LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Tuesday, 6 April, 1982

Time — 2:00 p.m.
OPENING PRAYER by Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER, Hon. D. James Walding (St. Vital):
Presenting Petitions . . . Reading and Receiving
Petitions . . .

PRESENTING REPORTS BY STANDING
AND SPECIAL COMMITTEES

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Minnedosa.

MR. DAVID R. (Dave) BLAKE (Minnedosa): Mr.
Speaker, | beg to present the First Report on the
Standing Committee on Public Accounts.

MR. CLERK, Jack Reeves: The Standing Committee
on Public Accounts begs leave to present the follow-
ing Committee report:

Your Committee met on Tuesday, April 6, 1982 and
appointed Mr. Blake as Chairman.

Your Committee agreed thata quorum forall future
meetings of the Committee should consist of six (6)
members.

Your Committee has examined the Provincial Audi-
tor’s Report and the Public Accounts of the province
for the fiscal yearended March 31, 1981 and finds that
the receipts and expenditures of the monies have
been carefully set forth and all monies properly
accounted for.

Your Committee received, or has been assured that
it will receive, all information desired by any member
from the Minister, Heads of Departments and members
ofthe Provincial Auditor’s staff with respect to receipts,
expenditures and other matters pertaining to the bus-
iness of the province. The fullest opportunity was
accorded to all members of the Committee to exam-
ine vouchers or any documents called for and no
restriction was placed upon the line of examination.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Minnedosa.

MR. BLAKE: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the
Honourable Member for Swan River, that the report of
the Committee be received.

MOTION presented and carried.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Flin
Flon.

MR. JERRY T. STORIE (Flin Flon): Mr. Speaker, the
Committee of Supply has considered certain resolu-
tions, directs me toreportthe same and asks leave to
sit again.

| move, seconded by the Honourable Member for
Ellice, that the report of the Committee be received.

MOTION presented and carried.
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MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS
AND TABLING OF REPORTS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Attorney-General.

HON.ROLAND PENNER (FortRouge): Mr.Speaker,
|begleaveto table the report pursuant to Section 29.1
of The Fatality Inquiries Act concerning persons who
died in 1981 while in a correctional institute, jails and
prisons.

MR. SPEAKER: Notices of Motion .
of Bills . . .

. . Introduction

ORAL QUESTIONS

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Pembina.

MR. DONALD ORCHARD (Pembina): Thank you,
Mr. Speaker. My question is for the Minister of
Finance. Can the Minister indicate if regulations are
required to proceed with payments to farmers,
homeowners, and businessmen who have qualified
for interest raterelief?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

HON. VIC SCHROEDER (Rossmere): Yes, Mr.
Speaker.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr.Speaker,asupplementary. When
will those regulations be gazetted?

MR. SCHROEDER: They're currently being drafted,
Mr. Speaker.

MR. ORCHARD: Intheabsenceofthoseregulations,
doesoneassume that noonecan be paid interest rate
relief even though they have qualified under the pro-
gram as laid out by the government?

MR. SCHROEDER: That's correct.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Speaker, a final supplementary.
When would the Minister believe that the regulations
will be drafted, passed and gazetted, so that those
people who have now qualified, or will have qualified
for interest rate relief, might expect payment of that
relief?

MR. SCHROEDER: Yes, Mr. Speaker. We do hope to
have the regulations completed and passed by the
end of the month.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. JAMES E. DOWNEY (Arthur): Mr. Speaker, in
view of the answers by the Honourable Minister of
Finance, could the Minister of Agriculture indicate to
the House how many farmers have gone bankrupt in
the past three months because of the high interest
rates and high operating costs?
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MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.

HON. BILL URUSKI (Interlake): Mr. Speaker, there
are farmers who have been in difficulty for a number
of years. | don’t have the specific answers that the
member is speaking about, but certainly the farm
community has had difficulties over a number of
years. In the hog industry, which took two years to
develop, inotherareas, inthebeefareas, Mr. Speaker,
those farmers who are in difficulty are making appli-
cation. In fact there are approximately 200 who have
applied and have been recommended for assistance.

MR.DOWNEY: Inview of the fact, Mr. Speaker, that it
was anelection promise and that it was an emergency
program, could the Minister notindicate to this House
how many people have in fact gone out of business
because they were unable to cope with the current
economic conditions?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, there will be, I'm sure,
people who will go out of business as a result of a
whole host of factors. Those people that are in busi-
ness and are facing the hardships of interest rates are
applying and are being dealt with under the program.

MR.DOWNEY: Inother words, Mr. Speaker, theelec-
tion promise of the Premier of this province is not
going to be kept and there are people who are going
out of business.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Stur-
geon Creek.

MR. J. FRANK JOHNSTON (Sturgeon Creek): My
question is to the Minister of Economic Development
and Tourism and | would like to ask the Minister if she
oranybodyin herdepartment. had.contact with Wolch
Ltd., the clothing company that’s been in operation
for 60 years in this province before they went into
receivership?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister for Eco-
nomic Development.

HON. MURIEL SMITH (Osborne): Mr. Speaker, |
would like to take that question as notice.

MR.JOHNSTON: Mr. Speaker, my question again, is
the Minister — she would maybe want to take this
questionas notice. SunValleyPools,owned by Edwin
Zacharias and three other businesses that he owned;
Creative Fibre Glass Ltd.; The Water Closet and Keys-
tone Distributors Ltd. also went into receivership, |
wonder if the Minister’s staff has had any opportunity
to have any conversation or dealings with them before
or since the unfortunate happenings to these
companies.

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, | will take that question
on notice too. The staff normally are aware of receiv-
erships as they come along and there is an orderly
process that is honoured. They don’t usually inter-
vene in any more active way unless there isa program
that we have in place to assist them but | certainly will

1168

get further information for the honourable member
opposite.

MR. JOHNSTON: A supplementary, Mr. Speaker, |
would ask the Minister why they hadn’t done some
investigating in the clothing retail business when
Brownstone’s had gone into receivership or broke in
January? The indication then was that the industry
was in trouble and there are other people in trouble. |
would ask the Minister also, Mr. Speaker, that the
Premier's statement, we can provide interest rate
relief and economic climate to ensure that all small
businesses stay in business — | wonder, Mr. Speaker,
if the Minister could answer if that promiseis going to
be kept in the future?

MRS. SMITH: Mr. Speaker, the member opposite
must know that the department has not had in place
active programs for dealing with retail business. |
also, however will undertake to get further informa-
tion about this particular business. I'd like to add
though, that| don't recall the leader or anyone else on
this side saying that we could save all businesses
immediately. We said —(Interjection)— We said, Mr.
Speaker, and I'm sure that everyone on this side of the
house will agree with me, that we could not promise
quick and easy solutions. We could put in place —
(Interjection)— we could — if you will be so polite, Sir
— we will put in place emergency programs to deal
with the most difficult cases and we will then attempt
to do the longer-range planning which will build a
more secureeconomy. Wedo not, Mr. Speaker, as the
members opposite well know, control the interest rate
policy of this country which is the prime reason, Mr.
Speaker, for the difficulty that Manitoba businesses
are now finding themselves in.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

MR.STERLINGLYON (Charleswood): Mr.Speaker, |
have a question for the Minister of Agriculture. Has
the Minister of Agriculture received from the Mani-
toba Cattle Producers Association a letter and att-
achments of March 24, 1982, wherein the report of
that Producers Association with respectto theirideas
in beef cattle marketing are put forward for the edifi-
cation of all members of the House?

MR. URUSKI: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

MR. LYON: In view of the fact, Mr. Speaker, that the
Manitoba Cattle Producers Association represents
approximately 15,000 producers in Manitoba, can the
Minister confirm to the House that the beef stabiliza-
tion plan which he announced the other day was
worked out in close concert with the Manitoba Cattle
Producers Association and in accordance with the
recommendations that they made as part of their
study of beef marketing?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, the program that was de-
veloped was made in consultation with them and with
other farm groups in the industry across the Province
of Manitoba. Mr. Speaker, there were several consul-
tations made, but the program wasn’t developed to be



Tuesday, 6 April, 1982

specific along the lines that the association
recommended.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, could the Honourable Min-
ister advise the House and the people of Manitoba
what other farm groups or individuals he consulted,
whose advice he would take over that of the Manitoba
Cattle Producers Association which represents about
98 percent of the producers in Manitoba?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, it seems that the Leader
of the Opposition whose group imposed the piece of
legislation on the farmers of Manitoba, a compulsory
group and a compulsory check out now wants to tell
the farmers of Manitoba thatthey are the ones that are
representing them. That's just not the case, Mr.
Speaker. There are many producer groupsin the beef
industry who | have consulted with and have spoken
to. —(Interjection)— Mr. Speaker, if members would
caretoread Hansard there wasalongdiscussionand
debatein this Chamber about whoweconsulted with.
If the honourable members don’t wantto read that'’s
their prerogative, Mr. Speaker.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, could the Minister of Agri-
culture then advise the House and the cattle produc-
ers of Manitoba why it is that the principles which
appear to underlie his stabilization plan are at 180
degree variance, or would appear to be at 180 degree
variance, from the recommendations made by the
report of the Alternative Marketing Committee of the
Manitoba Cattle Producers Association, if in fact, as
he says, he had meaningful consultations with that
group?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, if the Honourable Leader
of the Opposition agrees with that report then | pre-
sume he doesn’t agree with the cash advances that we
are proposing to the cattle industry? —(Interjection)—
Maybe the honourable members on the opposite side
don'tlike the answers afterthey raised the questions.
Mr. Speaker, the principles of income stabilization
and insurance we have used in the plan that we have
proposed, while it varies in terms of the specifics asto
which part of the industries shall be covered, never-
theless, the principles were accepted by us and by
MCPA in their proposals to us.

Whatis at variance, Mr. Speaker, is the way that the
premium structure that was proposed by his group,
that wasset up by his group, which indicates in their
proposals that, for example, the cow-calf industry
could insure themselves at a premium of somewhere
around 16 percent of the sale price of the cattle. We
could not accept that and the members opposite who
have said that 2 percent is too high, a premium that
farmers should pay, his own association said that
those same farmers should pay at least 16 percent of
the sale price of their cattle.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, could | ask the Minister of
Agriculture this question? A simple yes or no will
suffice. Mr. Speaker, in the report of the Alternative
Marketing Committee of the Manitoba Cattle Produc-
ers Association which the Minister says he has
received, would he advise the House and the cattle
producers and the citizens of Manitoba, if he is aware
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of this paragraph in that report, and I'm quoting from
page7 oftheirreport, “Anotherconcern expressed by
the committee is that the Provincial Government not
implement a marketing or stabilization plan which
would restrict producers’ freedoms in the market-
place. Upon study of the Saskatchewan Beef Stabili-
zation Board's central selling concept, theloss of this
freedom is evident.” Mr. Speaker, that's a quote.
Would the Minister tell us whether or not his planisin
accordance with that direct warning by the Beef Cat-
tle Producers Association of Manitoba?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, very obviously the pro-
posal I've made is not in accordance with that submis-
sion. —(Interjection)— Absolutely, Mr. Speaker, and
one way that we have used the program to be able to
ensure that the payments that we do make are paid
out on the basis of the slaughter cattle that are mar-
keted and the only way to do that is through a central
selling agency and we have proposed that, Mr.
Speaker. That is the reason that is being proposed so
that several ways of payments are not being paid out
and that producers can and will be able to bring about
some further competition in the marketplace for the
cattle that they sell together, not unlike, Mr. Speaker,
what was proposed and was done by — | presume he
was in government in the early ‘60s when they set up
the Hog Marketing Commission.

MR.LYON: Then, Mr. Speaker, couldthe Honourable
Minister of Agriculture confirm to the House that on
the basis of the sketchy outline that we've had thus far
of his stabilization and marketing planthat heiis in fact
bringing in a plan thatis contrary to the recommenda-
tions of about 90 percent of the beef producers in
Manitoba?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, | have consulted with
many more people than the Association of the MCPA
and | believe that we will have an opportunity to see
how many people support that organization on a
voluntary basis and obviously we will see how many
people supportthat I believe thatthere are many more
farmers in the cattle industry in this province that
should have been consulted and were consulted by
our group and this program was developed as aresult
of those consultations.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Lakeside.

MR. HARRY ENNS (Lakeside): Mr.Speaker, | wonder
if the Minister of Agriculture can indicate whether or
notheand his governmentintends to, as they develop
this plan, either purchase or lease feedlot facilities in
the Province of Manitoba.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of
Agriculture.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, there will be a producers
group established to discuss ramifications of areas
which have been historically cow-calf producing
areasandifthereisaneedintermsofdiscussionwith
those producers that there may need to be facilities
established on a co-operative basis in those areas
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certainly we would want to encourage that to happen.

MR. ENNS: Mr. Speaker, | take it then it would be
correctto assume that as the plan is envisaged by the
Minister it is possible that the government will be
purchasing directly large feedlots in the Province of
Manitoba. | must remind the Honourable Minister that
feedlot capacity is available right now. The cattle
feeders have had a tough time and you can probably
get a bargain.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, no, it's not our intention
to go out and purchase feedlots. It is our intention to
encourage the cow-calf industry to move their indus-
try into not only providing the calf crop for the Prov-
ince of Manitoba, but also moving along and finishing
thatcalfcrop. If there is a desire on behalf of produc-
ers in their area on a co-operative basis to develop
finishing facilities, certainly we would wantto look at
that and encourage that to happen.

MR. ENNS: One final question, Mr. Speaker, how
does the Ministerintend tosetitup? Willitberunasa
Crown Corporation with civil servants that normally
work from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. tolook aftera couple
of thousand head of cattle that have to be fed every
day, Sunday, Saturdays, including Christmas? If so,
can he indicate an office to which applications for
jobs can be sent?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, it appears that the hon-
ourable member wishes to catch the good lens of the
camera. He can certainly have, and his colleagues
have,anample opportunity to discuss all their aspects
of this program under my Estimates which are before
the House now.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR. A. BRIAN RANSOM (Turtle Mountain): Mr.
Speaker, my question is to the Acting Minister of
Energy and Mines. | wonder if the Acting Minister
could confirm whether or not work is proceeding on
the clearing of a Hydro right-of-way from Koostatak
to Jackhead and at the same time perhaps the Acting
Minister could answer the question of how the con-
tract forthat clearing was awarded and when the work
is expected to be completed?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Finance.

MR. SCHROEDER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Those
are two good questions. I'll take them as notice.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, -my question is for the
Minister of Finance. Over the recent weeks, there
have been a number of different figures put forward
by the Minister of Finance as to the net impact upon
Manitoba’s revenues of the new financing arrange-
ments with the Federal Government. | believe the Min-
ister had provided me with a letter a couple of weeks
ago for which | express my thanks clearing up a
statement that he had made previously about a $38
million cutback and saying that it would be $21 mil-
lion. | nowsee in the presentation which the Minister
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made to the Committee of Parliament in Ottawathat it
would appear that the loss to the province might be
$21 million instead of $31 million. Could he advise
whether that’s because it's an average or whether
that’s a figure that applies to 1982-83?

MR. SCHROEDER: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yes, |
had referred at one stage to 38 million because |
hadn’t taken into account another $7 million offset
which brought it down to 31 million. The 31 million
wasthe loss forthe year 1982-83 on Established Pro-
gram Financing and Equalization put together. Equal-
ization givesus alossfromwhere we wouldhave been
under the old program of 21 million and EPF loses us
an additional ten. The material that the honourable
member refers to is material in which | discuss only
the Equalization portion, the reason for that being
that when | went to Ottawa | wasn’t discussing EPF,
because Manitobais beingtreatedin afashionsimilar
to all other provinces with respect to that. It was only
the equalization portion | was referring to.

MR. RANSOM: | thank the Minister for that answer,
Mr. Speaker. Some days ago, perhaps two weeks ago,
| asked the Honourable Minister of Financeif he could
provide an estimate of what percentage of post-
secondary education costs would be covered by the
Federal Government under the new cost sharing
arrangements. | wonder if the Minister could advise
the House as to what that figure would be?

MR. SCHROEDER: I'm sorry, | still don’'t have that
number but I'll try to have it to the member before the
end of the week.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Garry.

MR. L.R. (Bud) SHERMAN (FortGarry): Mr.Speaker,
my questionisto the Honourable Minister of Health. |
would like to ask him if he can confirm that Children’s
Hospital will remain as is and where it is, thatis as a
separate facility and a separate identity on the Health
Sciences Centre campus?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of Health.
TABLING OF DOCUMENTS

HON. LAURENT DESJARDINS (St. Boniface): Mr.
Speaker, there has been no change as | explained
yesterday. This was at the staff level and nothing has
been approved or even placed in front of the board of
the hospital or the commission.

Mr.Speaker, | would liketotablealso at this time, if|
may, a letter from the President of the Health Scien-
ces Centre to the Editor of the Winnipeg Sun asking
him to retract remarks that were made in the news-
paper this morning. | don’t think there’s any need to
read it. There's also a letter to myself from the Presi-
dent and a press release that the Health Sciences
Centre made this morning and if | may — do | have to
readthe pressrelease? That will give the best answer.
I'll table the whole thing.

“Contrary to what has appeared in recent stories in
the Winnipeg Free Press and subsequently carried by



Tuesday, 6 April, 1982

other media, the Children’s Hospital is alive and well
at the Health Sciences Centre.

Construction of the five-storey $11 million building
at Sherbrook and William is progressing on schedule
with an anticipated completion date in December of
1983.

Simultaneously, discussions are under way with
the clinical department heads and senior manage-
ment at the Health Sciences Centre on the planning of
the H.A. building, the major component of the Cen-
tre’s redevelopment program. These groups are
reviewing various program alternatives and options
for H.A. and the balance of their redevelopment pro-
gram and were asked to express to the Planning
Department any concerns or suggestions they may
have on the concepts being developed. This was
intended to be aninternal review for the development
of afinal plan for consideration by the HSC Board and
the Manitoba Health Services Commission. Unfortu-
nately, wide distribution of a memo prepared by the
Head of the Department of Child Health lead to a
totally erroneous front page story in the Winnipeg
Free Pressregarding the status of the Children’s Hos-
pital within the Health Sciences Centre.

The plan for the Children’s Hospital building now
under way, as approved by the HSC Board and the
Government of Manitoba, have not been changed.
This buildingis presently under construction and will
house 130 pediatric in-patient beds as well as child-
ren’s clinics. Steel girders for this building will soon
be evident, as is obvious as the activity within the
construction site has been since September of last
year when the sod-turning for the H.C.and H.S. build-
ing were celebrated.”

So, I'll table the whole package.

ORAL QUESTION Cont'd

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Fort
Garry.

MR.SHERMAN: Mr. Speaker, | thank the Honourable
Minister for that information, but in view of the-anxie-
ties and the shaken morale that has resulted as a
consequence of thereports in the past few daysandin
view of the fact that there still are considerable rum-
ours swirling about the Health Sciences Centre and
particularly the Children’s Hospital and I'm sure that
the Ministerisaware ofthem and | can assure him that
| am personally aware of them. Would he consider
making a statement confirming that it is the intention
of this government, as it was of the previous govern-
ment, that Children’s Hospital be maintained as a
separate identity in a separate facility, and that integ-
rity will not be compromised?

MR. DESJARDINS: Mr. Speaker, | think for the
moment the statement made by the Health Sciences
Centre and the statement that | made in this House
today and yesterday will suffice. | would like totell the
honourable member that we certainly will review the
wholesituation. This caught me by surprise yesterday
and lintend to, if at possible, ifready and | hope I'll be
ready, to have a five-year program for construction.
That will be reviewed during the Estimates and |
would gladly want to discuss this with my honourable
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friend and any other members of the House at that
time.

MR. SHERMAN: One final supplementary, Mr.
Speaker, | wonder if the Minister would confirm that
first phase redevelopment of the Health Sciences
Centre is set and that the kinds of delays and frustra-
tions that were created by wrangling and revision for
many years — | lay the blame at no one’s doorstep,
two governments lived through it — that kind of delay
and frustration will not be permitted to resurrectitself;
that if there is to be wrangling and revision, it should
be with the second phase redevelopment, but the first
stage redevelopment is set and will go ahead as
scheduled.

MR. DESJARDINS: Mr. Speaker, I'm sure if my hon-
ourable friend had been asked that question a few
years ago he would have said absolutely not, and we
see what happened through no fault of my honour-
able friend. Now, I'm not going to make a statement
that I'm not sure what is going to happen, I’'m saying
that we haven’t changed anything, that I'm reviewing
it. | would want to look at the whole situation and if it
takes too much time we will speed it on. We will do
something and | have requested the information —
the money thatis being spent so far on planning atthe
Health Sciences Centre — and | want to give this
information to share with the members of this House
during the Estimate review. But as far as the intent of
my honourable friend’s question, | have no difficulty
with that at all, but as my honourable friend knows,
you can’t really control everything at all times, so |
can’'t make the statement that will not happen.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Leader of the
Opposition.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, | have a question for the
First Minister. | wonder if he could advise the House
as to whether or not he has received from the Mani-
tobaCattle Producers Association arequesttohavea
meeting with himself and with the members of his
Cabinet in order that the Manitoba Cattle Producers
Association, as they say in their letter, can familiarize
themselves with the provincial Cabinet, their goals
and objectives.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable First Minister.

HON.HOWARD R.PAWLEY (Selkirk): Mr. Speaker, |
would have to take that question as notice, | have not
received it personally. There may be one that has
arrived. | know that the Minister of Agriculture has
already met with the Manitoba Cattle Producers
Association twice, three times, so that indeed there
has been considerable representation that has been
made.

MR. LYON: Mr. Speaker, | can well appreciate what
the Honourable First Minister is saying. Perhaps it
would be helpful for him if | laid on the table of the
House for his benefitand for the record the communi-
cation which | take it all members of the House have
received, dated the 24th of March, explaining the
make-up of the association and explaining the mar-
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keting recommendations of that association about
which | was questioning the Minister of Agriculture
just a few moments ago. So, I should like to lay that on
the table of the House; it might be helpful to the First
Minister.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Tuxedo.

MR. GARY FILMON (Tuxedo): Mr. Speaker, my
questionis for the Premier. | wonder if he could tell us
if his office is still responsible for the Information
Services Branch.

MR. PAWLEY: Yes, Mr. Speaker.

MR.FILMON: Mr.Speaker, | wonder if the First Minis-
ter could indicate who in his office is responsible for
final approval of the news releases which emanate
from the branch.

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, in connection with news
releases, individual Cabinet Ministers assume
responsibility for particular news releases that are
issued in their individual names.

MR. FILMON: Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that the
news releases that were released last Friday have a
number of photographs, some of which are captioned
asfollows, there’s one here thatsays: “Thelegislative
representative, shown left, include the mover of the
Address for the Speech from the Throne, Dauphin
MLA John Plohman, second from right.” If I'm not
mistaken, although | do realize that they look a bit
alike, it is the Member for The Pas who did in fact
move the Speech from the Throne. Perhaps the Pre-
mier might like to get the two of them together and
decide which should shave off his moustache so that
we can avoid the confusion in the future.

As well, there is another photograph, Sir, which
includesyouanditindicatesthatit’'sapresentationof
a Red River cart to the retiring Ombudsman, and it
identifies the people in the photograph as yourself
and Mr. Maltby and it says: “Mrs. Maltby is shown
with her husband and the Speaker” and there only
appearsto betwopeoplein the photograph. My ques-
tion, Mr. Speaker, is this any indication of the effi-
ciency and the accuracy that we can expect from the
Information Services Branch now that it’s under his
personal control?

MR. PAWLEY: Mr. Speaker, the Honourable Member
for Dauphin and the Honourable Member for The Pas
are both good-looking gentlemen. | might mention,
Mr. Speaker, that they both, because of their good
looks, tend to resemble one another and therefore I'm
not particularly surprised that somebody might have
misunderstood one for the other under the circum-
stances. Mr. Speaker, on theotherhand, I'mnotabout
to try to explain why the second picture the honour-
able member referred to suggested my presence
when, indeed, | wasn't there except maybe because
I've tried to cover too much of the field and just hap-
pened to be not there at that particular moment.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member
for Pembina. ’

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, my ques-
tion is for the Minister of Agriculture. Did Bill Janssen,
theformer Deputy Minister of Agriculture, whois now
on contract with this government at $5,000 per month
plus expenses have any partin the drafting of the Beef
Support Program?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, he along with other
people within thé department did take partin develop-
ing this program.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. So, now
we have confirmation from the Minister of Agricul-
ture, who at least one of these unnamed advisory
sources so knowledgeable on the beef community in
Manitoba are,and | would asktheMinisterofAgricul-
ture if he believes that Mr. Janssen now enjoys the
same 76 percent of nonsupport among the beef pro-
ducers of the province today that he enjoyed in 197772

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Inkster.

MR.DONSCOTT (Inkster): Thankyou, Mr. Speaker.
| have a question for the Minister of Environment.
Yesterday, we had questions regarding the atmos-
phere ofthis House being rather pungent at the time. |
note now that it is quite clean. I'm wondering if the
Minister has taken any action or if all the members
have taken a shower this morning.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Minister of North-
ern Affairs.

HON.JAY COWAN (Churchill): As the members can
tell arising from the question from the Honourable
Member for Swan River yesterday and the questions
from members on this side previousto that in private, |
had requested the Workplace Safety and Health Divi-
siontoinvestigate the odours which werebeing expe-
rienced in the Chambers.

They found that a coal-tar pot and asphalt opera-
tion, as part of the roofing operation which was ongo-
ing on the building, was put close to one of the vents,
and they have had the vent turned off, and therefore,
the smell which was emanating yesterday is not with
us today. However, there is a reduced air flow in the
Chambers and | must warn the members opposite
that may have some impact and influence on their
thought process, butthefactis that wehaveremoved
the source and the method by which the fumes were
entering the Chamber — we have not removed the
source, and I'm to understand it will be six weeks
before the operation is complete. During that time,
the Workplace Safety and Health Division will be mon-
itoring the air in the Chambers to ensure that we do
nothave an occurrence such as we had the other day.
If, in fact, that does happen, | can assure you that we
will take quick and prompt action as the Workplace
Safety and Health Division did in response to this very
serious concern. So | wish to publicly commend them
fortheir quick action and on behalf of allthe members
in th‘e Chamber, thank them for their decisive action.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Turtle Mountain.
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MR. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, a number of questions
have been placed to the Minister of Transportation
concerning the return of abandoned rights-of-way to
surrounding landowners. The Minister had indicated
some days ago that he would treatindividual requests
on an emergency basis and he further indicated that
he had not received any such requests. | would ask
the Minister if he can now advise the House whether
or not he has received individual requests because |
have here copies of some seven letters which have
been directed, | believe six of them, to the Minister of
Transportation and one to the Minister of Agriculture.
Can the Minister advise whether or not he has
received these letters and if he will be treating them on
an emergency basis?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honurable Minister of Govern-
ment Services.

HON. SAMUEL USKIW (Lac du Bonnet): Mr. Speaker,
the letters in question | have not seen, but it’s logical
that is so in the sense that the letters are funnelled
directly to the responding agency, and the respond-
ing agency at the moment is not in a position to
respond because of a policy review which | indicated
to the member on two or three occasions. When that
review is completed, that response will be made
unless, indeed, there are circumstances which require
immediate attention in which case I'm prepared to
look at those, Mr. Speaker.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, that places the citizens
ofthe province that have an interest in this matterin a
very difficult set of circumstances because | have here
one letter that is dated the 15th of March and is
directed to the Honourable Minister of Transporta-
tion. How does one get to have contact with the Hon-
ourable Minister of Transportation if he doesn’t read
his mail? This is dated the 15th of March and the
Minister has advised the House, | believe on two
separate occasions, that he will treat requests of this
nature on an emergency basis. My question is, Mr.
Speaker, will the Minister of Transportation read his
mail?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Speaker, the letter being dated
March 15th, of course, is not a dated piece of
information.

MR.RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, will the Minister give the
House an undertaking that he will ask his staff to
provide him with letters that have come in dealing
with the question of abandoned rights-of-way and
that hewillthen treat those letters in themanner that
he has advised the House they would be treated, and
that is, on an emergency basis and dealt with so that
these farmers are able to plan their operations for the
upcoming year?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Morris.

MR. CLAYTON MANNESS (Morris): Thank you, Mr.
Speaker. | asked the Minister of Transportation a
question yesterday regarding a list of names, if he
may be prepared to disclose as to who would be
representing the government in any rural meetings
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regarding the Crow rate issue, and he gave me an
answer in the House, an answer that | found a little bit
confusing, if | could read it back to him.

He says, “I believe the House Leader intends to
make an announcement with respect to a presenta-
tiontothe members of the Assembly out in Room 254
and that time, of course, members will become more
knowledgeable as to who is involved and who will
indeed, if they have some suggestions as to who
shouldbeinvolved and beyondthat group, I’'m willing
to take that advice, Mr. Speaker.”

| found the answer a little bit confusing. I'd like the
Minister, if he could, to clarify three things. The pend-
ing announcement, with what will it be dealing, and
why in Room 254, and what group is he specifically
referring to?

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Speaker, perhaps the member
was not here, but we did try to get an indication from
members opposite whether they would agree to the
giving up of their Private Members’ Hour tomorrow in
order that my departmental people can make their
presentation on the technical aspects of the study in
Room 254. Perhaps he didn't get that message yes-
terday. We are awaiting a response. Perhaps the
House Leader has a response. I'm not aware of it.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Speaker, to the Minister of Agri-
culture, in view of his earlieranswer saying that he has
appointed or is going to have a livestock committee
looking at the purchasing of feedlots in the province
or getting into the feedlot business, who is he employ-
ing tolook into that particular aspect of the agricultu-
ral industry?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Speaker, it appears that the Con-
servatives have dirt in theirears, thatthey can’thearin
terms of the replies. Mr. Speaker, the Member for
Arthur — | have made no such answer, Mr. Speaker.
The committee that will be established will be estab-
lished to, as | have said before, deal with the technical
aspects of the plan in terms of levels of support,
numbers of cattle to be insured, and the Marketing
Commission, those kinds ofaspects will be dealt with;
but the sole question that he put is just absurd.

MR. SPEAKER: Order please. The time for Oral
Questions has expired.

ORDERS OF THE DAY
ORDER FOR RETURN — NO. 7

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR.RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the
Member for Arthur, that an Order of the House do
issue for a return of the following information:

(1) alist of all contracts for goods or services termi-
nated since November 30th, 1981, and prior to the
expiry date, or not renewed or extended at the expiry
date;

(2) the goods or services being provided in
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each case;

(3) the reason for terminating or not renewing the
contract;

(4) the contracted price contained within each
contract;

(5) will that good or service now be obtained else-
where, and if so, from whom, what costs and on what
terms; and

(6) will the goods be provided or service performed
by government employees and if so, at what total
costs and how is that cost calculated?

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

MR. PENNER: Mr.Speaker, again this order or motion
suffers from the same problem of draftmanship as
some of those yesterday and subject to it being
understood that it's from November 30th, 1981 to
today; so that we have a time limit, | accept the order.

MOTION presented and carried.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Government House
Leader.

MR. PENNER: Mr. Speaker, | move, seconded by the
Honourable Minister of Finance, that Mr. Speaker do
now leave the Chair and that the House resolve itself
into a Committee to consider of the Supply to be
granted to Her Majesty.

MOTION presented and carried and the House
resolved itself into a Committee to consider of the
Supply to be granted to Her Majesty with the Honour-
able Member for Flin Flon in the Chair for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Honourable Member for
The Pas in the Chair for the Department of Highways
and Transportation.

CONCURRENT COMMITTEES OF SUPPLY

SUPPLY — HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTA-
TION

MR. CHAIRMAN, Harry M. Harapiak (The Pas):
Committee come to order. We are in the Department
of Highways and Transportions, 1.(d)(1) Transporta-
tion Division: Salaries — the Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, last night we were
getting into rather an interesting topic and that being
the Crow rate issue and | suppose debate as it's now
warming up in all parts of the prairies, and lastnight |
had basically questioned the Minister as to the value
of some of the information that he has released in
terms of adding positively to the discussion of the
Pepin proposal. Particularly my questions were cen-
tered around the last piece of information that the
Minister tabled, | believe, yesterday which indicated
the cost per permit holder by district at a series of
multiples of the Crow rate. The Minister indicated that
this was necessary to demonstrate what the costs
would be, | believe, in 1990. The Minister indicated
this was to provide information then to give the pro-
ducers an indication of what their shipping costs will
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be up to 1990.

I'd like to know how a producer, who may avail
himself of that three-page document, is to derive that
kind of information? Where is the reference on that
indicating that this is the cost as of 1990, and which
would be the costs in 1990; would it be at statutory;
would it be at three times; would it be at four times?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Minister.

MR. USKIW: Mr.Chairman, depending on what takes
place with respect to the legislation thatisintroduced
in the House of Commons in October or November as
is proposed by the Minister of Transport for Canada.
Ifthe assumptions are correct that the Government of
Canadawill limitits contribution to a level which they
haveindicated to us, or atleastin their proposal; and if
the assumption on costs as developed by Snavely are
correct; and if there are no methods through which
the producers will receive a benefit that will in effect
reduce their cost of shipment of grain to ports in
Canada, then by 1990 the factor is 9.7, assuming that
the $612 million of federal support is going to be
maintained. If it is not maintained, then, of course, it
will be more than that, and if the 612 is divided up
amongst all producers of agricultural products as
opposed to grain producers, it will be more than that.
Those are majors “ifs,” and which will only be deter-
mined, | presume, by the and through the consultative
processes that are now under way as between Mr.
Gilson and the various interest groups.

All we can give is an illustration for purposes of
discussion as to what the costs would be given cer-
tains times per Crow, and whetherinthe end after this
dialogue is over we end up with a proposal that is
three times Crow, we will know what thatmeans. If we
end up with a proposal thatis fourtimes Crow, we will
know what that means, and so on.

The tables that are before you and are before the
community as a whole are tables that will be quite
handy once we know what the federal proposals are.
It will be very simply at that stage to be able to deter-
mine on a producer basis just where they fitin, given
thefactthe information package we have provided for
them. That even could be varied if the Government of
Canada changes their mind in a major way from the
direction that they are now taking. That is a possibil-
ity, and that is the possibility that we are driving for
through the dialogue; but in the meantime we can
only present to the public the figures and assump-
tions that have been proposed to us by the Govern-
ment of Canada, and that’s all we can work with, is
what they have told us. They've also given us state-
ments that can be read in different ways and that’s
why we are not certain as to all of the assumptions.

MR. ORCHARD: The Minister made mention of a fig-
ure of 9.7 times Crow by 1990in hislastanswer. Could
the Ministerindicate where inthepackageofinforma-
tion developed in Manitoba that figure appears?

MR. USKIW: It'sintheinformation package | believe,
Mr. Chairman. | believe that you do not have the
specific figure on that, Mr. Chairman, but our
analysis along with the Saskatchewan analysis
is very close; although ours was before the
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Pepin proposal was enunciated.

MR. ORCHARD: Now the Minister in explaining the
rationale behind the sheet he handed out, the three-
page sheet he handed out on Monday of this week,
indicated, is my count didn’t go astray, about seven
“ifs,” and these “ifs” were very very important “ifs” to
arrive at any kind of an objective analysis on what the
future impact on the transportation rate may be to the
producer and my criticism of this kind of information
that the Minister handed out on Monday is that none
of those ifs are identified, there is no indication that
this is a maybe set of figures that may come about if
several things happen in the stage of the negotiation.
What, clearly, a piece of information like this does is
cloud the issue when it’s not identified as part and
parcel an attachment to this, a fourth page to this, as
to the assumptions under which the Statutory rate by
three may be the rate.

| suggest to the Minister that this type of informa-
tion does nothing to add to the objective questioning
and debate that many producers are now entering
into. It does not answer any of the questions that the
producers want to know because | submit with all
respect to the Minister that it doesn’'t address the
issue;itdoesn’t present facts that can be correlatedto
the issue that we have; it doesn’t explain any of the
parameters under whichthosefiguresaredeveloped;
and for all intents and purposes is a waste of taxpay-
er’'s money in reproducing those three figures. If that
is the kind of information — and by information one
would have to assume factual information — that the
Minister will present to the grain producers wanting
answers, | suggest that piece of information is use-
less. It doesn’t address any of the issues; it doesn’t
explain how the figures were developed and it doesn’t
answer any of the questions, nor give any answers.

It does create, however, something of a fear cam-
paign for anybody who locates themself in District
No.3and if he listens to the Minister who just said that
9.7 times Crow is the rate by 1990, that individual
producer would go to the sheet and multiply 651 by
9.7 and say, hey, this is going to cost me $6,200.00.
But the Minister cannot today answer how he arrived
at the 9.7. He has no idea as to whether the 9.7 is a
factual analysis, it is a guesstimate and | think with all
due respect to the seriousness of the debate and the
issue, that the Minister should at least say, not cost
per permit holder, but projected cost per permit
holder, if a number of scenarios come true. That
would make this mean something.

As it is, it is a piece of information which will not
clarify the debate, which doesn’t add facts to the
debate, but does add fear to the debate, and | think
that's the premise under which some of the opposi-
tiontothe Pepin proposalis based on. It'strying to stir
up alotoffearsaboutincomeloss which are specula-
tive, and | don’t think the Minister wants to have a
debate go on throughoutthe province, and indeed the
prairies, based on half truths and inuendo and
speculation.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, the half truths and
innuendo and speculation can more be attributed to
the statement of the last five minutes, because | had
indicated yesterday, and in all of the statements that
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were made that all of these assumptions are based on
the Pepin proposal.

Now, if there’s a deviation from the proposal as a
result of negotiations, then of course everything
changes and we all accept that, but given the proposal
that is before us, then we know where we are going to
be in a given period of time if we assume that the
producers must pick up that differential in costs; and
inherentin that assumptionisthat we will continueto
haveinflationandthatis an“if,” Mr. Chairman. When|
spoke with some people from the railways not too
long ago, they said, well, we just can’t assume infla-
tion; we've got to wrestle inflation to the ground and
therefore maybeitwon’tcost the producers anything.
Well, you know, I've been watching us wrestle infla-
tion to the ground since 1939 and we haven’t gotthere
yet.

So when someone says, well, the salvation to the
farmers is that the government must bring down infla-
tion, that's not a good enough answer in our time
because we know that the inflation factors in trans-
portation have been running at around 15 percent a
year. Soit'sall right to say that, get the monkey off our
back, we want compensatory rates, inflation factors
and costs that are passed on have to be borne by
someone else. So far, the someone else in this scena-
rio is the producer and it doesn’t suffice to argue that
yes, if we gotrid of inflation, then the producer will be
protected, because | don’t believe anyone expects
that tomorrow we are going to reduce inflation to a nil
position, Mr. Chairman.

Now, the only thing that will change in this set of
figures if we are able to get a better bargain, so to
speak, out of the system, and in particular out of the
Government of Canada, is that the 4 or 5 or 10 times
Crow rate won't happen as soon as is projected here.
Itmay take 15yearsratherthan 10if we strike a better
deal on who is going to pick up the inflationary
increases year after year, but it's going to be there
notwithstanding. It may take longer to get there. So
economists and analysts can only work with the
information that is given to them as to costs, as to
inflation rates, as to the federal proposal on dollar
input against those costs, and that’s all we have to
work with. Those are our terms of reference, Mr.
Chairman, as presented to us by the Federal Minister
of Transportation . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Pembina.

MR. USKIW: No, I'm not finished, Mr. Chairman. And
the usefulnessoftheinformationthatwe puttogether
for the benefit of the dialogue, in my mind, is in the
factthat by having this information and these possible
scenarios and probable scenarios before the public,
we may succeed in improving those scenarios to the
benefit of people in Manitoba becauseitisaproposal
that we're dealing with. It is not fact.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Pembina.

MR.ORCHARD: The Ministerindicated that the han-
dout was predicated on the Pepin proposal. Could he
indicate where in the Pepin proposal there is a refer-
ence to the farmer paying five times the statutory
rate?
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MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, again | want to refer
back to what | just said a moment ago and that is we
have Pepin proposal before us; as to their input what
the analysts have done is ripped that apart and
broughtitbacktousintheform of cost per bushel per
year. The proposal is there and I'm going to refer to
Item 3 of the Pepin proposal. While the government is
prepared to bear a substantial part of the cost of grain
transportationin future years, itsresources are limited
andincreased contribution by grain producers will be
required; that's Item 3 of the Pepin proposal and
before that is his package of proposals of financial
commitment in global dollars to the system. Then,
you have the Snavely cost projections; you subtract
one from the other and you know what the difference
is. It's strictly an arithmetical exercise, Mr. Chairman,
thatisinvolved. Now, no one hasarguedthose analy-
sis, no one with any competence has argued that
analysis or against that analyses, Mr. Chairman. So,
given those assumptions and that proposal this is
what comes out of the model — now, that doesn’t
mean that the assumptions won’t be changed given
some degree of concession on the part of some of the
actors — but, that’s what this dialogue is all about; is
to win that concession. So, we have to lay the figures
on the table as we know them todaybased on today’s
information; out of that will come, hopefully, some
concession in our favour.

MR. ORCHARD: Then, since the Minister is taking a
proposal and making assumptions as to what may
happen and developing figures on the basis of his
assumptions on what may happen; would it not be
extremely beneficial to all those receiving his infor-
mation package to have it clearly indicated on any
piece of paper such as what the Minister tabled on
Monday. That these are assumptions which may take
placeif certainthings happenand not presentthemin
the light that this is what will happen. Period. That's
my concern. We want to assure, as the Minister does
that the very best arrangement is made under this
proposal. We want to make sure that the farmers are
informed as to what the potential is but to develop
information that does not have a clear basis — like |
could go through the Pepin proposal and develop
probably afivetimes worsesceneriothan the Minister
if | so desired; but, | think it's incumbent upon the
Minister to indicate that these are assumed, that this
information on the rates is predicated on making cer-
tain assumptions of things that haven’'t happened yet,
that may happen. Thatthey’re predicated on assump-
tions drawn from a proposal made rather than attempt
to leave the clear impression that these will happen.

| suggest to the Minister thatis the impressionthata
person who would receive this three piece handout
from yesterday, that the Minister tabled yesterday;
that if a producer was to receive that in the mail and
then hear a voice clip from the Minister saying that by
1990 freight rates are going to be 9.7 times the Crow
rate, that farmer would go to this chart, pick his dis-
trict and say, “Hey, this is what it's going to cost me.”
And | think that the Minister cannot say that because
he doesn’t know what'’s there and | think it incumbent
upon the Minister to indicate that these are potential
scenarios. They may happen, it may be a greater
impact but we cannot present this as factual informa-
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tion to the people who are interested in this whole
discussion when it's presented as the Minister
attempted Crow to present it yesterday. And | would
onlyaskthe Ministerifhewouldconsider makingone
extra explanation on these sheets saying that these
figures are developed making assumptions such and
such, such and such, and they may be what the pro-
ducer has to pay, and not the clear indication that they
will be.

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, the factis that they
will be unless we get some concession from the Gov-
ernment of Canada. And that is based on the proposal
that we have before us, a proposal which has been
subject to analysis by the Department of Transporta-
tion, or the transportation division of this department.
That's an analysis out of the proposal. Now, the
member wants to argue that our analysts aren’t able
and capable of determining the future based on the
facts that they had, he can make that argument, Mr.
Chairman. | don’'t want to spend too much time on
that, because anyone can question the competence
of the analyst, that’s fair ball. | happen not to question
the competence of the analysts. | believe they know
what they are doing, they've been there a long time,
they know how to do these things. And they have
extrapolated for our benefit the impact of the pro-
posed changes that were given to us as information
by the Minister of Transport for Canada.

Those are the areas, or | shouldn’t say those, the
proposal may change, which will alter all of these
figures, Mr. Chairman, but that goes without saying
because we must deal with the proposal as it is in
orderto attack the proposal. If the proposalis revised
or changed in some way, that reduces the impact, we
will have won our battle at least in part if not in whole.
And we must operate on the premise that we have,
andthatisthatthe proposedrevisionsin the transpor-
tation charges to the producers, as we know them, will
have this impact. Now that's up to the Minister of
Transport of Canada to change our mind about that.
It's not up to us to speculate whether or not he will
change his mind. And that’s what the Member for
Pembinais suggesting. Thatthere’sroom for negotia-
tions and therefore if we succeed in the negotiations
then these figures arenot accurate. Well, you know,
that's a very weak position from which to debate the
point with the Minister of Transport for Canada. It's
our job to make sure that we bring him to a position of
not living up to these expectations. That’s what the
dialogue is all about.

MR. ORCHARD: Well, Mr. Chairman, there is no
question on my part that the analyst who developed
this developed the figures very accurately. There’s no
question that the analyst has developed the figures
correctly. What I'm questioning is the method by
which the Minister presents them captioned as “Cost
Per Permit Holder.”

MR. USKIW: Based on the five assumptions.

MR.ORCHARD: But where are the fiveassumptions?
The five assumptions are not here. It says “Cost Per
Permit Holder,” not potential cost per permit holder if
the five assumptions turn out correct and that’s the
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point I'm making. We can argue it all day and we're not
going to change any minds, but | suggest that the
Minister is not presenting anything correctly when he
doesn’t indicate that these are potential and much
subject to change, subject to the coming about of
certain facts which he assumes are going to happen.
There’s a lot of “ifs” in there.

Now, Mr. Chairman, can | ask the Minister if point
No. 3 that he quoted just a few minutes ago, namely,
“While the governmentis prepared tobeara substan-
tial part of the cost of grain transportation in future
years,” what does the Minister assume from that
statement?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, before | get on to that
one, | want to indicate to the Member for Pembina that
heisindeed misreading thisdocumentthat he saysis
misleading, because the document merely gives us an
illustration of what it would costa given producer in a
given crop district at five different rates. It doesn’t say
when they are going to happen.

MR. ORCHARD: But you indicated yesterday that it
would by 1997.

MR. USKIW: That's right, | had indicated that if the
negotiations don’t bring greater concession that that’s
where we will be by a certain date and that's a mere
projection of this, that's all it is. But this document
here which the member is objecting to merely gives
an illustration of what actual costs would be given a
multiple of two, three, one, five, or four, whatever,
times the existing Crow rate in a given crop district
and it's a useful tool.

Itmaynotin fact occur if Pepin says tomorrow that
I've decided that the Government of Canada’s going
to maintain the Crow then all of this is garbage, good
information to have but it doesn’t mean anything;
nothing will happen of it, Mr. Chairman. Or if Pepin
will say, wellit’'stoo much to expect the producers to
pay, nine times Crow by 1990, so I’'m going to put in
another $.5 billion into the pot of taxpayers money so
that it'll only be three times or four times Crow or
whatever you see, and that’s exactly the game we're
in.

But this is certainly helpful information in terms of
the discussion that is going to take place, whoever
talks about the multiple of Crow whether it’s Pepin or
whether it's Gilson or whether we do. It doesn’t matter
who raises the point. If they say, well it looks like it's
going to cost us two times Crow, given what we have
been able to negotiate then the farmer will look this
document up and say, well in district one two times
Crow is goingto cost me $1200.00. It's a helpful aid in
the discussion. No one said that this is what is going
to happen because we don’t know what is going to
happen. That depends on the negotiations that take
place.

Now | wouldn’t mind if the Member for Pembina
would give us an indication as to whether or not he
feels, or his group feels that there ought to be a shift
away from Crow and to what extent. The Member for
Pembinaindulges in questioning the analysis that has
been prepared or in the way that it's been prepared,
but so far we haven’t heard from him or his colleagues
just how they view the issue. They have yet not

defined a position, Mr. Chairman, on whether or not
the existing statutory rates should be maintained or
whether it should be modified and to what extent it
should be modified, | have not heard them make any
comment in that regard. So, Mr. Chairman, | am not
going to accept for one moment the theory that per-
haps there’s something wrong with the analysis that
has been done by the department. | don't believe |
would want to indicate in that way that | have no
confidence in the analytical ability of staff that has
been with us for some period of years.

MR. ORCHARD: Wouldyou caretoanswer my second
question?

MR. USKIW: Oh, yes. All it implies here is that the
Government of Canada is indicating in advance that
we cannot expect that they will add to the subsidy
program, that their finances are limited and that pro-
ducers are going to have to pick up a greater share.
That's all that indicates, Mr. Chairman, and that is fair
comment. | mean government’'sdon’ttendto — well at
least | think they don’t tend to — offer completely
open-ended subsidies in these areas.

There are limitations that have been placed before
and are in place today and which according to that
statement will be in place after the changes are
brought in, but we don't know those limitations
excepting for the analysis that has been done which
appearto besomewhereintheorderof $612 millionis
whatitcomesdownto. Now, if we are successful in
getting more than thatthenit will reduce the negative
impact.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, | take it then that the
Minister is not varying from the statement he made
last night that the $612 million that has been broached
| believe by the Federal Government as being the
necessary funding to close the Crow gap basis 1981
costs, the Minister still believes that $612 million is
only being offered by the Federal Government for a
period of four years.

MR. USKIW: No, | didn't say that, Mr. Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: Of course, we don’t have Hansard
before us and | may stand corrected if the Minister did
not allude to that, but does the Minister believe that
the $612 million is a commitment basis the Pepin
proposal that he tabled and that we all received in
February, does the Minister believe that $612 million
isacommitmentinto perpetuity tothe graintranspor-
tation system by the Federal Government?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, because of the dialogue
that has already taken place in the Province of Sas-
katchewan on that very point. The Saskatchewan
government took issue with the fact that was not a
commitment as it was worded in the Pepin proposal.
Pepin has responded by saying that it is a commit-
ment, but it was not in his package. It was an
announcement subject to the public statements that
were uttered in the Province of Saskatchewan.

MR. ORCHARD: Would it be possible that it was an
assumption that the Federal Government assumed
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would be made similar to some of the assumptions the
Minister is making to develop some of the figures?

MR. USKIW: No. The assumption on that one would
have to be that the government would notwant to put
more onthetableat any one time thanthey had to and
that was a bit of a concession.

MR.ORCHARD: Thenitseemsasifinrecentdiscus-
sion this Minister has received theindication from the
Federal Minister that the $612 millionisa commitment
on into the future, it doesn’t have a termination date.
Would the Minister attempt to have the Federal Gov-
ernment clarify just what they mean in No. 3 becausel
must admit that | naively assumed when the Pepin
proposal was tabled thatthe $612 million didn't have a
four-year ending date as apparently has now been
clarified and was suspect for awhile. But | am assum-
ing that No. 3 means that the Federal Government, in
this negotiation process that's going on with the Gil-
son task force, call it that, with the producer groups, is
to determine what future contribution to the cost
increase above the base year 1981 that the Federal
Government will make, which would be in addition to
this $612 million that they have said is committed for
the future with no foreseeable end. To me No. 3reads
that they are going to pick up — let’s just throw a
figure out on the table — 50 percent of the future cost
increases after 1981. Now | think the Minister is con-
cerned that that may not be so. But could the Minister
attempt to have that clarified from the Federal Minis-
ter to determine whether my assumptions as to the
meaning and others is correct or incorrect?

MR. USKIW: Well, first of all let me correct the
members impression. | did not indicate that we had a
commitment from Pepin on the $612 million. | said
that there was a public statement that we areaware of
that appears to commit him to that. The only thing that
willcommit the Government of Canadato that level of
support will obviously be a statutory provision, and
until we see that, there is no commitment. That's
really where it sits. Until we see that it's a negotiable
item, and thereforeit’simportant to negotiate with the
best interests of our producers in mind in order that
we, if that is thelevel of commitment that at least it be
statutory. But our position is that we should retain the
present arrangement which is quite different.

MR. ORCHARD: And the interpretation on the future
cost increase?

MR. USKIW: Again | want to remind the Member for
Pembina that we are not in any process of negotia-
tions. We're not involved in the Government of Can-
ada. We are not a party to the consultative process.
We can give opinions, make statements, ask for clari-
fication, but we are not party to the consultations that
are taking place.

MR. ORCHARD: Exactly, the Minister has said that
they’re not party, that the province is not party to the
negotiation and | appreciate that. But the Minister did
indicate that they canaskfor clarification, and that is
what | am asking the Minister if he would do because
only lay out the scenario. Originally, the Pepin pro-

posal seemed to indicate the 612 million was a com-
mitment to perpetuity. That was brought in to some
doubt, that hasbeenclarified. Originally, | believe that
most people who listen to the Pepin proposal believe
that No. 3, in his proposal, indicated that the Federal
Government was going to negotiate via the Gilson
task force a sharing formula involving the Federal
Government, the producers and the railroads, as to
future costincreases. Now, the Minister, | believe, has
some concerns that the $612 million is it, and that
producers will have to pick up the entire costs from
1981 on, whatever those cost increases of moving
grain might be. And | merely ask the Minister now,
could he ask the Federal Minister for clarification on
point 3, as towhether it means that the Federal Gov-
ernment hopes to gain a recommendation from the
Gilson commission on a Federal Government sharing
of future cost increases?

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, there’'s no doubt

that we are continually attending to elicit more and
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more information from the Government of Canada.
That is matter that we have not been able to refine in
thediscussions that we have had. That doesn’t mean
thatit would not occur. Butif you look at the consulta-
tive process, it raises the question, the future respon-
sibility of paying grain transportation costs. You
know, you can interpret anything into that question.
You can interpret anything into theitem thatsaysthe
mannerin which the government will expendit’scon-
tributions. You can give it the broadest interpretation
oryoucangiveitaverynarrow interpretation. Thatis
something that will have to come out of the Gilson
Report and until we see what that is, we are notin a
position to finalize our position. We will not be in a
position to do that. And again, we must remember that
whatever the Gilson Report is the government is not
bound by it either, so it’s still a process that does
involve a major amount of interfacing with the Gov-
ernment of Canada. And that has to happen as
between the producers of grain in this country, from
the point of view of an agricultural interest and the
Government of Canada. It’s not going to be resolved
by Provincial Governments writing letters or having
meetings; it will only be resolved by the fact that
producers will get involved and some determination
will be made. But in that process it’simportant that the
producers have all of the information that is availible
in an analytical way so that they can present their
views to the Government of Canada with as much
weight, if you like, that they might muster given the
information that is available to them.

MR. ORCHARD: You know, the Minister just ans-
wered a question he previously put to me, in that he
just said that his government cannot support or not
support what comes out of the Gilson Commission
until they see what comes out of the Gilson Commis-
sion. | submit with all due respect to the Minister that
neither can the members of Her Majesty’s Loyal
Opposition be asked to determine a position on some-
thing that doesn't exist.

We don’t know what Gilson and his task force is
going torecommend as an equitable resolution of this
whole debate and that is why, Mr. Chairman, over the
past couple of sittings of this Committee I've been
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trying to get a little clearer handle on what some of the
implications of the Pepin proposal are, and thatis why
| just asked the Minister a few minutes ago what he
believes is meant by Item No. 3 in the Pepin proposal
because without clarification of that to myself, and
without clarification of that to the producer organiza-
tions that are appearing before the Gilson Commis-
sion |l don’tknow how they can make a factual presen-
tation. | believe that each and every one of those
organizations should probably approach the Gilson
Commission making the assumption that $612 million
is a commitment with no end.

They should go in with the assumption that the
Federal Government is as they say in No. 3, prepared
to bear a substantial part of the cost of grain transpor-
tation in future years, and suggest to them that they
pick up 99.9 percent of it to establish the strongest
bargaining position but without clarification, and |
believe that the Minister of Transportation in the Prov-
ince of Manitoba is the man most likely to get clarifica-
tion from Pepin on this proposal. Thatisn’'t making a
representation to him; that isn’t becoming part of the
negotiation; that is simply asking for clarification on
the proposal.

Doesit meanthatthe Federal Government wantsto
havearecommendation from the producer groupsas
to how much contribution they should make in the
future to future cost-increase after 1981 and really, |
would suppose, without having a clarification that the
Federal Government intends not to pick up any por-
tion of the future costs? I'm going to work on the
premise, as | hope the producer groups are, that the
Federal Government is going to and what we're talk-
ing aboutis trying to figure out the percentage. That's
why if the Minister could get some kind of an indica-
tion from the Federal Minister as to what the intention
is of No. 3, it would go a long way to helping further
the rational debate and rational presentations by our
producer groups to the Gilson Commission to come
up with the best possible proposal for the producers
of western Canada.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, what the member is ask-
ing for is precisely what is intentionally left out of the
Pepin proposal. Ambiguity in the proposal is designed
in order to leave the door open so that they can move
oneway or the other. That is the whole purpose of the
way it’s structured, and that's where the flexibility is
supposedtobeinthedialoguewiththe Gilson group,
Mr. Chairman. We indeed pursued every aspect of
their proposal for three hours on a one-to-one basis,
Mr. Chairman, —(Interjection)— very vague ones.

Mr. Chairman, the member knows that a proposalis
on the table, and that you are not going to pin down
the Federal Government on anything that is precise.
They talk in generalitiesandthey talk about a consul-
tative process, and then they're going to give you the
legislative scenarioattheend ofthat process. Whether
it was myself, or whether it was the Member for Pem-
bina, or the Minister from Ottawa, we would all func-
tion in the same manner, so let’'s understand the pro-
cess, Mr. Chairman.

Onething thatis known with the proposalisthatthe
producers will have to pay more money for hauling
grain. One thing that is known is that under the pres-
ent statutory provisions they do not havetopaymore.
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That is a fact, so what we are doing is taking away a
protection that has been in place for the producers of
grain on the prairies for many, many years and replac-
ing it with a provision statutory that will guarantee to
the railways a return on their investment. We know
what the switch is; the switch is away from protecting
the producers to protecting the railway interests.
That's the switch in law, so we know who the loser is,
Mr. Chairman.

The member wants to argue about whether we can
quantify the amount of the loss and try to pin some-
body down on figures. Well, Mr. Chairman, he’s whis-
tling Dixie because we won’tknow that decision until
the final bill is before parliament, and we won’t know
that decision until then because of the very kinds of
discussions that we're having here and in the town
halls across the prairies and the interfacing that's
taking place between various groups and the Minis-
ter, and between various groups and Mr. Gilson. That
will all come out in the wash atthe end, butto argue all
of that, Mr. Chairman, is nonsense because we know
what the trade-off is.

The trade-offis protection for the railways, removal
of protection for the producers,andthatis a trade-off
in principal we should fight. If it's reasonable to argue
thatthe railwaysneedstatutory protection, whereinis
the lack of logic in arguing that the farmers ought to
have statutory protection? Somehow we've had statu-
tory protection since 1897 and it is proposed we do
away with it as far as the farm interest is concerned,
but now we need statutory protection for the railways.
It's quiteaturnaround, so let’s not fudge the issue. We
know what’s going on and it's a matter of principle
that we ought to dig our heels in and the amount is
here nor there, although to the extent that it's a
greateramount it will have greater negative effects on
our economy and we have quantified for members
here and for the general public the amount of negative
impact given various scenarios. That has been done
forus by the previous administration through the stu-
dies that they have commissioned, Mr. Chairman. It
wasn’'t done by us. We are using your analyses. Per-
haps you don’t have faith in your own work, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, the Minister is now
starting to skate. The Minister indicated he had a
three-hour meeting face-to-face with Mr. Pepin. Did
he get a vague indication from Mr. Pepin that they
intend to pick up a proportion of future costincreases?

MR. USKIW: No.

MR. ORCHARD: Did the Minister get a vague indica-
tion that they would not pick up any portion of future
cost increase?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, the three-hour debate
that we had or discussion was a rather friendly dis-
cussion. The Minister of Transport for Canadacan be
a tremendously persuasive individual, and he has
been able to move in that way in a number of areas. |
used to call him a snake charmer. He happens to be a
veryimpressive figure; he tries to put a case forwardin
a very positive way, but he’s not the type of person
that anyone will ever pin down on a specific at that



Tuesday, 6 April, 1982

level. | appreciate the point and for the right reasons,
Mr. Chairman, so forthe membertotrytoextractfrom
me that kind of precision on thatdiscussion, I'msorry,
| can’t satisfy that desire, Mr. Chairman. That’s not the
way these things function.

MR. ORCHARD: Just a couple more questions, Mr.
Chairman. The Minister keeps bringing more ques-
tions up every time he gives me one of his snake
charming answers, But, Mr. Chairman, then clearly in
the three-hour discussion, did the Minister ask the
Federal Minister about future cost increase and
whether they would be shared?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, we were told many times
that they must guard the federal purse over and over
and over again, that while we are appreciative of the
impact of these changes that there are no limits on
federal spending, and they were worried about
whether they're going to get locked into greater
spending if the Crow stays, if the railways don’t per-
form. | mean the concerns are onthe otherside of the
ledger. The concernsare how do you reduce Federal
Government subsidies? How do you balance the
books in Ottawa? Those are the concerns.

Let'sputitinits proper perspective. We know what
happens when Treasury Board decides that the Fed-
eral Government has to balance their budget or
attempt to come closer to a balanced budget. Unless
you have statutory protection in law for things of this
nature, you don’t have it. It gets chopped off at any
time.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, the Minister still
didn’t answer the question. Did he pose that question
to the Federal Minister of the Federal Government’s
intention to bear a portion of future cost increases?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, we had asked a million
and one questions and we didn't receive a direct
answer on most of them, for the right reasons, and I'm
not faulting the Minister of Transport for Canada.
They have puta proposal on thetablein avery general
way, it's up for discussion and that’s the level at which
it's being discussed. You will not be able to pin down
the Minister of Transport for Canada until they have
arrived at a position and that will be sometime next
October.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, | may be missing
something in this whole debate, but it seems to me
that it's pretty key to the whole discussion process
that Gilson is going through, pretty key that one ques-
tion be answered, and whether the provincial Minister
cannot answer it, if he can’t and he didn’t discuss it,
that's all | want to know. But to me it’s pretty key as to
whether the Federal Government in the proposal has
anintention to pick up a portion of future costs, and if
the Minister didn’t discuss it with him then | suppose|l
can fault him for not asking a very important question.
If he did discuss it with him and he got a no, ayes, a
maybe, that’s all | want to know. If he discussed it with
him, did the Ministersay, definitely they are not going
to pick up, possibly they might pick up, oryesthey will
pick up. There’'s gotto be one of the three. It'sgotto
be yes, they will pick up aportion, no, they'won’t pick
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up a portion and were considering it. That’s all | want
to find out from the Minister. If he doesn’t have the
answer, if he wasn’t able to get the answer from the
Federal Minister, then fine.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, we are just repeating
ourselves. The Minister knows that thisisn’t the way
these kinds of discussions take place. One is neverin
a position to get that kind of a specific response.
General discussions, yes, but they are not going to be
specific when they themselves are at least indicating
that there is some room for dialogue. They are not
going to be pinned down on figures or dollars or
length of commitment or whatever. Out of that dia-
logue, not with myself, but with the Saskatchewan
people, came the sort of clarification of the commit-
ment on the amount of subsidy per year which was
not in the original document in specific terms.

So, that is the way in which these things happen,
and | believe that in the course of the next several
months before the legislation is introduced that the
Pepin group will be listening to the concerns that are
expressed on a whole host of issues with respect to
that proposal, some of which they will take into
accountand do something about, some of which they
willtotally ignore. Thatis what this is all about. We are
in that process.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Another question, the Member for
Pembinaor . . .

MR. ORCHARD: Yes, indeed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Because your questions have been
repetitive for the last little while, you're not
contributing . . .

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, | submit that that
doesn’t really involve you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: It certainly does.

MR. ORCHARD: No, it doesn’t. We're discussing the
Crow-rate issue and if questions are opposed and
answers are given, we can ask for a clarification of the
answer which is what | have been doing, Mr. Chair-
man. Now, if that’s out of order, then | suggest you're
trying to muzzle the Opposition and | don’t think
you'retryingtodo that, Mr. Chairman. | believe you're
a much fairer parliamentarian than that.

MR. CHAIRMAN: But your questioning is repetitive.

MR. ORCHARD: Fine, if you would allow me the
courtesy of one more question, you might not find it
repetitive.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr.
Chairman, the Ministerindicated that certainly specif-
ics on numbers were impossible and | agree. He indi-
catedl earlier that a principle is being changed from
protection for the farmer to protection for the railway.
| think that the question I've been asking him is not
one of numbers, but one of principle, the first princi
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ple being established in further discussion that the
Federal Government intends to continue the $612-
million support. The second principle of discussion,
and it's a principle, is whether the Federal Govern-
ment intends to bear a portion of future cost, and |
don’t think any meaningful discussion can take place
unless the principle of whether they’re prepared to
pay future costs is answered. If the Minister didn’t get
an answer, whether that principle was part of the
Federal Government negotiation, then | suppose he
can say, he did not, but | think it is pretty key to any
discussion whether the principle is there and does he
know whether the principle of future cost-sharing is
part of the federal proposal?

MR. USKIW: No, Mr. Chairman, there is no commit-
ment that we are aware of that they are prepared to
engage in cost sharing beyond their commitment that
we are also aware of. Secondly, we are also aware of
the fact that during the process of consultations, it is
quite possible that will arise, but that is a matter of
Government of Canada policy and to the extent that
we are successful in bringing that about, we will
benefit from that success and to the extent that it
occurs. But we are not in a position to quantify it at
this point in time, or even to determine whether it will
occur, but we hope that it will.

MR. MANNESS: | would like to key on that specific
comment while it was made and the words were “spe-
cific response” that you were unable to get from the
Federal Minister and I'm going to try and obtain a
specific response from this Minister if | can. So you
are forewarned.

Is this government saying that regardless of what-
ever compromise is struck, if in fact one is struck, and
personally | don’t rate the chances any better than
50-50 of there being one struck, butif there is one that
Professor Gilson can give to the public at large as the
representatives have agreed to, can you see this
government, your government, negotiating at that
stage, or in fact, will you continue to maintain your
present approach, which is absolutely no change? |
know as a province, we have been excluded from the
negotiations, although I'm sure that words of those
results or negotiations are coming down to you by
some method. But, I'm wondering if this government
is waiting to hear the compromise that’s being struck
beforeit's prepared then to say, we'll negotiate, or are
they going to continue to say, absolutely no change?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, one of the things that has
to be taken into account is the fact that the member
alludes to negotiations between which groups? |
mean, who are the negotiations conducted by, and for
whom? We're talking about Gilson interfacing with a
number of leaders of farm organizations, that’s what
we're talking about. | would go one step further, |
would say that | would be satisfied with the results of a
referendum on the issue. Although | might not agree
with those results, | would be satisfied with that.

But to go one further, let's assume that there was
unanimity between the consultative partners, so to
speak, the people representing the industry and peo-
ple representing the Government of Canada but that
the result of that unanimity is a net economic decline
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to the Province of Manitoba. | may still not support
that recommendation because of the economic impact
that it has on the Province of Manitoba. Just because
you are willing to give away a piece of our economy
and you happen to represent a group of people out
there doesn’t meanthat it follows thatthe government
is prepared to give away a piece of our economy. Soin
theendithastodo with cold, economic analysisasto
whether we win or we lose on this one and so far we
know that we are going to lose, based on all of the
studies and reports that we have, no matter what
adjustments are made in the Crow rate if they're
upward adjustments; we know we're going to lose.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Morris.

MR. MANNESS: Oh, | think we're getting right to the
heart of the issue now. Does the Minister, the way he
observes the whole situation, does he see - and he
says whether we win or we lose - does he see any
opportunity to win at all? Is there any compromise
that can be struck that will have us staying even or
winning, in his mind?

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, we are not hung up
with the fact that the Crow rate must remain and that
the public must look the other way when, in fact, we
knowthatthere has to be amajor effort undertakento
upgrade railway facilities in Canada, but we believe
there are other ways of doing that without tampering
with the Crow, that's all. We believe it's in the public
interest to leave the Crow as it is, even if it meant
public dollars going in, by way of capital support, to
the projects that have to be undertaken by the rail-
ways. We have no problem with that concept. We're
saying it's in the overall public interest to leave the
Crow alone.

MR. MANNESS: | want to be specific when you say
capital dollars, public dollars. Are you talking specifi-
cally federal dollars orareyou also leaving an oppor-
tunity open for provincial dollars?

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, | would think that if
we were to move in that direction that a number of
provinces, along with the federal government; or at
least they would be willing to go along with the Gov-
ernment of Canada in putting forward needed capital
for railway expansion. We would want to take an
equity position for having done so.

MR. MANNESS: The Minister has made reference a
number of times to taking the information out to the
farm community and letting those that have the most
towinorlose-some people say the mostto lose - out
of this whole problem, lettingthem make the decision
on the basis of all the information and | think he’s
made the comments in an analytical way, let them
decide. He also makes reference to a report that was
done by Professor Tyrchniewicz for the previous gov-
ernment and | take it to believe that this will be the
main analytical document that’ll support the govern-
ment in its argument that, in fact, no change should
occur to the Crow rate or atleast all the benefits that
accrue to us. Is that a correct statement?
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MR. USKIW: Well, no, the correct statment is that we
have no choice in the matter. It is up to the producers
of this province to make a determination and to have
that determination conveyed to the Government of
Canada. We are merely bystanders in this exercise
and all we are doing here is undertaking some
responsibility in the dissemination of information;
making available the analysis that we have on that
issue so that those that are going to make the deci-
sion, or the recommendations, or will be involved in
the dialogue, will have as many pieces of factual
information as are available to us or to anyone else;
that's basically our role.

MR. MANNESS: But, | detect something a little bit
differently here. | detect that in fact you've taken from
that report what you believe to be in a supportive
fashion, that supports your argument, the govern-
ment’'s argument, and you’'re using it specifically. Is
that a true statement?

MR. USKIW: Well, what we're doing is using a report
that was prepared for the previous administration
which does indicate the impact on Manitoba’s econ-
omy, given a certain scenario on that question. That's
there, it's factual information. | presumeit’s accuate, |
have no way of knowing that it's not accurate. Our
analysts have lookedatitandoutofthat came up with
a complete package of analysis and projections as
they deemed to be the case.

MR. MANNESS: Well, the key words, Mr. Minister,
were “l presume it is accurate.”

MR. USKIW: Well, I'm not questionning it is what I'm
saying.

MR. MANNESS: | guess what you are saying and
admitting is that possibly it is not accurate in all
accounts.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, you can have a hundred
reports, and you can have questions with respect to
the accuracy of a hundred reports on the same sub-
ject. So, if the member wants to suggest to me that
there may be a component there that might have a
variation factor greater than what was anticipated,
perhaps it's there; I'm not the one to the the judge of
that. We have given to you the best analysis that we
are able to put together with the expertise that we
have and that’s all | can tell you.

MR. MANNESS: Well in the information package and
maybe later on we’llhave afeel or get a better idea as
towhatis going to be preparedforthe whole informa-
tion package that will be mailed out to producers, but
would you consider an alternative approach to that
specific report, in other words, a critique by some-
body that may not agree with the basic methodology
used in that report?

MR. USKIW: You see, Mr. Chairman, we're now into
that scenario; then we need to have a critique of the
critique. | mean there is no end to that process. The
previous government commissioned a group to do a
study forthem; broughtin areport that wasn't to their
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liking; hid it under the blanket for 1.5 years; took a
change in government to reveal it to the public and
now they are saying, would you Mr. Minister hire a
group to do a critique on the report? Well, you should
havedonethatthenifitwasofconcerntoyou.ldon’t
mean you, personally, but | mean the previous
administration.

The report is there, our analysts have looked at it
and have come up with a package of information
based on that report and other information. That is
satisfactory to me, Sir. If itisn’t to you, | suggest, that
you get your research people within ycur structure to
do a cross-examination of that analysis and do what-
ever you wish with it; we are not going to do that.

MR. MANNESS: | just want to then make sure we
understand each other. Personally | see some glaring
weaknesses in some of the methodology used in that
report and, | guess, what the Minister then is indicat-
ing that, in fact, if those weaknesses are shown by
somebody of our part, that in fact they will not be
included in that information package, even though
the Minister in many of his comments has said that
producers should be given all the information.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, inherent in that state-
ment is the assumption that whatever information you
provide is, in fact, accurate. | would raise a great deal
of question about that, Mr. Chairman, it may have a
tremendous amount of bias. The report that I'm deal-
ing withis not our report, itis yourreport, therefore, it
has no political bias from our side. What you're now
proposing to me is that you prepare a report and we
submit it in with that information piece as if it were
neutral information. It would not be neutral informa-
tion if you'd brought it to the committee as part of the
information package.

MR. MANNESS: Well, Mr. Chairman, | didn’t want to
get into the specifics of that report and | won’t move
into it in too much detail, but | want to make the
Minister aware, and obviously he must haveread it a
number of times, but if he realizes the basic founda-
tion in that report has production in this country
almost doubling by the year 1990; does he honestly
believe that in fact that will occur?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, the basis of production,
and we discussed this yesterday - | believe the
memberwasnot hereatthetime - was the projections
of the CanadianWheatBoard. | don't believe they will
occur, quite frankly. Personally, | don’t think we're
going to double our grain production in 10 years,
although it may happen, but | don’t think that's
correct.

MR. MANNESS: Thank you, Mr. Minister, for being
that candid because | too, do not believe it will occur
and of course that Wheat Board analysis that came
out some two years ago was severely — | won't say
criticized — but severely reviewed and put through
many tests, many rigorous tests and in my under-
standing through my sources was in fact rejected in
many many areas. When | see it now being the basic
foundations for much of the Tyrchniewicz Report
through the various scenarios, | then become a little
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dismayed as to what the information package will be.

To further develop another area on this particular
project, | see by way of the report that the Minister
tabled in the House yesterday regarding the impact
upon districts within the province, | also draw to his
attention that, in fact, their basis on input-output ana-
laysis based on 1974 table, and if anybody with an
economic background — and maybe possibly the
Member for Inkster who has a thorough understand-
ing of input-output analysis — realizes the many
many weaknesses involved in that area, I'm wonder-
ing again how confident the Minister is in the whole
input-output analysis approach that bears upon and
gives us the numbers that he tabled yesterday as far
as the regional breakdown in this province?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | have to draw to the
attention of the Member for Morris that he obviously
hasn’t studied that report at all or has just skimmed
through it, because the Tyrchniewicz Report chal-
lenges the WheatBoard projections on production by
the year 1990. It throws out the argument that there
will be adoubling of production. It is not based on that
premise, as he suggested that it was. Perhaps | should
repeat what | said. The Tyrchniewicz Report chal-
lenges the Wheat Board premise on the doubling of
production. It totally disregards that. It shows a
reduction of grain production based on changes to
the Crow.

MR. MANNESS: Mr. Minister, | made also other ref-
erence on the whole input-output analysis based on
the 1974. | won’t bother moving into that whole area
right now. I'll pose that question in another part of
your Estimates.

But I'm wondering if I'm wrong in saying thaton the
question with the key issue, is whether all the grain
that | produce and that the farmers of this province
will produce, whether all that grain will move 10, 15
years henceifthereisnochangeinthe Crow rate. Is
that or is that not the key issue?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | believe that we will
move all of thegrainthathastobe movedtothe ports
when it has to be moved to the ports without changing
the Crow.

MR. MANNESS: That's fine and I'm glad to hear that
statement. | haven’t decided yet whether | share that
feeling or not.

MR. USKIW: As long as you're willing to change the
Crow, you'reright, it won't happen. The moment you
are not willing to change it, it will happen.

MR. MANNESS: | think I'll close off at this point.
Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On the
subject of the Tyrchniewicz Report, could the Minis-
ter indicate whether the assumptions on which the
Tyrchniewicz Reporttabledits conclusions areindeed
reflective of the Pepin proposal?
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MR. USKIW: Yes, the report is independent of the
Pepin proposal. It merely postulates a level that pro-
ducers would pay given a certain circumstance.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If the
Minister could, could he indicate that the Tyrchnie-
wicz Report develops a series of dollar losses to the
farming community basedon the assumption that the
farmers, the producers, will have to pick up the entire
cost of moving grain?

MR. USKIW: No, just a model, Mr. Chairman, that
gives us a measure. When we know the rate times the
base rate that we will have to pay, the model tells us
what the impact of that will be. It's a fairly neutral
document.

MR. ORCHARD: Well, it's a fairly neutral document,
but does the Tyrchniewicz Report not come to the
conclusion that if the farmers were asked to pay the
compensatory rate which has been identified by
Snavely as 3.4 times the present Crow, that their
losses would be X number of dollars?

MR. USKIW: Yes, that’s correct.

MR. ORCHARD: Is it not fair to say that the Pepin
proposal hasindicated that the $612 millionthey pro-
pose to put into the system represents that 3.4 times
Crow in approximate figures and that that is a Federal
Government contribution whichwouldnotbe paidby
the farmer as was indicated in the analysis by
Tyrchniewicz?

MR. USKIW: Well again, it depends on the base you
were to use, but at the current moment | believe the
compensatory rate would amount to about five times
Crow.

MR. ORCHARD: Well, Mr. Chairman, the Minister is
tossing extra figures in, but he is basing some of his
factual presentation to the interested parties in this
debate on the Tyrchniewicz Report which made the
assumption that the farmer in 1981 would pay 3.4
times Crow and the reason for my first question was
that this Tyrchniewicz Report would come to some-
what different conclusions in terms of loss of income
should it have made the analysis based on the Pepin
proposal of supplementing the grain transportation
system by $612 million.

MR.USKIW: Mr. Chairman, what the member is talk-
ing about is the base year. The base year would be
‘81-82 with the $612 million in the package which is
Crow rate, okay, 1981-82.

MR. ORCHARD: That'’s a good rate.

MR. USKIW: That'’s right. The total cost of shipment
would be $751 million on a compensatory basis of
which the federal paymentwould be 612, of which the
Crow revenues would be 139, so that’s your base year,
it's one times Crow. But if you project that down
through the years without any additional subsidies to
the producers, you do come up with a scenario that
brings you into a multiple of 10 by year 1990 or the-
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reabouts. Those are again based on assumptions that
currentinflation rates will prevail and so on. If we had
deflation, we might end up with something else.

MR. ORCHARD: We'd get the money back.

MR. USKIW: But given the current economic condi-
tions and not only current, but economic conditions
that have been with us for many decades, that there
will be an increased charge to producers each year,
unless there are increases in subsidy dollars.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and |
think the Minister has indeed confirmed that the
Tyrchniewicz Report made the assumption that the
farmer was going to essentially pay that $612 million.

MR.USKIW: The Tyrchniewicz Report doesn’t make
any assumption. It only indicates that if you have a
level of charges for transporting grain at one times,
two times, three times or whatever, that certain things
will happen. That's what it assumes.

MR. ORCHARD: Right, exactly, that's what itassumes
that the farmer would pay 3.4 times Crow which would
be the entire compensatory grain rate, a scenario
which with the Federal proposal doesn’t exist, because
the Federal Government has agreed to pay that 3.4
times Crow multiple in the 612 million, so that the
assumptions in the Tyrchniewicz Report are not
bases losses in 1981 or 1982, but indeed would be
reflective of potential losses some year down the
road, when increased costs of transportation which
may be borne by the farmer, come to bear in the
transportation system. So the result of the Tyrchnie-
wicz Report which is reflective when it was drafted
and with the criterion it was analysed on come to bear,
they develop 1981 losses, but those losses may never
occur or may occur in 1989, we don't know, because
the Federal Government has changed one important
criterion that we were not aware of when the Tyrch-
niewicz Report was drafted, namely that the Federal
Government has indicated they will pick up the Crow
benefit and pay it into the system.

A couple of other questions, Mr. Chairman, hasthe
Tyrchniewicz Report been reworked or reanalysed to
reflect, say, a 1981 scenario bases the Pepin proposal,
the $612-million contribution by the Federal
Government?

MR. USKIW: No, it has not been reproduced on the
basis of 1981 document, but again, that is not an
important point because all we're dealing with is eco-
nomic impact, given changes in transportation costs
to producers when they occur, so the model holds if
you have those changes take place. The only thing
that can change that is subsidy input that will not
allow that to take place. So, it doesn’t matter as to its
date.

MR. ORCHARD: So, then | take it from the Minister’s
answer that the Tyrchniewicz Report and its conclu-
sions have not been recalculated to reflect the $612-
million contribution by the Federal Government in the
Pepin proposal.
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MR. USKIW: It has nothing to do with the Tyrchnie-
wicz Report, the fact thatthe governmentis puttingin
$612 million. All that does inthe scenario is brings us
into a base-year position which says, okay, we'll give
therailways compensatory rate for 1981 and it's going
to cost the Federal Treasury 612 million and that’'s
Crow. After that, we will have one times Crow or two
times Crow or three times Crow as the costs go up.
That point is not relevant.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, | don't really accept
the Minister’s argument that's not relative, because
the Tychniewicz Report and | don’t have it in front of
me, but if my memory serves me correctly, itindicated
it did an income analysis of farming operations in the
provincebasespaying only the Crow rate; bases pay-
ing 3.4 times the Crow rate; bases four times the Crow
rate and it established a series of net farm income
losses to the farm community based on three sizes of
farms in terms of 1981 dollars.

MR. USKIW: 1978 dollars.

MR. ORCHARD: Okay, ‘78 dollars but | believe —
okay, we'll talk 1978 dollars. Is the Minister saying that
all we do to determine the impact of the Pepin pro-
posal in 1982 is simply factor 1978 losses by an infla-
tion rate, let's say the CPI, to arrive at a 1982 figure,
andthatwill representthe lossestothe farm commun-
ity bases the Pepin proposal?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure that's a
worthwhile exercise. | don’t know what the final
numbers would be in terms of the change in costing
andsoonoverthelasttwoorthreeyears. Whatwe are
dealing with is what happens if farmers pay more than
they are now paying for the transportation of their
grain. We don’t care what the numbers are, but are
they going topay 100 million more or 150 million more
or 300 million more and all the way down the road.
That is the relevant point. What the reportindicatesis
thatifyouhaveascenarioof3.4times Crow, thisis the
impact on the economy bases 1978 statistics. So, you
can justtransplant that into 1981 and say, well this is
the economic impact in 1981 of 3.4.

In terms of where we are, we willreach 3.4 by 1984,
in terms of additional costs.

MR.MANNESS: The Minister made quitea pointhere
when he said he believes that regardless if there's a
changein Crow or changein anything, the grain will
move in 15 years.

MR. USKIW: In which?

MR. MANNESS: 10, 15 years is the way | posed the
question, all the grain on the farm would move. That
was the way | posed the question. You said yes, you
thought it would. That’s the way | understood your
answer.

MR. USKIW: What's this 10 or 15 years?
MR. MANNESS: Well, 1995 is 10 or 15 years. I'm

wondering if he's that committed tothat belief that he
refuses again, even though he says he’s going to pro-
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vide all the information, to provide to the farmers of
Manitoba what, in fact, it cost them through the years
1978 and 1979 when, in fact, all the grain did not move
off the farm. | couldn’t help but notice that was not
mentioned atallin his presentation inthe House when
he debated the resolution the other day. Is that not
vital information to help the farmers of this province
attempt to determine, make up their minds on this
whole issue or is it, in fact, extraneous to his whole
belief that regardless of what is grown will move in a
decade flow?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, as we move into the next
decade and beyond, grain is going to become a very
small, minute component of the overall tonnages that
are going to be moving across the rails, across this
country from one coast to the other, a minute portion
ofthe totaltonnage, eachyeara more minute portion.
It will not be that relevant in terms of total income to
the railway system. That doesn’t mean that the rail-
ways wouldn’t like to relieve themselves of that
responsibility, and it doesn’t mean that they wouldn't
want to detract from the importance of moving grain
in their policy decisions.

Butl believe that the government of this country will
play a role, and that either the railways will, or there
will be other means found through the system of
governments and the railways to bring that about.
That is already part of our history, Mr. Chairman.

That is already part of our history because it has to
do with the many billions of dollars that have now
been spent by the Government of Canada and,
indeed, by some provinces on subsidies to the rail
system, the branchlinesubsidies,thehoppercarpur-
chases, and | can virtually predict that if there's a
financialimpasse, the time that they must putthatline
through the tunnels of the mountains in British
Columbia, thatissue will be addressed at that time by
all concerned and it will happen, it will happen
because the Japanese need the coal; it'll happen
because the Canadians want to sell the coal and
because they cannot do it unless they have new
trackage, double tracking, more horsepower on the
rails, if you like, more port facilities. It is all related to
the question of coal, which is the dominant factor.

Now that is not a secret. British Columbia’s on the
other side of this issue because it wants to speed up
that process of developing their coal industry and
theysayso,it'snotasifit'sasecret. We've had discus-
sions with the four western provinces on this issue
andthey do take the position, “Look, we need that rail
line. We need to double-track, we can’t handle the
tonnages through the mountains.” It's got nothing to
do with grain, Mr. Chairman. But what do the railways
say, “Our grain department doesn’t make any money.”
We can go to the bank and say to them that we need so
many billions of dollars because we have to double-
track through the mountains of British Columbia,
because we have to buy more engines, and because
we have to do something else. They will say, “Show us
your cashflow on moving grain,” and we can’t show a
positive return. That'’s the railways’ argument.

But they don't say that CPR in it's totality hasn't
got a cashflow that will back up a bank loan, they
don’t say that at all. They don’'t want to allude
to that and this is where the relevance of history

takes place, Mr. Chairman.

Theold deal that was made isimportant at this very
point, because the railway system was encouraged to
expand into a broader field of investment, as it was
argued many many years ago in order to provide them
with greater viability so they could service the trans-
portation needs of this country without a direct
charge on the people that areusing the transportation
system. That is what's been violated and is being
violated in the proposal before us. So let’s not lose
sight of where the argument is.

Therailways see this need to push for expansion of
rail capacity. They have co-opted everyone that they
can co-optin this issue, and they are saying to them-
selves, “If we don’t unload the Crow now we probably
won’t for the next 20 years, or 30 years. Here's our
chance to putthe heaton andlet’s get rid of this thing
because it's costing us a few dollars.”

CP Rail additional annual net revenue, assuming
1980 grainratesassuggestedby Snavely —and thisis
an interesting figure, Mr. Chairman — out of total
funds of $3 billion available to CPR, they will have
additional revenues of $53 million dollars if they got
the Snavely rates for 1980 in moving grain. It's a min-
ute part of theirtotal operation, Mr. Chairman, andit’ll
be more minute each year. So to argue that we're
going to make it or break it in the CPR based on
whether the Crow stays or goes is a bunch of non-
sense, and we are not prepared to be co-opt in that
argument, Mr. Chairman.

MR. MANNESS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Well let
me go on record right now as saying, | do not dispute
your commentsregarding CPR. | don’tthink anybody
in our party does. But the Minister has not answered
my question. | asked him quite specifically whether he
was prepared, in fact, to tell the farmers what it cost
them by the Wheat Board's analysis of a grain system
that was not properly in place in the late ‘70s. As
irrelavent as grain may be to the CPR, as is the claim
of the Minister, when Mr. Farmer in the constituency
of Pembina or indeed in Morris is carrying over some
8,000 0r 10,000 bushels of wheat the cost is extremely
relavent and there’s atremendouscostthere. | ask the
Minister again, is this part of the information he’ll be
sending out to producers to tell them what the true
cost is of maintaining unwanted inventory on that
farm, nothing more?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, that is not arelevant part
of the scenario, because the railways have an obliga-
tion to provide a service which they have been in
violation on for many many decades. And there is a
parliamentary provision or a statutory provision that
could have been used to get around thatimpasse, Mr.
Chairman. The Governor of Canada chose not to use
that. The railways are using the crisis in transporta-
tion as a means or a lever to convince everyone that
we should get rid of the Crow. We should do precisely
the opposite, Mr. Chairman. We should not succumb
tothat kind of pressure. That is a tactic, and it's been
used by many people throughout history; it's nothing
new. Let’s squeeze it until we can squeeze out the
juice, and you know there’s nothing new about that
scenario, Mr. Chairman.

So, the railways are engaged in a high wire act

1185



Tuesday, 6 April, 1982

with the people of Canada on this issue. But it is
incumbant on the Government of Canada to take
them on on it. To the extent that they have been
unable or unwilling to take them on directly, they
have gone around the issue, and they have provided
boxcars, have subsidized branch lines. | mean, the
railways have scuttled the Crow a long time ago in
that sense, Mr. Chairman, but the public has come
in with an effort to upgrade the system. Now, | am
saying that we are quite open about that. I'm
saying leave the Crow alone; it will happen anyway
and it will happen either through the railway system,
or through a combination of public and the railway
system, butit will happen because it’s in the Canadian
interest to make sure that we maximize our export
opportunities. We know it; you know it; the Federal
Government knows it. To the extent that they don'’t
deal with it, they are negligent in their responsibility,
Mr. Chairman. And thisis not the route through which
it will happen.

MR. MANNESS: Possibly the Minister put his finger
on it when he said to the extent that they do not take
action, then it is their problem. But as the Minister is
well aware we've had many reasons, or many non-
actions taken that have created situations whereby
we're carrying from year to year unwanted inventories
on the farm. Whether it's because the government
doesn’t have enough muscle or enough will to force
grainhandlers back to work that seem to want togo on
a strike at the most crucial times, or whether it rail-
ways that have slowed down, or for whatever reason,
and threaten to put grain at therear of all their priori-
ties as far as future movements, the Minister is sitting
here and telling us that, in fact, nottoworry;it'safalse
issue, that fact that the grain that we had a billion
dollars to carry over through ‘78 and ‘79, that could
have been sold, but it didn’t because of a handling
system that was not efficient. And he’s telling us now
that it's a false issue, that in fact don’t worry that the
grain will move. Am I right in that comment?

MR. USKIW: Let me explain to members that should
know this, in any event, that the movement of grain is
not impeded by the fact that they don’t have double-
tracking in Western Canada, because the bulk of it
moves to Thunder Bay. What is impeded is the will-
ingnessto getthe grain moved by way of supplying of
adequate boxcars torollinto Thunder Bay; it's nothing
to do with the $15 billion that are needed to develop
the trackage in British Columbia, that has to do with
coal. But it is being used in this scenario in order to
extract from the farm community part of the capital
costs of development in British Columbia.

MR.ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Min-
ister was indicating, before my colleague questioned,
that there hasn’t been a reworking or an updating of
the Tyrchniewicz Report which would now reflect, in
1982 terms, the Tyrchniewicz Report and its implica-
tions on farm income.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | indicated that that was
totally irrelevant to the discussion; that we have the
analysis which simply tells us, in economic terms,
what will happen, given increased costs of transporta-

tion of certain goods. It has not relevance to what we
are dealing with, Mr. Chairman. If we know our costs
are going to go up one times or two times or three
times we can relate back to that and you can simply
quantify it by inflating those figures if you wantto talk
in 1981 dollars. The model is the same, the dollar
figures may vary but the model is the same.

MR.ORCHARD: ThenIcanassume fromthatanswer
that the Minister has not had an update of the Tyrch-
niewicz Report which would reflect the Pepin
proposal?

MR. USKIW: The member should assume that the
departmental people see no need in doing that
because it doesn’t furnish us with any new information.

MR. ORCHARD: So, then there has been no update
of the Tyrchniewicz Report?

MR. USKIW: | am further advised that those kinds of
figures are not even available for another year so that
if we wanted to do it we are unable to do it, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, who is handling the
disposal of railroad right-of-ways?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, that is a matter that was
brought up by way of questions in the House whichiis
atthe moment in suspension, which | indicated in the
House, because of a policy review, and that’s areview
jointly with Transportation and Agriculture.

MR. ORCHARD: Who is undertaking that review on
behalf of the Minister of Transportation?

MR. USKIW: Mr.Chairman, thatisa ministerial review,
that is a policy review, it has nothing to do with staff.

MR. ORCHARD: So, then, Mr. Chairman, we could
discuss that item here?

MR. USKIW: You can discuss it anywhere.

MR. ORCHARD: Or we could discuss it under the
Minister’s Salary. Is Mr. Reg Forbes still working on
the railway right-of-way disposals?

MR. USKIW: No, | am told that Mr. Forbes is waiting
for whatever new direction is forthcoming from the
ministerial review process.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, under the Transpor-
tation Division, Other Expenditures, that has formerly
been the area in which the WESTAC membership has
been maintained, is that still under Other
Expenditures?

MR. USKIW: Yes.

MR.. ORCHARD: Is the Minister satisfied with
the provincial involvement in WESTAC and would
he anticipate continuing that membership in
support of WESTAC?
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MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, we have continued to be
a member of that group and there is money in this
Budget for that purpose, in fact, it's an increased
amount as | recall it. I've had only one opportunity to
interface with the groups that are members of that
organization. | suppose it does serve some useful
purpose in exchangingideas and viewpoints, although
| wasn’t particularly impressed with the meeting that
we justhad, and | don’t mind citing the reason. We had
apresentation on the part ofthe CNRand CPRrepre-
sentatives on the whole transportation question, hav-
ing to do with Crow as well, without a balance of
interest groups sort of on the panel. We only had
those two vested interest groups throwing their ideas
and opinions across to the delegate body and it seems
to me that was a bit of a one-sided approach to an
issue that involves so many interest groups. So, I'm
really questioning the format of that meeting, not
questioning the organization, questioning the format
of that particular meeting that | did attend.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, | take it
then that in this presentation by the two railway com-
panies that probably they went through the presenta-
tion of the projected tonnage movements of various
commodities and the kinds of investment that was
needed in facility upgrading.

MR. USKIW: Yes, and as | said a moment ago, they
did get into the need for receiving new revenues
through the abolition of the Crow. But again, | don’t
want to get into this because it is an in-camera meet-
ing, as the member knows, and it would be unfair on
my partto getintothediscussionsthattookplaceina
definitive way. | merely point out that | wasn’t happy
with the format that was employed but | really should
not be discussing that particular meeting.

MR. ORCHARD: | realize and | appreciate the Minis-
ter's position on that. Do you know whether the WES-
TAC organization will be undertaking, say in the next
several months, that possibly more balanced discus-
sion forum on the Crow issue to try and present, as the
Ministeris concerned about the other side of the coin,
so to speak, on the Crow debate, will they be under-
taking that? And the reason | ask is that, | think, may
be it’s changed in the last few months, but | think the
WESTAC organization has been a fairly successful
discussion group in which some consensus on some
fairly sensitive issues has emerged. | think it’s kind of
unique in that organization and it would be of interest
to me to know whether they are indeed planning, as
the Minister would put it, a more balanced forum to
discuss the Crow issue?

MR. USKIW: The problem with that structureis that it
is incapable of arriving at a consensus in an issue
where there are differing opinions which involve var-
ious economic sectors and governments. We got into
that discussion a wee bit and the Chair was quick to
point out thatreally thereis no way in which we could
expect a consensus on an issue as controversial as
the Crow. Andifthatis the case, then onehastoraise
the question, well, then why are we discussing it from
one side of the ledger, other than | suppose a subtle
way of conveying information from that one side. |
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would have thought it would have been better bal-
anced if it was a panel thing rather than just anindus-
try thrust from the transportation side, but that's
neither here nor there.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr.Chairman. Arethere
any new organizations or groups that are being sup-
ported in the other expenditures as listed here?

MR. USKIW: There's a whole series of support pro-
grams which if the member wants | can read them to
him.

MR. ORCHARD: No, all I'm interested in, Mr. Chair-
man, is whether there are any new organizations that
have been brought into the support program.

MR. USKIW: No, there aren’t any that I'm aware of.

MR. ORCHARD: Are there any other areas where
new organizations might be supported under this
Minister's department?

MR. USKIW: | have not identified those, Mr. Chair-
man, if there are any | have not been made aware of
them.

MR.ORCHARD: | guess if | can ask my specific ques-
tion now, there’s no support by this Minister’'s
department for either the Provincial or the National
Farmers’ Union organization?

MR. USKIW: Idon’tknow howthatisevenrelevantin
the Department of Transport, Mr. Chairman. I'm try-
ingtounderstand the connection, perhaps the member
would want to elaborate.

MR. ORCHARD: | suppose the connection would be
along the lines that this Minister and his department
are the line department that is undertaking the Crow
rate discussion and the National Farmers’ Union of
the past several months have undertaken a fairly high-
profile advertising program, etc.,etc. presenting their
position on the Crow rate. Those kinds of programs
don’t come cheap nowadays. They require some
fairly substantial amounts of money, and I'm not
familiar with the current membership base of the
National Farmers’ Union, but it’s not my recollection
that they had that kind of a membership support and
funding base from their membership organization.
Hence, my question to this Minister as to whether, in
the process of the Crow debate, his department was
providing any support to undertake the National
Farmers’ Union support of their position on the Crow
rate debate.

MR. USKIW: Firstofall, | don'tthinkitlogically fallsin
this category if it were there, but no, unless the
member is suggesting that we do so, | might be pre-
pared to give it some consideration, Mr. Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: The Minister, | know, would be open
to such suggestions particularly from this side of the
House, but no such suggestionis or will be forthcom-
ing, butl would hope that the Ministerisn’'t persuaded
by maybe some of his colleagues to undertake that.
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Mr. Chairman, there's no support of new organiza-
tions under the Transportation Division. Are they
undertaking any new roles in the next fiscal year, any
new support of new programs?

MR. USKIW: No, notthatI'm aware of at this time, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: Underour administration, there was
some co-operation between the Department of Agri-
culture and the Department of Highways and Trans-
portation, specifically the Transportation Division in
co-ordinating various aspects of grain transportation
in broad terms, not the Crow rate debate but in gen-
eral, rail line abandonment analysis, that kind of
thing. Agriculture, | believe, had one SMY and |
believe it was Mr. Reg Forbes. Isthere amove afoot to
bring the total grain transportation analysis into the
Department of Highways and Transportation?

MR. USKIW: In this budget, we have dollars for grain
handling and transportation, railway electrification
studies, rail passenger cost studies and so on.

MR. ORCHARD: Then would this represent the total
government funding for the analysis of grain trans-
portation? Now, as | say before, it was split in part
between the Department of Highways in the Trans-
portation Division and the Department of Agriculture.
Would that be a combined function now under this
Minister?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, the level of funding has
not changed to any significant degree for those
components.

MR. ORCHARD: The Minister may well refer me to
the next committee that's going on, but | understood
from an indication he made earlier a few minutes ago
that Reg Forbes, who was handling not only rail line
right-of-way disposals but was also, | think, the major
contributor in the Department of Agriculture to the
grain handling and analysis program. With that posi-
tion, | believe, under Ministerial review or
whatever . . .

MR. USKIW: | want to correct the member. It's the
policy of branch lines that are abandoned that’s under
review, not the position of Mr. Forbes. At least | have
no knowledge of it and it really is not my department.
It's another department.

MR. ORCHARD: | realize the Minister may well tell
me to go to the Agriculture Estimates and pose the
question, but all I'm trying to-find out is will the High-
ways and Transportation under the Transportation
Division be the only area funding for mattersreferring
to grain handling, and transportation problems in
grain handling, whereas it was split before between
the two departments? Will it remain split?

MR. USKIW: My guess, but | don’t know, Mr. Chair-
man, without checking; my guess would be that Agri-
culture will still play arole, butl have no knowledge of
it in terms of dollars.
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MR. ORCHARD: That, | believe, is all the questions |
had on the Transportation Division, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1.(d)(1) Salaries—pass; 1.(d)(2)
OtherExpenditures—pass. Management Services and
Engineering. 2.(a)(1) Salaries and Wages—pass;
2.(a)(2) Other Expenditures.

The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, could the Minister
indicate the reason for the fairly significant in Other
Expenditures.

MR. USKIW: Which one are we on? Oh, | see. And
what is the question?

MR. ORCHARD: The nature of the increase in
expenditures.

MR. USKIW: There’s anincrease in the cost of high-
way maps of $15,000; the ARTAC Grant Council on
Economic Research which is $10,000; crosswalks,
$2,000; new training officer vehicle $2,500, and the
rest is just general increases.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, the grants to the
Council on Economic Research, is that a new grant?

MR. USKIW: I'm told that the previous Board of
Directors of ARTAC approved that program and this
is the first funding for it.

MR. ORCHARD: Thatshould be freshin my memory.
Idon’trecallit. Whatdotheydo? That'snotthe Traffic
Injury Research Foundation?

MR. USKIW: I'm advisedthat they promote research
projects within the context of the ARTAC activities
and | don’t presume to know what they all are.

MR. ORCHARD: Yes. How many dollars?

MR. USKIW: $10,000 is the amount.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, what's the increase
in the ARTAC contribution? | believe it was going to
go up something like a nickel a car or some formula
like that.

MR. USKIW: I'm told it's 11 cents. $11,600 is the
membership.

MR. ORCHARD: Thatitemcan pass, Mr. Chairman.
MR. CHAIRMAN: 2.(a)(2)—pass; 2.(b)(1) Laboratory
and Materials: Salaries and Wages—pass.

The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Just one more question. | note the
staff isn’t changing. Who's taking the cut in pay?

MR. USKIW: No, there is a decrease of one staff man
year with the implementation of the Computerized
Materials Lab Sample Analysis System.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, that's not reflected
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on the just distributed format here.

MR. USKIW: The position is still there, but there’'s no
money for it. They didn’t delete the staff man year, but
they didn’t provide money for it.

MR. ORCHARD: This would be no doubt very conve-
nient if the Minister wants to bring on another special
assistant, | take it.

MR. USKIW: It would be excellent, Mr. Chairman. I'm
gladthe department’s thought of that.

MR. ORCHARD: And that’s not another recommen-
dation that I'm making to the Minister either.

MR. USKIW: I'm glad I've got some flexibility.

MR. ORCHARD: Under Other Expenditures, Mr.
Chairman, once again there’s a fairly sizable increase.
Could the Minister identify the reasons for that?

MR. USKIW: Yes, there’s new equipment here, Mr.
Chairman, four nuclear insometers, two electronic
balances, one replacement oven, one hydrometer
water bath and one replacement microfilm reader-
printer; $36,000 is the total of those new equipment.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 2.(b)(2)—pass; 2.(c) Surveys and
Titles: 2.(c)(1) Salaries and Wages.
The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, from time to time
survey monuments are obliterated, they're lost and
the Highways Department probably does maybe as
much surveying in the province in rural Manitoba as
probably any department. Does the department
replace lost monuments or destroyed monuments
and is that part of the cost of Other Expenditures in
this item?

MR. USKIW: The department replaces only those
monuments that are destroyed and that are on the
road allowances, not on private property.

MR. ORCHARD: Okay. Let’s just develop a scenario
and the reason I'm asking this is because recently a
council broached this subject with me about
replacement of monuments. If the department wereto
find in the course of doing a survey and design for
road project, if they were to find a monument missing
and it wasoutside the right-of-way that they required
or whatever, | would assume they would replace that
monument, but who would pick up the cost then?
Would it be the Attorney-General's department?

MR. USKIW: I'm told that they could replace it in the
course of a new survey for a new road, it could be a
combination of things or it could be a Land Titles
office, there’s no straight rule on that, Mr. Chairman. It
depends on the circumstances.

MR. ORCHARD: So that part of this expenditure
could be in the replacement of that monument.

MR. USKIW: Theoretically.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 2.(c)(1) Salariesand Wages—pass;
2.(c)(2) Other Expenditures—pass; 2.(d) Bridges: Sa-
laries and Wages.

The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Min-
ister will probably have been informed by the Deputy
that — | don’t know how long ago now, probably a
year ago or maybe even 15 months ago now — we
undertook a preliminary study in conjunction with |
believe it was Water Resources and the bridge engi-
neering staffin the Water Resources Division to iden-
tify major bridge structures on municipal roads
throughout the province.

It was our intention to first of all quantify the
number of bridges that may be up for replacementin
the next few years to try to get a handle on the total
costs of that bridge replacement and with the eye
strictly on developing a program of funding assis-
tance to the municipalities to replace major bridge
structures. | think the Minister when he wasin Oppo-
sition, | believe, even posed a couple of questions to
me on this subject because | think the R.M. of Lac Du
Bonnet, if my memory serves me correct had a study
done — Brokenhead — which had identified some
pretty significant replacement costs of the municipal-
ity, quite frankly weren’tin a position to bear the costs
of, so that stimulated the study between — well, it has
to be more than two years ago because the Member
for Turtle Mountain and | were thefirstonestoinitiate
it, so it must be three years ago. Could the Minister
indicate the current status of that study?

MR. USKIW: Yes, I'm told that it was completed and
handed over to the Department of Resources which
would be the home department as | understand it. It
hasto do with waterways and so on.

MR. ORCHARD: When was that?
MR. USKIW: Very recently.

MR. ORCHARD: | realize that this isn’t the proper
department and in fact we've passed the Natural
Resources Department, but might that study be made
available to members? I'm really interested in that
study to know whether we can possibly develop a
program of assistance to the municipalities.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | don’t mind undertaking
aninquiry. | don’'tseewhy it couldn’t be made availa-
ble. I'm told, Mr. Chairman, if | have the floor, that it's
in draft stage only at the present time. I'll take that
under advisement.

MR. ORCHARD: Ifthe Minister would take thatunder
advisementtotablethereport,it’sof someconsidera-
ble interest and | have no doubt that probably | think
municipal councillors and the Reeve from the R.M.’s
of Whitehead and Daly, if they haven’'talready been in
to see the Minister no doubt will be because they’'ve
been patiently waiting for a couple years for a pro-
gram development because they’ve got a fairly major
bridge toreplace, somethingin the neighbourhood of
a 90 foot bridge.

The other thing that | wasinterested in pursuing on
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completion of that report was the possibility of com-

bining the bridge design and engineering staff of the
two departments and maybe achieving some kind of
manpower saving because | think the Department of
Highways and Transportation has a pretty expert
department.

They're into some very efficient bridge design
methods and for all we know with the number of
bridges that municipalities may be replacing, someof
the new prestressed bridge designs that were devel-
opedin Winnipeg and that he started to install with the
concrete decking, riding surface and support struc-
ture, all in one, may be just the cats meow for some of
these municipalities. We do have that expertise housed
in the Department of Highways and Transportation
andifitwasbeing simply duplicated in Water Resour-
ces it might be an area of saving. Is the Ministerin a
position to pursue that proposition?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, | certainly haven’'t had
any opportunity to discuss that idea. Engineers are
sometimes jealous of each other if they're working for
two different departments and | don’t know whether
that has been looked at. | am advised it has been
looked, apparently it's part of that report.

MR. ORCHARD: Well, that would be very interesting
to see how zealously each department has guarded
their own engineering staff and I'll look forward to
reading that in the report.

| know the Minister can’t give a definitive answer
because he hasn’t seen the report obviously, but do
you think it would be a program that this Minister
would entertain to help fund, say, bridges above a
certain size? You can’t get into every bridge with the
municipalities nor do | think that they expect you to.
There are some fairly major structure in the munici-
palities, bridges in excess of 80,90, 100, 120 feet long
that are now - if my memory serves me correct -
probably approaching 75-years old and they're get-
ting pretty shakey. Does the Minister think that might
be aviable funding program to pursue with the munic-
ipalities? | don’t know whether you can do it on a
limited basis but, nevertheless, a program that he
would entertain taking a look at?

MR. USKIW: Well, | would think, Mr. Chairman, that
cannot be looked upon in isolation of a number of
other factors; one of which is that there are many old
bridges there that service very few people as well and
that it may be a desire and a prudent course of action
to follow up on, that is deciding what the road system
should look like at the municipal level, and rationaliz-
ing the bridge system at the muncipal level, before
one wants to assume some responsibility in upgrad-
ing or replacing existing bridges.

If your traffic flow on a given bridge is five vehicles
per day and the bridge is going to cost a quarter of a
million dollars, or whatever, or a million, | don’t know
what they cost, depending on the nature of the
stream, you're not going to be spending a lot of
money to service two or three families if they have
another way to digress or access their property. That
really has to be looked at in the broadest sense
because alot of these bridges were builtatthe turn of
the century, Mr. Chairman, where it was mainly man-
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power and those bridges are now to the point where
they have to be either demolished or replaced.

| would want to take a good look at the pattern of
traffic before | would want to commit any department
to a program of restoring old municipal bridges,
whether they be on highways or drainage ditches, Mr.
Chairman. Drainage makes perhaps more sense, in
terms of continuity, but certainly roads could be
rationalized. Therein also lies the questionofhowwe
connect the municipal with the provincial road sys-
tem, in terms of directing some traffic or developing
traffic flows or patterns. We're going to have to look
very carefully at spending dollars relative to the peo-
ple that these dollars are going to service and the
tonnages that have to be movedinthoseareas and so
on. What was there is not necessarily what ought to
continue is what I'm saying, Mr. Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: Certainly any new program like that
has to be approached very cautiously and | suppose
the idea that | had in the back of my mind was that you
don’t provide 100 percent funding; you only provide a
portion of it and that sometimes makes the municipal
people less desirous of replacing unneeded bridges
and serves as a break on no-strings-attached funding.
No doubtif the government provide 100 percent fund-
ing the demand would be unlimited and that certainly
wasn’'t part of any thinking that | had.

Well, that's all the questions | have on that section,
Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for River East.

MR. PHIL EYLER (River East): Yes, justas a matter of
general interest. These people who are designing
bridges and doing engineering studies; do they do
that for the City as well, the City of Winnipeg?

MR. USKIW: No, the City of Winnipeg have their own
bridge department, as | understand it, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 2.(d)(1) Salaries and Wages—pass;
2.(d)(2) Other Expenditures—pass; 2.(e) Traffic,
Salaries and Wages.

The Member for Pembina.

MR.ORCHARD: Mr.Chairman, | had, over the course
of the Christmas season, a very interesting concept
broached to me by a couple of constituents and | think
it deserves some investigation when one takes into
consideration fuel costs and what not. What was put
to me is that on provincial roads, where provincial
roads are intersected by municipal roads; we have, in
a number of crossing points, no traffic signs and we
tend to go from no traffic signs onlesserused ones, as
amatter of pureeconomics - you can’t have stop signs
on every one - to stop signs on some of the possibly
moreused intersections. The question thatwasputto
meisthat when they’re onlevel ground and thereis no
obstruction of sight from some distance back from
the intersection, if it would not be a consideration to
put up yield signs, rather than stop signs, to avoid the
necessity for a full stop with loaded trucks?

MR. USKIW: | have to assume that the Traffic
Department is cognizant of the reasonableness of
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that suggestion and where that should take place.
Usually, | suppose, it would depend on the amount of
localinterest or pressure or circumstance that proba-
bly would bring that result about. I'm not certain that
as a policy we should move altogether into the yield
system on intersections. There are tradeoffs there
that may not be terribly pleasant.

| am advised that The Highway Traffic Act requires
that one must come to a complete stop at all PR’s and
PTH’s. It would require a change in The Highway
Traffic Act as well. I'm not certain that would be the
most beneficial element, policy change.

MR. ORCHARD: You know, | must go back and drive
one of my PR'’s before the district engineer does but |
think there’'s the odd yield sign up on it which hasn't,
tomy knowledge, caused any problem. There are a lot
of unmarked intersections; | think it's maybe one of
these laws that's there for 5 percent of the circum-
stances and is being avoided or not followed up on 95
percent of them because there are many, many
municipal road intersections with provincial roads,
not PTH’s but with provincial roads, that aren’t marked
at all. One doesn’t know they’'re comingup onaPR in
a lot of cases.

MR. USKIW: Yes, it appears that there is no require-
ment to have a sign that one must stop, but the law
saysthatone muststopbeforeoneenters or crossesa
PR.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, this is not an
issue . . .

MR. USKIW: Now the yield sign shouldn’t be there if
that is what the legislation says . . .

MR. ORCHARD: Yes.

MR. USKIW: . . . because the yield sign would be
contradictory to the legislation.

MR.ORCHARD: Maybel might make asuggestion in
adifferentway.Seeing as how this is required by law,
maybe the Minister could develop an inventory of
used stop signs and pull them all down because, once
again, | guess a motorist could inadvertently, where
there’s no control sign on the intersection of a munic-
ipal road and a PR go right through just using the, |
think, the rule of the road that you yield to traffic on
yourrightand be ticketed by the RCMP for doing that,
which would bring up the further requirement of signs
100 yards down from the intersection on a municipal
roadthat you're approaching a PR, which | knowisn’t
part of the Signing department. Maybe the best sug-
gestion | could make is not to have any more stop
signs go up.

MR. USKIW: Well, we’ll have to review that, Mr.
Chairman, there seems to be a contradiction as
between what the law requires and what is being
done. So the best thing | can do is to have it investi-
gated to determine what we ought to-be doing.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 2.(e)(1) Salaries and Wages—pass;
2.(e)(2) Other Expenditures—pass.
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2.(f) District Offices: (1) Salaries and Wages.
The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: | just haven’t had a chance here to
look at District Offices. Staff is roughly the same,
accordingtothesheet, butyetweseea pretty signifi-
cant increase in the salary appropriation which is
being asked for here. Is there some explanation?

MR. USKIW: It's strictly an increase in salary, merit
increases, Mr. Chairman.

MR. ORCHARD: You've got a pile of merit increases
then compared to some of the other departments.

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, there are 250 staff people
there — 251.

MR. ORCHARD: Are there any new undertakings in
the District Offices that would be causing the Other
Expenditures to increase?

MR. USKIW: Oh, the Other Expenditures, the increase
there, | believe, relates largely to a loss of revenue
from the private use of government automobiles
which now flows directly, | believe, into the Consoli-
dated Fund. Itusedto flowinto the department, itnow
is recaptured viathe Department of Finance so there’s
really a revenue drop which then accounts for an
increase in the cost here.

MR. ORCHARD: | must have missed that in previous
previews. Then that means that private automobile
mileage was paid as an expense by the department
and would have been . . .

MR. USKIW: I|twas paid tothedepartmentbefore but
now is paid to the Department of Finance, instead of
to the Department of Highways, hence resulting in a
loss of revenue to the Department of Highways.

MR. ORCHARD: To make it easier, probably the
Other Expenditures last yearwere probably closerto
$925,000, say, because of an in and an out?

MR. USKIW: Yes.
MR. ORCHARD: Okay.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 2.(f)(1) Salaries and Wages—pass;
2.(f)(2) Other Expenditures—pass.

2.(g) Highway Traffic Inspection: (1) Salaries and
Wages.

The Member for Pembina.

MR. ORCHARD: Mr.Chairman, what new and wond-
erful things does the Minister propose in the Highway
Traffic Inspections section for the motorists of
Manitoba?

MR. USKIW: Well, Mr. Chairman, as far as new policy
is concerned, | have no intention, at this stage, to
enunciate anything new. All the policy reviews within
the department have yet to be undertaken, by and
large. We did not attempt to bring about any policy
direction for this first set of Estimates.
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MR. ORCHARD: Yes, the Highway Traffic Inspec-
tions section from time-to-time has run into criticism
from some sectors about not being adequately pre-
pared to deal with some particularly illegal trucking
and that sort of thing. Has the Minister received any
recent indication that that's an increasing problem or
a decreasing problem?

MR. USKIW: That item is the last item in our Esti-
mates; that comes under the Highway Traffic Board,
Mr. Chairman, the Motor Transport Board and so on.

MR. ORCHARD: Well then the Highway Traffic
Inspection staff are the ones that man the scales at
Headingley, etc.?

MR. USKIW: That's the weights, the dimensions,
equipment, the license and franchise.

MR. ORCHARD: If | recall, and maybe my memory’s
not all that good, particularly at the scale east, at
Falcon Lake, and at Emerson, and | guess the Head-
ingley scale would be the other one, the Highway
Traffic Inspection staff do undertake, | suppose, min-
imal checks on loads and whether the carrier is fran-
chised or not. That has been, | know, a subject of
concern by some groups whilst | had the responsibil-
ity and I'm just wonderingif thatconcernis lessening
oris it of increasing concern to the department?

MR. USKIW: Mr. Chairman, those checks are subse-
quently reported to the Highway Traffic Board for
action even though our inspection staff is involved in
the investigation in, and perhaps the issuing of
tickets. But ultimately that falls into The Highway
Traffic Act or the Motor Transport Board.

MR. ORCHARD: Is this the section under which the -
| forget what it was called - the Critical Item Inspec-
tion on heavy trucks is done? Is this the same staff or
is that once again in the Motor Vehicle Branch?

MR. USKIW: That's Motor Vehicles Branch.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 2.(g)(1) Salariesand Wages—pass;
2.(g)(2) Other Expenditures—pass.

Resolution 81 RESOLVED that there be granted to
Her Majesty a sum not exceeding $13,108,700 for
Highways and Transportation, for Management Ser-
vices and Engineering for the fiscal year ending the
31st day of March, 1983.—pass.

The time being 5:30 p.m. the Committee will rise
and we’ll resume sitting at 8:00 p.m

SUPPLY — AGRICULTURE

~ MR. CHAIRMAN, Jerry T. Storie (FlinFlon): Consid-
ering the Agricultural Estimates, No. 1. General
Administration, specifically No. 1.(c)(1) Salaries —
The Honourable Member for Arthur.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, possibly the Minister
couldjust give a brief outline of the numbers of people
and whatthe mainwork objective and the workload of
this particular group do for the department?
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MR. URUSKI: Yes, Mr. Chairman, the Management
Services branch has a staff component of 39 broken
down into Accounting Services, Financial Adminis-
tration, Personnel Services, Computer Services and
Program Analysis. There is no change in staff com-
plementhere, theincreasein funding that is requested
is due to increased costs related to computer servi-
ces, job interviews, job advertising, and as well the
development of aword processing activity forvarious
applications throughout the department. Those are
the basic increases that are requested in this area. If
the member wants further breakdowns, I'll be pleased
to try and break it down as generally as | can in terms
of the increases.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, has the department
moved towards word processing and that type of
mechanism or process to use within the department
and if he has what is the approximate cost and the
numbers of additional people that are employed; or,
will it mean a reduction in the number of people that
are employed to operate that equipment?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, we are looking at two
applications for two areas where word processing
equipment would go into in the department initially.
There would be no change in the staff component.
There would certainly be an increase in the workload
that staff could handle. | believe the member is famil-
iar with the word process equipement; whereby it is
work saving in terms of the corrections and the work
that can be put on the equipment and if corrections
have to be made it is a very simplified method in
dealing with corrections and all the work preceding
that would not have to be redone. So, it is basically
work saving and increasing the efficiency of the staff
within the branch. There are two areas and | think the
approximate cost is $20,000.00. Those areas that
we're talking about would be in our offices, the
Deputy-Minister’s office and in the Communications
Branch.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, the additional effi-
ciency that he expects to get out of his department, he
has indicated will not really eliminate any staff but
may in fact, give them the opportunity to more effec-
tively do their job more effeciently. Mr. Chairman, will
this particular part of the management part of the
department be looking after the payouts for crop
insurance or would it be easier to answer that under
crop insurance? There were some problems with the
turn around or the time payouts of the Crop Insurance
Corporation, would the Minister like to touch on it
now or would he like to do it under crop insurance?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, this is specifically the
whole area of payouts under crop insurance are
handled by — as | understand it — by crop insurance
to the Department of Finance who do the drawing of
the cheques and the payouts. | don’t believe that we're
involved — the department itself is involved in any of
the mechanics. It’s strictly a throughput from MCIC to
finance and the payouts are made that way.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member
for Emerson.
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MR.ALBERT DRIEDGER (Emerson): Thankyou, Mr.
Chairman. To the Minister, is this, the Management
Services, the one that puts out the Manitoba Food
Market Review and the cattle prices that are mailed
out to the farmers, does this come under this area?

MR. URUSKI: No, Mr. Chairman. That area would be
in the Economics Branch. That's where all the publi-
cations are put out dealing with market trends.

MR. DRIEDGER: Just for further clarification; the
Minister in his statements before made reference
under this section here about the Economics Branch,
could the Minister then just maybe specify where this
kind of release and the price releases would be com-
ing under?

MR. URUSKI: | spoke about the financial administra-
tion in this section in the management services; the
Economics Branchis No. 6, Mr. Chairman in the Agri-
cultural Marketing and Development, that's where
those questions would be appropriate.

MR. CHAIRMAN: 1.(c)(1)—pass; 1.(c)(2) Other
Expenditures, 1.(c)(2)—pass; (c)—pass.
The Honourable Member for Emerson.

MR. DRIEDGER: | have onequestionon (c); thereisa
substantial increase really from $125,000to $173,000;
could the Minister possibly clarify thatincrease there?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | gave that to the hon-
ourable member but I'll be glad to. This increase dealt
with Computer Services, inflationary increases and
the Word Processing. These are the additional costs
that | gave to the honourable member. When | said the
increased costs of the department, | was referring to
Other Expenditures; the additional in salaries is self
explanatory; thereis no changein staff,it'sthenormal
increments and the like but the additional $48,000 was
as | had explained.

MR. CHAIRMAN: (c)—pass; 1.(d) Research, 1.(d)(1)
Policy Studies.
The Honourable Member for Emerson.

MR. DRIEDGER: Okay, Mr. Chairman, now | would
like to establish if possibly we could under the Policy
Studies; can the Minister indicate is this where the
Beef Income Assurance Program that has been
initiated by this Minister; is this where the policy stu-
dies would have taken place?

MR. URUSKI: Well, Mr. Chairman, this is the thrust
for the new year in terms of what policy studies will be
proposed and undertaken. The whole beef program
one can deal with in the Income Assurance Fund, in
terms of the studies and the like. Mr. Chairman, |
mightindicate that it is our intention to pay the costs
of the committee that will be discussing the beef pro-
gram amongst producers from this area, as well as
dealing other policy thrusts that we might review in
terms of lending policy and those kinds of areas.

MR. MANNESS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'm
wondering if the Minister would beso kind asto give
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us some specific detail in this whole area and tell us
exactly what studies are envisaged and the number of
people involved in this particular study area?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, there are no people
involved in the study area. Asthe member well knows,
| think, we’ve had many discussions with his col-
league when he was Minister, in terms of research and
policy studies, there are no people involved, the
department is involved if we wish to hire outside con-
sultants, but there is not direct staff component in
terms of people within the department, Mr. Chairman.
The department is involved in all those areas.

MR. MANNESS: Obviously, this money then is to be
directly, like you say, to research outside of the
department, in one way or another, and my question
is, do you have any specific proposals to let out
research work?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, there are some ideas
that | do have. The plans are not finalized as to
whether or not we will go outside of the department,
whether we'll go partly. Most studies that are under-
taken, as | haveseen them, | would envisage would be
if we bringsomeone else with some expertiseintodo
a certain projects, we would also utilize staff within
the department that would have some basic informa-
tion in those areas.

Some of my thoughts in that area were, as | have
indicated to the Member for Emerson, that the Beef
Stabilization and Marketing Committee funds would
be provided for their work out of this area in terms of
the fine tuning of the plan. Obviously thereis need for
policy review and we have indicated that for the lend-
ing program for farmers to examine other alterna-
tives, whether they’re available to us, in terms of a
comprehensive lending program to the farming
community through MACC.

As well, | have some thoughts in terms of work to be
done; in what areas should we look at public policy in
terms of options of assisting young farmers into agri-
culture? Some of those areas are considerations, at
this point in time they are not firmed up. Those are
some of my ideas, but certainly we want to discuss
this within the department. There is no preconceived
idea, | don’tthink historically there has been any spe-
cificidea in terms of research, but those are some of
the areas that require further study.

Another area that's come to me, there’s been some
work done within the department, and that is the
whole economics of the finishing of beefon grain and
whether we should be looking at alternatives, and we
have been doing some work, but the extent of which
should be examined. That'’s a possibility, I'm not say-
ingthat!'m tied to that but those are the kinds of areas
that would be taken out of a budget such as this.

MR. MANNESS: | just would like to review then what
the Minister has said. These ideas, as you've stated,
you’'ve given us fourexamples and right now, I takeit,
they’re just conceptual, although particularly in the
beefplanyou're going to have to worktowardssome-
thing. Are these the specific reasons for a doubling-
plus of the quantity of money directed towards
this end?
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MR. URUSKI: That is correct.

MR. DOWNEY: The Minister has indicated that he
plans to pay a beef committee, individuals who are
going to beinvolved in establishment of the fine tun-
ing, he says, of his beef program that he has just
introduced and this is where he plans to extract the
funds in which to hire these individuals.

| have, Mr. Chairman, some very serious reserva-
tions about the way in which this money will be spent
and the way in which the Minister is proceeding to
move to this point with his livestock program or the
beef income program, the Beef Stabilization Pro-
gram, and | will have some specific questions. | will
start off, Mr. Chairman, by asking him, specifically, if
this is where the $5,000 per month in expenses will
come from for the designer of the program, Mr. Bill
Janssen, is this where those funds will come from?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, obviously the honour-
able member wasn't in the other Committee, but the
contract that there is within government is with the
Department of Transportation and that department is
paying the costs of the contract with Mr. Janssen. |
have indicated to the honourable members | have
used him, on a consultative basis, to look at the beef
program along with other people within the depart-
ment and outside the department.

MR.DOWNEY: Well, | would then, Mr. Chairman, like
to say that . . .

MR. URUSKI: —(Interjection)— Mr. Chairman, just
to make sure the honourable member understands
me, there are no funds in this budget, at the present
time, to pay specifically any further costs of the beef
study.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, then the Minister is
saying that he hastheservices of one Mr. Bill Janssen
to work within the Department of Agriculture if he
decides to hire, Mr. Chairman, over and above what
he is already being paid for now by the Government of
Manitoba through the Department of Highways and
Transportation, is that what he’s indicating, Mr.
Chairman? Is he now going to, on a contract basis
that he’s been hired, is he now going to additionally
pay him out of the Department of Agriculture?

MR. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, the honourable member
should ask the Minister of Transportation the length
of the contract that he has with that department. If
there is some further work beyond the terms of that
contract, that | would have some need, certainly we
would consider it atthattime and moneys could come
out. But, specifically to his question, at the present
time there are no funds being paid from this area on
the present contract, and the amount of money that
will be used from this area on the beef program will be
the payment of the committee which, Mr. Chairman,
happens to coincide with what has been done in the
past. The Hog Committee’s expenses and the com-
mittee that was established to deal with the Hog
Income Assurance Plan have come out of this budget
in the past and continue to do so as well as the meet-
ing dealing with the Port of Churchill that were done
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in the past, thosekinds of public meetingsweredone.
So, the budget basically is being used not far differ-
ently in terms of how your administration used it, and
we are using it likewise.

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, | then would like to
proceed because he has indicated the money will be
spent forthe establishment of acommittee and | have
no difficulty with the use of that money for policy
studies, orworkthatis being.doneto betterthe overall
agricultural industry. However, | have, Mr. Chairman,
some deep concerns when we are spending money to
not better the agricultural industry, and that's what'’s
taking place with this Beef Program that he's intro-
duced, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, he won'’t even tell the House and
members of the Assembly, or the farm community,
who he’s had recommending to him the kinds of pro-
grams that are in their best interest. In fact, as was
pointed out today, Mr. Chairman, he is not even listen-
ing to the majority of the people of Manitoba as far as
the beef industry in concerned. How many times, Mr.
Chairman, does he and his colleagues have to be
giventhemessagethatit’snotcontrolthat the people
of Manitoba want, it's freedom that the people of
Manitoba want, particularly those people in the agri-
cultural sector. And here again, he has employed an
individual who flies directly in the face of the way in
which the majority of the farm people want to go to
bringinanill-conceivedidea,oranill-conceived plan,
who | would say is not going to help anyone other
thanthe people thatare employed by him to be hired,
or to be his commission, or to be set up as a beef
marketing agency or committee.

Mr. Chairman, I'll have to go over just a few minutes
to lay out for him the kinds of policies that | think that
he hasbeentoldineightyearsinthe previousadmin-
istration that he's been a part of. He's seen the co-
operative efforts that were put forward through the
Manitoba Livestock Producers Association in the four
years, the establishment of a workable organizaion, a
committee established with that organization to make
recommendations to a government which he did not
see fitto carry on with. That’s his prerogative. But, Mr.
Chairman, he's got a report on his desk. He got a
report that points out the advantages and disadvan-
tages — the media as well have a copy of it that was
tabled in question period today — what they feel arein
their best interests. The big question or the big
answer, Mr. Chairman, is they want to retain their
freedom, and to implement or to impose a program
that is, in fact, putting in place a marketing board —
and | call it amarketing board because that’s what it is,
that's what theindividual who was a part of the design-
ing of the program tried to implement for eight years
in this province when he was the Deputy Minister of
Agriculture —and now, Mr. Chairman, we've seen the
present Minister of Agriculture rehire or employ him
to bring a marketing board in the back door for the
beef producers. With a carrot out in front saying to
them that if you take our $50 and you sign up your
cattle to give us, give us not the 2 percent that the
Minister referred to in question period today, but 4
percent, Mr. Chairman, of the gross sales of the lives-
tock that they’re selling.

And what privileges do they get from that? Well,
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they get the privilege at the fall of the year when they
could normally take a cash sale for their calves at a
profit if it's there, and sell it to someone else who
wants to feed it, and that person can take that animal
“and putitin afeedlot and generate revenue and gam-
ble on whether or not he's going to make or lose
money.

But no, Mr. Chairman, he now has to take, if he
wants to stay alive in the fall of the year a cash
advance, a low interest rate cash advance. Mr. Chair-
man, that's what we're trying to get away from, are the
interestrates and the loans that farmers are taking to
stay alive. We want them to be paid, Mr. Chairman, for
what they're doing, not borrow more money and get
them further in debt for what they're doing. We want
them to receive a fair and equitable return like the
wage earner, like everyone else, Mr. Chairman, get
paid for their services.

But that, Mr. Chairman, immediately as the Member
for Roblin-Russell pointed out last night, they imme-
diately start dragging out a red herring that I'm
opposed to orderly marketing. No, Mr. Chairman, I'm
not opposed to orderly marketing. | call orderly mar-
keting the freedom of an individual to produce and to
grow and market his commodity through a mecha-
nism that he or the majority of those people have
decided are in their best interests. And that, Mr.
Chairman,isasystemthatwasinthereportby 15,000
cattle producers, the majority of cattle producers in
the province who recommended after meeting with
the Ontario Cattlemen’s Association, the Canadian
Cattlemen’s Association, the Meat Packers Council of
Canada, Mr. Chairman. The recommendations they
said —(Interjection)—

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. Could the member
be allowed to finish his comments?

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, what this Minister is
taking away is not giving them an orderly, voluntary
system, as they had. No, Mr. Chairman, once you put
your signature on the dotted line you are hooked on a
great steel hook for six years: for six years, Mr.
Chairman, and that is probably at least 25 to 50 per-
cent, 25 percent of the normal production period of a
farm individual. Twenty-five years, if he starts at 25;
you know, that's a pretty good period of time of which
he doesn’t have the decision-making freedom that
he's now got. The producers didn't ask for that, Mr.
Chairman. They didn’t say they ant to sign up to a
state marketing agency that's established by the Min-
ister of Agriculture, who by the way, Mr. Chairman,
won'ttell the people of the Province of Manitoba who
he got his recommendations from. He refuses to
answer, he says “Read Hansard, read Hansard.” I've
read it, Mr. Chairman, | haven't seen one name. What
farm organization did he listen to? Who has he talked
toin the farm community? | know who he talked to, he
talked to Bill Janssen, who he employed, who was
eight years a Deputy Minister who tried to bring in a
state marketing board for the beef producers, and
now he's trying to do it through the back door with a
carrot hung out in front. It won’'t wash, Mr. Chairman,
itwon't wash.

He says he talked to the Cattle Producers Associa-
tion. If you read the week-end press, Mr. Chairman,
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and I've talked to the President of the Manitoba Beef
Cattle Organization. The Member for Emerson pointed
outin Committee last night, Mr. Chairman, that he has
several good organizations in his area: The Sou-
theastBeefProducers Association,the SPADA group,
or a good organization developing that area to pro-
duce livestock. He never talked to them, Mr. Chair-
man, and now he's saying, ‘I talked to them twice,” he
toldthe House today, “I've talked tothemtwice, three
times.” He maybe talked to them, Mr. Chairman, but
he sure didn't hear anything.

| think, Mr. Chairman, that it's very, very obvious
what we're going to be facing in this province. We're
going to be facing a Minister of Agriculture who has
the nerveand the audacity tostand up and let on, and |
say this let on that everything is nice and cozy in the
farm community and thathe's working on thatopen-
door policy, working on thatopen-door policy where
he's listening to all the farm people. He believes in a
family farm. What kind of a family farm is he trying to
develop with the state buying feedlots in this pro-
vince, Mr. Chairman? Mr. Chairman, that isn't Mani-
toba as we have traditionally known it, and our food-
producing sector. Mr. Chairman, how many times do
they have to watch the TV when they see these state
farms in Poland where the people are starving to
death. Is that what he's trying to put us into? Consu-
mers over there, you've got consumers around you.
Pay attention to what's going on. That's where we're
headed.

| tell you, Mr. Chairman, we're on a slippery slope
and if he doesn't in his policy-study money which
we're voting on . . . Mr. Chairman, the money that
we're voting, some $250,000 was put to some pretty
useful use in the last few years, and he mentioned one
ofthem. | talked herethe otherday in comments that |
made, Mr. Chairman, that we put together a series of
meetings which we paid for as government, the peo-
ple of Manitoba, to encourage the use of the Port of
Churchill. That came out of this appropriation, Mr.
Chairman. We spent the people’'s money of the Prov-
ince of Manitobato do something that the agriculture
community wanted. It was our policy to encourage
and develop the Port of Churchill and we spent some
of this money, Mr. Chairman, to expose the Port of
Churchill to more people: press, media, farm com-
munities, union and municipalities, and point out to
them the opportunities that were there. When did we
do it? We didn'tdo it when itwas frozen in the middle
of winter; we did it the first of June when we could
show the peopleof Manitobathatthe shipping season
at Churchill could be open.

Now, Mr. Chairman, we'revoting $250,000 to impose
on the people of Manitoba. In 1976, they told us they
didn’t want a Beef Marketing Board. 76 percent of
them told us as Manitobans. Well, he says, “I am
elected to the Legislature and | am appointed as the
Minister of Agriculture and | believe that | know best
for the people of Manitoba,” and this policy-study
money doesn’'t mean anythingotherthanit'san impo-
sition of a program, not a study or a policy develop-
ment working paper to, in fact, find out if the people
want it. If he would only mention a farm organization;
if he would only name some names, Mr. Chairman,
then he could be in a little more defensible position,
buthecan't. Howcanwepass $250,000 that'sgoingto
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impose on a community or a sector of the agricultural
community thatdoesn’t want it. Certainly they need a
form of financial support in the downturn.

Mr. Chairman, the most obvious and the best way in
which to get the returns for the farm community, for
the beef production or the beef industry is, in fact,
through the normal market process. A market-striking
mechanism has to take place at an auction sale, or it
has done traditionally. In almost all areas, there has to
be an area in which the market is struck. That'’s the
processthathasbeentraditional for mosteverything.
It’s no secret. The Hog Commission used a market-
striking mechanism as well; the selling of turkeys
there has to be a market-striking mechanism to
determine which the buyer and the seller can agree
on. That's just so basic that | can’t understand the
socialists for not understanding it. They don’t need
any money to figure that out.

What is ideal, Mr. Chairman, is to have an economy
where the consumers of meat, beef, all agricultural
commodities can go to the store and pay the proper
price. Yes, Mr. Chairman, that's the kind of system
that | think we all would be desirous of having. Mr.
Chairman, we haven't happened to have that kind of
system operating as well as it should. We have, Mr.
Chairman, a system where, particularly with the beef
industry, they are one of the most inefficient conver-
ters of grain, of food to meat thatthere is. That's one of
the basic difficulties with the beef industry, but you
know it so happens that it employs a tremendous
number of people. There have been a tremendous
number of people eating it; in fact, it's been our main
foodthat's been consumed in the meat commodity in
the last several years. In fact, itwenttosomeincrease
of ahundred-and-some pounds per-capita consump-
tion in North America, and has now reverted to under
a hundred pounds because of the whole economic
pressures that people are faced with. So, what is the
alternative to try and keep that industry alive until a
whole economic turnaround takes place?

Mr. Chairman, we have no disagreement with what
the Minister has been saying about a national stabili-
zation program for nationally produced commodities.
There's no disagreement on that. If you have to have
one, it should be at the national level. Mr. Chairman,
we found out in the hog industry; theyhavefound out
in the beef industry that the Federal Government
aren’t as desirous of having one as we would like to
have hoped. Mr. Chairman, that's the unfortunate
thing.

The other unfortunate thing, Mr. Chairman, is that
when they came into office — yes, that was very unfor-
tunate, Mr. Chairman — they dismissed the people
that they were going to try and assist, a group of
people that were dedicated to putting in place
recommendations that were going to help this indus-
try. Mr. Chairman, they ask for a one-time grant to the
industry, a one-shot support program to help them
through the period of time. Mr. Chairman, if they were
legitimate in their concerns for the beef industry they
would have moved on that and put in that kind of a
program.

Mr. Chairman,the MemberforSt.James who's say-
ing, why didn’t we do that. By the Minister’'s own
comments, by his own press release he’s indicated
the period of time the beef industry was in trouble. In
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fact, I'll go back and read into the record for the
Honourable Member for St. James, seeing that he
recommended it to me or suggested | should talk
aboutit,thatthe old Beef Income Assurance Program
that he was a part of, was initially put in place to help
the beef producers, but the nature of the program, Mr.
Chairman, when the times got better for the beef
industry, the program demanded that the people pay
money back to the province. Oh, and he says that's a
good idea. That's not the way you help people, Mr.
Chairman, that's the way you control people and take
their freedom away and that's what the objective is.

Mr. Chairman, that's what their objective is. Mr.
Chairman, let us carry on with that type of debate,
because if that program had worked the way it should
have, the producers would have been better off than
they are today. They'd have been running off on their
own and they wouldn’t have had to worry so much
about the help that they could get from government.

Mr. Chairman, again going back to the Minister’s
comments. He says in the opening line, “The beef
industry in Canadahas been passing through difficult
times for the past year-and-a-half.” Mr. Chairman, |
couldn’t have implemented a program that was hurt-
ing the beef industry or to get involved as long as
there was a program in place that had a contractual
agreement. How many more programs did we need to
be putin place? They've been in office for almost the
last half-year. We had a committee in place, Mr.
Chairman, that was recommending to us what was in
their best interests. We didn’t have time, Mr. Chair-
man, to putin place a program and he's saying, what
did we do? Mr. Chairman, we were giving the produc-
ers an opportunity to make recommendations so we
could put in place a meaningful program.

Mr. Chairman, by his own comments, but let's go
down a little further and here he’s got one of his
objectives, and he’s got it highlighted in his press
release. Here's what he’s doing and this isn't really
him. Instead of calling him — | think we’ll have to
name it “Billie the Kid Program” or something like
that, or maybe we should call it “Billy Janssen Pro-
gram,” | think would be more in line because that's
where the designer . . .

Well anyway, Mr. Chairman, the objective of the
program and this is what the policy money is going to
do; it's notgoing toreview the effects that it's going to
have; it’s not going to review anything, butit’s going to
do this: it's going to be providing producers an
opportunity to insure themselves against downward
fluctuationsin the price of slaughterbeef; doesn’t say
anything about what level of price support there's
going to be; doesn’t say anything about the support
level. But what it does say, Mr. Chairman, is that the
government is going to put in 2 percent of the gross
returns or the gross value of the slaughter animal; and
the producers are going to putin 4 percent to 8 per-
cent - 4 percent to 8 percent of aslaughter steer is $40
to $80, Mr. Chairman - $40to $80 on every animal that
aproducer is selling. Now there’s no other guarantees
that go with it other than that there’s going to be a
state marketing agency that is going to handle it and
that he’'s gotto be in for six years.

Let's go to the second objective, Mr. Chairman. To
encourage the transformation of the cow-calf sector.
Now the Minister, through his unnamed advisors, and
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the farm organizations have told him - and | wonder if
the Cow-Calf Association told him this - this is the
good question. To encourage the transformation -
that's really making a major change - of the cow-calf
sector into slaughter cattle producing industry, ther-
eby increasing returns to the producers.

Well, here’s my colleague from Turtle Mountain sit-
ting here who has certainly been in the feedlot busi-
ness and a family of known feedlot people. | know of
quite a few feedlots, if we go out north of town here
there’s a feedlot been sold recently, or had to sell out
because of tough economic times at Warren, one of
the Riddells. You know, there are some serious prob-
lems developed in the feedlot business. But, Mr.
Chairman, what we're doing, what the Minister is
doingistransforming acow-calf producerinto a feed-
lot operator so that he can get into the gold that’s in
the feeding business. Well, I'm sure the Member for
Turtle Mountain and the Member for Roblin-Russell,
all the individuals who are on thissideofthe House,
can get up and tell him that there’'s nobody knows
better than the individuals who are in the business
what they should be doing and what they should be
producing as the market relates to that particular
commodity, or tells them through market signals; and
if he could make money as a cow-calf producer more
power to him, Mr. Chairman. Don’t try to transform us
his operation into something else because that’s a
freedom that he’s had. —(Interjection)— That's a
freedom that he wants, that’s right. And you, Mr.
Chairman, —(Interjection)— Yeah, he has the free-
dom, all right, to put his name on the black line.

Well, that’s the problem with the Minister. If he had
done a proper review with the cattle producers and
done some proper ground work there would have
been other alternatives that he could have presented
to the cattle industry, the beef producers. But he
didn’t do that, Mr. Chairman, he had an ill-conceived
idea of changing and transforming the whole beef
industry. Mr. Chairman, it won’t wash; it won't wash,
people will not go for that kind of a program. Saskat-
chewan, if the numbers are correct, Mr. Chairman, 10
percent of the beef producers have moved into that
program.

Mr.Chairman,welookatthe third objective, andit’'s
an admirable one. Sure, it's certainly good that he’s
interested in a more stable and increasing supply of
slaughter cattle for Manitoba plants; certainly an
admirable objective, we all want to see that, Mr.
Chairman, but only if it's profitable for the people that
are in the business. You know, we have seen the
members opposite, when they were on this side of the
House - you know, Swift Canadian, I'll remind them
again, it’'simportant to be put on the record - gave us
the what-for when the Swift Canadian plant closed.
But just to make sure the record’s clear, one of the
reasons that plant closed is because their ideology,
when they were government for eight years, imple-
mented the regulation that stopped the flow of hogs
from Saskatchewan to Manitoba to be slaughtered.
There were some 250,000 hogs came in annually,
which Swift's got the majority of them, which by gov-
ernment regulation, supported by the government,
stopped that flow of hogs, Mr. Chairman. That’s what
helped put Swift Canadian out of business; nothing to
do with our policies, Mr. Chairman, nothing to do
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with government.

Mr. Chairman, read the records, it’s there. As | say,
it's an admirable move, but Mr. Chairman, what is it
doing for the packing house industry? What hap-
pened when Saskatchewan introduced their program
of a support level? You know what happened? The
price of beef went down, Mr. Chairman, not totally
becauseof that, butitwentdown because the packing
house industry sat back and they said, well, the beef
industry is goingto be supportedtosuch alevel by the
government so we’ll just back off a little.

Well, Mr. Chairman, there are so many down sides
to this program that | think once the messages start
coming into the Minister of Agriculture - he already
has one that is floating around the community that
has a lot of discredit to him, and that's in the Interest
Relief Program He is now floating another one, Mr.
Chairman, and | would have to say it would appear as
if it's the second concrete boot that the Minister has
introduced because that’'s what they will be for him.
He's let hisideology get ahead of his better judgment,
and Mr. Chairman, he hasn't listened, and that'’s the
point that has to be made. He kept telling the produc-
ers of Manitoba, we're talking to the farm groups, the
organizations and the farm people, before we intro-
duce our program, that’s why it's taking so long. Mr.
Chairman, if he’d spent some more of the policy
money and had a further review and looked a little
closer I’'m sure the producers had waited so long now
that they could have waited longer if they’'d brought
something in that would have given them some help
like the producers asked for, some immediate help,
and then left them work out with the producers and
the Federal Government a longer-term program.

But, Mr. Chairman, | really have to say, particularly
when the Minister will not tell us who he’s hiring with
this money; he hasn’ttold us, he hasn’ttoldus who he
has worked with, Mr. Chairman, in working up to this
program; he hasn't told us, Mr. Chairman, who the
farm organizations are. And that’s open government,
Mr. Chairman; that’'s what his Premier calls open
government? And, Mr. Chairman, we're being asked
about $250,000 to give more. Mr. Chairman, | would
hope, and I'll ask the Minister specifically, because |
would certainly think that there are going to be people
who are going to want to and need to accept some of
this $50 per cow to enter the program, how does he
anticipate an individual who enters the program and
finds that they have bought a program or entered a
program costing them 48 percent of their gross
income, how do they get out of it, Mr. Chairman? How
do they getout of it? Is the Minister going to, down the
road three months when the Federal Government
finally gets off their rump and says we're going to do
something in the line of beef production, are the pro-
ducers who get in and take the $50 a head going to be
allowed to opt to the federal program? Tell us now,
Mr. Chairman, because he didn’t treat the producers
several years ago very fairly when he said, everybody
take the program; and then they allowed people who
took the program and got the money to opt for the
federal program and let them out.

Please, Mr. Chairman, through you to the Minister,
come clean with the cattle producers. Is he sincerely
trying to help them or is he sincerely trying to take
their freedom away from them, to add government



Tuesday, 6 April, 1982

control to a segment of our society who, through
desperation, had to come and ask for support? They
don’'t want to, Mr. Chairman, come to any government
cap-in-hand. They're committed to feeding the peo-
ple, but Mr. Chairman, if the people will not pay at the
marketplace what it costto produce it then there has
tobeaformofsupportthrough thetaxdollarsthatare
taken from the people.

Mr. Chairman, | would only ask that, before the
Minister spends his $250,000, that he’s going to tell us
whatheis going to do with it, who he’s going to hireto
put in place this state marketing system, this state-
owned feedlot operation, this conversion of cow-calf
operators to the feedlot business, Mr. Chairman,
because | think they're serious questions and should
be answered by the Minister.

MR. URUSKI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It seems
that in this Chamber you may as well, to make your
point, stretch the facts a little bit and then you will
have made your mark, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, | will repeat to the honourable
member as | did. The Member for Turtle Mountain
sitting here, he was here the night under questioning
where | indicated with whom | consulted. | indicated |
consulted with the MCPA, with the Farm Bureau, with
theNational Farmers’ Union, withindependent groups,
and with many farmers who have written me, who
have spoken to me on the phone. | held a public
meetinginSwanRiver where approximately, | believe,
50 to 60 farmers, producers, attended and we met
there as well. Those were the groups that | consulted
with, Mr. Chairman. But you see, the Honourable
Member for Arthur wishes to now indicate that some-
how we are going ahead and ramming something
down producer’s throats; that we didn’t consult with
them; that we're doing something that is out of the
ordinary and that the help is coming too late. That's
really the essence of his remarks —(Interjection)—

Mr. Chairman, | didn’t interrupt the honourable
member when he was speaking; | hope that he would
give methe same courtesy in response to his remarks.
The honourable member should recall that when he
established the Hog Program, it took him over two
years until approximately 40 percent of the small pro-
ducers in the Province of Manitoba said, to heck with
this industry; we can’t survive; we're quitting produc-
tion of hogs in the Province of Manitoba, and then
they made an announcement in this Legislature in
April of last year. | venture to say, Mr. Chairman, the
only reasonthey made an announcementisthat there
was a possibility of having an electionin June of 1981.
That was a possibility and, Mr. Chairman, the other
aspect of it; they didn’'t announce all the details

initially. It took a couple of months before all the

details were developed in the program, so nothing
untoward and unusual is happening in this program
either, Mr. Chairman.

But the Minister indicates that he setup a commit-
tee and we disbanded it, Mr. Chairman. The commit-
tee was set up in the last week or the last two weeks of
the election campaign when the Conservatives real-
ized that they were in political trouble; that they knew
they couldn’t fool the people of Manitoba any longer.
They fooled them in 1977 and they fooled them on the
basisthatthey really were the friends of thé& farmers of
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Manitoba. You know, we lost 40 percent of our small
producers in hog production in the Province of Mani-
tobauntil they came up with a program and even that
program, Mr. Chairman, was ill-conceived because
they didn’teven have the intestinal fortitude to put the
money into —(Interjection)—

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

MR. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, on a point of order. |
would ask the Minister of Agriculture if he could clar-
ify his statement on the loss of 40 percent of the hog
producersin the province and lay before this Commit-
tee the numbers of hog producers that we have today.

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

MR. DESJARDINS: On the point of order, | would
say, Mr. Chairman, that there was no point of order
here at all. When you ask somebody to clarify, this
could bedone during the debateand I don’tthink that
should be accepted. | know the Minister doesn’t mind
doing that, but we're stretching things quite a bit
when we call this a point of order.

MR. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, the membershould well
remember and | will clarify that. He should well
remember that the Manitoba Hog Producers Market-
ing Board, during the first quarter of 1981, indicated
when they ran a computer program that theirnumbers
of producers that had ceased production of hogs had
dropped by, | believe the figure is around 1,500 pro-
ducers or maybe even more than that, Mr. Chairman.
He should well remember, because that was part of
their submission and their discussions with him to
urge him to develop some kind of program for hog
producers in Manitoba.

So, Mr. Chairman, he should be the last one that is
indicating that something untoward and there has
been a greattime lag to assist the producers of Mani-
toba. His Minister of Finance stood up in this House
and indicated although they announced a $10-million
program, he indicated that we didn’t need the $5 mil-
lion that wasin the program, and by September of last
year, they were caught. There was no money. The
market had dropped; the 5 million that they had put
into the program ran out and they were scrambling,
and they didn’t unscramble it, Mr. Chairman. They
didn’t provide the funds because the mechanism
wasn’tthere, Mr. Chairman. Theydidn’ttoit. And then
to have the gall to announce a $10-million program
when, in effect, they had only planned to put in 5
million, Mr. Chairman, is really stretchingit.

Mr. Chairman, the members opposite indicate that
our beef program somehow is a great variance from
the recommendations and the discussions that we
have made and from those of their group that they set
up. | want to deal with that. Their group that they set
up, the MCPA, and our program is somehow at var-
iance to what they have been recommending.

Lets first look at the history of this, Mr. Chairman.
In July of 1981 the MCPA, his group, Mr. Chairman,
the group that he set up by legislation came to this
Minister in July of ‘81, indicating that they needed
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support for the beef industry eventhough they already
ruined the Beef Income Assurance Plan, these same
compadresthathesetup have now comein and said,
“Look we'reintrouble. You've gotto help us out.” And
| want to quote from their October, ‘81 news release,
“MCPA has made representation to the Manitoba
Government requesting a $40-per-head subsidy for
cattle fed and prepared for slaughter” — for slaughter
cattle, Mr. Chairman — “in Manitoba during 1980.
Agriculture Minister Jim Downey's initial reaction has
been negative for such reasons as lack of funds in the
provincial treasury and lack of producer support for
backing.”

Mr. Chairman, lack of producer support and back-
ing, he was one of the first that was getting up after the
election demanding that there be some assistance for
the beef producersin this province. Mr. Chairman, we
said that we would sit down and develop meaningful
programs, and we did that. Mr. Chairman, the gall of
the Member for Arthurto come to this Legislature and
say that he was going to do something and they were
prepared to assists the industry. Balderdash! Abso-
lute nonsense! Rubbish! Because they had no inten-
tion of helping the beefindustry, Mr. Chairman, by his
very remarks in their own communique of the group
that he set up, this so-called voluntary group that the
former administration set up.

Well, Mr. Chairman, we consulted withthemand, in
fact, they came up with a plan, with some proposals,
the objectives of which — and I'm going to quote for
the honourable members — aren’t far from where
we're at. The objectives of their program, and this is a
submission made by the cattle producers to myselfin
January of ‘82. They made a proposal to us. What
were the objectives of the program? “To maintain a
viable livestock industry, support should be imme-
diate, i.e. monthly or quarterly; cost-shared between
producers and governments; it should be voluntary;
reflectregional costs and market conditions; allow for
income averaging; reflect competitiveness or regions
and should reflect current market conditions. Those
are the number of objectives that the plan has. Okay.
Their assumption, and | will quote from it that they
wanted a variable, premium approach program based
upon the assumption that the price stability within the
livestock sector is an insurable risk. I'm not sure that
anyone can predetermine the market signals that the
Honourable Member for Arthur has been speaking
about. I'm not sure that itis predictable but they said
they wanted an insurance scheme.

Let's talk about the greatest criticism that the
Member for Arthur has posed; that we're going to tie
up the producers for six years. Mr. Chairman, | wantto
quote from that document that | just spoke about. It
says, “All producers would be eligible, but once a
producer joins he must remain enrolled for the entire
contract length, for instance six years,” was their
recommendation, Mr. Chairman.

The MCPA's recommendation was that the period
of time frame of a program, a voluntary program —
and this is a voluntary program — well, Mr. Chairman,
ha, the Honourable Member for Turtle Mountain says
the program is voluntary and it's for the very same
period of time as has been suggested. We have
consulted and we have used some of their points,
and we have.
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Well, it recommended that the solvency of the fund
would be guaranteed by the government at all times.
We haveproposedthat, thatthe fund we are setting up
to deal with the premiums that will be collected
between the government and producers would be
guaranteed. Where we differ, Mr. Chairman, and they
indicated that they wanted to cover all segments of
the industry; i.e., cow, calf, stocker, to finish, abso-
lutely, Mr. Chairman. But the member should well
realize and some of his members who criticized the
previous program saying that we were double paying
— you better remember whatyour members said — in
that program there were inefficiencies and people
were able to get around that program and we were
collecting funds and paying out funds more then once
for the same cattle. We've done away with that
because we agreed with those criticisms that you
madewhen youwerein governmentafteryou defeated
us, that there was monkeying around with the pro-
gram. We have said that we will only pay on the basis
of one support, on the basis of slaughter animals.

How best to collect the funds, Mr. Chairman, to
monitor this program and administer it, butthrough a
central agency. What better way of dealing with the
payments and the support, not unlike — they want to
forgetthe day in the Sixties setup a Hog Commission,
an appointed HogCommission basically, but the only
difference was, that Hog Commission made it com-
pulsory for all hogs in the Province of Manitobato be
marketed through that Commission. This Program is
at least voluntary to the people who wish to join the
program. Onlythosewhojointhe program will market
their cattle through this Commission.

We of course would want to encourage the market-
ings of slaughter beef through this Commission even
though people may not wish to join or may wish to
market cattle in excess of their amounts. We would
certainly encourage those people who don't join the
planthatto bringaboutan orderly marketing system
it will be to our advantage, to the advantage of all
producers in the Province of Manitoba to have a sin-
gledesk marketingagency so that the cattle could be
marketed in an orderly manner and to bring about as
much competition from the marketplace as is possi-
ble and bring about better returns for the producers.

We recognize, Mr. Chairman, that a provincial mar-
ketingagency can'tdovery much, but at leastitisthe
first step that we are prepared to say, we want a
national marketing system in beef. That is the first
step and at least the Federal Government cannot say
now that provinces are not interested. This is the first
step and at least the Member for Arthur says, “Yes,
this is the first step and we are moving along thatline.”
We areveryserious about the plight of our producers;
about the producers receiving adequate returns from
the marketplace to be able to bring about as much of
their income from the marketplace as is possible.

Mr.Chairman, | want to go into the plan a bit further
that was proposed, the Variable Income Plan to
ensure all segments of the industry. Now the member
criticized the government of saying, look, there may
be premiums from 4 to 8 percent that producers will
have to pay. Mr. Chairman, we will develop separate
levels and I'm hoping that the committee thatis estab-
lished that there will be several levels of support on
slaughter animals; that we will support a basic level;
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that if producers want to insure to a higher level of
return they will have that option, they will be able to
choose and of course there will be a premium att-
ached to that.

But, Mr. Chairman, let’s look at what his committee,
his group proposed to us. Let’s look at the insurance
scheme. Let's see how much different it is to what we
have proposed. Okay, slaughter steers, a six-year
program, if the slaughter for a period of six years was
recommended to us that on slaughter steers to sup-
port an 80 cents a pound slaughter beef the premium
would havetobe 4.243 percent. Themember s critic-
izing the program. This was recommended, Mr.
Chairman, by MCPA on slaughter beef; that for a
six-year program the premium would have to be 4.24
percent of the market price. I've suggested a premium
of somewhere between four and eight at different
levels. Mr. Chairman, if the producer would want to
insure alevel of 90 cents a pound or $90 per hundred,
what would his premium be, $11; 11 percent of the
market price. There's your variable premium, Mr.
Chairman.

These members opposite are now somehow critic-
izing a program that we've developed to give farmers
an option of insurance coverage when it's their own
group; their own group has recommended that to
government, Mr. Chairman. To somehow come here
and say that we haven’'t consulted and we haven't
used their idea, fallacy, absolute rubbish because we
have deviated in degree only but the basic concepts
we have established and we have agreed upon.

Let’s go a little further, Mr. Chairman, let’s look at
the Cow-Calf Program as to what it would cost the
cow-calf producer, the basic herd, the basic industry
inourprovince, that supports the calves and the basic
livestock industry here, a six-year program for six
years,calvesat$1.10a pound; nota high price by any
means in terms of whatit costs. Doyou know what the
premiumis, Mr. Chairman? 15.8 percent, 15.8 percent
for that sector of the industry.

Now to say that somehow our variable premiums or
the choices that producers can make on their animals
are somehow untowardly high, Mr. Chairman, can
youimagine the Member for Arthur, the former Minis-
ter of Agriculture accepting a program of saying,
“Here producers, here is a premium of 16 percent,
take it or leave it.” He would be laughed right out of
the chair and the producers would be_right and |
would laugh him out of the chair absolutely for that
kind of an approach. He knows better than that, Mr.
Chairman, absolutely he knows better because he
wouldn’t have accepted this either; and I'm not
accepting it in terms of the specifics of insuring the
three areas of thebeefindustry. We have accepted the
oneareathatis the most efficientway of handling, Mr.
Chairman.

So, formembers oppositetosay that there has been
no consultation and no use of the producer group,
that the Leader of the Opposition today said has the
support of 85 percent of the beef producers in this
province, is nonsense, total nonsense, because, Mr.
Chairman, while the Leader of the Opposition received
theirreport on alternate marketing, one hasto look at
that report and analyze it before one makes com-
ments on it. But Mr. Chairman, there is one comment
that should be clear to the members opposite, that

they didn’t read that report very well: “The Commit-
tee has not had sufficient time or opportunity to exam-

.ine the aspects of Supply Management but a few con-

cerns are expressed.” Mr. Chairman, they admit that
they really haven’'t done an in-depth study on alter-
nate marketing schemes. They raise some concerns
with Supply Management, Mr. Chairman, but this
program doesn’t deal with Supply Management. Mr.
Chairman, the program is totally voluntary. The MCPA
said, it should be voluntary. Mr. Chairman, the objec-
tive was to maintain a viable livestock industry. We are
attempting to maintain a viable livestock industry.

Mr. Chairman, let's talk about value added. The
Minister of Agriculture in his four years talked very
much about having more value-added production
within Manitoba so that the raw product is not
exported. We are finishing — what are we finishing —
about 40 percent of our animalsin this province? If we
finish 50-60 percent, Mr. Chairman, add that value-
added to our farmers and to our livestock in the pro-
cessing industry in this province. Isn’t that what the
Member for Arthur and the members of the Conserva-
tive Party which they have preached over thelast four
years to increase value-added in this province?
Obviously they would want to agree with that. But
now, it kind of sticks in their craw, because, Mr.
Chairman, there is another government that is pre-
pared to come out boldly and say we are prepared to
help where other governments have not been pre-
pared to help, where they sat on their hands for sev-
eral years; they, in fact, turned down requests as late
as July of last year from the beef industry and now
they have the audacity to come here and say, help and
support us.

Mr. Chairman, the other one, support should be
immediate. Mr. Chairman, there is immediate sup-
port. There is support when the contract will be de-
veloped within four to six weeks, that's what we've
said. There is an initial payment, Mr. Chairman, to
producers. That will be about as immediate — cer-
tainly no less than the Hog Program which was
announced in April and the payments were made in
September. How many months after the announce-
ment? April, May, June, July, August, September —
six months after the announcement, Mr. Chairman.
That’s when the payouts were made. Talk about red
herrings, Mr. Chairman. Talk about real red herrings
by the members of the Conservative Party.

Now, | admired some of those members for their
forthrightness and the comments that they have
made, but certainly to bring up the nonsense that they
have done with respect to the beef program, and the
Leader of the Opposition today to try and side-skirt
that there was no consultation with that group; he
didn’tlisten and hedidn’tread; hedidn’'tdo hishome-
work very well, Mr. Chairman. The Leader of the
Opposition, because he got this scheme and he said,
“You didn’'t consult with respect to marketing,” but
the fact of the matter is, Mr. Chairman, we received a
submission in January from MCPA which we followed
in the main. There are some differences in terms of the
approach, butthe concept of the program is basically
the same.

The farmers and the people of Manitoba read them
well. That'swhy you're on thatside. You can only fool
the people of Manitoba for so long, Mr. Chairman.
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That's why you are on that side and we are here. You
lasted four years, Mr. Chairman, you did well, and
certainly you'll have your opportunity to show them
again —(Interjection)—absolutely you will have that
opportunity, Mr. Chairman. But at least we will know
whose programs and whose policies in terms of pro-
viding long-term stability to an industry will have
some impact. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for La
Verendrye.

MR.ROBERT (Bob) BANMAN (La Verendrye): Thank
you, Mr. Chairman, | couldn't help but recognize
some of the sort of catch phrases that the Minister was
using when he was speaking before, and | guess one
wouldreally haveto sayif you repeat an untruth often
enough you sort of start to believe it yourself. One of
the figures that the Minister was talking about is that
40 percent of the hog producers in the province of
Manitoba went out of production and to read their
election material, of course theysay, “While the Con-
servatives sat on their hands,” and we heard him use
that a couple of times here this afternoon, “almost 40
percent of the Manitoba hog producers left produc-
tion.” This is in their campaign literature, Mr. Chair-
man. He says it's true.

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the greatest uses of
selective statistics, because what happens, the Minis-
ter is sworn in as a Minister of the Crown and a month
later he saysthat the breeding stock, in anews servi-
cespressrelease, and of course, may be after whatwe
heardtoday, may be we shouldn't really treatthose as
the gospel because we saw a couple of glaring errors
today and | guess we're going to have to watch them
really close to make sure thattheyareindeed factual,
but in this particular release he said, “The breeding
stock decreased by 1 percentlastyear,” and he says,
“40 percent of Manitoba Hog producers left
production.”

Now, what is a producer? To the person in the City
of Winnipeg they envision somebody sitting there
with a big farm, a big hog barn, running a fairly large
operation, but whatisaproducer? Well, | was going to
tell the Minister what a producer is and | will tell the
Housewhata produceris: aproducerisapersonwho
happens to ship may be one pet hog at the Manitoba
Hog Marketing Commission, thatis a producer. And |
know of what | speak, because my father who runs a
small farm as a hobby, raises a few hogs. The hog
prices happen to be low and what did he do, Mr.
Speaker? He went to the Grunthal Auction Mart and
he bought, | think, four sows. He fed them for two or
three months, decided to sell them. Well, where did
you sell them? He took them to the Manitoba Hog
Marketing Commission and sold themthere. He didn't
sell any hogs last year, this was the year before, so he
is one of the producers that has now become a statis-
tic. So, what we have here is you have taken a statistic,
and by implying that 40 percent of the hog producers
are out of business, you come back a month after you
are sworn in as Minister of the Crown and really tell
the people of Manitoba that, well, it's not that bad,
we're only down 1 percent, Mr. Chairman.

MR. URUSKI: Can the member indicate whether
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anyone said thatthe production of hogs, and infactin
this House when | made speeches, that although the
numbers of hogs produced in Manitobadidn'tchange,
but the numbers of producers did change, and the
member is confirming that. Is that not correct?

MR. BANMAN: So, what the Minister is saying now,
and | haven'thad achanceto check those figures, but
whatheis confirmingisthat40percent of the produc-
ersamountedto 1 percentof the production. Well, Mr.
Chairman, | want it clearly on the record that in the
Minister's own press release, and I'm referring to their
campaign material that they put out is that really 40
percent of the producers, they would have us believe
now, produce 1 percent of the total hog production
for this province becausethatis whatyousee.Onthe
one hand, he says 40 percent of Manitoba hog pro-
ducers left production, and one month after he gets
sworn in as Minister of Agriculture, he says there was
only a decline in the stock of 1 percent.

So, Mr. Chairman, before we get involved any
further in this | want to tell the Minister that | think it's
pretty cheap politics when you use this type of scare
tactics on the people of Manitoba; when you claim
that 40 percent of the producers are going out of
business, making it sound like almost half the indus-
try has failed and then coming out with your own
figures and I'm using your own figures here, saying
that the breeding stock decreased by 1 percent. Mr.
Chairman, | justwantto putitontherecordthatifyou
have one pet hog thatyou'veraised in your backyard
and you take it down to the Manitoba Hog Marketing
Commission and market that, you are ranked in the
statistics that this Minister keeps as being a produc-
ers. Let's just keep that in mind when we're dealing
withthese figures. The figurewereallyhavetolookat
ifwewanttobeatall honestwithwhat'shappeningin
the industry, Mr. Chairman, if we want to be at all
honestwiththe people of Manitobain reflecting accu-
rate, and providing a proper picture of what's really
happening; | agree with the Minister when he puts out
a press release like this showing that the figures are
relatively stable, but let's not go ahead and say that
we're losing almost half of our producers and yet the
production is the same. You can’t have it both ways.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, just so the honourable
member well understands, we have never made the
charge that the numbers of hogs produced in Mani-
toba declined. We said this; | said this in the House,
Mr. Chairman; we said, and in fact, his own Minister
said, “Yeah, but hog production hadn't declined.” We
admitted that, Mr. Chairman, but the fact of the matter
is those are the statistics and he doesn't deny them.
He doesn't deny them and we didn't deny them. The
facts are correct, Mr. Chairman, in terms of saying
that the productiondidn’'tchange because other peo-
ple picked up the production. That's also being very
selective what the honourable member’s trying to say
that, Mr. Chairman, the breeding stock changed 1
percent.

Over the years, someone else had to pick up the
slack of the change in production Admittedly, Mr.
Chairman, many of those producers were small pro-
ducers, no one said otherwise. But the fact of the
matteris, we never made the charge that the numbers
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of hogs in Manitoba had gone down. We said that the
numbers of producers left the industry and the
numbers of hogs that were produced, and in this
House, Mr. Chairman, before the Session was ending
we debated this issue, so there’s nothing new to con-
firm or not confirm.

MR. DRIEDGER: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Afterlis-
tening to the past Minister of Agriculture speak for
awhile and then listening to the present Minister come
up, | was reminded of last night when the Member for
Roblin-Russell indicated that the Minister has a ten-
dency to bring out a red herring. The Member for
Arthur was speaking on the Beef Stabilization Pro-
gram and giving some criticismonitand some advice
on it, and the Minister got up and expounded the Hog
Stabilization Program for about 15 minutes. So, we
talk of red herrings; we had a prime example of that
again there with the Minister and he’s very capable of
that.

The unfortunate thing when | look at the Estimates,
there’s $250,000 in this category for policy research,
and| wish|couldhaveencouragedtheMinistertouse
some of that money before he came up with what |
consider a very ill-conceived stabilization program.
I've had occasion already now to talk to the peoplein
my area, something which he did not take the time to
do possibly because we have no National Farmers
Union organization there, because this seems to be
one of the organizations that had the key input into
the program, and some other people that were basi-
cally in the program that was initially initiated by this
administration at that time years ago, and it took us
years to get that program washed out of the system.
Here we have the same people, the same kind of
thinking again prevail, where we're coming up with a
tie-in program for a six-year period, a lack of
consultation.

As indicated by the Member for Arthur, we have
many organizations in the southeast corner and these
guys arereally hurting. These fellows are in dire prob-
lems, so what does this Minister do? First they take
and rattle a little bit of this Interest Relief Program for
the farmers and | have yet to see one of the farmersin
my area that qualify for the Interest Relief Program.
These guys are really hurting and have hurt for quite
some time. Then the Minister comes up with a pro-
gramand | would call itsucker bait, | don’t know what
you'd call it, blackmail tactics to some degree. These
guys are hurting; they’ll grab anything and here’s this
$50percowup front, and you'relockedin for six years
and this is exactly along the same principle as we did
last time.

We asked whether he had used some of the mate-
rial, whether he had met with the Manitoba Cattle
Producers Association and he says, well he’s spoken
to them a few times, but then he takes selective mate-
rial and he says, these are the things they recom-
mended. If he'd looked at the last document, as of
March 24 it was forwarded to him, he would find out
that there’s many concerns that they’'ve expressed
because we've basically adopted — and maybe the
Member for Arthur can correct me — the Saskatche-
wan program to some degree. If the Minister had
spentalittle bit of money and checked out that only 10
percent of the beef farmers in Saskatchewan are
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enteringinto this volunteer program, | would daresay
that it is a fallacy what has been done here with the
Beef Stabilization Program, the announcements.

We're talking of $40 million. In fact, one of the
members opposite indicated to me and said, we're
giving $40 million to the beef industry. Well, I'll tell you
something. I'd like to see the figures exactly a year
from now to see how many people will have enrolled
in this program where they tie themselves up for six
years, because indications right now from my cow-
calf producers in my area are they won'ttouch it with a
ten-foot pole whether there’s 50 bucks up front to try
to sucker them in or not.

The Minister took great pains toread certain exam-
ples or notes that he has from the Manitoba Cattle
Producers Association. | would suggest that he read
the new document that they have dated March 24,
where they indicate when he’s promoting a central
marketingagency, they indicate and | won’t read all of
it but, “There’s no marketing alternative for the
enrolled producer as he must sell his fat cattle
through the Board. The bulk of cattle are sold rail
grade. This results in a loss of marketing freedom.”
Once you're locked in, you can’t sell anywhere else;
you sell to the central marketing agency. | thought it
was a volunteer program. This is why people are
going to be backing offfrom this program. The Minis-
ter will be sitting here six months from now or when
we start the next Session and he'll bered in his face
because of the lack of participation in this and the
beef farmers are still going to be going down the
tubes, because the programs that you have initiated,
the Interest Relief Program for the farmers, is not
helping anybody in my area and this is an area that’s
in dire trouble, like the Interlake.

Mr. Chairman, | would have hoped under this
appropriation, the $250,000, the Minister let drop a
little message before that he's going to be using part
of that money to try and get young farmers back into
the farming business and that concerns meright away
because we went through that same approach. Actu-
ally, nothing has changed from when they were in
administration before. We're back to trying to help
young farmers get back on the farm. | suppose we’'ll
be back to the Land Lease Program because under
the MACC Program already you are not borrowing
money for buying of land, so we can only assume that
you will be back to buying land. You will be getting
into the cattle industry or trying again. You've tried
these projects before, you tried Crocus Foods. You
know, you've been trying to get into every industry
there is and you've made a mess of them every time
yet so far.

| would justlike to say to the Minister that we will be
watching these expenditures when you take policy
directions. We will also want to know, after days of
questioning, you finally indicated some of the people
that have been instrumental in helping form this Beef
Stabilization Program. It was asked many times, and
you never would admit. Today it finally came out, and
we’'ll get more specifics on this yetas we getdown to
some of the details as to who actually provides this
program. —(Interjection)— Consultation he says,
he’s consulted with the Manitoba Cattle Producers
Association. It must have been in a hall where they
were trying to run after you to try and catch you,



Tuesday, 6 April, 1982

because there has not been consultation with the
representatives in my area.

| would just like to indicate that we have also made
reference, and it was questioned by the Member for
Lakeside, whether this Minister wants to get into the
feedlot business. And it's sort of you know a wishy-
washy type of answer. No definite commitment but it’s
there. We know that they will probably be intending to
get into the feedlot business. They will have the
farmers tied up; they’ll be having the feedlots where
you'll have to feed your animals, and you’ll have to sell
them through the central agency. What a beautiful
situation. And | dare say, Mr. Minister, | might even
give you some encouragement yet because you might
not even have to buy the feedlots.

Under MACC many of these guys are going broke
anyway and you can maybe just take them over
through that department you know; make it a lot eas-
ier for you yet. You think it's funny the concerns that
some of these people raise out in the country. They're
hurting, and they’re hurting bad, and they don't like
these kind of programs. You did not consult with
them, and that is their big criticizm. A program was
needed but you have not consulted with the people;
you certainly have not consulted with thebeefpeople
inmy areaatall and theyareconcerned, and they will
be coming toseeyou,andyou will find, by thelack of
participation in your program, that was an ill-
conceived program as far as I’'m concerned, that you
would have been well-advised to spend some of that
money and come up with something that would be
acceptable.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Arthur.

MR.DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, it's interesting to note
the Minister of Agriculture referred to the document
of January 1982 at which the submissionwas made by
the beef producers organiation, and he refers to
another document which | would hope he would
table.It'sfromthe committee, | think, that he fired that
was put in place —(Interjection)— Yes, and that's
January, he was the Minister of Agriculture for some
several months by that particular time. | wasn't the
Minister of Agriculture; | wasn’t accepting recom-
mendations; | didn’t have any ability todo anything as
a government Minister. And now, in his 20 minutes,
Mr.Chairman, he says that | set up. Mr. Chairman, did
| set up the group? | took recommendations from an
organization that was established in the province,
known as the Manitoba Beef Cattle Producers Asso-
ciation. Mr. Chairman, he’s a member of a Turkey
Marketing Board that was established by govern-
ment. You know, is he so much against that kind of a
concept. The government established turkey market-
ing boards and agencies and respresentatives of
those committees; the dairy producers have them.
And all at once there’s something wrong with it, Mr.
Chairman.He’s saying that there’s something particu-
larly wrong with an organization that is working for
other particular producers, and that the beef industry
shouldn’t have that; he says that there's something
wrong with it.

Well that was in January of 1982, Mr. Chairman, that
the recommendations were made. He was the Minis-
ter; | wasn’t the Minister. They have to come tolife, Mr.

Chairman, and know that they’re now the govern-
ment. They have to face some facts, Mr. Chairman.
That'sright, and one of their number one recommen-
dations, if he’'d read it, Mr. Chairman, it says, on Page
1, that they want a one-time cash payment for 1981
marketings that covers all segments of the industry.
Yes, Mr. Chairman, that's what the recommendation
says, No. 1; Mr.Chairman, that’s what they want. They
didn’t say we want a whole bunch of medicine with a
little bit of sugar on it, and that's what he’s giving us.
How’sthatsong go“justalittle bit of sugarto help the
medicine go down.” That's what he's trying, Mr.
Chairman, to do with the beef industry and come
clean. He waivers, Mr. Chairman, and | have no prob-
lem with some of the other principles that have been
recommended. I'm not saying whether I'd accept
them or wouldn’t have, but he’s the Minister. | ask him
to make recommendations. —(Interjection)— Mr.
Chairman, the First Minister says that I'm back-
peddling. Mr. Chairman, he’ll go down in history as
the only Premier of this province that can plow back-
wards. You know for people in the farm community
they would understand what that means. A horse
normally plows this way but he’ll plow this way,
because he’s backing up sofaston his election prom-
ises that he hasn’t lived up to.

Mr.Chairman, the Minister has referred again to the
Hog Producers Program. Well, Mr. Chairman, | think
the Hog Producers Program is working very well. The
numbers of producers that are participatingin it have
pointed out that they're satisfied with the program
and we appointed a committee to work on the estab-
lishment of it. We didn’t try and be closed-shop gov-
ernment like the Minister today.

Mr. Chairman, let’s just look at those figures. The
Member for La Verendrye points out that the breeding
stock in hog production, which is from the Ministers
own pressrelease, the breeding stock only decreased
by 1 percent; 1 percent decrease in the breeding
stock, and that’s where the hogs come from, the
breedingstock.So he's sayingthatif 40 percentofthe
hog producersareremoved thatonlymeans1 percent
of the hog production, breeding stock. It's totally
false, Mr. Chairman; that'’s the kind of tripe that was
being dribbled throughout Manitoba during the elec-
tion campaign.

Mr. Chairman, the figures that they were using, as
far as the hog producers were concerned, they were
using %, or 2 to % of a year marketing, are the
numbers of producers that had marketed in % to ' of
the year, as opposed to the full year prior to it. Mr.
Chairman, there were some 3,300 hog producers to
last July or August at market, there were 3,300 hog
producers. That was down, for that period of time,
about 25 percent from the total year previous. The
heavier marketing of hogs comes in the fall of the
year. So comparing a portion of ayear, as opposed to
a wholeyear, the marketings weredown, by numbers
of producers, by 25 percent, not 40 percent. Soit's a
direct falsehood, misleading statements that were
drivelled by the First Minister and the now Minister of
Agriculture throughout Manitoba. And if they’d com-
pared the full year of 1981 to 1980, Mr. Chairman, |
would have thought that there were very few hog
producers that were, in fact, out of business, or had
refrained from marketing in that particular year. The
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proof, Mr. Chairman, is in the numbers the Minister
himself has presented to this House and to the public
of Manitoba; the breeding stock only reduced by 1
percent.

Mr. Chairman, you know, we're voting $250,000 to
do policy studies, to the Minister of Agriculture, and
we don’t get the facts from the Minister who was
supposed to be holding the financial betterment of
this province and the public money in trust for the
people of Manitoba. Mr. Chairman, the First Minister
says, how am | voting on the beef program? Well, Mr.
Chairman, first of all, we have to see what the total
beef program is going to be. Mr. Chairman, | am not
voting for a state marketing agency which they'’re
introducing with their carrot to help the beefindustry.

Mr. Chairman, | will again go back, seeing that we
have such aninterested audience and refer to some of
the other work that could have been carried out. He
doesn’t apparently care about the Port of Churchill;
he hasn'tmadeonecommentaboutitinhistranspor-
tation policies or in the Crow rate comments. The
First Minister almost would think the Churchill is
somewhere else, that it's not a part of Manitoba.

Mr. Chairman, the policy studies that were put and
used last year were used to benefit and tosupport and
increase the use of the Port of Churchill. We haven't
heard anything from the Minister of Agriculture that
he's going to further promote the use of Churchill,
further develop policies, and there’s another area that
I'll hopefully get some specific answers from the Min-
ister. The area of supporting further processing and
the development of further processing through the
meat industry was one objective that | think is worth
pursuing. Mr. Chairman, has the Minister and the First
Minister with the policy-study money, have they put in
place a study or a review of how beneficial it would
havebeento putasupportprograminthe subsidizing
or the movement of meat products or livestock out of
this province at a subsidized transportation rate, the
same as they are supporting for the grain industry in
this province with the retention of the Crow rate?
Have they looked at that, Mr. Chairman? Because it's
aprinciple thatthey’re subscribing to, thatthe paying
of a subsidized or a reduced freight rate for the
movement ofrawgrain outof this country, that whatis
good for the grain industry is not good for the lives-
tock and the process industry, Mr. Chairman. That’s
what he’s saying, Mr. Chairman. Why wouldn’t he
apply a freight subsidy in the movement of livestock
out of this country or finished meat products at the
same time, Mr. Chairman, as he’s espousing the same
kind of policies for the movement of grain under the
Crow rate which we will get into I'm sure at a future
time.

| would like to, Mr. Chairman, know if he is prepared
to carry on with further studies of the northern agri-
cultural potential. We, Mr. Chairman, had a fairly
major report done and there has certainly been
proven, not totally proven, but potential areas | should
say,of future agricultural areas in Northern Manitoba.
| willmake arough estimate, but there are some areas
where there are several millions of acres that could be
developed for agricultural production in northern
Manitoba. The study has been carried out by the
Department of Agriculture. It was a policy to further
develop that area, Mr. Chairman, and | would hope

that some of the monies that he is looking at to spend
will further enhance the agricultural opportunities or
that potential, not just to introduce to the people of
Manitoba a state marketing agency for the beef
industry.

Mr. Chairman, the Minister | think, has to come
clean with the people of Manitoba and when he’s
using this policy money, there is money there to
further look at and to review opportunities for the
agricultural community and all the people of Mani-
toba, not funds there to implement, as I've indicated
time and time again, not implement a state beef mar-
keting board or beef control system that does nothing
more than take away decision-making opportunities
and income potential from the farmers of Manitoba.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, just a few specifics, the
honourable member talked about the Port of Chur-
chilland the transportation subsidies to beef, indicat-
ing that what is good for the grain industry isn’t
always good for the beefindustry. Obviously it appears
the honourable member hasn’t read his material deal-
ing with theimpact of the changes in the Crowrateon
our livestock industry and other sectors. Obviously he
hasn’treadthe analysis thatwasdone, Mr. Chairman,
notonly by the same peoplein the same department,
but the people who he hired under the Agricultural
Research Grant to the University of Manitoba, who
indicated that even if the Crow rate goes and is
increased five times, livestock industry increases in
the province. Mr. Chairman, it would be marginal at
best. Obviously he doesn't realize that. It appears to
myself that the honourable member doesn’t realize
the impact of the changes of the Crow rate.

With respect to the work on Churchill, Mr. Chair-
man, our government position has been clear. It is
clear now and was in the past unlike, Mr. Chairman,
when they were in government they really got caught
in a dilemma because it was one of their members of
Parliament that recommended that the Port of Chur-
chill be closed —(Interjection)— Mr. Chairman, the
Member for Minnedosasayswhat kind of recommen-
dation. Mr. Chairman, he is elected by the same peo-
ple. He represents five of your ridings. Usually that
—(Interjection)—

Absolutely, Mr. Chairman, | support Ed Broadbent.
The member wants to know, | support our national
leader. Mr. Chairman, our national leader would not
make those kinds of statements that were made by a
Member of Parliament who is elected by people from
his own area, Mr. Chairman. No, no, the Member for
Lisgar, Mr. Chairman, that made the commitment. Mr.
Murta, Mr. Chairman, made that statement and made
those recommendations to the Tories to scrap Chur-
chill. It took some political legwork on behalf of the
Tories to set up meetings in Dauphin and go to Chur-
chill to at least cover up the ineptitude and the posi-
tion of a member of the Federal Tory party that
recommended that Churchill should go.

Mr. Chairman, we haven’t changed our position in
Churchill. Wewill continue to push for a greater per-
centage of grain to be marketed through Churchill as
much as we can, even though Manitobans, in terms of
the producers of Manitoba, ship very little grain
through the Port of Churchill because the natural
advantages for the Province of Saskatchewan and the
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eastern part of the Province of Alberta to do so, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: It is now 4:30 p.m. and time for
Private Members’ Hour. Therefore, | am interrupting
the proceedings and will return at the call of the
House. Would you call in the Speaker, please?

IN SESSION

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

MR. ANDY ANSTETT (Springfield): Mr. Speaker, in
view of the fact that there is no private members’
business | am wonder if we can have leave to dispense
with Private Members’ Hour and then go back into
Committee, both for the next hour and also thiseven-
ing, of course, at 8 o’clock. And if we do have leave to
do that, Mr. Speaker, | would then move, as well, that
the House would adjourn, if there is leave.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Speaker, the Opposition is anx-
ious to debate the government programs before us
and are prepared to forego Private Members’ Hour.

MR. SPEAKER: The Honourable Member for
Springfield.

MR. ANSTETT: Mr. Speaker, | would then move,
seconded by the Member for Turtle Mountain that the
House do now adjourn.

MOTION presented and carried and the House
adjourned and stands adjourned until tomorrow
afternoon at 2:00 p.m. (Wednesday) and with the
agreement that the members will continuein Commit-
tee until 5:30 and reconvene this evening at 8:00.

SUPPLY — AGRICULTURE (Cont’d)

MR. CHAIRMAN: Jerry T. Storie (Flin Flon): The
Committee will come to order. We are continuing with
Item No. 1, General Administration, 1.(d)(1) Policy
Studies.

The Honourable Member for Roblin-Russell.

MR. McKENZIE: Mr. Chairman, under the item that
we are debating, Research, | wonder, can the Minister
advise the Committee if he has earmarked any of
these funds to study the problems of inflation in this
province, and how it affects the agricultural industry,
and what can be done or what cannot bedone to bring
this, as | said last night, terrible economic disease
under control and hopefully get it down to a level
where we can at least live and that would be at least 4
percent? And | wonder if some of the funds that he has
earkmarked, the $250,000, has been earmarked for
that type of research in agriculture?

The other point | would like to raise and | would
wonderif the Honourable Minister is goingtoearmark
some of these funds to come up withwaysand means
or a study at how the agricultural industry can cut
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down some of the excessive overhead costs that they
are facing today, the costs of energy, the costs of
everything around the farm place today, and hope-
fully help him reduce the cost of his operation so that
he atleast has a chance of surviving. Maybe the Minis-
ter can advise the Committee if some of the dollars are
earmarked because unless that kind of research and
study is done in this province, we may as well forget
about agriculture as | mentioned in my remarks last
night, Mr. Chairman.

And speaking of the cattle industry, it's a classic
example. | daresay the prices of cattle today at 70
cents a pound, if we weren’t facing double digit infla-
tion, and we weren’t facing these enormous overhead
costs that the cattle producers are facing today, that
farmer could live pretty comfortably, or at least he
wouldn’tgo brokeat 70 centsa pound for his finished
product. But, Mr. Chairman, he’s not getting 70 cents
a pound when you take the effects of inflation and
these huge overhead cost that’s being imposed upon
him, and | sincerely hopethat thisgovernment, or this
Minister at least, will take some of these dollars that
we're dealing with here under Research and take
seriously what I'm saying and come up with some
studies to try and help this industry survive.

| am also somewhat concerned about some of the
remarks that are made by the Minister today in dis-
cussing this beef program that is before the Commit-
tee. He mentioned the meeting was called at Swan
River, | wonder who called that meeting? Was that the
beef producers that called the meeting? Oh, you
called it yourself. Anyway regardless, the concerns
that I’'m getting on the telephone from my producers
in Roblin-Russell Constituency today and I've had
about a dozen, is the fact of this one selling desk
concept that the Minister has in this program.

| think that if the Minister had dealt fairly and
squarely with the cattle producers, the MCPA group,
at least, who represent some 15,000 producers, he
would have listened to the last part of their statement
where they said, “Another concern expressed by the
Committee is that the Provincial Government not
implement a marketing or stabilization plan which
would restrict producer's freedoms in the market-
place. Upon study of the Saskatchewan Beef Stabili-
zation Board’'s central selling concept, the loss of
freedominthe marketplaceis evident.” | wonder if the
Minister would care to comment what freedoms the
producers are going to lose in the marketplace with
his concept, becausethatis the big hangup. | daresay
there’s beef producers all across Canada that have
consistently, year after year after year, stood
shoulder-to-shoulder and opposed any single set
desk selling marketing board concept that has come
up. Only recently Ontario spelled it out, they don’t
want it; Alberta doesn’t want it, and the producers in
this province don't care for that type of a concept.

There are many reasons, if the Minister would take
the time to study some of the problems of that single
desk selling concept where it’'s compulsory. The first
problem that comes up, Mr. Chairman, is there is not
as much chance that these cattle could be sold in a
two-way sort of back-and-forth concept as they do in
auction marts at a single desk selling concept. The
other thing that they tell me, and I've talked to a lot of
producers across theborder from Saskatchewan, that
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there is a serious time lag in this selling desk concept
that they're using in Saskatchewan in settlement to
the producers; that it takes weeks sometimes for them
to get payment for their cattle.

The other concern that’s been raised to me by pro-
ducers that have discussed this at some length with
our friends in Saskatchewan, that there is no market-
ing alternative for the enrolled producer as he’s got to
sell his fat cattle to this board and only to that board.
The bulk of the cattle are sold rail grade and —
(Interjection)— well, this is what they tell me, that this
results in the loss of marketing freedom for that
producer.

The other thing that concerns have been raised to
me and it has been raised several times today on
telephone calls that were brought to my attention,
that under a single desk selling concept the producer
puts all his marketing power in the hands of an agency
that doesn’t have a vested interest in cattle at all, and
arenotconcerned. Well, thisis what they aretelling us
and the producers are very concerned that who is
going to operate your feed lots, a bunch of bureau-
crats. What vested interest have they got in the cattle
industry, Mr. Chairman?

The other one of course, Mr. Chairman, is the
farmers are scared of this government. They don’t
trust this Premier; they don't trust this Minister; they
certainly have no trust in Mr. Janssen if he’s the one
that dreamed up this concept, because we went
through that before and this Minister knows and the
First Minister knows the reaction from the farm peo-
ple. When the farm people learn around this province
that he’s got his finger in the pie, or at least he an
author to it, there’'s going to be a lot of backlash. And
I'm getting it already because two of the producers
today phoned me and that’s the first question they
asked, “Has Janssen got anything to do with this
program?’ The agriculture industry is afraid of him.

So,Mr. Chairman,thesmallproducers in my consti-
tuency, they're not big, but they are very, very con-
cerned. As the one cow-calf operator told me at noon
today, the first thing it looks like he’s going to have to
get himself in the feed business, or if he doesn’t get
intothe feed business with his cow-calf operation this
Minister is going to find a feedlot someplace to feed
his cattle. I'm sure that he doesn’t trust anybody else
feeding his cattle as best as he could feed them him-
self, and there is a great concern there of this single
selling desk concept and the fact that this is the way
the program is going.

So, it’s definitely not a voluntary program. He can
say, certainly it's voluntary for those that wish to col-
lect the $50 and sign up for six years but that's volun-
tary, but once the cattle are in the mainstream of the
program, the voluntary concept of it, it disappears.

So | hope the Minister will give me some answers to
those questions. First of all, are there some monies in
here to study the serious problems of inflation? Are
there some monies in research here to try and come
up with ways and means or forms of new energies or
ways that farmers can cut down their overhead in
these difficult times today?

The other question | wanted to ask the Minister if |
could have some copies of the special studies that
weredonein Northern agriculture —those communi-
tiesinthe North that were done |l think last year — and
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| believe reports are finalized and in place. | would
very much like to see a copy of that if | could, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. URUSKI: Well, Mr. Chairman, the memberraised
again today the area of inflation and we debated that
issue at length last night in terms of some of the
causes of inflation.

| would say this to the honourable member, any
studies that governments undertake and specifically
in the Department of Agriculture in terms of attempt-
ing to bring about a greater income stability for pro-
ducers, agreater net return on the cost of production,
obviously has to take into account factors of inflation
and input costs which would include interest rates,
energy and all factors making up the cost of produc-
tion with the producer. In that sense, Mr. Chairman,
inflation is always taken into account in any matter
that is being studied and there is great concern. |
raised some of the areas that | had my own ideas in
terms of what | thought studies could be done on.
They, of course, do not preclude departmentand our-
selves looking at further areas of study and policy
research that obviously may come outduringtheyear
and that’s what these funds would be used for.

Specifically, Mr. Chairman, the member again like
the Member for Arthur, raised the questions regard-
ing the Beef Income Assurance Program. Obviously
he didn’t hear my remarks concerning the presenta-
tion that was made by MCPA who virtually were the
people that your former Minister appointed at the
committeetwo weeks before the election, virtually the
same group and we weren't very far out | have to say.
The membershould read the comments that| madein
terms of the proposals that they made to us.

There is a difference in degree in terms of the way
the program would work but basically the majority of
objectives that were raised in that proposal are not far
different, in fact, they're identical in many respects to
those that we have put out in our program.

Difference does come in, in terms of how far and
which segments of the industry areinsurable and we
have indicated that the only sure way to deal with
double payments, all kinds of problems that arose in
our previous plan would be to pay support on only
one segment of the industry and that is the segment
that is there for slaughter and that producers would
be encouragedto retain ownership of those animals.

What better way to market them, Mr. Chairman, not
to a Commission. The Commission is not going to be
the buyer of cattle. They will only be the funnelling
agency to put those cattle on the market. The cattle
will be marketed through the Commission but the
Commission is not buying the producers cattle. It will
be in the interests of Manitoba producers to produce
the best quality cattle to be marketed because their
support — | would hope that the Committee that is
working on it — their support will be based on the best
quality of finished cattle that they can produce; that
we should not support as most marketing boards do
not support lower grade, lower quality cattle and our
intent is to make sure that the quality of cattle are of
the highest caliber, so the producers receive the
highest returns when they are marketed through the
Commission. That is the intent. The Commission will
not be buying the cattle as the Honourable Member
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for Roblin speaks; they will be the funnelling agency
where the cattle will be put but they will also handle
the support payments so that we know who marketed
the cattle and what type of cattle were marketed.

So, Mr. Chairman, — you know the members been
in the Legislature many years, | believe 1962 or 66—
(Interjection)—66 okay — just several years after his
government who were in government. | have to admit
to the Honourable Member for Minnedosa that | have
not been here that long. | am younger than the Hon-
ourable Member for Roblin and | do take some of his
concerns that he puts forward, and | said last night,
very seriously because | believe thathehasasan MLA
some feeling. He wouldn’t have been an MLA for this
long had he not had a feeling for his constituents and
the problems that they have. | have no difficulty there
and I've known the honourable member since I've
been in office and | think we've shared while we've
disagreed on many areas, we've shared some fairly |
would say, fond memories and good relationships
over the years that we've been in this House.

But specifically dealing with the question of the
Northern gardening, we could deal with thisinanother
section, but | understand from staff here that the
copies of the studies on Northern agriculture, there’s
been aninterim reportonly to the department and the
staffare still adding to, there’s still work going on and
work is continuing in that area.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Rhineland.

MR. ARNOLD BROWN (Rhineland): In the Annual
Report which deals with this particular section, we
don’tgettoo much detail and | would just like to see if
the Minister could give us a little bit more information.
| would just like to read to him the last half of the last
paragraph over there including agricultural econom-
ics, farm management, agricultural engineering,
animal science, entomology, food science, plant
science and soil science.

| wonder whether the Minister would be able to give
us more information as to just exactly what kind of
research is done into entomology, into fruit science,
plantscience andsoil science. Could he elaborate on
these four programs?

MR. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, thefourareas —thereis
a report from the University that comes out annually
that can bemadeavailabletoall honourable members
dealing with the agricultural research at the Univer-
sity of Manitoba — specifically those areas. | know
I've quoted from previous reports dealing with grain
transportation and other areas. There is a report and
we'll try and get copies if we can, within the next day
or so — the 28th Annual Progress Report, January ‘82
of the agricultural research teaching and extension of
the University of Manitoba — we’ll try and get some
copies and make them available to the members on
the other side. | assume that’s the area that he has
been speaking of in his questions.

MR. BROWN: That's right, Mr. Chairman. | wonder if
the Minister could give us some information espe-
cially in the plant science. Are we going to be coming
upwithanynew varieties of grainsin the near future
that are more rust resistant or is all that covered in that
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particular pamphlet? If it is, then | would appreciate
receiving it.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, I'm advised that we just
received this report from the University and if there
are copies available in our offices I'll even make them
available tonightto the honourable members. Ifthere’s
not, we'll try and get them as soon as we can because |
haven’'t even seen the report myself, Mr. Chairman.
Staff have just shown itto me and I'll try and make it
available to honourable members for their edification
so they canlook atit. | would think that if there would
be any further questionslater on dealing with some of
the areas of that report, | am sure we’ll find members
would be able to find an area to discuss it further
down in the Estimates in any event.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Member for Rhineland.

MR. BROWN: There’s another question that | would
like to ask and | don’t know if it comes under this
particular area butit probably does becauseitreallyis
partofResearch,andthatisthe Teledon Program. We
are investing money, putting Teledon into various
communities. Could we receive a report on how suc-
cessful this program is?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | will deal with that
question for the honourable member when we reach
the Communications section because that is the area
which the Teledon Program is listed.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Minnedosa.

MR. BLAKE: Yes, Mr. Speaker. | don't know whether
this is the particular section of the Estimates that |
want to speak under, Research. One of theitems that |
was concerned with is the plant in Minnedosa oper-
ated by Mohawk Oil producing ethanol, and | know
some of the ongoing discussions that were con-
ducted in meetings with the department prior tothem
acquiring the assets ofthatdefunctdistillery and turn-
ing it into a viable operation.

Of course, the actions of the former administration
in providing some tax relief in the form of incentive
which made the production of ethanol or ethyl alco-
hol profitable for them to acquire that plantand turniit
into an operation that now employs 25 to 30employees
— and there’s some million bushels of barley under
contract now with local farmers — the department
was providing some information to them on various
crop studies and various other products that might be
used in the making of alcohol for their purposes.

Mr. Chairman, I'm just curious as to what portion of
this Research allocation has been used in any studies
that might be useful to that plant or if there is another
section under the Estimates where we might discuss
it.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, in the past there have
been no funds from this area previous or present that
have been used in terms of additional supportinterms
of research. There hasbeentechnical advice given by
staff in terms of some of the areas that the member
spoke about, I'm advised, but any special funding
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from the Department of Agriculture specifically in
termsofresearch hasnotbeenusedinthepastandis
not presently contemplated.

I'm given to understand that the specifics in terms
of dollars and tax incentives, of course, would be
handled by the Department of Finance and the Minis-
ter of Energy’s department would be working with
that group in terms of ongoing work if there would be
any work. Our staff may be providing some informa-
tion and advice but no specific money has been or is
being earmarked specifically to do further research.

MR. BLAKE: Mr. Chairman, | would just take this
opportunity then just to maybe put afew remarks on
therecordregarding that particular plant because the
product they're using now, of course, is grain and
there are so many other agricultural products that
could be used such as juice from artichokes, sugar
beets, potatoes. There are so many others that I'm
sure his department will want to take a long look at
and become involved in because those are products
that are being grown more and more profusely in our
areas, where some years ago they were —(Inter-
jection)— No, I'm a barley producer, for the Member
for St. James, Mr. Chairman. | may grow flax this year
because they tell me there’'s going to be a shortage
and I'm out naturally torecover the costs of operation
because I'm well aware of what it costs to operate a
farm these days.

| know one thing for sure, Mr. Chairman, that after
listening to the program that was announced a few
days ago, I'm sure not going to be going into cattle.
Butthat particular plantis, as | say, a viable operation.
They're producing an excellent product that has
received tremendous support in the marketplace.
They're opening, | think, another 14 outlets this year
in Manitoba to supply the motoring public, to make
gasohol available to them because it's been extremely
well received and the output of that plan is barely
meeting the requirements of the company. So, it's
beenvery very encouraging to them.

Over and above that, Mr. Chairman, and their dry-
ing facilities are completely in place now, they’re pro-
viding a dry meal. They haven’t gone into pelleting
yet. They're able to market the dry meal in bulk satis-
factorily and eventually | think they’ll go on to pellet-
ing which just makes it a little tidier operation.

There is some concern with someresidents of town
when the wind happens to get the wrong way that they
feel there’s a bit of an odor but the Clean Environment
people have been checking and there’s no real prob-
lem. To those 25 or 30 families that are working there
it just smells like money when they do happen to geta
whiff of it.

So, Mr. Chairman, the most exciting | think and
encouraging part of that particular operation in Min-
nedosa is the fact that it’s the first in Canada. | think
we all have to be proud of that; that it was the incen-
tives of the former administration that helped make
this possible. There's a possibility of establishing a
research facility there, to the Minister, the cost is |
understand something like $14 million and there are |
understand negotiations going on with the Federal
Government, | believe the Province of Alberta and the
Province of Manitoba in funding that particular
research facility that will see the use of cellulose —

probablyin alarge degree poplar chips — but beyond
that the use of corn stalk straw and various other
waste material that will gointo the production of ethy-
lene or methyl alcohol or whatever that can be usedin
the same way. That would be a research facility that
would be a beacon | think for the rest of the country
and would probably more properly be discussed
under the Minister of Mines and Energy when we get
to his Estimates. That's the department it’'sin. | won't
belabour that, Mr. Chairman, because I'll be making
the same remarks again.

But to this Minister for the other products it would
be useful —I'm speaking of Jerusalem artichokes and
sugar beets and that, that fall within the Department
of Agriculture’s preserve. If they would just keep that
in mind when they're allocating research money
because |l think there’'s a whole new field —notthatit’s
going to solve the energy problems — but there’s a
whole new field and there’s a market for that product
even though they don’t mix it with gasoline. So, | just
wanted to make those remarks, Mr. Chairman, and
putthat ontherecord thatit’satremendous facility as
far as we're concerned in Western Manitoba and the
factthatit's the firstin Canada, | think we should all be
proud and build on it, enlarge it as quickly and effi-
ciently as we can.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Morris.

MR. MANNESS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to
ask a question regarding some of the research that is
contemplating at least being done on peatlands outin
Eastern Manitoba. | may be ruled out of order but |
would beg the indulgence of the Minister to be so kind
toletusdiscuss thisone AgroMan projectatthis time,
for one reason only.

I've had representation from a group of people that
sit on that group today and who are desperate to get
some reaction from this government as to what their
intentions are. And, if | may, they are wanting to hire
people to manage this particular effort and they have
set up days for when they could interview the people
in question. They've had no guarantee whatsoever
from the government that there will be funds available
when that person that is selected can come forward.

So, | want to ask the Minister if he would consider,
at this time, giving some commitment to the House as
to what his government is prepared to do as far as
fund this group under the AgroMan project?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, certainly this agree-
ment is under active consideration at the present
time. I'm hoping that we can be able to indicate
whether we want some further changes to the agree-
ment or sign the agreement within avery short period
of time. I'm hoping that within aweek or so that will all
be cleared up in terms of the agreement. This is an
ongoing agreement, this is | believe the second year.
There were some problems initially with this agree-
ment and we're in the process of reviewing itand I'm
hopingthatcanbe concluded within aweek orsoand
we can get on with the job. They're looking at, right
now, whether there should be any changes in terms of
the contract and the like. Once that has been deter-
mined we'll be able to advise the people concerned.

| should mention, we have also had calls from this
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group and we will be trying to deal with it as soon as
we can.

MR. MANNESS: Because time is of the essence, in
this particular problem, and because they are all
farmermembers that are running this board and once
May comes along they’ll all be actively farming, will
the Minister, or his office, undertake to communicate
to this particular group on atwo or three times a week
basis to let them know what the status is because |
think that's their problem, they constantly want to
know where the decision is at, as far as Treasury
Bench, so that they can make their decisions accord-
ingly and not have to make them in the month of May
when none of them are available to make them.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, it would be hope that
within the next week to ten days we should be able to
give a firm indication to this group. Considering the
time frame here we will try to deal with it as soon we
can, but certainly this project has been brought to my
attention; there are some questions that we're looking
atinterms ofthecontractandsome other points. We
will be making that decision and advising them
accordingly.

MR. MANNESS: | just want to thank the Minister for
that commitment and for also considering the item at
this time.

MR.CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Turtle
Mountain.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, | have a couple of
questions, going back to the beef program. | wonder if
the Minister could conceive of a situation where a
person, a farmer with a herd of cows having produced
his calves, arrives at the fall where he normally would
be selling them to feedlot operators or whatever, can
the Minister conceive that there would be a circum-
stance where that operator would be better offto sell
those calves at that point than to keep them and feed
them through?

MR. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, those kinds of details, in
terms of formulating between the kinds of situation
that the member is trying to throw out, | would say
those kinds of discussions will be held between the
committee and the producers of Manitoba and be
worked on over the next number of months in the
development of the plan. One can make all kinds of
conjectures of what might or mightnotbe. This com-
mittee will be working on them and there will be
recommendations brought back to government; at
that time decisions will be made.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, if the Minister regards
that as a detail that hasn’t been worked out, how can
he possibly then have made thedecisionthata person
entering into this program must feed their cattle out?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, nowhere in the
announcement we said that they must, but the gen-
eral thrust is to transform. No one can even make the
statement that the industry will be transformedin one
year, but certainly the committee will wantto discuss
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different courses and look at that and make some
recommendations to myself. That's why | haven't
predetermined what the course will be. | want more
the kind of details that have come into that area and
that’s to be worked out. Itis adetail;itisnotblack and
white, Mr. Chairman.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, I'm sure we could
quibble about what'’s a detail, butthat happens e feed-
lot to be a operators who have to make a decision
about pretty fundamental question because every
y e a r t h e r e
arwhether they’re going to make money. That's their
livelihood and surely anyone entering into this pro-
gram is going to have to make the same decision. Is
theMinistertherefore saying that people enteringinto
this program may well then have the option of not
finishing the cattle out?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, it would be our inten-
tion that operators who would not have the facilities
would notbe ableto finish them and that’s the kind of
discussions would go on that, they may want to cus-
tom feed but they would have to retain the ownership
of those animals until slaughter to be able to receive
the guaranteed price.

MR. RANSOM: Is the Minister saying then that he's
already made the decision that if they are not fed
through to slaughter weight that the individual will not
receive the program subsidy?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, the program support is
on finished animals.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, can the Minister then
guarantee, at the moment, that anyone making the
decision to put their cattle onto feed normally would
have been selling them to feedlot operators, can he
guarantee then that the person putting them onto
feed is in fact going to make a profit?

MR. URUSKI: Historically theindustry thathasmade
money has been the feeding operations. Mr. Chair-
man, if you look at the overall historical patternin the
livestock industry, and you look at the cow-calf sec-
tor, and you look at the finishing sector, it has been
the cow-calf sector who historically, in the main, has
lost money and they’ve lost because the market price
for calves has always been down. Had they retained
those calves, it's been the feeding industry that has
generally, over the number of years, over historical
pattern, has made money in the cattle industry.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, this is amazing. I'm
sure thatthe Minister can go outand find all kinds of
empty feedlots and I'm sure if he talked to the people
who had operated them he would have trouble con-
vincing them that they are the wealthy sector, but
perhaps those are some of the feedlots that will be
gathered together to form the Red Star Enterprises
that will conduct the feeding of the cattle under these
programs.

Mr. Chairman, it sounds from the answers that the
Minister has been giving then that, even though the
cow-calf producer may at some point in the fall
decide, on the basis of projected markets, that he
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would in fact be better off to sell his calves at that
point and that by feeding them he is likely to lose
money, | gather from the answers that the Minister
has giving that he will not have that option, that he will
be forcedtostayintheprogramif hewantstoreceive
any assistance from the government, and by doing so
he may well end up losing money, whereas he could
have taken a profit if he had sold the calves and not
finished them out.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, if the farmer decides to
enter the program he will be guaranteed a price based
on a formula to on-slaughter weight. Obviously if he
retains those cattle there will be a guaranteed price
and he will recover his cash cost plus a return.

MR. RANSOM: The program will guaranteethen that
anyone in this program is going to make a profit.

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, as I've indicated to
other honourable members, if the producer does not
produce quality animals and produces inferior quality
in terms of finished animals, obviously he will not
have as great a return as if he would produce top
quality cattle. Theintent of the programis to produce
top quality cattle in the Province of Manitoba so that
the producer can gain the most in terms of support
and the most out of the marketplace when he markets
his cattle through the Commission.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, will the Minister gua-
rantee then thatthe —(Interjection)—the Member for
St. James continues to sit back and snipe away and |
doubt that he knows anything about raising cattle. |
can see that the Minister of Agriculture has some
knowledge. | don’t think the Member for St. James
—(Interjection)— Can the Minister guarantee
then . . . Mr. Chairman, would you ask the Member
for St. James to either desist from making his remarks
or else stand and put them on the record?

Mr. Chairman, can the Minister guarantee then that
a producer who arrives at a situation in the fall, who
canseethathecould make a profitbyselling his cattle
atthat point, will the Minister guarantee that by stay-
ing in the program the producer will be no worse off
thanif he got out in the fall and didn’t market his cattle
through the government agency or didn’t putthemin
the red star enterprises feed lot, is he going to be
equally well off?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, that'll haveto be a man-
agement decision whether the producer at that point
in time wishes to stay in the program or not. He will
havetomakethat decisionastowhether he wishes to
continueinitially, whether he wishes to continue and
finish his animals.

If the honourable member is indicating he can opt
out at any time there will be provisions that the pro-
ducers’ group will discuss and formulate what, if any,
provisions there will be for opting out and what provi-
sions there will be for producers who decide to opt out
of the program will have to either pay back the monies
thatthey’'vereceivedor whatever conditions they may
agree upon and recommend. Just like any other pro-
gram, Mr. Chairman, in terms of getting in or out of the
program. That will be a mangement decision that a

producer will make at whatever point in time he
wishes.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, it does seem then that
the Minister now is saying there may be some option
to opt out of this program, that it will be a manage-
ment decision on the part of the individual producer.
But if the producer makes the decision to opt out |
presume then that he is not entitled to any benefit at
all under the program and that he would not be able
then to be back in for any other period for the
remainder of the six years.

MR. URUSKI: Those are the kinds of discussions that
will go on. Don't forget, Mr. Chairman, if he decides to
get into the program he will receive up front money.
Those monies, | would envisage, that if he just makes
the managementdecisionto get out, would have to be
repaid back to the treasury because he would not
have lived up to the obligations of his original intent.
Obviously, that would be the intent of the program.
But those would be the management decisions that a
producer would have to make if he wanted to join the
program.

MR.RANSOM: Mr.Chairman, cantheMinister advise
the Committee what effect he thinks this program will
have upon feed lot operators in the province?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt there
will be cattle that producers may not be able to finish,
they may custom feed and the feed lot operators have
historically opted in and out of the industry when the
price of their raw product was as such that they felt
they could make money. They're the part of theindus-
try that has been able to historically get in or out.

It has been the cow-calf industry who has supplied
the calves to the feed lot industry where there is no
option to get out because of the length of time of
holding on to the cattle and the cows in that industry
andthey have beenthebasicindustryinthis province.
What is the cow-calf industry and without that indus-
try the feed lots would be nowhere, Mr. Chairman, and
obviously what we're trying to do is make sure that the
cow-calf industry over the long haul becomes more
viable as other sectors of the industry have made
money when it was convenient for them to do so.

When the prices were right for them in terms of the
price for the product, when the price was right either
that the price was low enough for the calves that they
could make some decisions into whether they made
money or whether they were in the industry or not,
there were no such decisions that the cow-calf pro-
ducer could make. He was in the cattle industry. He
was either in or he was out completely. He either sold
offhis herd and got out or he stayedin no matter what
the price.

This program is designed to assist that industry
from the bottom to the top.

MR.RANSOM: Mr.Chairman, that’'s nonsense, that's
absolute nonsense. A person who is producing cattle
atleast has an asset that he can dispose of and turn
into cash. The person who has hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars invested in a feed lot operation has
fixed overhead which he can’t simply turn into cash
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and decide to get in and out of the business. This
Minister doesn’t understand the cattle business and if
he’s taking advice from Mr. Janssen | don’t think he
understands it either.

My question to the Minister was, what effect does
he think this program will have on feed lot operators?
Because it happens that feed lot operators are a fairly
major segment of theagricultural industry in this pro-
vince. What effect does he think it will have upon
them?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, if there are cattle pro-
ducers who are unable to finish their animals there
may be the opportunity that they may wish to put their
cattleonintofeedlots, intermsofcustom feeding, Mr.
Chairman, that would be a managementdecision that
the producers who enrollin this program would make.

But, Mr. Chairman, this program is designed at the
basic herd of the Province of Manitoba in terms of
support. It is the cow-calf industry which is the basis
of the industry in Manitoba. The basis of the industry
has not historically been the feed lot industry. It has
been the cow industry that has supplied the raw pro-
duct for the feed lot industry and for the rest of the
industry and that is the group we are targeting the
support for.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to ask the Min-
ister, what studies have been conducted about the
impact that this program will have on feed lot
operations?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, in terms of studies the
honourable member canindicate - draw his own con-
clusions - asto what studies. There have not been any
studies in terms of the support program.

We have discussed it with the whole industry from
various sectors; we've had proposals from the MCPA
which obviously some of your members didn’t inform
your leader as to what proposals were made to us in
terms of the Income Assurance Program that was
proposed to us by basically the same committee that
was set up by your administration two weeks before
the end of the election.

Weindicated thatin orderto protect the basic herd
our assistance is going to it. Whatever management
decisions that producers make, in terms of feeding
their cattle elsewhere, that will be uptothem to make
those kinds of decisions. If they decide to swing their
operations into the finishing sector obviously some
feedlot operators, whowerecounting on the calvesin
that industry, would not benefit if those farmers
decide to feed on their own farms. That willbecomea
management decision of the farmers who enrollinthe
program.

MR. RANSOM: Precisely, Mr. Chairman, there are
two concerns here thatfeedlot operators are goingto
have, at least two basic concerns.

One is that they are part of the beef industry that
was offered some hope of support by the Minister's
government, Mr. Chairman; they are not to get any
support, so be it, that's a policy decision that the
government has made.

The second part of the concern, Mr. Chairman, is
thatnotonly are the feedlot operators not going to be
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assisted they are going to be hindered by this pro-
gram. It is very evident that the Minister has made no
study of the impact that this program is going to have
upon feedlot operators. He knows full well that feedlot
operators traditionally buy the animals from cow-calf
operators to put into their feedlots. If those cattle are
no longer available because the cow-calf operator is
heldinto some program by the government and those
cattle aren’t available to go on feed, and the govern-
mentis looking around at how they might establish a
Red Star Enterprises Feedlot Operation, what affect
does the Minister think that’s going to have on the
commercial operators thatare there now? Where are
they going to get the cattle to feed? The Minister is
making some indication that | have an interest in a
feedlot operation. | want to tell the Minister | do not
have an interest in the feedlot operation and if he
would care to discuss the principles of his program
and not try and cast aspersions on individual people’s
interest perhaps we might get a little further.

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

MR. URUSKI: Speakingofaspersions, Mr.Chairman,
he speaks of Red Star and all kinds of nonsensical
statements. If hewantsto discussthe principles of the
program let him discuss them but not let it be a one-
sided approach in terms of any snide remarks that he
wishes to make against our side and then isn’t happy
when thereisaremark madeaboutthe comments that
he’s making.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Memberfor Turtle Mountain onthe
same point of order.

MR. RANSOM: On the same point of order, Mr.
Chairman. Surely the Honourable Minister is aware
that there is difference between talking about gov-
ernment policy and talking about an individual per-
son’s interest. That's what the Minister was speaking
about from his seat; I'm talking about government
policy, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: | think we would all benefit if we
would stick to the point under consideration.

The Honourable Member for Minister on a point of
order.

MR. URUSKI: We've gone through this item on one
area; onthesecond areaand we will have again a third
kick. | want, Mr. Chairman, the honourable members
to make up their minds where they want to discuss
this item in detail. | am pleased again - | mean, we
raised it on the first night - to discuss it here and let’s
deal with it here and I'll be pleased to handle it that
way.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, we told the Minister
the other night when we began the debate on this item
that it is such a significant item to the farmers of
Manitoba, tothe beefproducers, that we will continue
to debate it until we have answers to the questions
which we have to place. As a matter of fact, | would
point out to the Minister, Mr. Chairman, that we have
now spent several hours of private members’ time
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debating government businessin order that we might
geton anddeal with government business. | think itis
quite in order that we delve into this program until we
have some answers and some understanding. Even-
tually, when we finally get the answers, we'll be able to
debate how effective the program is going to be.

Mr. Chairman, | was asking the Minister then where
he thinks the feedlot operators are going to get cattle
tobefedin their feedlots, for which they already have
the investment; the overheard is there, they have the
capacity, they have been putting cattle on feed.
Where does the Minister think that they are going to
get cattle to go in those feedlots?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, obviously the honour-
able member is indicating that there will be many
producers that will join the program. Obviously, he is
indicating that the program is right to affect that
industry and, if it is, Mr. Chairman, then the feedlot
operators will either have to go into Saskatchewan,
Alberta, other areas, to purchase their cattle as they
have done in the past and purchase other cattle in
Manitoba that may not be under the program. If the
honourable member isindicating that the program —
you know there’s a bit of a problem on the other side
because some honourable member said that only 10
percent of the producers will join. If that is the case,
there should be no difficulty for the feedlot operators
in Manitoba; that there won’t be any producers joining
the program. The program is bad, they won’t join the
program, there will be umpteen, a lot of cattle, that
there will be nochangein terms of the feedlot industry
in the Province of Manitoba. Now, | frankly say to the
honourable members which do you want? You've
made your case with respectto the other sideandnow
you're making it on this side. Pick your choice, whi-
chever argument you want, but make up your mind
one way or the other.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, it's not a question of
choosing one position or the other, it's a question of
trying to get some answers from this Minister. | want
to know whether, in developing this program, he did
any studies on the impact that the program would
have upon feedlot operators, and it's quite evident
that he hasn’t. It's also quite evident that if this pro-
gram is successful to the extent that he thinks it will
be, that he in fact expends the $17.5 million and uses
the $24 million for low-interest loans, that it will be
successful and that it will make things more difficult
for feedlot operators to get cattle to putin their feed-
lots than it is now. | believe the Minister has said, Mr.
Chairman, that they should go to Saskatchewan or
they should goto Albertato buy cattle where there are
subsidized operations in place. So, clearly itis going
to be much more difficult forthe feedlot operatorsto
existinthis province thanithasbeen.ldon’tthink the
Minister has done any kind of investigation to deter-
mine what that impact will be.

So, Mr. Chairman, for the moment we’'ll leave that
point but I would like to specifically understand,
since the Minister seems very sensitive about my
reference to the Red Star Enterprises Feedlots, has
the Ministerbeenlooking at feedlots with the intention
of establishing some other type of feedlot business
or method of operating feedlots that will tie into
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this subsidy program?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, the member indicates
whether we are looking. Obviously governments,
when they announce programs, look at all kinds of
alternatives but | believe that, in terms of feeding
operations, those would be producer decisions that
would be made in the areas that they would want. If
they decided upon setting up community feedlots we
certainly wouldn't opposethatkindofa move, in fact,
| would say that we would encourage producers to do
that through the Department of Co-operatives and
through our department, if they wish to go that route.

MR. RANSOM: Is the Minister then contemplating
providing financial assistance to people entering this
program? Is he contemplating providing financial
assistancetothosepeopletoeithertakeover, control
a part of the existing feed lot industry in this province
or to establish a new type of feed lot industry in this
province?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, that would be up to the
producers who joined the program as to their desires
and working with the producer group as towhat deci-
sions they decide to make. It will not be our decisions
to say this is better or that is better. It'll be up to
producers in Manitoba to make those kinds of
decisions.

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, | remind the Honour-
able Minister that one simply doesn’t just go out and
establish a feed lot just because the government hasa
bit of aprogram going at $50 a head and some kind of
an as yetundisclosed level of support. It takes money
to establish a feed lot operation these days, hundreds
of thousands of dollars if not millions of dollars to
establish a modern type of feed lot operation.

Is the Minister contemplating providing financial
assistance to peopleinthis program should they wish
to begin establishing feed lots or to take over part of
the existing feed lot industry.

MR. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, I'm sure thatif peoplein
terms of applying for financial ventures in establish-
ing or taking over existing facilities, those kinds of
applications would normally be made as they are now
to either MACC, to the private lending institutions or
to FCC if they require financing. Nothing in that area
changes. If people are desirous of setting up anindus-
try, it would be dealt with.

MR. RANSOM: Can the Minister assure the Commit-
teethen, Mr. Chairman, that no part of the $24 million |
believe that’s earmarked for low-interest loans, will be
used for that purpose?

MR. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, of the $24 million if
there are applications, | certainly wouldn’t rule that
out. The farmers may want to go into applying to
setting up operations or purchasing existing opera-
tions. Why would one want to rule that out?

MR. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, I'm notsaying that the
Minister would wantto rule that out. I'm simply trying
to find out from the Minister what his plans are
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because there’s going to be an impact on an existing
industry inthe provinceand|l gathernowthatnot only
is the existing feed lot industry not going to be
assisted in any way tostay in business, they’re going
tobehampered. Theyare going tobe prevented from
staying in business because this Minister is going to
provide subsidy to another area of the beef industry
which will allow them to compete more successfully.
It will put the feed lot operator ata disadvantage. The
Minister is then going to begin financing people who
arein the stablization program, to buy out part of the
existing feed lot operation or to expand — which
would be even worse — to build new facilities and
leave the existing plant in place and leave that kind of
overhead there with the present operator with no
option but to be put out of business.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Orderplease. The houris5:30p.m.

and I'm leaving the Chair to return at 8:00 p.m. this
evening
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