-
ing that we're spending too much money for agricul-
ture in the Province of Manitoba.

Let the Opposition indicate where they stand on
this area. The budget of MACC virtually has doubled,
Mr. Chairman, in terms of what — we had a budget last
year | believe of 36 million. It hasbeenincreased to 50,
plus the 24 million for the beef income program in
terms of allowable loans for that sector. We have,
roughly 100 percent-plus increase in the budget of
MACC to deal with some of the problems that |
acknowledge and | think honourable members should
have acknowledged several years ago in terms of
agriculturalfinancingand the assistanceto the farmers
of Manitoba. But because of their ideological hang-
ups, they went and devised policies — and we’ll deal
with them later — but, Mr. Chairman, the Member for
Roblin has the audacity to come to this House and
say, how are you going to deal with inflation, the root
cause of inflation.

Mr. Chairman, the two root causes of inflation that
farmers face — and he talked about both of them —
interestrates, interest rates which his government, his
Minister of Finance, and while they were in govern-
ment supported the bank policies of the Government
of Canada. You are the people who have fueled the
fire of inflation in this Province of Manitoba. The Min-
ister of Finance when he was here in the former
administration got up and said, we support that the
policies of the Federal Government are basically
sound, or words tothateffect, Mr. Chairman. Now, the
Member for Roblin has the gall to come back into this
House, now that the people of Manitoba have kicked
him out and his group, Mr. Chairman, his own group
are now on the opposite side of the fence now they
can logically say, what are you going to do about the
root causes of inflation? The Member for Roblin
should go home and hide his head in shame for the
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policies that his government supported and, Mr.
Chairman, when he talks about the policies of Ronald
Reagan, should we in this country be tied to the high
interest rate policies and the restraint programs of
Ronald Reagan as being the cure-all to inflation? We
should not.

The other area on questions that they have raised is
the question of high cost of energy, Mr. Chairman,
and | agree. It was the Leader of the Opposition, the
then Premier of the province, that said that wehaveto
gotoworld prices, wehaveto support world pricesin
energy, Mr. Chairman, and these agreements that
have been supported, the agreements with the Pre-
mier of Alberta and the Prime Minister, they will take
out of the pockets of Canadian citizens, not only
farmers, but of all Canadian citizens to the tune of
over $200 million will leave and that is going to be the
greatestroot cause of inflation and the greatest cause
of increases by man made, by the stroke of a pen, Mr.
Chairman. It was your administration that said that we
have to go to world prices in energy.

Mr. Chairman, if at least | knew and if we knew that
thoseincreased costs of energy were able to be taxed
off and to be able to bring about the programs of
assistance to the agricultural sector and the like; to be
able to maintain their costs of operation and keep the
costsdown, then one could atleastargue andsayyes,
while we're increasing the costs of energy but we
know that there are offsetting programs to be able to
lower the cost of energy to our farm sector, the basic
producers of food. Mr. Chairman, | could live with
that, but that's not what they were supporting. They
were supporting a policy to make sure that the oil
industry received the properincentivestodevelop the
oil in this country, Mr. Chairman, while hundreds of
millions of dollars were being exported from this
country to the United States. We said in Manitobaas a
government — you were the government. We want to
go to world prices in oil and we support, we want to
move in that direction when we support that kind of a
move, Mr. Chairman.

Now for the members in the Opposition to get up
andsay,look whatareyoudoingaboutinflation; what
are you doing about energy costs, Mr. Chairman?
That is just totally being totally hypocritical in terms
of the stands that they took while they were in
government. Obviously, one of the greatest inflation-
ary items as well thathetouched upon anddidn’'twant
to talk about very much, because he feels some kind
of compulsion that we are trying to force his group
into a corner and that deals with the transportation
question. We are not trying to force anybody in a
corner. We want you to be on our side; to see the
damage, the potential damage that the change in the
Crow rate will have to our farmers in Manitoba.
Obviously, maybe some of you are abit schizophrenic
in terms where you should be on this issue.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please.
The Member for Tuxedo.

MR. GARY FILMON (Tuxedo): | rise on a point
of order. The Minister has used the word hypocritical
in his references to members on this side. | refer
you to Page 107 of Beauchesne which indicates
that is —(Interjection)—
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MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | apologize to the hon-
ourable members for that remark. They know very
well where they stood in terms of the policies. They
have now flip flopped when it comes to where they
stand on the issues in —(Interjection)— They are
totally unprincipled, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, the issue of transportation will be
anotherissue of greatinflation to the farmers of Mani-
toba. | hope that the members will read the informa-
tion that has been presented by the staff; the analysis.
The analysis wasdone, Mr. Chairman, by your admin-
istration. In fact, if you go back to Hansard, going
back, I think, into 1980, the former Minister of Agricul-
ture, when | raised that question in Estimates dealing
with the costs and the studies. the Ministeratthattime
promised me that he would bring me that study that
was available; that obviously he . . .

MR. DOWNEY: | would expect it delivered in the way
in which you got it.

MR. URUSKI: Well, Mr. Chairman, when the Minister
says he didn’t expect it to be delivered; when | came
into office the cupboard was bare. There wasn’t one
file in the office. Everything was destroyed in the
Minister’s office, Mr. Chairman. That’s what the Minis-
ter left me with, Mr. Chairman, and he now says . . .
even the secretaries there said my god, they forced
us, we worked so hard to put these files together, we
had to shred everything. Mr. Chairman, they were
instructed by the Minister of Agriculture when | came
in; the files were bare.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please.
The Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order.
The Minister has put on the record that | forced my
secretaries to do something. | wish he would with-
draw that statement. | never forced my secretaries to
do anything, Mr. Chairman. Equally, Mr. Chairman,
the point of order that | wanted to make is that —
(Interjection)— No, Mr. Chairman, there was no forc-
ing, it was all —(Interjection)— On the point of order,
Mr. Chairman, | think it should be left corrected on the
record that wasn't the case. The Minister’s office was
left exactly the way | found it when | became the
Minister, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | have to say that either
the Minister wasresponsible or he now admits that he
wasn’t responsible for that office. There was not one
file; not one file. He can’'t have it both ways. Either he’s
telling us that his secretaries ran his office or he ran
his office, and if the secretaries ran his office, obviously
now we understand why agriculture in Manitoba was
in the chaos it was; that there was no leadership in that
office. That's really what he is trying to tell us here
now; trying to admit to us that really he didn’t. _

I mean who would have authorized the destruction
of those files within his office. You know, I've had
people write me letters and come to my office and say
well, obviously, Mr. Minister, you have the file because
we've had previous discussions and I've had to say,
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I'm sorry, | have to go into the department to see
whether there’'s any correspondence because there
were no departmental files left, none whatsoever, not
even one file folder.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Roblin-Russell.

MR. MCKENZIE: Well, Mr. Chairman, againthe fam-
ous old red herring. Here the Minister took off on a
tirade like he usually does. Never said nothing. He
talkedaboutfive years ago; he talked about 10 years
ago. May | remind, Mr. Chairman, this Minister he's
the Minister of the Department of Agriculture in this
province this day, April, 1982. | want to know and |
want the farmers of this province to know what he is
going to do about inflation; not about what some
government in the past did or what some government
in the United States or wherever. | want to know for
the benefit of the farmers in this province where this
Minister and this government stands on inflation as of
today? If he doesn’t put a statement into the record,
I'm going to be most disappointed.

Mr. Chairman, for the record, | don't think there's a
more intelligent man to speak on the matter of infla-
tion than this newly appointed President of the United
Grain Growers by the name of Lorne Hehn. Mr. Hehn,
Mr. Chairman, made a statement in Rosthern, Sas-
katchewan on February 9th that deserves the record
of this province. He went on to say that the key to
freight rate negotiations and the added costs farmers
bear rests with the rate of inflation. Mr. Hehn told the
meeting, it says, “if there was no inflation a farmer
would not pay any more to ship his grainthenthan he
does now.” He said, “the real question is not one of
freight rates but for farmers to decide if we can afford
double digit inflation or anything close to it for the
next 10 years.” Mr. Hehn went on, he said, “we simply
cannot tolerate these levels, of course, and these fig-
ures are shocking enough to have politicians realize
that the agricultural industry can ill afford this type of
inflationary trend whether it be at the production
level, thé processing level, the shipping level or the
transportation level.” In simple terms Mr. Hehn said,
“with double digit inflation we won't have to worry
about transportation rates or what our share of that
rate is, if commodity rates don’'t match inflation we
will no longer be in business anyhow.” And that was
the remarks that | substantiated in my argument with
the Honourable Minister.

The second point that the Minister failed to recog-
nize and he again dragged anotherred herring across
the room, | want him, the Minister of Agriculture in
this province April 1982totellus what he’'s goingtodo
and what his government is going to do about the
energy costs that farmers are facing in this province
today. | don’t want him to tell me what happened last
year or the year before, | want to know about this year,
next year and the year after, with inflation and energy
costs and | hope the Minister will address himself to
those questions, Mr. Chairman.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, | was pleased that the
Minister did respond to the Member for Roblin-
Russell, however, it has really brought to light the
unfortunate situation that agricultureisreally in today
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with the lack of understanding that the Minister has of
the whole cause of inflation and some of the factors
that are working to try and correct it, Mr. Chairman.
Andwhen the Minister says inflation is caused by high
interest rates, Mr. Chairman, | really have to wonder
what we do haveas a member of the Treasury Bench.
Mr. Chairman, we all know that the big cause of infla-
tion —there is two majoronesthat!’'m aware of — and
I'm no expert on it, but my layman’s understanding is
thatin 1973 when the OPEC countries, Mr. Chairman,
started to increase the price of oil not through cost of
production, not through cost of distribution or fair
return, butthe OPEC countries established what they
were going to charge for the price of oil and the rest of
the western world had to suffer those increased
charges from $2 a barrel in 1973 to close to $40 a
barrelin 1980. Those, Mr. Chairman, were some of the
initial causes, plus the fact that all people in society
excluding the farmers were demanding more out of
the system through their wages than they were
expecting to put back into it. Those, Mr. Chairman,
are some of the causes of inflation, big government
and over-expenditures of government is costing peo-
ple, this nation and the world higher rates of inflation.
—(Interjection)— Well, Mr. Chairman, the Minister of
Natural Resources, who should know better talking to
the Member for Emerson —(Interjection)— it's where
you spend the money, Mr. Chairman, it's where you
spend it. You can’'t spend it on doing other people’s
laundry, Mr. Chairman. You have to spend it in the
productive society and create the wealth from our
resources, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, youhaveto do those things that will,
infact —soitconcerns me whenwehave the Minister
of Agriculture getting up and saying the interest rate
is the only thing - as | understand it, Mr. Chairman, itis
the higher interest rates that have tried to control
inflation and bring things back into line. | believe
that's some of the reason for higher cost money. We,
Mr. Chairman, have seen a runaway credit system in
this country, the use of plastic money far increased
the real ability of peopleto pay — promises, promises
to pay have created an inflationary situation in this
country.

It's a combination of things, Mr. Chairman, but for
the Minister to stand up and say that it's the high cost
of interest that has created inflation, you know, |
would hope that, as | say I'm not here to lecture or to
give any wide-ranging knowledgeable speeches on it.
As alayperson that's how | understand it and on this
issue, Mr. Chairman, | would recommend to the
members of the Housetoread abouttwoweeksagoa
copy of the Manitoba Co-operator editorial where
they finally are indicating — | think it's a glimmer of
hope that we havein this country —that we are finally
seeing the OPEC countries trading oil for real com-
modities. And | think that's what we have to get down
to, trading real grain or commodities for real com-
modities. And that, Mr. Chairman, is, as | understand,
what has to happen, we have to getsome real value
back into the system.

Mr. Chairman, the comments that the Minister has
referred to on files and that type of thing I think if he
would check back with his predecessor or with my
predecessor about what was left for me — and the
other point that has to be made, Mr. Chairman, that
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this Minister of Agriculture was offered by our leader,
by us as a party leaving office, the opportunity - and |
personally offered that to him - to sit down in any
areas to discuss with him his concerns. Well, Mr.
Chairman, he never asked me about it, he never took
the opportunity and the office wasno more bare when
I leftthan when the Member for Lac du Bonnet, whoiis
now the Minister of Highways, left the office for me,
Mr. Chairman.

MR. MANNESS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, | would
like to ask a question specific again to that one posi-
tion — the transportation position. I'm led to believe
that, in fact, the individual that was in that position is
no longer there, is that position going to continue in
existence, has the Estimate allowed for it?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, the position in terms of
the individual is there, the role of the individual is
being redefined and re-assigned.

MR. DOWNEY: As | understood, the Minister said
thatwas being transferred over to the Department of
Highways. Does the position not transfer over, is he
leaving it as an extra position to fill at his will and not
answer to this committee as far as the filling of that
position. Would it not have been appropriate to
transfer that position to the Department of Highways?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | didn't say that we're
transferring the position. The functions of the role of
the grain transportation aspects and authority are
being handled by the Department of Transportation
Services, the individual is staying within our depart-
ment and his duties are being re-assigned.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Por-
tage la Prairie.

MR. LLOYD HYDE (Portage la Prairie): Mr. Chair-
man, thank you. | want to take the opportunity at this
time to speak to the Minister and he must be aware of
the factthat heis recognized today as Smiling Billie —
he’s the Smiling Billie, the Minister of Agriculture, he
came on strong just last Thursday or Friday — | think
it was Friday, yes — that he had abig announcement
to this House where he was coming and going to be
the Minister that was going to be the salvation to the
stockmen of Manitoba. Far be the case, Mr. Chairman,
far be the case, that he is the salvation to our stock-
men of Manitoba. Personally, I'm very disappointed
with the Minister’'s stand, with his proposal to the
answers to the problems of the stockmen of Manitoba.

The Beef Stabilization Program today is a laughing
stock, withoutawordofadoubt. Itis alaughing stock,
as | say, to the business people of Manitoba. As you
know, agriculture today, is the No. 1 industry in this
province and | am so very, very surprised and disap-
pointed in the Minister’'s support to this very impor-
tant industry to Manitoba.

The Opposition, today, as | said earlier — Mr. Minis-
ter, we expected better of you on this issue. We did,
we expected better of you. You are today, Mr. Minis-
ter, playing into the hands of those who elected you,
notthetrueagriculturalists of Manitoba. You are deal-
ing into the hands of those who elected you as Minis-
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ter of this Agricultural Department of Manitoba.

You'll rue the day, and it's coming, when you and
your government is going to have to take a back seat
to the leading — I've got to be careful of what | say
there — we have some very strong agricultural dis-
tricts in this community of this Province of Manitoba
who are not in support of your government. Some
day, down the road, Mr. Minister, you are going to
realize the importance of spreading your support not
to one segment, one sector of the province. But you
must realize, some day, that you will haveto deal with
the rest of the province of Manitoba.

Mr. Chairman, through you, to the Minister, | want
to say this. As faras I'm concerned, as the representa-
tive for Portage la Prairie, you haven’t heard the last of
me when it comes to speaking on behalf of my consti-
tuency, my people from Portage la Prairie, who are
probably the strongest and the leading producers in
the commodity of food in this province, whether it
beef or whether it be vegetables, whetheritbe corn,
whether it be staples, the products of wheat, oats and
barley, the commodities that, as far as we're con-
cerned, in the Portage area, we are ahead of that. We
are leading in the production of agriculture in our
area.

| want to get back to say to the Minister that he is
going to have to look after the people of our area of
Portage la Prairie because, if he doesn't, | can assure
you, thatthe day will come when he will regret the day
that he is not looking after this particular area of our
province.

MR. CHAIRMAN: |.(b)(l)—pass — the Member for
Roblin-Russell.

MR. McKENZIE: If I may, I'm still waiting forthe Min-
ister's answer to the problems of the cheese industry,
and | thought surely, he would address himself,
becausePlanning and Management Salaries —maybe
| could raise itunder Milk Prices Review Commission,
although | don’t know whether it's in order there or
not.

MR. URUSKI: I'm sure the honourable member will
have many specific questions dealing with it. I'm cer-
tainly as concerned about that matter as he is. We can
deal with that in the areas of the Animal Industry
Branch which has the whole milk testing area, the
whole area of milk.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Item|.(b)(2) Other Expenditures—
pass; Item |.(b)(3) Milk Prices Review Commission —
the Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, the Minister is well
aware of the fact that there was a fairly major change
in the price-setting mechanism for the table milk
industry or the nonindustrial milk in the province
which weintroduced as agovernment some year ago,
| guess it was now, that we had a major change that
there was a milk — two years ago | guess it is now —
anyway, not to specific on what time, but at least, a
fairly major change had taken place with the Milk
Prices Review Commission; there was an appoint-
ment of acommission. The Minister has left the funds,
or there are funds here. Could the Minister at this
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particular time indicate if he's planning to make any
changes to the pricing of table milk in the province,
away fromthe changes thatwere made by our admin-
istration? Is he going to change back to the old pric-
ing mechanism of milk in Manitobaandis he goingto
maintain the same Milk Price Review Commission in
place?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, certainly | want to indi-
catethatthe commissionisintact. Thereis a provision
to fill a position within the Milk Prices Review Com-
mission. We had aBoard and selected a candidate but
the offer was turned down for another position else-
where and then we had to, as aresult, re-advertise that
position within the Milk Prices Review Commission.

I should indicate to the Minister that, the Board that
is presently in place, we've had a request from the
Chairman to be relieved of his duties because of his
duties elsewhere and we're in the process now of
reviewing the membership on that Board at the pres-
ent time. For the immediate future, it is not my inten-
tion to make any changes to the Board and its pro-
cess. We certainly had no argument at the time, Mr.
Chairman, of setting up the cost of production for-
mula and having that method of determining what
producers receive without the hearing process. We
didn’t have any argument.

What we're finding though, Mr. Chairman, and |
should indicate to the honourable member, is that
while there are some large retail outlets in the City of
Winnipeg now using milk as aloss-leaderin the Prov-
ince of Manitoba, in certain areas, which is creating,
as | understand it, and I'm just starting to get some of
this information and | don’t have very many details,
but there are some impacts on the smaller retailers.
The corner store retailers, the Maand Pa grocers who
are very concerned about the large conglomerates
being able to pass on those costs, while they can
lower the price of milk, of course, can increase their
costsandtheir margins in othercommodities, and, as
a result, use a basic staple as a loss-leader. Mr.
Chairman, this is not unlike the situation that occurred
before the formation of the Milk Control Board, if you
look atit. | don't know how, at this point in time, how
serious the situation will getand what pressures it will
place on the various areas and the processors in the
dairy industry. They are also very concerned about
what is happening. However, at this point in time, all |
can say is there are concerns being expressed about
the way things are turning out. We are at the present
time monitoring it and we will be seeking to see what
other alternatives might be available, if any, and just
to see how things are going. | should mention to the
honourable member while milk is in certain areas of
the city, not anywhere rurally or the other parts of the
province, in afewlargeretailers, milk is being used as
a loss leader. That is, of course, creating concern
amongst the small corner grocery stores who use the
weekend, the milk trade and other small grocery
sales, that they can't jack up their other prices
because they don’t have the variety and the volume
where that kind of a cost could be absorbed in other
goods as is being done by the large retailers. That
concern is being expressed by not only the small
grocery stores, but also by some of the dairies who
are producing milk.
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MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, if | understand the
Minister correctly what he has indicated is that the
Milk Prices Review Commission Chairman is being
changed. Is that correct? Did | understand that, Mr.
Chairman? He can clarify it, | missed the answer on
that.

The other question was, could he give me the staff
complement in the Milk Price Review Commission?
As well, | appreciate the member’'s comments on the
loss leader or the use of milk as loss |leader by some of
the larger chains and | do believe that the Act and the
powers that the commission have can correct that
problem through a review and through a regulatory
mechanism that's available to them. | would ask the
Minister at this particular point, it would be apparent
through his comments that he in fact would say now
that it was a good move to make; that the changes
made in the Act, even though he voted against it at
that particular time, he would now be supportive of
the mechanism and the bill that's put in place and that
we have some form of reasonable and rational price-
setting mechanism between the producers and the
consumers of milk and the protection is there for the
consumers; if there is in fact some pricing that he's
not satisfied with or the commission are not satisfied
with. Atthe same time thereis protection there for the
producers who are suffering the higher costs of infla-
tion and interest and all those added costs; that there
is an ability to increase their returns without having to
confront a public forum and go through the, | would
say cap in hand approach to the consumers. | would
like if the Minister — | don’t expect him to stand up
and give anybody any compliments — but | would
hope that he'd at leat indicate that he’'s prepared to
carry on with the Milk Price Review Commission; the
Act as it is and not revert back to the old Act. That's
basically the question. | would hope the Minister
would come clean on it

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, to be very specific,
there is one staff complement in the commission.
There is no change in the staff complement of the
commission. There is an increase of some $12,000
because there had to be revised Estimates and in
dealing with the first year operations, there is expected
to be a shortfall in the workings of the commission.

Mr. Chairman, | want to indicate to the honourable
member and just remind him of the debate that went
on with respect to this legislation. | think he says he
may remember quite well. We didn’t oppose the set-
ting up of aformula and changing the hearing process
to a commission. What we did oppose is leaving the
other sectors of the industry wide open. Some of that
is, and I've raised the concerns that are starting to
surface now, precisely the area of using in certain
areas by large chains, milk as a loss leader. There are
some concerns being expressed. We will have to
examine that and see whether we continue with this. |
certainly at this point in time will carry on with the
present system as it is until I'm shown that there may
be some alternatives that may be as good or better
than what we have in place now. Certainly, the struc-
ture or the thrust of setting a formula into pricing we
had no argument with and I'm not ashamed to admit
that to the honourable member.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, | wasn’t clear on what
he said about the current status of the Chairman of
the Milk Prices Review Commission.

MR. URUSKI: | understand that he has asked our
stafftoberemoved. | haven'treceivedtheletter. There
may be a letter but | haven’t seen it. —(Interjection)—
I’'m advised that there’s been aphone call to our office
that he has askedbecause of his duties, to be relieved.
We haven’t made the change yet and that will be done
assoon as we can.

MR.DOWNEY: Mr.Chairman,onthatparticularissue
| again like it to be a matter of publicrecord that | do
think that Dr. Gilson who was the Chairman of the
Milk Prices Review Commission, as well as the other
members of the board were appointedtodoajob and
they did an excellent job in administering the Actand
puttingin place a mechanism that | think will prove to
be werking very well.

| have one specific question and I'm not sure
whether the Minister wants to deal with it at this par-
ticular point but it's a policy issue that he’ll have to
deal with at some pointin time. He can either do it at
the — | would hope he could do it now but again there
may be another place he'd like to refer to it. That is,
whatis his stand or his position or what is the current
status of he and his department and government to do
with the two-price milk policy in this province? Does
he believe, Mr. Chairman, that we should revert back
totheold two-pricesystemoris he further reviewing it
or what is the current status or his position as the
Minister of Agriculture dealing with the two-price
mechanism for milk in the Province of Manitoba?

MR. URUSKIi: Mr. Chairman, whatthe memberisref-
erring to, of course, is the two-pool system of milk that
we reverted from when we amalgamated the indus-
trial milk and the fluid milk sector into the various
grades of milk and pooled the prices. Mr. Chairman,
the member well knows that | raised that question
numerous times in the Legislature asking him his
position and whether he was going to be reacting to
the submissions that were being made to him and to
his marketing council. As | understand, the council
did review that proposition and turned it down. | have
tosay I'mvery pleased that the council that the Minis-
ter had saw the difficulties that the industry could get
itself into by moving back to the two-pool system in
the price of milk and the Minister in the House here
indicated that he was notin favour of it and obviously
his council, the council that he appointed took some
policy guidance and they reviewed the proposals. |
presume, I'm only assuming that the Minister’'s
governmental policy indicating that he was not in
support of it — | certainly am not — obviously, we
would not have moved to the one-pool system initially
if we were in support of it but we wanted to do some-
thing to bring about some equality in the milk industry
and that was one major move that was made and
certainly | believe it willberetrogradeforthe Province
of Manitoba to go back and through even some minor
means to move back into the two-pool system in the
pricingofmilkandtosetup atwo-tier system, sortofa
high upper echelon and a lower echelon amongst
producers in terms of the type of milk that they ship. |
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believe that the milk industry should be, as totally as
possible, integrated and that producers who produce
a good quality of milk be paid as such regardless of
the use of that milk and the benefits be spread out
amongst all producers based on the quality of milk
that they produce, not on the use of the milk.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, | again can certainly
getafeeling that the Minister of Agriculture is enter-
ing back into that philosophical arenaand that dogma
approach that the socialists normally enter into at
particular times.

Is he satisfied that the majority of the dairy produc-
ers are benefiting from the maintaining of that policy?
Is the total agricultural industry benefiting, Mr.
Chairman, inthe national picture when it comes to the
overall quota, allocations, to the Province of Manit-
oba? Is he taking a closed-eye approach and saying,
we changed it eight years ago, four years ago, when-
ever the initial change — probably 12 years ago now
— but we made thatinitial change. We believed itwas
right then, we go through a period of time and
because we believed it was right then, it is still right
and there’s no use even talking about it or saying,
we're prepared as | can indicate | was giving consid-
eration to it at the particular time in November when
the government changed to having a review or an
assessment of that particular policy. He's right, the
marketing council did recommend that no change
take place and | have no trouble in living with that
particular decision. That was a decision made by a
mechanism of government.

There were certainly dairy producers who were
making very strong representation to me. In fact, the
chairmanofthe Manitoba Producers Marketing Board,
elected by the producers, representing the produc-
ers, and several members of his board, Mr. Chairman
—(Interjection)— he’s listening. Mr. Chairman, the
Minister knows that the Chairman is probably listen-
ing or can hear, but the point is, is he prepared to
reviewit? You know, because it was right 12 years ago
or eight years ago and he believed in the philosophy
of equalizing it, is he sure, is he satisfied in his own
mind that all the dairy producers are getting maxi-
mum benefit? I'm not talking about one class or two
classes of dairy producers, one getting more than the
other, is he satisfied that the mechanism is working
properly? You know, he's doing policy reviews. |
would challenge him to make sure, particularly when
the chairman or the chairman of the Milk Producers

Marketing Board, which is a producer-elected organ-

ization, that he's satisfied that there aren’t benefits
being lost both within the province.

Mr. Chairman, and because it is a regulated com-
modity and is a direct inter-tie with the national dairy
picture, dairy policy, in the quota allocation; that we
are allocated quota on the basis of the national pic-
ture and market share which is correct, that we are
maximizing our quota opportunity for all our dairy
producers and be allowing our dairy industry to
expand — something that | would hope he, as aMinis-
ter,isaddressing. | hope he's just not trying to slide by
this issue, and | would hope he would come forward
with what his policies are and tell us in the best inter-
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ests of the dairy producers just what his policies are
on the future of the dairy industry dealing with specif-
ically within the national picture and our share of our
quota and as well the fairness within the dairy pro-
ducers in Manitoba.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, specifically to the
member, as | understand it, our share of the national
quota has been met in terms of where we are nation-
ally. There has been a movement by some western
provinces, namely British Columbia and Alberta and
to some degree even Saskatchewan, wanting to move
away from the principle in quotas dealing with milk,
that there be a special allocation made to certain
provinces onthebasisoftheir marketsinthose areas.
Once we get into that game, Mr. Chairman, of allow-
ing the movement of quota interprovincially on the
basis of regional markets and population growth,
we're dead in Manitobaif weacceptany movementin
that direction. Because, Mr. Chairman, the only
advantage, if we have an advantage in Manitobaand |
believe we do have, is that on the basis of any other
province we have a comparative advantage; we can
produce agricultural products in Manitoba as cheaply,
if not more cheaper, than anywhere else in this coun-
try and we should not reallocate market share on the
basis of population growth and/or regional markets.
We should be able to, because we're in a position to
produce agricultural products here as cheaply as
anywhere elsein this country with the only difference
being the transportation cost, compete with any part
of the country. We cannot move away from that prin-
ciple. That principle was enshrined at the insistence
of Manitoba in federal legislation. However, | have to
admit that it has been very very loosely, to put it
mildly, applied in terms of the national agreement and
in terms of the agreements that have been estab-
lished. | am maintaining that any changes in quota
allocation between provinces should be solely on the
basis of comparative advantage of production, only
onthat basisand noton the basisofregional markets
and/or population growth. That is the basis, | believe,
that Manitoba can do and produce and prosper in our
entire agricultural industry vis-a-vis any national
agreements that are in place now whether it be milk,
whether it be in other commodities, Mr. Chairman.

MR.CHAIRMAN: TheHonourableMemberforMorris.

MR. MANNESS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of
all, | want to compliment the Minister on that last
assertion of his, that of supporting comparative
advantage. Certainly, as he is well aware, that was the
former government’s approach to any dealings on a
national scale. | am very pleased indeed to know that
he still supports that whole concept as far as sharing
of additional quotas nationally. No doubt we’ll have
further opportunity to expound and to develop that
whole area in Section No. 6.

But I'd like to make some comments as they relate
to (b)(3), the Milk Prices Review, and the dairy indus-
try in Manitoba as such. First of all, | think | should go
onrecord as sayingl'd like to tie this into a discussion
we had earlier today or this afternoon regarding the
freedom of boards, statutory commissions and boards,
because | would want everybody to know here that as
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far as the decision reached on the two-pool price and
that was definitely a decision that was made at the
level of the board. Had it been in conflict with the
government of the day, | don’t know what may have
happened. But | say these situations do occur —
(Interjection)—that'sright and that’s the way the sys-
tem should work. I'm saying don’t write off boards as
strictly political tools because in many cases they do
not operate that way. And | think that those that
haven't sat on them before may have the wrong
impression of them.

Now, strictly back to the two-pool system, having
watched the development and an attempt to sell that
system | think |, as one member of that board and |
think including other people within the whole indus-
try became very concerned as to the general under-
standing by the whole dairy industry, the production
side of it, the farmers. As to the understanding of the
whole system, or system of pricing milk, and how the
determination is made through one season and
another as to how, the amount of revenue received
and to how it's determined. And I'm wondering, it's
not a new problem, I'm sure it's one that’s existed for
many years but I’'m curious to attempt to find out the
Minister’s feelings on this and to see how he would
propose if he, in fact, cares, to see come forward a
systemthat would allow milk producers themselves to
have a better understanding of their whole industry.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, in speaking to some of
the boards and producers who are within regulated
commodities | have indicated that we will attempt to -
there are various problem areas that crop up in the
various boards — and that we will try over the next
number of years to work co-operatively with the
boardsto make sure thatthereis a, atleast attemptas
bestwe can, consistentapproachtothevarious prob-
lems that various regulatory boards have in terms of
whether it be market share in milk, eggs or poultry or
whatever. The problem areas that do arise we want to
make sure that there is some consistent approach
between government and the ways the boards are
treating their producers in those areas. In terms of
understanding the formulas and the pricing of milk |
believe that maybe there is a role that we can play in
terms of our staff and the marketing board in a com-
munications way to try and formulate some regular
publication directed specifically at producers to say
here is how the formula works and that can be done
on a co-operative basis. | would see any policies
evolving, in terms of getting a better understanding
between producers andtheir marketing agency, would
evolve not in a heavy-handed way from government,
the co-operative approach would have to be used and
that would be my approach to say, all right, we have
complaints, we have problems, can we work out some

co-operative approach to be able to bring eitherreso- -

lution or a better understanding of the situation
amongst producers and the board. Because there are
conflicts from time to time, the interests of individual
producers attimes arenot necessarily the interests of
the marketing board in the interests of the total indus-
try. And if we can improve communications and liai-
son between the two groups we will try and actin a
co-operative manner to build on that approach and
have a better liaison and a better understanding

between producers and their boards. That would be
my approach to that.

MR. MANNESS: Thank you, | won't say any more
about that. I'll lay specific examples of some of my
concerns, across all the boards in another section but
specifically dealing with milk. | think there is one main
area of concern that, to me at least, is even more
disconcerting than specifically the one we've just
talked about. And that is what appears at least, and |
would say it's more than that, to be a conflict through
many parts of thatindustry. And | know my colleague
here from Roblin-Russell has made great mention of
the MANCO dispute. Andthatis oneareaand wealso
see where the producer board at times has runinto a
major dispute with the producers Co-op and | think
somebody whohashadan opportunityasan outsider
and | freely admit that to review and to scrutinize
some of the actions within that whole industry, I'm
terribly concerned. And | thinkit'sacommentthat ties
into what the former Minister of Agriculture has said
as to what this government is prepared to do as far as
to review and to study where that whole milk industry
is going in the production level and in the secondary
manufacturing level. Because in many cases, as
you're well aware, you're having producer pitted
against producer and of course that never leads to
any favourable situation, whatsoever, regardless of
what industry you're talking about in a rural sense.
Andit's something that, | know, concerned the former
government and I would like to hear from you specifi-
cally towhatextentitconcerns you and what you feel
you are prepared to do about it.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | have to acknowledge
to the honourable member that this whole issue is of
very great concern to myself in terms of the dispute
and the viability of the Co-operative of MANCO. We
have, and | have met, and | have offered the services of
my department, we have attempted in the marketing
end to move some of the cheese. We have even said
that look, we are prepared to assist in management,
we are prepared to assistin all areas but we want to
examine from you, we have to have from you a spe-
cific proposal as to where you see the problem is, the
problems that you are having. The problem that was
indicated to us verbally at one meeting was that the
price of milk is too high for our production, so, Mr.
Chairman, | indicated to the general manager and to
the president of MANCO at this meeting. | said, if you
feel that the price of milk is out of line have you
approached the Natural Products Marketing Council
to appeal the decision in terms of the pricing of milk
because that is beyond my jurisdiction. We have,
you're appealing the decision of a producer group, a
marketing group, who have a formula in terms of
establishing the price of milk. They said, no. So then
they obviously went that route. The board has heard
the application and it's made its finding known and
now, basically, we have had no approach made from
the producers in the area. I've talked to many produc-
erswho, I'm equally concerned, from St.Lazare, from
Rossburn, from Brandon, because that co-operative
spreads across the length and breadth of Manitoba. It
has a milk plant in Brandon, it has plants in Dauphin,
in Rossburn, | think in Winkler, Pilot Mound. thereis a
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new plant there — there are areas that we have,
frankly; been concerned and thisisn’'tanew problem.
Itseemsto be every six or seven years there of finan-
cial position and management has been a recurring
problem it seems that we're back into the cycle that
we were in the early ‘70s in terms of the financial
difficulties of that co-operative.

| see, Mr. Chairman, that therereally should not be,
inmy mind, agreat dispute among producers because
they do have one co-operative and their main co-
operative is their marketing structure. The Manitoba
Milk Marketing Board is really the true producer’s
co-operative, which really sets the price of milk for all
producersinthisprovince. Sotheproducerswhoship
to MANCO, really, although they are members in
effect oftwo co-operatives, in my mind their loyalty, if
onecan putit, really should be to the total milk indus-
try in the province.

Now | believe that the main co-operative, the Mani-
toba Producers Marketing Board, as well, onbehalfof
all producers, has a responsibility and | believe that
they're recognizing that, because they are, as well,
concerned as to what impact that will have on their
total handling of milk within the province if certain
segments of the industry fails.

We are trying to facilitate the kind of discussion and
movement between those sides and if we can assistin
other ways of management and the like, we're pre-
pared to review that; but | have to tell the honourable
members, in all seriousness, we have not had a pro-
posal from the Board of Directors saying, look, we
have been told that we have financial difficulties, and
we've discussed, and I've discussed, what the finan-
cial difficulties are. They said we've got anoversupply
of cheese, so we've put in staff, we've attempted to
market that cheese as best we can through our mar-
keting branch and we've phoned all over Canada to
try and establish markets and look at other areas.
We've done that and we're prepared to continue to do
that, but | believe part of the problem may be some
personality problems within the organization. | have
to recognize that, and when you deal with people
you're not always able to resolve some of the inner
plays that people have between one another so you
say to yourself, okay, | am prepared to assist but |
want some feedback, some proposals and some con-
crete determination of how far that board of directors
and how how far that board is prepared to work and
allow government to assist them.

Until such atime, we'reprepared to co-operate and
have been co-operating with them, but the answers, |
have to say, are not very clear to us as to, do we make
the next move, if that's the question. | say, look, I'm
not prepared to interfere directly into the operations
of this co-operative unless there's a willingness and a
desire and a proposition put, and say, look, we need
assistance and this is the kind of area your staff and
your people may be able to help, and | say, yes, we're
prepared to examine that to see what we can do. But
we've nothad, to thispointintime, otherthan thatone
move from them, and I've had many telephone calls
and many discussions with producers, | have to tell
the Honourable Member from Roblin, from his area,
from Brandon, from Pilot Mound. All over the prov-
ince producers are concerned about the co-operative.
We are very concerned about this whole area as well,
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because it does and will have an impact on the entire
milk industry in the Province of Manitoba. | believe
that co-operatively between the three groups, because
there are three groups, we can't isolate government
and MANCO as two groups; we have the overall co-
operative that does the pricing of milk and does the
marketing of milk in the province; they also, and |
think they're prepared and they have acknowledged
that they're prepared to be involved in this to try and
resolve this situation.

MR. CHAIRMAN: TheHonourable MemberforMorris.

MR. MANNESS: Thank you.

| notice, by way of the Minister’s spirited answer
that obviously it's a subject close to his heart. He'’s
given some comments or, at least, he's directed his
last remarks to the conflict between MANCO and the
Producers Marketing Board. | would ask if he could
also make a comment about the conflict in the past
between the Manitoba Producers Milk Board and the
Manitoba Producers Co-op. — the producer groups,
the two of them?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, at this point in time, |
gather there was some small dispute dealing with
levies and the like. | gather that’'s been resolved and
there is no great problem there now.

MR. MANNESS: The only reason | bring that up,
because | guess I'm that concerned about it, I'm
wondering if, and we've heard the term, “the heavy
hand of government,” if this particular Minister, if
conditions continue to be what they are right now,
which | donotfeelare good, of if they even deteriorate
from what they are now, can the Minister see himself
calling the parties into his office and asking for a
clarification and attempting to bring some resolve to
this whole industry?

MR. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, | am preparedtouse my
offices to try and facilitate and mediate and assist in
bringing parties together if the parties are willing.
There is no way that | can impose myself on some
parties and say, “You have to come here and you have
to come here.” That would be, | believe, irresponsible
of me. If the parties wish to use my offices, through
staff and the like, | am certainly open enough to be
abletotry and getitrolling, but | think there has to be
a desire and there has to be a want on behalf of the
parties concerned, to move in that direction. To
impose oneself, as one would, on someone who is
unwilling, really would be, | believe, asking for great
problems and, really, if problems would erupt as a
result of that, then one would understandably and
logically criticized for interfering. But I'm certainly
preparedto assist, and | have, and | have allalong and
I've said this to members in the House that we've
certainly wanted to co-operate and do what we could
to assist in covering or assisting the operations of the
groups to try and resolve the difficulties that they've
run up. We did in the past.

Historically, in factin the early ‘70s MANCO raninto
financial difficulties and management difficulties. We
did assist them by putting, at their request, we
brought in management. We did turn the operations



Monday, 5 April, 1982

around. As | understand it, the management of the
plant then had left and over the last couple of years
started sliding down again; we're back to where we
were, and it's basically, as | understand it, a repeat
situation of where we were in the early ‘70s. Frankly,
I'm not in the position of someone coming into the
office and saying: “We're in financial difficulties; we
want a blank cheque,” and sign your name to it;
obviously I'm not in a position to do that and no
Minister would be able to be put in that position, but
we're certainly prepared to assist in other ways; to see
that this problem if we can assist the co-operative to
resolve its difficulties, we're prepared to help out.

MR. DRIEDGER: Mr. Chairman, | justwantto make a
few comments here. | was very pleased with the Minis-
ter's indication that he favours or feels that the Milk
Pricing Review Commission, that this setup is work-
ing well; because if he would look at the Manitoba
Food Market Review thing on the week ending April
2nd, 1982, it'sagoodindication that what the Minister
of Agriculture did at thattime has been very beneficial
and working well because there's been reduction
where supermarket chains were offering milk at
reductions etc. The Ministerindicated that he thought
it was working well and he would support that. —
(Interjection)— Well my impression was that the Min-
ister felt that the system was working well. If the Minis-
ter feels otherwise then, unfortunately, this afternoon
we had the Chairman of the Manitoba Milk Producers
Marketing Board up in the gallery listening to it and
unfortunately he’s not here and | would hope that
somewhere along the line before this particular item
getspassedthat we would be able to have some input
from, you know, some advice possibly from there.

What bothered me alittle bit, Mr. Chairman, was the
fact that | don’t think this Minister understands when
we talk of the two-pool system; what it's all about.
When he made a reference to going back to a two-
pool system | knew right away that this Minister
doesn't, he either has not conferred with the Manitoba
Milk Producers Marketing Board or he's totally blanked
his mind to actually what they have been proposing. |
don’tthink he understands what that proposal was all
about. Just thereference of going back to a two-pool
system that was changed; that is not what this whole
proposal has been all about by these people. If this
Minister would take a little time and listen to the Pro-
ducer Board in terms of what it's all about.

| would like to draw to the Minister’s attention
there’s over approximately 400 applications of pro-
ducers that want additional quota. Now why would
they want that? These guys are prepared to produce
all kinds of quota understandably because the costs
of production; if they feel they produce more; if they
can have a few more cows in their production, they
can probably meet some of these type of things. What
the Minister does not appreciate or probably under-
stand is the fact that why was this proposal of a two-
pool system presented in the first place? What happens
is that you have many shippers, either new shippers
that have bought a new dairy farm or guys that wantto
expand this type of thing. What they do, they over
produce. As a result, with the price structure, what
happens, the general price comes down to the pro-
ducers, all of them. Now you have an efficient pro-
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ducer that has reached his level of production, let's
say a 40-60 cow herd where he is efficient; he’s got
year round level production. What happens? He
should be able to get maximum dollars on this thing.
What happensthoughisthatyouhavemanyshippers
have either bought a new operation is indicated or
new guys coming into the system. What they do, they
over produce and when you have the extra poundage
onthe marketit brings downthe average price. I'd just
like to ask the Minister, has the Minister had occasion
totalk with the Milk Producers Marketing Board about
the two-pool system?

A question to the Minister: Has the Minister had
occasion to meet with the Manitoba Milk Producers
Marketing Board to discuss their problem? | would
want him to answer that question then I'll pursue it.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, while the honourable
member is partially correctinterms of saying that the
average price is brought down but only on the
assumption that the fluid market is filled and the rest
of the milk that is produced has to be diverted into
lower-priced products namely cheese, ice cream and
other products thatare consumed. But, on the basis
as | understand the proposal, was that you were going
to move away from pooling the price of milk and that
the average, the producer who was able to maintain a
constant production of his milk throughout the year
would then be able to sell a greater portion of his milk
on the basis of the higher-classed milk regardless
whether that milk was used for that class or not based
on the evenness of his production. | believe that was
the intent. Well, Mr. Chairman, that does ultimately,
no mattter how you cut it, sooner or later you’'re mov-
ing in that direction. You're moving whether it's; it
may not move in one fell swoop but that would be one
stepin the direction of moving and splittingthe indus-
try again.

Mr. Chairman, | am always open to be convinced
otherwise but thatis basically my understanding of it,
I have to tell the other honourable member and hon-
ourable members in this, | am not for it. | would not
recommend to my colleagues and | certainly would
oppose amove in that direction; thatthere would be a
dual system in the pricing of milk to move in that
direction. Certainly, if my understanding isn’t that
way then obviously | think the Chairman of the Milk
Marketing Board and his memberswillwant to attempt
to convince me otherwise. | certainly, from my short
period here, | hope | have developed a good relation-
ship with them. We've met on a number of occasions;
the staff have met with them; there have been prob-
lems in other areas that they've raised and certainly
they will no doubt in time wantto raise that proposal
again with me and obviously they're free to do so and
explain their side of it. I'm certainly prepared to listen
toitbut | wanttotell the honourable member what my
feeling is. If that's the direction it goes, | want to tell
him that | would not be impressed and | would not
support that kind of a move.

MR. DRIEDGER: Very specifically then, to the Minis-
ter, could the Minister indicate whether he has met
with any of the Milk Producer Marketing Board people
to discuss specifically the two-pool system?
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MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, I've met with the Chair-
man of the Milk Marketing Board himself. | have not
met with the total board per se. They have not
approached me on that specific issue; we've had dis-
cussions through our offices on a number of other
issues that they've raised in the industry but specifi-
cally having that proposal put to me, no | have not.

MR. DRIEDGER: Mr. Chairman, | wonder if in all fair-
ness to the people on the Milk Producers Marketing
Board since | think this is of vital concern to them
whether we could possibly have the Committee rise
and maybe deal with this particular item tomorrow so
that we can have a chance to consult with them on
certain issues that they would like to raise, because |
think that was the intention of some of the people that
were up in the gallery today waiting to have this dealt
with. | just pose this as a question. If it is agreeable,
then | would ask that somebody maybe move Com-
mittee rise. If not, then we want to debate it further.

MR. URUSKI: If | knew whatthe honourable member
was getting at I'd have no difficulty in that, if | knew
whathe was gettingatin terms of having the people —
are you expecting people to be up in the gallery tor-
rorrow and this is the reason why you want to curtail
the discussion on the Estimates on this one area or
what is the intent?

MR. DRIEDGER: Mr. Chairman, no it was not neces-
sarily to try and make a grandstand issue if there was
people there. The intention was that possibly we
could take — | certainly would like to take the oppor-
tunity to check with some of the directors on the
Manitoba Milk Producers Marketing Board to see
whether there was any points to beraised. It wasnota
matter of trying to make a big issue out of it again
tomorrow because | think we've covered it to some
degree but | —(Interjection)—

MR. URUSKI: The honourable member should real-
izethat he willhave alot of opportunity to discuss the
whole area of marketing and could raise the area of
milk marketing under the Marketing Branch. There is
certainly no — under the Marketing Council that can
be raised at and under the Marketing Branch, that
whole division dealing with marketing, that certainly
wouldn’t preclude the specific questions with milk
marketing all over again. We've deviated, | havetosay,
we've allowed the debate to go on because we were
talking about milk prices review. We've come into the
area of marketing, | certainly have no difficulty but
there is certainly ample opportunity in several areas
of the department to discuss the very issue that the
member wishes.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for La Verendrye.

MR. ROBERT (Bob) BANMAN (La Verendrye): Thank
you, Mr. Chairman. The Minister has briefly touched
on the Manitoba Milk Producers Marketing Board and
the role that they play versus the role that MANCO
plays. Really, if | could sortofreadinto hisremarks, as
what he was more or less suggesting and he can
correct meif I'm wrong, that really MANCO setup as it
was previously without having the Manitoba Milk
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Producers Marketing Boardin place has really almost,
if | was to read his remarks accurately, has almost
become redundant in the sense that he said that the
Manitoba Milk Producers Marketing Boardwas really
now their co-operative. | wonder if he could justelab-
orate on that.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | don't know whether
I've let myself get into something here, but basically
the honourable member isn’t far out in terms of the
producers who are shareholders in MANCO are
themselvesin abit of adilemmabecause they are part
and parcel of a larger co-operative that is the entire
milk industry of Manitoba in which that co-operative
sets the price of milk to the wholesalers and proces-
sors in this province. It happens that while they set the
price to the wholesalers they are, in effect, one of the
processors of the wholesalers of that milk and they in
turn are attempting to, through their operations, to
gain a profit from their own milk which they wish to
receive the best price for and their co-operative or
their management is saying that the price of milk that
their own organization is getting is too high.

That's basically the argument that's been put; so
there is a dilemma that producers that are involved in
this because | believe that total responsibility to all
producers in Manitoba is through the Milk Marketing
Board. They arethetrueco-operativeofallproducers
in the province and MANCO happens to have now a
dual role, is that while they've got a portion of the
producers of Manitoba, they also are attempting to
achieve a better return or at least a profit on that milk
that they produced and, obviously, there has been a
probleminterms of their financial ability to do that. So
while the whole industry is, and we are concerned
about one aspect of it, the aspect of that co-operative
itself to be maintained because it does play arolein
Manitoba in terms of the processing of cheese. |
would think that between the total co-operative, the
Milk Marketing Board and one segment, the other
co-operative, there may be some merits of some kind
ofamarriage oramerger orsome way of working this
outintermsofusing that co-operativeasavehicleon
behalf of all producers to market milk inthe Province
of Manitoba.

| see that as an option, as a positive thing, that
rather than a few producers beinginvolved in this and
having to shoulder the financial responsibilities, it
may be to the advantage of the entire milk industry
that this co-operative be a thrust of the marketing
board for the Province of Manitoba, or of the Milk
Producers Association which encompassestheother
producers, the rest of the province or all the produc-
ers of the province who belong toitand sit along with
the marketing board. There are several options that
are open there, but basically there is a problem for
those few producers who are actual shareholders in
MANCO versus their position to their mother co-
operative, the Milk Marketing Board.

MR. BANMAN: Well | guess, Mr. Chairman, there is a
bit of a quandary that we face with this. | guess the
concern that | would have and the concern that many
rural people would have is the loss of some of these
facilities within the smaller communities and | think
that'sthe problem we faceright now. There hasbeen
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arationalization, if you want to call it that, over the last
number of years; we've closed down many of the
smaller plants because they just weren't economi-
cally feasible any more. | guess this is a furtherration-
alization that is taking place and |, for one, would be
sorry to see that butl canseethe problems thatthese
co-operatives face now. The thing that'll have to be
looked at very carefully is how, either through the
Department of Co-operative Development or some
area, we can try and work out a solution to the
problem.

| would hasten to add that | don’t think the Manitoba
Milk Producers Marketing Board taking them over,
and | must admit to the Minister, | would be scared of
— his colleague is convincing him to start another
crocus food idea plant which would concern me. But
on the other hand many of these facilities have served
the communities in which they are fairly well and
you've got some pretty modern facilities. The one in
Winkler, which | justhappened to tour severalmonths
ago, is a very modern facility; they're concerned
about their existence also. The employees out there
are really concerned and so is the town and they've
just spent a whole bunch of money to clean up their
whey problems as well as a lot of other things.

ButljustsaytotheMinister, whenlwasincharge of
Co-operative Development, one of the problems that |
had is the members opposite who are now govern-
ment were after my hide constantly saying that there
was no development in the co-op movement; there
were no new co-operatives being formed and it was
because of the inactivity of the Co-op Development
Branch. It's just pleasing for me to hear today, Mr.
Chairman, that the Minister of Agriculture realizes
that some of the statements that his colleagues were
making during the Estimate review a short year ago
weren't as simplistic as they would have liked to put
out; they would have liked to see more numbers. We
are experiencing problems within the co-op move-
ment that we are experiencingin all sectors and there
will have to be some rationalization and concentrated
efforts on that to keep the ones alive that we have at
present, never mind expanding into all greater fields.
So, it'srewarding for me to hear atleastthat maybe a
few people on that side are sort of changing their tune
right now and will be listening to what kind of a tune
they will be whistling over the next little while.

MR.CHAIRMAN: TheHonourableMemberforVirden.

MR. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, | want to
say a few words to the Minister of Agriculture at this
time on the dairy . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. Mr.
Chairman, | know we've ranged this discussion and
we've got into the dairy industry specifically. If | can
encourage the member to keep his comments with
respect to the Milk Prices Review Commissionandwe
will, no doubt, discuss the dairy industry in length
again and the situation dealing with the dairy industry
and the further processing of milk because there will
be ample opportunity, and I've spoken to other
members, | think we've gone this route and we will be

back at it again. So, if | could encourage the member
that his questions be put, with respect, to the Milk
Prices Review Commission.

MR. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | accept
the words of the Honourable Minister but | think the
Honourable Minister has to realize that we do have
two committees going and some of us are charged
with certain responsibilities and when some commit-
tees rise earlier than others, then we have to avail
ourselves of the opportunity that does presentittous
to bring forward the concerns of the areas that we
represent. And when it comes to the pricing of milk
andthe operation of the various milk producing facili-
ties, | want the Minister to take into consideration
what occurs in the agricultural sector when we find
difficulty arrivingata — it's all right, Mr. Chairman, if
the Minister wants to carry on a conversation with
somebody, it's all right withme . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister on a point
of order.

MR. URUSKI: | appreciate the member’'s comments
that he’s making and | only assume that he will con-
fine his remarks to the area that we are discussing.

MR. GRAHAM: Thankyou, Mr. Chairman. | just want
the Honourable Minister to take into consideration
what happens to those people in the agricultural
community who have spent years of their life and
thousands and thousands of dollars building up a
dairy herd, and anybody knows that you do not estab-
lish a dairy herd overnight. It takes many years of
breeding to produce the highest quality dairy anim-
als, and to find that their whole livelihood is wiped out
because of an argument over pricing of milk and the
transportation of milk, the Minister has to be con-
cerned about those farmers. Sure, he loves to getinto
the argument about who is right between the Natural
Products Marketing and the Milk Producers Board
and all the other things about the pricing of milk. But
just remember, it's the livelihood of farmers that's at
stake;farmers that have invested literally hundreds of
thousands of dollars to develop a herd to the point
where they are now proud to have one of the finest
dairy herds, only to see the whole thing wiped out
because the Minister of Agriculture is not prepared to
use his good offices to ensure that the dairy industry
survives in this province and those people can con-
tinue to make their livelihood. Surely the Minister has
to have some concern for the individual farmers and,
rather than sitting listening to all of the arguments
that he gets from the various boards and chairmans of
boards, sometimes | hope that he would think about
the farmer, the producer, thepersonwho hasinvested
his whole livelihood in order to provide, for society,
that very necessary commodity that we all want to see
on the marketplace.

MR. McKENZIE: Mr. Chairman, | have a couple of
questions. Maybe the Minister will answer them
tomorrow or later. It deals with the Rossburn thing
where we were discussing it briefly. I'm getting ques-
tions by producers and people in the industry there,
that the company is facing the problems, because of
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huges surpluses of cheese in Ontario and Quebec,
and | have norecords to verify that. The other one that
keeps coming back, there is quite a strong reaction
from the consumers today, at the price that they're
asked to pay for cheese in the marketplace, and that's
another factor that | can’t prove, nor can | answer the
producers, correctly. The other one that keeps com-
ing up is, what influence does the Federal Govern-
ment have on the cheese industry, or, whether it's
healthy in this province or is there some way the
Federal Government could intervene and help these
co-operatives at this time when there are surpluses of
cheese, and those are the questions — | don’t have the
information. Maybe the Minister can get it tomorrow
or the next day and advise the committee on those
questions.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the com-
ments the honourable member has made. | will try and
give him as much information as | can. | can share
some information with him with respect to the — part
of the problem, | would say, that there is in Eastern
Canada, a supply problem with respect to the amount
of cheese and that MANCO has been shipping a lot of
cheese east. Thereis ashortage of cheese, but then it
gets in to the type of quality and the type of cheese
that is being produced, a shortage of cheese in West-
ern Canada. | gather that MANCO'’S marketing stra-
tegy has been, primarily, to use Eastern Canada as its
main market source. As well as Manitoba, it provides a
large percentage of the Manitoba market. It has, |
understand, done some, | believe, some shipments
westward but certainly there is potential in the west
but then it gets into the type of equipment and the
typeofcheese you produce. | wish it could be only as
simple as saying, yes, we've got an over-supply of
cheese; let’s find a market for it. It's a matter of what
markets exist and the type of cheese that one has to
move into. It's not done overnight. It's a management
marketing strategy and those kinds of areas that have
to be developed, and | have to say again to the hon-
ourable member that| am very very concerned about
this. We've helped them before and we’d be in a posi-
tion to try and assist again, but only on the basis that
there is a desire that they want our involvement, and
whether we sign some agreement in terms of man-
agement help, marketing strategy, our people have
now assisted and we will continue to do what we can.

| wasn’t quite sure, the Honourable Member for
Virden spoke about farmers losing their operations,
Mr. Chairman. As | understandit, | haven’'tbeen made
aware of any specific dairy man who is in production
today who has been forced out of business. As |
understand it, right now in the milk industry there is a
long line-up of people wanting to get into the dairy
industry because of the stability of that industry in
terms ofthe prices that farmers receive through their
marketing agencies and the stability of the price to
producers. | understand that all the milk is being mar-
keted and, although some of it is being transported
out of the province, with some loss in additional
transporation cost, there is some reduction in price.

The Member for Arthur indicates that there is, |
believe, some additional transportation costs which,
of course, arethen reflected into the pooled price for
all producers. But, if the member has any specifics, |
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have not been made aware of any one producer being
forced out of business as a result of this dispute or
anything surrounding that.

MR. CHAIRMAN: TheHonourable Member for Virden.

MR. GRAHAM: Well, Mr. Chairman, I'm not talking
about any individual being presently forced out of
production, but just remember the farmers can read
probably better than the Minister of Agriculture can.
They see the writing on the wall and when plants are
closed in their vicinity and transportation costs are
rising, they know that it's just a matter of time and
when you start dealing across provincial borders,
who knows what'’s going to happen in Saskatchewan
in three weeks time. Given the mood of the farmers in
Saskatchewan at the present time, they have no faith
in an NDP Government out there. The farmers in
Manitoba have very little faith in an NDP Government
andthat was evidentin thelastelection. Therewerea
few turkey producers voted, but not too many dairy
people.

So | say to the Minister that these people who have
invested large sums of money for a long-term busi-
ness want to have assurances of long-term markets
and the present pricing structure and the kafuffle that
the Minister has done nothing to solve does not lead
to any confidence on the part of the dairymen in the
ability of this Minister to do anything.

MR.CHAIRMAN: TheHonourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, the Minister has indi-
cated thathedid notwanttogetintothewholeareaof
cheese plants and processing. We've covered it
tonight, not as much as we as an Opposition would
like to, because | have some major concerns that I'd
liketodealwith.Ifthe Ministercan assure us that we'll
have an opportunity to debate that particular issue
coming up in the near future, | would be certainly
agreeable to passing thisitem and then probably hav-
ing committee rise.

Before | do, Mr. Chairman, | do feel very strongly
thatthere hasbeenatotal lack of caring or a total lack
of co-ordinated effort by the government when it
comes to the whole dairy industry. We've seen the
Minister of Co-operative Development do nothing to
support the biggest or one of the largest dairy co-ops
in the province. We've seen the Minister of Economic
Development where some 50 people lost their jobs,
Mr. Chairman; the Minister of Agriculture saying
we're reviewing or we're looking atand we've tried to
help sell cheese.

Mr. Chairman, | would say this government, the
governmentthat we have here today have takenon a
job that they aren’t living up to their responsibilites
and we have, Mr. Chairman, quite a large amount of
questions or alot of questions to ask when it comes to
the whole area of the dairy industry and the milk
industry, the cheese processingandtheway in which
they have demonstrated their inability to deal with a
situation. The Minister has just admitted that it’s cost-
ing higher transportation costs to do what? To trans-
port the milk out of the province at the same time
they're transportingtheirjob opportunitieswiththose
truckloads of milk.
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So, Mr. Chairman, if we will have the opportunity,
the Minister has indicated we will have, | would sug-
gest we pass the Milk Prices Review Commission and
then move Committee rise.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise
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