LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF MANITOBA
Tuesday, 1 June, 1982

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

SUPPLY - EMERGENCY INTEREST
RATE RELIEF

MR. CHAIRMAN, H. Harapiak: I'd like to call the
Committee to order. | would just like to caution the
members, before the supper break it seemed as if the
committeemightbegoingoutofcontrolattimesand|
think as a Chairman | have a responsibility to keep
orderinthe committeeroom. Sol would like members
todirect their questionsto the Chairand possibly this
will take away some of the animosity.
The Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, the Minister of
Economic Development has on two occasions
upgraded or given the information on the number of
loans or grants that have been approved in the pro-
gram of the Interest Rate Relief for small business. In
the paper, | believe it was last week, there was another
figure given that was considerably higher than the
figuresthatthe Ministerhadgiveninthe House. | must
realizeit was a week later. Can the Minister give us the
figures of the number of peoplethat have had appro-
vals for the small business development Interest Rate
Relief Program?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Minister.

HON. B. URUSKI: Yes. Mr. Chairman, 34 small busi-
nesses have been approved for assistance by the
board. Out of a total of 176 applications received, 24
applicationshavebeenrejected and 115 applications
are still under review.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Can the Minister tell us what is
the amount of money, the cash flow, on the 34
approvals?

HON. B.URUSKI: Yes,the34 approvalsare projected
to represent assistance commitments in excess of
$400,000, if the clients stay in the program for a full
24-month period.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: The $400,000 on the 34 appro-
vals, it's 50 percentgrantand 50 percentloan,solcan
assume that the grants are $200,000 and the loans at
low interest rate are $200,000.00?

HON. B.URUSKI: The loan portionisinterest free for
two years and the portion that he spoke about of
grants is a grant.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Yes,|lamawareof that, but what
| was saying, at $400,000, there is $200,000 outright
grant and the other $200,000 of the $400,000 would be
low interest loans.

HON. B. URUSKI: That is correct.
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MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, | don't want to go
over the details that we went over in the Economic
Development Estimates to any great extent, but now
wehaveasituation where the Minister has said that80
percent of the businesses in Manitoba would be
helped or could qualify for assistance under this pro-
gram. The program has a limitation of $365,000 in
sales; $365,000in sales puts abusinessinthe position
of being either a one or two-man operation, maybe
three. We are now assisting and it was very disappoint-
ing to me to have the Minister suggest earlier today
that the program that the Conservatives would have
been involvedin as far as households are concerned,
or interest rates regarding homes are concerned, or
regarding farms were concerned, wouldbeonlythose
that were our friends that were in the top 20.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, thatis a bad statementand |
don'tthink thatthere's any way thatyoucould help 80
percent of the businesses of Manitoba under this par-
ticular program. It's $10 million for farms, households
and businesses. We are in the position of helping
businesses that probably, as the Minister says, may
need help but we have completely eliminated the
number of businesses in this province that need help
thatareinthe farmimplement business. Itcould even
be the shoerepairbusiness;it could be any business;
it could be businesses of services to people because
the program does not eliminate services. It isn't just
for manufacturing, it does not eliminate services.

So, Mr. Chairman, we now have a situation where
we're looking at, if the small business part of this
program gets a third of the money, we get $2,500,000;
on 176 applications, there has been 34 approvals for
$400,000.00. It would appear to me that you won't
spendthe money because the criteriaof yourprogram
issuch thatitreallycan'tdothatmuch good. Itwillbe
of some help, but it will not help the people that are
daily going into receivership in this province or writ-
ing bankruptcies. They are businesses that are over
$350,000in sales. They are the businesses thatemploy
people, so your program is not directed towards the
assistance of the majority of the small businesses in
Manitoba that are large employers.

The Minister mentionedearlier, then the Minister of
Economic Development mentioned earlier - shouldn't
say earlier - the other day, that probably one of the
mostimportant parts of the programisthattheywould
receive knowledgeo fthose businesses thathad prob-
lems and they would be able to help them. But that's
secondary as far as I'm concerned because there
always has been within the department a very large
segmentofthedepartmentthatworkedverysincerely
with small business to assist them in managements
problems, production problems or accounting
problems.

So what we have at the present time is a program
thatisbasically not going tobe as much assistance as
is necessary to curb the receiverships and bankrupt-
cies of small business within the province. What is
reallyhappeningin this particular caseis that wehave
people making application; the forms regarding the
application are such thatthey must prove they don't
have any assets. There is one particular statement
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about the program that are the shareholders and do
the shareholders have any assets, etc.

So we really have got a program that is not going to
eliminate the high interest rate problems for a small
businessandjusttoelaboratealittle biton that: it'sall
very well to say we have a program that is going to
help those that are in the real need and we may be
helping some very small businesses that are in real
need, butthe program does notassistbusinesses that
are in real need that employ several people. The pro-
gram does not assist those companies that have been
hit very hard by high interest rates. The program, as
the Minister has said, is not designed to help bad
management, but what is bad management today?

The Federal Government has a call on your money
as far as taxes are concerned, the Provincial Govern-
ment has a call on your money as far as taxes are
concerned; and the cash flow that's left for any small
businesses today that are employing people is very
very nil and management is not the big problem. We
also have a situation where the management - it
doesn’'t matter how well they receive assistance - as
far asconsultingis concerned; they justdon't have the
cash flow.

So, you know, when | say this, | have a complete
realization that the members of the other side seem to
take a lot of pride when they say we would like you to
spend more money. You've been criticizing us for
spending too much; we would like you to spend more
money. Mr. Chairman, | submit thatunlessyou havea
program that will assist small business from the point
of view of assisting those businesses that are going
into receivership and going broke today, that are
businesses that are over $365,000 a year or $50,000 a
year, that are businesses that employ people, you
really may be putting your money in the wrong place.

| submit sincerely that the best place that money of
this type can be placed is in the program for the farm
community or in the program to assist young people
with their mortgages because the best way to help a
businessman is to see that people have disposable
income within their pockets. In other words, we must
give people purchasing power and that is the only way
you will assistsmallbusiness. As faras|'mconcerned,
the program that you have compared to the program
of the Small Enterprise Rural Development Program
for small business which the Premier called useless,
which thisgovernmenthas approved a 27 more appli-
cationsfor,has placed morepeopleinbusinessin the
province and employing people; that's where you
should be placing your money.

As far as interestraterelief is concerned, the inter-
est rate relief should be going to housing or young
peoplein housinganditshouldbegoingtofarmers.In
other words, the direction into small business is, as
the Ministersays,something small. It'sa start, butitis
notgoingtosolvethe problem. The problemcanonly
be solved by having disposable income in people’s
pockets as far as business is concerned and that
seems to be something that the government has
forgotten.

Mr. Chairman, your program regarding the Interest
Rate Relief Program for small business is not much
betterthantheyhadin Saskatchewan underthe NDP,
it was adisaster; they only spent about $250,000 on it.
This program is not going to save businesses in the
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Province of Manitoba. It certainlyis not goingto make
the promises of the Premier, that no small business
would go under in the Province of Manitoba. It is
disappointing to methatnow we hear fromthe Minis-
tersthatit’'sonly designedto help thosereally in need,
but that's not what the Premier said when he was
running. Mr. Chairman, he basically said that all of
these businesses would be helped and it comes from
thetop. The Premier of the province has a tendency to
say anything and he does very easily. Anybody that
would make the statement that the Premier made, that
hesignedonthatparticularbrochure-and | have said
this before and | said it in the Economic Development
Committee -thatl feelsincerely sorry forhis Ministers
who have to sit here and defend a statement that is
absolutely impossible to achieve.

Mr. Chairman, I'm sure that | will arouse the ire of
the Minister of Resources when | make this statement.
When he and | were councillors in the City of St.
James-Assiniboia and in St. James, one of the worst
things that we could ever do isto makea promise or to
pass abylaw thatcouldnotbe achieved, and whenhe
was Chairman of the Police :Commission and | was
Assistant Chairman and when | was Chairman and he
was Assistant Chairman, we threw it back and forth
like a yo-yo. The Ombudsman, who justresigned, was
the Chief of Police and he usedto say: “Mr. Johnston,
Mr. Mackling, please don't ask me to administrate
laws that are impossible to administrate.”

That's poor law, very poor law. It is very poor; it is
very stupid. In fact, it has the need of a psychiatrist for
apersonto makethe statementthatthe Premierofthis
province made. How can anybody build up the confi-
dence or the expectations of the small business peo-
ple of this province the way the Premier did, and the
Minister of Economic Development will defend him,
I'msure,butshe’s been putinanimpossible position
of being able to accomplish the promises. You would
be better off to make sure-there was disposable
income in the pockets of the people of the Province of
Manitoba so that businesses can survive and do
better.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the
comments of the Honourable Member for Sturgeon
Creek.lreally do, Mr.Chairman, because | appreciate
him so much that I'm pleased that he is the one that
really should examine his remarks and maybe hire
himself a psychiatrist —(Interjection)— remarks. Mr.
Chairman, | want to set the Honourable Member for
Sturgeon Creek's comments straight and the Hon-
ourable Member for Pembina’'s comments straight
with respect to comments made by the Leader of my
party, the now Premier of the Province of Manitoba,
during the election campaign on October 30th when
we announced an Emergency Interest Rate Relief
Program for homeowners, farmers and businesses
—(Interjection)— Mr. Chairman, the Member for Arthur
says ‘“last-ditch effort.” The last-ditch effort, Mr.
Chairman, was made by your party when you, in a
deathbed repentance, came up with an ill-conceived,
ill-thought-of interestrateprogram and | will deal with
that shortly.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order, order.
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HON. B. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, | wanttoquote from
a statement made by the then Leader of the Opposi-
tion and | quote from Page 6 of the statement dealing
withthe programoninterestraterelief: “The NDP are
not prepared to use tax dollars except for hardship
cases. There will be no assistance for those who have
purchased houses well beyond their means in the
selfish hope that inflation would enrich them. There
will be no assistance for businesses put in jeopardy by
poor management or by farms owned by land specu-
lators. We expect that, on the pessimistic assumption
that interest rates will not be much lower in 1982 and
will only start to come down significantly in 1983. The
Budget for emergency relief will be $23 million.” On
October 30, 1982, that statement was made. “This is
planned as a one-time crisis effort because no prov-
ince in Canada can afford a permanent interest rate
subsidy, nor could the economy withstand the infla-
tion that would result from three or more years at the
present level of interest rates.”

Mr. Chairman, all this to-do, howling and baying at
the moon, by members of the Opposition. They came
out as alast-ditcheffortduring the campaign to assist
homeowners in the Province of Manitoba with an
emergency interest rate mortgage assistance plan by
the Conservatives. There was a program announced
in response to what was announced by the New
Democratic Party; we did an analysis of that
announcement, Mr. Chairman. While their program
coveredthe entire population, eligible homeowners of
approximately 25,000 in the Province of Manitoba,
their benefits to those 25,000 homeowners on an
average monthly basis, amounted to just under $14
per month. While our program doesn’t reach that
many people, —(Interjection)— well, Mr. Chairman,
doesn’t reach as many people, but it does reach the
people in the greatest need. These kinds of people
that the Conservatives kept saying, we only want to
help thosein the greatest need, we only wantto help
those who need it most. Their program would have
helped, yes, 25,000 homeowners at $13 a month. Mr.
Chairman, our program can reach an eligible
amount . . .

HON.H.PAWLEY: Youknow, |wouldaskyourruling.
Ihearddistinctly the Member for Pembina yell, “He's a
liar,” and | would appreciate your ruling. If we are
going to maintain some sense of dignity and respect
in this committee there has to be some standard that
we apply.

MR.CHAIRMAN: Do you have a point of order?

MR.D. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, on that same point
of order. If the Minister of Agriculture would repeat
the same figure twice in a row, | might not have to
resortto calling him aliar. He started out at $14 and he
said $13the nexttime. Whatis the figure that he wants
to leave us with, $14.00 or $13.00? Which is the figure
he’s putting on the record?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Premier.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, | ask for you to
make a ruling.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: We ruled before the supper hour,
that was on . . . the same point of order.

MR.J.DOWNEY: On the point of order. My comment
is what are we asking for a ruling on, whether the
Minister of Agriculture is misleading this committee
or what's the question being put on?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Lakeside on the
same point of order. Order.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Chairman, on the same point of
order,whether or notthe comments fromthe Member
forPembinawerein orderornot, the fact of the matter
is he was not speaking as you have directed us at the
outset ofthis committee meeting, through the Chair-
man; he did not have the floor. The First Minister may
take objection to the comment made as comments are
sometimes made from the sidelines, from a member
whodoesnothavethefloor.Isuspectthatthereisnot
a point of order to deal with.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Premier.

HON. H. PAWLEY: Mr. Chairman, | know very well
where the comment came from, where it was directed
and since, Mr. Chairman, | called the point of order,
the member has repeated those comments very clearly
and very proudly for all to hear. | just say to you, Mr.
Chairman, ifthis is the extent to which committees of
the Legislature are going to stoop, to such kinder-
garten sort of comments, then we are going to be in
grave difficulty if this kind of process and trend con-
tinues as we have observed frequently from the
Member for Pembina, but certainly are observing in
that kind of reference in this committee.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Springfield on the
same point of order.

MR.A.ANSTETT: Yes, Mr. Chairman. Withrespectto
the Member for Lakeside, the comments that were
made by the Member for Pembina clearly arelisted in
all oursupporting House procedural publicationsand
documents as unparliamentary expressions; there is
no question about that. | am sure the Member for
Lakeside would be just as conscious as | am of the
need to avoid those kinds of remarks whether they are
formally on therecord or not because of our interjec-
tion mike system in which Hansard prints interjec-
tions in debate. —(Interjection)— Well, it usually
does. Mr. Chairman, the Member for Lakeside has
some reservations. | suggest he consult with the
Member forMinnedosaaboutinterjections and unpar-
liamentary expressions appearing on the record.

If we wish to avoid having this Legislature degener-
ate andthekind oflanguage used here, then we might
as well forget about the whole game. The reason we
have those rules, the reason we have those lists is to
avoid the kind of expressions in debate that cause
rancour and bitterness between members. | realize
this is a heated debate. | realize there may be some
opportunities for disagreement among members but
certainly | think we want to avoid those kinds of
expressions and it behooves all members on both
sides to avoid that kind of language whether they're
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calling it out across the floor of the House or the
Committee, whether their mike is on or not. If we're
concerned about decorum in debate and scoring
points from either side about debate, then itbehooves
us to use the vocabulary in alanguagethatreflects our
status as members andnotthatkindoflanguage, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Attorney-General on thesame
point of order.

HON. R. PENNER: On the same point of order, | was
fully endorsing the remarks of the Member for Spring-
field as to interjections. | do want to draw attention of
the Chair to the fact that the Member for Pembina,
when challenged on the record said, “misleading the
Committee,” whichamountstothe samethingand he
can't have it both ways that at one time he's off the
record, but whenhe'son therecord it doesn't amount
to a breach of the decorum of this Committee and |
think that with respect to the Member for Lakeside to
suggest that the remark was pasteurized by being an
interjection, missesthe wholesequence andthisis the
point thatis being urged here.

MR. CHAIRMAN: TheMember for Arthuronthesame
point of order.

MR. J. DOWNEY: On the point of order, Mr. Chair-
man, the Member for Springfield made comment
about the Member for Minnedosa making some com-
ment thatwas picked up by the microphone or by the
system in Committee that was reported in some par-
ticular way.

Could the Member for Springfield identify or make
those comments so that we know what he's talking
about? | don't know what the Member for Minnedosa
said that would be picked up by Hansard. —(Inter-
jection)— no, it's not. No, the Member for Springfield
used the Member for Minnedosa, who is not at the
Committee, as an example as to what was picked up
by the microphone and by Hansard to use as an
exampleinthisparticularcase. Could heidentify what
the Member for Minnedosa said?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Springfield.

MR. A. ANSTETT: Mr. Chairman, | will identify a
Committee of the House on Public Accounts in the
spring of 1976. The member can consult; | will not
repeat the remarks. It was an unfortunate incident
—(Interjection)—

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please.

MR. A. ANSTETT: Mr. Chairman, | will not enter into
the record remarks that | considered and the Chair-
man of the Committee considered unparliamentary. |
will not repeat them.

The fact of the matter here is that the Member for
Pembina on a point of order accused the Honourable
Minister of certain activities which he called from his
seatasaninterjection and then repeated them, specif-
ically, that the member was lying, that he put on the
record when he was recognized in debate. Mr. Chair-
man, thatis an unparliamentary expression and | think

2921

the Minister and this Committee have every right to a
full unqualified withdrawal forthwith.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order. The same words were used
before supper hour and they are clearly unparliamen-
tary and because the member did not have the micro-
phoneatthistime, doesn’t make it any less wrong. So |
would ask the member to - and | asked for co-
operation before the meeting got started to try and
keep the decorum in Committee - and I'll ask the
member’s co-operation to withdraw the remarks and
refrain from making them again.
The Member for Pembina.

MR. D. ORCHARD: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, | will
withdraw the remark that | put on the record that the
Minister hasn't gothisfacts straight. lIwon’trepeat the
unparliamentary phrase that is so offensive to all
membersofthis Chamber,butwouldthe Minister care
to clarify whetherin fact, itis $14 per month he's trying
to say, or $13 per month? He has used both figures.
Which figure is correct and which figure do we
assume the Minister to be using in a truthful manner?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Agriculture.

HON. B.URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, ifthe memberwants
the exactfigure,it's $13.85 per month that | was giving
him and | rounded it offat . . .

MR. D. ORCHARD: Mr. Chairman, could we assume
that the Minister was telling the truth at $13 the first
time or $14 the second time?

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | did have the floor
when | was making my remarks. | indicated that the
benefits that we were talking about under their pro-
gram when we made the analysis, would pay benefits
and | started by saying, ofapproximately $14 a month
is the figure that | used initially, and to give the hon-
ourable member the correct figure, | will givehim the
analysis of $13.85 per month interms of the deathbed
Tory plan that was in place, that was going to be the
salvation of homeowners in the Province of Manitoba
on the announcement that they made during the elec-
tion campaign,as compared to, Mr. Chairman-and as
I've indicated before - that our program will not and
would not reach as many homeowners. Our projec-
tions would be roughly at an 18.25 percent mortgage
interest rate. We would be able to reach somewhat
lessthan 5,900homeowners, in thevicinity ofbetween
5,800and 5,900homeowners,withanaveragemonthly
benefit of $52.81, if he wants the exact calculations
that were made and he won't be in a position to call
anyone a liar on the basis of 15 cents, Mr. Chairman.

That analysis that was done in terms of helping
many homeowners, and so indicated by the Member
for Tuxedo and the Member for Sturgeon Creek who
indicated that our plan really wasn't going to do very
much; we should do nothing for business people.
There was even a suggestion made, Mr. Chairman,
and | just want to make sure that | understood the
Member for Sturgeon Creek, onthe pointthatheindi-
cated or he insinuated, there were comments made
from this side that, oh well, let's forget about the 20
percent of businesses that are in the higher annual
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grossincome sales area because they're really not our
friends.

Mr. Chairman, if that statement was made, that was
aninsinuation again by his colleague, the Member for
Pembina, before we left for supper. It was he who drew
that kind of an inference from remarks supposedly
made by my colleague, the Minister of Economic
Development. It is he who has stooped that low of
trying to pit one segment of our society against
another in terms of his analysis of who the assistance
under this program will benefit.

Mr. Chairman, | quoted from the speech made by
the then Leader of the Opposition with respectto how
far our assistance would go in terms of our election
commitments on October30th. Mr. Chairman, nowhere
did we say that we would assist everyone who is in
difficulty. The statements were - | would haveto putit
quite mildly - conservative in nature in terms of being
atoned;thescopeoftheprogramwasdefinedinterms
ofthe budgetary amountsthatwasclearly spelled out
atthe time on October30th. The $23 million figure was
put into play; the extent was limited, Mr. Chairman,
and | gavethose remarks.

We know, Mr. Chairman, that a program for busi-
nesses whose gross sales are beyond the 350,000
mark is beyond the scope of the financial ability of this
province. We know that that responsibility should be
clearly handled by our National Government in terms
of - they made announcements with respect to the
Small Business Development Bond Programthat was
supposed to assist farmers who were in higher gross
income categories and businesses who were in higher
gross income categories - that they could go in and
apply for the Small Business Development Bond
Program.

But | have to say, Mr. Chairman, that the financial
institutions and the Government of Canada really
couldn’'t make up its mind on how to work through
some of the intricacies that they put into place under
this program and there wasn't very much take-up
under this program and it hasn’'t benefited many of
those people and those businesses in those catego-
ries. We acknowledge that and we understand that,
but to suggest as some members have tried in this
Committee, that we are not living up to our commit-
ments, we are somehow misleading the public, Mr.
Chairman, those statements were very clear andifthe
members wish, the statement that | quoted from was
from the speech given by Howard Pawley on October
30th, 1981, and | quoted from them.

The Honourable Member for Arthur now says: “So
what?” Mr. Chairman, the “so what” is that we were
very clear in defining what our intentions were when
we announced the program. They werethereinblack
and white. Now the members may not like what was
said because they didn't like it so much, Mr. Chair-
man, and they, during the final terms of that election
campaign, decided they better do something about
it: number one, rent controls; number two, the Inter-
est Rate Relief Program, so they did announce a
program.

When one analyzes that program, and talks about
administrative costs, the way their program would
have operated, Mr. Chairman, would have been that
our administrative costs would have gone up three
times the amount that we will be spending onadminis-
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tration now. If anyone talks about a Mickey Mouse
program, Mr. Chairman, that was the Mickey Mouse
program in terms of the benefitsthat would have been
paid on a monthly basis to homeowners, if one wants
to talk about Mickey Mouse.

We talked about the seriousness of the situation,
Mr. Chairman, intermsofinterestrates and interms of
being able to provide limited assistance to people who
arein great difficulty. We did not say that we would be
the salvation of every business, farm and home,
whoever are in financial difficulty. We said if it was
high interestrates that were causing the problems, we
would assist.

There is a federal program which hasn't worked to
assist those who are in the higher growth sales area,
but Mr. Chairman, members of the Opposition here
tonight and this afternoon, | believe - | hope - may
have learned a bit of alesson in terms of how far they
want to exaggerate their comments or how low they
wish to get in terms of their attacks on some of the
statements that have been made.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, the Minister just
finished off by saying “exaggerate.” | would say that
the exaggeration came from the government at the
present time regarding the programs that we are
speaking of at the present time.

Mr.Chairman, the Minister makes a very great point
about the fact thatthe Progressive Conservative Gov-
ernment at thattime during the election came out with
an interest rate program for homeowners and it was
towards the end, as they keep saying, after the N.D.
Party had made promises. The promises of the N.D.
Party were made when they had full knowledge of the
deficit, and as a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, during
the last Session of the Legislature when the Budget
was broughtup, they predicted what the deficit would
be and they had the quarterly reports from the
province.

Mr. Chairman, the Progressive Conservative Party
at that time did not come out and make any promises
or give any programs until we knew the basis of the
Federal Government Budget. | heard the comment
thatsomebody said: “That's alot of crock,” but | can
tell you this,thatthe government atthattimewasvery
aware of what the deficit was, very aware of what
should be done, but hopefully, we expected that the
Federal Government would come out and do some-
thingtoassistthehomeownerregarding interestrates
and interest rates on renewal of mortgages. When
they didn't, we came out with a program.

Our program was structured on the basis that there
would be assistance to anybody that had a mortgage
renewal presented to them over 14 percent and we
would pay 75 percent of the difference between 14
and 20percent, | believe, and | don't haveitin front of
me, and we would have given assistance to $23 million
or $22 million to the homeowners out there that had
extreme problems.

It's all very well for the Minister to say that their
program will assistpeople who are paying more than
30 percent on their mortgages. Mr. Chairman, there
are young people out there today and | can give you
examples of two, where they were both working, they
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had bought a house and their mortgage doubled. It
went from $325 in one case to $650; it doubled. The
system or the program that you have put before us
regarding 30 percent of income is all very well to say
that they may be able to afford 30 percent of income,
but there are many young people out there, very
young people out there who had bought homes and
were budgeting tomake the mortage payment, butall
of asudden when the renewal of mortagecameup, it
doubled.Thosearethepeoplewhoneedassistancein
averybigway andtheonethatlamspeakingofwould
get $7 a month under your program. It's very, very,
very good for the Minister to talk about $13.85 or $14
or $13 per month. He uses an average. Under our
program, people would have received much more
than that and the Minister keeps continuing to use an
average.

Mr. Chairman, when the Minister keeps talking
about, and the members of the government keep talk-
ing about the fact that the Progressive Conservative
Party didn't come out with a program until after the
NDP, we came out with a program after we knew what
the Federal Budget was. The N.D. Party came out with
a program with full knowledge of what the deficit was.
They started out at $23 million over the basis of three
areas, farms, businesses and homes. | remember
clearly, and there is an article in one of the papersthat
says that the First Minister says: “Oh no, all | meant
was formortgages,” and then now as we getintoit, we
find out it's for all three. So the programs that you're
speaking of have now boiled down to farms, busi-
nesses and people who need assistance on mortgage
assistancebecause of highinterestratesorrenewal of
mortgages that in many cases have doubled. We have
a program that is absolutely inadequate and mostly
inadequate for those young people who have had
their mortgages doubled.

Mr. Chairman, the government would have been
better off, as | have said previously and | may be
critized. | was the Minister of Economic Development.
We have presently a Minister of Economic Develop-
ment who does her jobvery tediously. | told herduring
Estimates that she does not realize what's going on
outthere and | still believe that, but | cantell you very
sincerely that the best way to help the small business
is to put the money into assistance to mortgages and
assistanceto farmers so that there will be disposable
income and your program of $23 million over a two-
year period will not make a dent into assisting the
small business people and your program, as far as
mortgageis concerned foryoung people on the basis
of 30 percentincome, is not really worth that much to
those people who have had their mortgages doubled.

I would like to take the Minister a little bit to task on
the statement that he was making earlier on the basis
of what the Minister of Economic Development said.
The Minister of Economic Development said earlier
today - and we canlook it up in Hansard - when | said
earlier today | might put it “infer” that our program
was only designed to help those people who may have
been our friends, | can assure you, thatis not thecase,
Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Point
Honourable Minister.

of order, the
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HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Chairperson, is it in order if |
clarify that statement?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes,
statement . . .

you may clarify the

HON. M. SMITH: What | saidand . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: . .
statement.

. after he finishes making his

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Well, I'm finished.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Economic Devel-
opment to clarify a statement.

HON. M. SMITH: Yes, | said that the programs were
designed to help more than 70 percent of the farmers
and morethan 80percentofthe small business people
and if the complaint from the other side was that we
weren't helping anyone, | suggested that they are
implying thatit's the 20 percent of the small business
and 30 percent of the farmers who aren’t getting any
help. | did state that maybe the group that they asso-
ciate with and think are all there are out there, but in
the total context it's still a small percent, | don't know
howyoucansayifyou're’helpingover70percentofa
group of people that you're not doing anything for
them. —(Interjection)— Well, you're helping the peo-
ple who are in most economic need and when you
have limited resources and you're putting in an emer-
gency type program, it seems to me that's the sensible
thing to do.

Now, you have a different opinion as to what you
should do with limited resources. Ifyou give mortgage
money to people who are spending less than 30 per-
centoftheirincome on theirmortage, it'sverynice for
them, but | submit they're not in anything like the
economicdifficulty and distress as the people who are
having to commit more“than 30 percent of their
income or who earnunder $30,000. Soit's aquestion
of relative need and our program was consciously
designed and planned to hit the people in most dis-
tress, not that other people weren’'t in some distress,
but when you only have so much to go around you
don't just look at the people in your immediate vicin-
ity, youtryto getdataon whatthetotal pictureis.So
wasn'tsayingdon'thelp yourfriends; | was justsaying
if you think we're doing nothing when we're hitting
such a large proportion of the population, that you
must move in a narrow circle of friends.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Agriculture.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Chairman, I'm speaking on a point
of orderthat was raised by the Minister . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: There was no point of order. It was
just a clarification of opinion.
The Minister of Agriculture.

MR. H. ENNS: Well then, on the same point of
clarification.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Your name is on the speaker’s list -
the Member for Lakeside. The Minister of Agriculture
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wanted to speak after your comments, so the Minister
of Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, the Honourable
Member for Sturgeon Creek raised anumberofpoints
in terms of the effectiveness of the program that they
announced versus this program and there have been
many accusations by the Conservatives that we were
spreading the dollars too thin. Limited dollars too thin
was basically thecriticismthatthe Tories have levelled
from time to time, and now saying that we didn'tknow
our deficit position. How could the NDP make this
kind of a pledge not knowing the deficit position, and
yetthere should be $80 million in aprogrambecausel
think their Deputy Leader suggested that if there's
going to be a program, it should be $60 million to $80
million. Now, you're spreading it too thin. Now, | think
you can't have it both ways.

We did an analysis of your —(Interjection)— well,
you're trying to; | admit you could certainly try. The
rates that we analyzed your program at, or your
announced deathbed program, was that at interest
rates of 18.25 percent the average Tory benefit would
have been and | said before about $14 per month
compared, as an average if there was a full take up of
the plant, to about $53 per month under our program.
The maximum benefit under the Tory plan to those
with lowest incomes and highest mortgage payments
would have been $125per month as compared to $275
per month under this program.

The Tory program would have in effect provided - if
one could put it charitably - token amounts of assis-
tanceto larger numbers of middleincome homeowners
whose need was questionable in the first place, while
notproviding adequate levels of assistancetothosein
really true hardship cases, and now you have the
temerity to accuse us ofspreading the dollars too thin.

In fact, it'sclearthatourprogram, by utilizing the 30
percent income threshold, is the better targeted pro-
gram in terms of providing assistance to those in most
need. It is your proposal which amounted to nothing
more than a cynical effort to buy votes from a broad
cross section of households who thought they might
be experiencing some additional difficulties in meet-
ing their new mortgage payments and would still be
able to fairly comfortably, within the 30 percent
income criterion used by the mortgage lenders them-
selvesto determine affordability, and they could meet
those payments yet.

Mr. Chairman, in the numbers of cases that have
been approved to date, and we've been trying to deal
with some of the hardship cases, the average monthly
pay out under this program has been $140 a month of
assistance provided to date, already $15 a month
more than anyone would have been eligible under
your previously announced program to those people
who have qualified, and the experience is there. So
you have the gall to come here and suggest that
somehow it's not helping anyone and when we said it
would only help those in the greatest need and that's
what we've tried to accomplish, really trying to use
so-called Tory logic. Now the Tories are saying no,
you should spread it out even further. Well, Mr.
Chairman, they want to be on both sides of the fence.
Sometimes being'on both sides of the fence you get
torn apart in the middle. Maybe that's what's happen-

2924

ing to them internally.

So, Mr. Chairman, those arguments that they have
put forward about assisting people, the Member for
Sturgeon Creek should well realize what his program
meant in terms of what announcements they were
making and what benefits and who they would go to.
He talks about spreading them too thin, Mr. Chairman.
He should go back and analyze the announcements
that they made, talking about someone who was ill-
prepared to make those announcements. It was your
administration and your party who was ill-preparedto
make thatkind of announcement and that's why you
made it as a last-ditch effort before the election was
concluded.

MR.F.JOHNSTON: Well, Mr. Chairman, the Minister
keeps talking about last-ditch efforts and | would refer
tothe factthatinterestrateswere high when they were
6 percent; interestrates were high when they were 10
percent; they were high when they were 12 percent.
They're always high, but in the last year-and-a-half
interest rates doubled. That's what the N.D. Party
didn’t take into consideration, that they doubled and
there were people out there in homes that had them
doubled when they refinanced their homes. They
doubled.

Our program basically said that anybody that refi-
nanced their mortgage and it was more than 14 per-
cent, we would pay 75 percent of the difference up to
20 percent and, with the $40,000.00. We were taking
into consideration that people gothit hard in the last
year-and-a-half. That's what we were taking into con-
sideration. We were taking into consideration that
therewere young peoplethathad boughthomes, who
had budgeted to buy a home, pay $325a month mort-
gage and when it was renewed it was $650.00. We
didn't say to them the fact that 30 percent of your
income — we were basically saying that in the last
year-and-a-half mortgages have doubled and that's
what the N.D. Party didn’t take into consideration.

They have gone on with theirprogram and | can tell
you sincerely thatthere are people out there, regard-
less of what theirincome was —(Interjection)— let's
not get carried away about income. Let's get carried
away about the fact that in a year-and-a-half their
mortgages doubled; they doubled. The Minister is
saying to me that we shouldn’t be considerate of the
fact that it did double. They went on a program that
said 30 percent; | know how the program was brought
forward. The programwasbrought forward to you by
a person who was probably one of the better known,
and I mightsaytothe Ministerone of the better known
people who have knowledge about housing in this
country. He's sitting beside you; his name is Saul
Schubert. He knows more about housing than most
people at this table.

HON. B. URUSKI: He didn’'t develop your program.

MR. F. JOHNSTON: Yes. But | can say to you sin-
cerely that when the program was developed, you
absolutely —(Interjection)— | can say to you sin-
cerely that the development of the program was well
thought out, but you absolutely forgot thatin a year-
and-a-half mortgages doubled within this province.
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HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the
Honourable Member for Sturgeon Creek’s comments.
Ithink if he would have consulted with thepeople who
he says were consulted, then you may have had a
program. Mr. Chairman, the fact of the matter is and
he makes the case that some mortgages doubled,
notwithstandingthathappening, howcantheMember
for Sturgeon Creek stand here and say that if my
mortgage is doubled | can only receive under our
program,the Tory program, $125permonthbased on
criteria and under the NDP program | can receive up
to $275 per month based on what portion of my
income goes towards mortgage payments.
—(Interjection)— Well, Mr.Chairman, talk about . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order.

HON. B. URUSKI: . . . spreading the pie too thin. It
was his Deputy Leader, the Member for Fort Garry,
who accused us of spreading the limited amount of
money too thin, talk about the Member for Tuxedo
who indicated that our program was inflationary, talk
about spreading money all over the place and of not
benefiting those people in greatest need, atleast now
you can acknowledge that you're admitting that your
program was only there to broad brush, not really to
help people who really needed help, people in the
greatest need.

Youwerewillingto sacrifice one ofthosehousehold
workers who may have lost their job, their mortgage
has doubled and the portion of their income towards
their mortgage payments, went above the 30 percent
rates. Notwithstanding that, they could only receive a
benefit of $125 a month from your program; notwith-
standingthat, you werepreparedtosay, oh,sorry, but
we're going to give it to many more people but we're
not going to give them as much, even though those
are in desperate need. That's whatyou'rereally admit-
ting and | appreciate that.

MR.F.JOHNSTON: Well, Mr. Chairman, the Minister
put his finger on it or has admitted veryclearly in his
statement that our program recognized that every-
body who had their mortgages doubled - and they did
double in the year-and-a-half - needed assistance.
You are saying that people that had their mortgages,
there was a percentage of themthatdidn’t need help. |
submit to you very sincerely that everybody that had
their mortgages doubled need somesort of consider-
ation. If the Minister wants to take a look atit from that
point of view, | guess that we don't really have much
more to discuss.

| am saying to you very sincerely that anybody that
had their mortgage doubled, that was working on a
budget, living in a home, raising a family, should be
deserving of some consideration by a program that
the government put out. What the Minister is saying
very very clearly, Mr. Chairman, is what the previous
Premier of this province said, is, | don't give a damn
who drives a Cadillac or a Lincoln or what have you
and | guess that may be true, but he was completely
eliminating people who had their mortgages doubled
from the point of view that they may be able to afford
it. Nobody can afford adoubling in a year-and-a-half if
they're budgeting.
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HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, just one small
comment. Mr.Chairman,when | saidthat*“noonecan
afford” - and- he can comment later on — if the
member doesn’t accept that if a family's income
exceeds the normal lendingcriteria where their mort-
gage payments exceed 30 percent of their gross
income, then they would be not in that great difficulty
in terms of being able to absorb increases in their
mortgage rates. But if their housing shelter costs
exceed the 30 percentile range of theirincome, then
they arethe ones in the greatest need because thatis
pretty well the acceptable cutoff limitastohow much
of one's income should go towards shelter. If he
doesn't acceptthat and says to me, if | own a house
while my mortgage payments are 10 percent of my
income and they've doubled and they now go to 20
percent of my income, the member is saying to me
that notwithstanding that, | should receive assistance
even though I'm still well below the criterion that is
normally accepted by financial lending institutions to
say that 30 percent is about the maximum that we will
loan you money on in terms of your income, towards
your mortgage payments. If he is saying that we
should give assistance to those who don't reach that
criteria then of course, Mr. Chairman, | guess we have
a difference of opinion there.

| say that those people'who'do not reach that thre-
shold, while their mortgage payments may have
doubled, if they have sufficient income to meet that
incomeversus mortgage paymentratio, thenthere'sa
difference of opinion.

MR.F.JOHNSTON: There'saverydefinite difference
of opinion and thereis no questionaboutthat. | would
takeayoungcouplewhohavebudgetedtobuy anew
home, both working, and felt that they could handle
the mortgage very sincerely and takinginto consider-
ation their family, their expenses and working their
way up in the world, etc., whatever it may be, butl am
saying that in a year-and-a-half - and that's what this
government forgot, completely forgot - that mort-
gages doubled in a year-and-a-half and put an awful
lotof peopleintovery sincereproblems and thoseare
the people, all of them, who havegot problems andthe
Minister keeps relating the fact of 10 percent, 20 per-
cent. | relate the fact that the mortages doubled,
period, in a year-and-a-half and there has to be con-
sideration given to them.

If the Provincial Government is going to give con-
sideration to assistance on mortgage rates because
they went up too high, | think there has to be consid-
eration on the basis of all mortgage rates that have
beenrenewed andthey havedoubled in ayear-and-a-
half. In other words, when you are paying $325 a
month and you went to $650 a month, are you telling
methatthose peoplearenotlooking toward somesort
of assistance? Really, I'm not going to convince the
Minister because he's got hisideology onone particu-
lar program; | have mine. | say that you have not taken
into consideration the fact that the NDP Government
has been critical of the increase in interest rates that
have been caused in this country. The NDP keeps
saying that we were in favour of interest rates and
they've never been able to show me anything where
we were in favour of them. In fact, | have looked up the
clauses in Hansard that they referred to. | showed
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them to the Member for Inkster one day by the pre-
vious Minister of Finance, it doesn't say that at all.
—(Interjection)— Well, it's there to be read. Well, the
Minister of Resources, | will get him the clause and
show it to him tomorrow.

It was never said at any time that the Progressive
Conservative Party in Manitoba was in favour of high
interestrates. It's just another one of those statements
that comes from the top of “say anything” and | can
assure you that's not what was said. There was no
favouritism by the Progressive Conservative Party in
Manitoba about high interest rates. We basically said
when we got down to working on housing that people
who had their mortgages doubled, whoever they may
be, should probably need some help.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me just comment by finish-
ing up, as saying this, the program that you have for
small business - and | put into this that there are 34
approved, 24 rejected, 176 approvals to come forward
- are you really telling me that you are going to assist
80 percent of the businesses in this province? | bet
you 80 percent of the businesses do less than $365,000
ayear. Are you reallyunder this program, when you've
only got 34 approved for $400,000 assist, 80percentof
the businesses in this province? | assure you that
you're not going to be doing it at all.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: Mr. Chairman, I've been trying to
get my head around all the ideas that are floating
around, | know there is one. The member opposite
says I'm out of touch but | keep thinking back to what
the meaning of his comments are, that if you've had
your interest rates doubled or your mortgage costs
doubled, it doesn't matter what your income, it's hard
and you should be helped by government.

| guess | have two partsto the comments I'd like to
make. One is, | can't somehow accept that to have
doubled your income if you are over $30,000 a family,
say, two young people with $20,000, $25,000 income
each, who experience a doubling of their mortgage
rate, | can't somehow feel that their hardship is on a
par with some family that's under $30,000, say $20,000,
and experiences a doubling of interest rate on their
housing because the kind of thing they're going to
have to give up is adequate food. It's maybe new boots
and winter clothing for their children, it's even bus
fare,letaloneanewcaroratrip, whereas people atthe
upper end, when they have an extra pressure on their
housing expenditures, Mr. Chairperson, what they
have to give up is the special trip ortheextraset of new
clothes. It's so disproportionate. It just doesn't make
sense to me, if you're in touch with the varieties of
people out there, the range of income that they actu-
ally earn, to say that doubling of mortgage rates hits
everybody equally, it seems to me quite ludicrous.

The other comment I'd like to make is that | don't
know whether the Conservatives ever sat down and
said that they were in favour of high interest rates.
What I do think they have said, though, is that if gov-
ernment would just back off a little and get out of the
way that somehow the market system would correct
itself, that we would have prosperity again and every-
thing would be hunky-dory-and yet, here we have high

interest rates. | don't hear them saying, look at the
question of whytheyhave rapidlyrisinginterest rates,
and instead of them wanting to hearken back to that
great corrective process of the marketplace, what are
they calling for? They're calling for government - gov-
ernment hear this - to give handouts to people at
dcuble, triple and quadruple the rate that we would
propose or feel we could afford.

Somehow it seems to me that their logic goes off in
two completely opposite directions and | don't think
it's ever going to meet. | think their approach to the
problem lacks any coherence and | finally decided
that's why I'm having difficulty making sense of it, so
instead of sitting here scratching my head and trying
to square the circle, I'm just going to really sit back
and rather feel sorry for the fact that they have such an
incoherent and inconsistent approachtothe problem.

ljust did wantto comment briefly, there was arefer-
ral earlier on to a civil servant. As | understand the
proper procedures in these committees, Mr. Chair-
person, and in the House, that we elected people take
responsibility for programs as they're developed or
not developed and that we don't name, blame, praise
or whatever the civil servants, that we're responsible
for what we ask them to do and for approving or
disapprovingofwhat they propose, sol wouldjustask
that it be noted in therecord thatit's inappropriate to
name a civil servant. | seem to be assisted here by the
Member for Lakeside. —(Interjection)— A quote from
Mao, “But women hold up half the sky” - that's my
favorite. I'll observe the quotation at my leisure, Mr.
Chairperson.

| do submit that there may be a joke intended here,
butthatreally theissuewe're talking aboutis a serious
issue. We're talking about money, access to housing,
food, shelterandjobs. Wehaveoneanalysisastowhy
we've got the problems and one set of proposals to
curethem. | wish | could hear morefromthe otherside
aboutwhattheiranalysisisandwhattheirproposalis
to improve it. Instead, what we're getting is
—(Interjection)— but the point is there's an integrity
to Opposition, where you don't just attack from the
left, theright, the top, the bottom, inside out. | respect
an Opposition that comes from a consistent point of
view, takes the problem seriously and the real suffer-
ing or life experiences of people out there and
attempts to adjust those problems, evenif they're not
in a position to implement. | welcome that kind of
constructive criticism, but I tell you, if | getcompletely
contradictory recommendations and analysis, | will
cease to have much respect for the role of the
Opposition.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Sturgeon Creek.

MR.F.JOHNSTON: Mr. Chairman, Iwillbeverybrief.
The last comments of the Minister regarding the
comments of mine about a civil servant - usually we
are criticized because we are critical of a civil servant -
I thought | was very complimentary of that civil ser-
vant and | would continue to be complimentary of that
particular person or man, never mind this person bus-
iness. What the Minister has been saying regarding
housing, she doesn't really care about anybody get-
ting ahead in this world. There are young people who
have decided to move ahead in the world, they bought
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a house, they budgeted, they knew that they were
going to have to work hard for four or five years to be
able to get themselves on a plane, that they could
affordit,and allofasuddenin ayear-and-a-half mort-
gage rates doubled and it put them in a position of
either having to fall back.

The Minister's statements really say to me that
nobody should try to get ahead in this world. We
wouldn’t be sitting here today talking about mortgage
rates, we wouldn't be sitting here talking about assis-
tance for mortgage rates to people in the Province of
Manitoba if interest rates hadn't doubled in a year-
and-a-half. It doubled; it was an emergency situation
that everybody was involved in and everybody got
hurt by. The only people who didn't get hurt by it are
old dogs like me who haven't got a mortgage. —
(Interjection)— I tell you this very sincerely, there's a
hell of a lot of young people out there today that tried
to get ahead in the world, tried to make their little
nichein lifealittle bit better because they worked hard
todoso and gottheir mortgage rates doubled and that
wasn't taken into consideration, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Tuxedo.

MR. G. FILMON: Thankyou, Mr. Chairman. I'd like to
ask, whichever Minister is prepared to answer, how
the figure of $350,000 gross sales was arrived at as a
means of delineating between those businesses that
should qualify for assistance and those thatshouldn't?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: That figure was arrived at by the
latestincometaxfigures forearnings forthe business
sector and was in extrapolation from the data availa-
ble. We did say, when describing the small business
program, thatit was the program where datawas most
difficult to obtain and we did get the co-operation of
the banks in giving us quite accurate information.
We've made the bestguess we can on the basis of data
available. We looked at a cutoff, as | said, the 80 per-
cent of small businesses do have gross earnings of
$350,000 or under. Indesigning the program we didn't
expect 100 percent take-up; there is another percent
of expected take-up, so it was a sort of progressive
design.

MR.G.FILMON: That'shelpful, Mr.Chairman, | think
we'reontosomething; 80percentofthebusinessesin
Manitoba have gross earnings of $350,000 or less or
gross incomes of $350,000 or less?

HON. M. SMITH: Gross sales.

MR. G. FILMON: Gross sales, okay. Does the Minister
suggest that the relationship between gross income
ornetincome is the same in all businesses for whom
the gross sales are $350,000.00?

HON. M. SMITH: I'm not sure that | heard all of your
question. The gross sales figure - we used the data
from the Manitoba Business Register.

MR. G. FILMON: Sorry, Mr. Chairman, may | just
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repeat that? Does the Minister suggest that the rela-
tionship between grossincome and netincome will be
approximately the same among all businesses for
whom the gross sales is $350,000.00?

HON.M. SMITH: No, but itwas felt that was one ofthe
criteriathat could belooked at by the board because
the financial distress criteria would help deal with
some of the other variables.

MR. G. FILMON: Can the Minister tell me, or her staff
advisers, what is considered to be the gross sales for,
say, a travel agency? Is it the total amount of travel
that they book through the agency or is it the total
amount of commissions that they receive?
—(Interjection)—

HON. M. SMITH: That's precisely the point.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order, order. The Minister of Eco-
nomic Development.

HON. M. SMITH: The .definition that we're using
wouldbethetotaltravel sales. We'dbeusingthesame
measurements that are being used in the Income Tax
and the Business Register because that was the basis
on which 80 percent was . . .

MR. G. FILMON: Okay, well, that's very interesting
because | just want to point out the real weaknesses
and pitfalls of the manner that they've taken as a very
very broad brush sort of gross view of the business. If
she were to use the figure of the total travel that an
agency booked as the gross sales that agency, out of
$350,000 of travel booked, would only receive $35,000
to pay the entire cost of its rent, its light, heat, power,
utilities, salaries and everything else. So there is no
agency short of a one person operation that could
possibly qualify for any assistance in this province,
whereas presumably if . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order, order. The Member for
Tuxedo.

MR. G. FILMON: | think the Minister asked for some
valid assessment and analysis of herprogramand I'm
tryingtodothatin asrationala manner as|can. If they
used, forinstance, the total amount of insurance that
somebody sold -likesomebodysold me one policy for
coverage of all of my business holdings, so on and so
forth, for $400,000for which the commission might be
$1,000 - if they used that as the basis then one policy
would eliminate all of theinsurance . . . Now, | don't
assume that they did that, | would assume that they
would consider that the gross sales of an insurance
agency would be the grosscommissions, okay.SoI'm
saying to you that there's a vast difference because
now we have an insurance agency whose gross com-
missionsare $350,000asthe limiting factorforwhether
ornotit'seligible for assistance and, ifso,thenyou're
talking about a very substantial agency that might
employ a dozen people, have a nice downtown office
and all sorts of other amenities, so there's an entirely
different approach. If you then takethatinto a com-
parison between a store in a mall such as Polo Park
that is selling blue jeans, try and use the gross sales
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figure of $350,000 and equate that to what they might
be paying, you might find an entirely different aspect
of profitability of business or netincome.

What I'm saying toyouis that the figure of $350,000
is a totally unrealistic yardstick to apply on a broad-
brush basis to everybody for the basis of comparison
or decisions as to whether or not they receive assist-
ance. More particularly, it probably eliminates the
very people who should be in consideration for assis-
tance today because it's the people who, in order to
stay in business, have to carry an inventory. So if
you're using an agency income, such as aninsurance
agency, where they carry no income, where there
really is very little justification for them having any
bank loan whatsoever. You may be giving them help
because they carry a small operating loan, but you
may be ignoring the very people who have to carry
inventory in order to have their very lifeblood exist-
ence, and in fact | suspect that you are.

In fact, | suspect that the criteria by virtue of the
$350,000 as a gross figure and a broad-brush approach
will virtually ensure that people in retail and wholesale
businesses, who should reasonably expect to have
some assistance, because now it's the cost of their
carrying an inventory which has doubled by virtue of
the interest rates doubling in a year-and-a-half, that
has seen so many of them go out of business. That's
why all the stores on Portage Avenue are closing their
doors and I'm sorry for exaggerating, why | mean
significant numbers of stores on Portage Avenue, sig-
nificant numbers of stores and retail businesses, jean
stores and on and onand on, hardwaresand agribusi-
ness, car dealerships, machinery dealerships, fertil-
izersales and so on and so forth, anybody who carries
inventory of any sort is now faced with a massive
problem that has changed dramatically in a year-and-
a-half. | say that your program doesn't address that
whatsoever by virtue of that 350,000 cutoff and the
people who are going to get assistance under it are
probably people who shouldn't have bank loans for
any justifiable reason, for the most part anyway.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: Well, until the last comment | was
really appreciating the thoughtful analysis from the
Member for Tuxedo, but the last comment has left me
quite astonished. He's really saying that 80 percent of
the small businessesin Manitobareally shouldn’tsur-
vive the current difficult times. —(Interjection)— Well,
he said that the ones that come under the $350,000
shouldn't get help from banks.

Now, we'readdressing the problem of 80percentof
the firms by number, most of which we know will have
fewer than four employees. The reason they were
selected as the group that had the greatest trouble
was because they have had more difficulty getting
loans from banks; they don't qualify for Small Busi-
ness Development Bond. Now in fact, of the group
that we havebeenapproving, we havethewholerange
of types of business, admittedly the small ones.

Now when it comes to the larger ones, we know the
programis broad brush, thatitisn't refined in terms of
selecting all the variations that the Member for Tuxedo
has quite helpfully identified. Thatis onereason why
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we have putin aboard, to build in some of thatanaly-
sisand discretionary power.We'veasked theboardto
very carefully identify for us what the unmet needs are
of the people who don't qualify under the current
criteria, so we can either vary the criteria or start to
design other programs to meet their needs.

We know that we're seeing many of the bankrupt-
cies that are occurring now aren't because of poor
management, they're caught in the whole chain of
events with high inventory costs. But frankly, that is
why we've been critical of a marketplace economic
structure and why we've been trying to put in place a
more planned economy where we can trim off some of
these ups and downs and planthings out over alonger
period of time so that nobody, no firm, no house-
holder or no farmer should have to go through dou-
bling interest rates in a year, or extraordinarily high
inventory costs because someone down the line
insists that they carry high inventory and so the
would-be purchasers don’t have enough money in
their pockets.

That's our whole criticism of a system that has built
into it, recession and boom as part of its very nature.
Our whole economic critique is that that's a very
inhuman, unfair, unreliable and unacceptable eco-
nomic system. That's why we are doing the emer-
gency programs, beefing up our stimulus totheecon-
omy type programs, our public investment, during
this period oftime and putting in place as quickly as
we're able, some structural changes in the economy,
but we can't convert from what is by and large a
market economy to a more stable, balanced economy
overnight. We're doing what we can in as carefully
thought out and responsible way as we can.

MR. G. FILMON: Well, | can assure the Minister that
they can't convert the economy until they understand
it and they obviously don't understand it by virtue of
their program, which takes such a ridiculous prime
criterionthatdoesn’'tmake anysense whatsoever and
demonstrates a total lack of understanding of whoin
the marketplace is having difficulty and why. All you
had to do was talk to anybody in business and they
would have told you that.

How many people have qualified for assistance
underthat-lknowthefigure wasgivenearlierand|’'ve
lost my notes - under the Small Business . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Agriculture.
HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, 34.
MR. G. FILMON: 34, and what'’s the pay out?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Economic
Development.

HON. M. SMITH: The actual pay out is 139,000.00.
Well, of that, $200,000 will be when people qualify for
their second and third installment and they can
reapply for a second year, so that's the equivalent of
400,000.00.

Now, the program is still escalatingin the number of
applications coming in and the number that are pro-
cessed. When we hit a tapering point, we will then
assess whether we have made our criteriatoo narrow
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or not.

MR. G. FILMON: Can the Minister give us some indi-
cation of what types of businesses those 34 busi-
nesses arein?

HON. M. SMITH: My staffinform methatwehavethe
full range of variety. We have had some clothing con-
cerns, manufacturing of cabinets and machinery,
hotels, construction, restaurants, plumbing business,
grocery stores. So we're getting quite a mix.

MR.G. FILMON: Wheredo you haveretailbusinesses
in there? How many retail businesses do you have or
how many wholesale businesses do you have, both?

HON. M. SMITH: Idon'thavethe breakdownthat fine,
but | can undertake to get it for you.

MR. G. FILMON: Well, it seems to me, Mr. Chairman,
that there's an obvious weakness in there. Did the
Minister say that there would be $400,000 payable to
the 34 businesses that have qualified?

HON. M. SMITH: Potentially, if they reapply for the
second yearof the program.

MR. G. FILMON: So that on average, these busi-
nesses are getting something over $12,000, say?

HON. M. SMITH: $6,000 a year is the maximum.

MR. G. FILMON: Well, | would suggest, Mr. Chair-
man, with all due respect, thatthis is aprogramthatis
notaimedatthetargetthatisandshould expecttobe
in difficulty and should be expected to be in difficulty
because of precisely what | said.

The businesses that are in difficulty are those that
have to carry inventory. The ones that have been
named, aside from the clothing concern - and | don't
know in what manner that person is in the clothing
business -itseems to me thattheyarenotbusinesses
that are carryinginventories andthat'sthe whole crux
of the problem in the marketplace today, is you can't
be in business at retail or wholesale level unless you
haveaselectionofgoodsto offer yourcustomers. You
can'thave an empty store and say, whatdo you want,
I'll order it in. It just doesn't work. Therefore, if you
have to have some inventory on hand, it has to cost
you interest. If it cost you so much last year or a
year-and-a-half ago, it's double today and that's the
difference between beingin businessandbeingoutof
business for 99 percent of those people who are hav-
ing difficulty.

That is where they've entirely missed the market
with this program and | suggest thatitis goingtohave
to be shored up, entirely changed and the criteria are
going to have to be set to fit the need in the market-
place, not to fit some convenient figure that's taken
out of the gross returns that are available from the
computer in Manitoba. | can't believe that a program
would be structured based on such a simple premise.
That's all | have to say. | think it's totally ineffective.

HON. M. SMITH: Yes. Well, | don't know whether the
Member for Tuxedo has a recommendation for what
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he would do.

We said that we were going to enable the smaller
businesses who have no other method of assistance
to getsome lifeline for a while. With some of thelarger
ones that have inventory problems, in some cases
we've been able to help them refinance because of
knowing a few more of the ropes, asit were, in terms of
where they can go. In some cases, by helping them to
manage theirinventory alittle better, you can provide
another bit of assistance.

The combination of where we, instead of backing
off in the economy where we've raised minimum
wage, kept our social services going, increased our
publicinvestmentby 40 percent and have done some
straighteconomic stimulus things, we feel the combi-
nation of those economic measures, as well as some
redistributive work through the tax system, is the best
that we can do in the current economic situation, but
we see as the problem the underlying economic sys-
temthatwe're operatingunder, atleast initsunplanned
aspects of it. So, as | say, | think our analysis and our
approachtothelongertermproblems hangstogether
and has some toughness and integrity to it, but we
don'tunderestimate thesize,the complexity, the diffi-
culty of the problem we're dealing with. Of course, it's
enormous.

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Chairman, | wonder if | could
askwhichever Ministerchoosestoanswer,how many
applications have been approved under the housing
component of the scheme.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister responsible for
Housing.

HON. A. MACKLING: Yes, Mr. Chairman, 430 appli-
cations have been received; 118 approved; 60 not
approved; 252 still in process.

MR. G. FILMON: What is the amount that has been
committed of the 118 approved?

HON. A. MACKLING: The amount in dollars?
MR. G. FILMON: Yes, for the first year, | suppose.

HON. A. MACKLING: Well, | don't know whether we
can project that, whether we have the dollar figure on
that. You know there's so much permonth and thenif
the projection is fortheyear . . .

MR. G. FILMON: There's 12 months in a year.

HON. A. MACKLING: If the 118 that have been
approved are on the program for a full two years, that
would involve $350,000.00.

MR. G. FILMON: | believe that the Minister of Agricul-
ture in earlier addressing the magnitude of this pro-
gram indicated that the universe that were eligible in
the government’s view, within the criteria that have
been structured, is 5,800to 5,900 homeowners. Is that
correct?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Minister.
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HON. B. URUSKI: That's if there was a full take-up
underthe programataninterestrateof 18.25 percent.

MR. G. FILMON: Well, | think the Minister said that
there were 5,800 homeowners who were eligible. Is
that true or is that not true?

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | gave the member
the exact figure in terms of how many would be eligi-
ble at that interest rate that | gave him. Depending
where interest rates are, it could vary anywhere from
3,000 to 8,000, depending where the interest rates
would go at any point in time in terms of the program,
but at an 18.25 percent interest rate, | gave him the
figure of between 5,800 and 5,900. That is correct.

MR. G. FILMON: What does the Minister consider is
the operative interest rate today?

HON. B. URUSKI: In and around between 18 and 18.5
percent.

MR. G. FILMON: You're saying at today's interest
rate, it's 5,800t0 5,900 people eligible and that we have
approved 118 and we've received 480 applications,
okay. There'skinks in every program says the Member
for Dauphin.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr.Chairman, the member should
knowthatthere havebeen 4,000 applicationssentout.

MR. G. FILMON: Thank you for that information, Mr.
Chairman. We've got several of themthatwe ordered
for people in our caucus room. At what interest rate
would there be 8,000 people eligible for assistance
under the plan?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Mr. Minister. Could you repeat the
question please?

HON. B. URUSKI: I'm sorry | didn't hear you.

MR. G. FILMON: Earlier he talked about between
3,000 and 8,000 depending on, | think, interest rates
and other factors. What factors would make 8,000
people eligible for assistance under the plan?

HON. B. URUSKI: Well, the interest rate would be at
least 20 percent or more during the two-year period
and over the whole period.

MR. G. FILMON: 20 percent, okay, and was the
350,000 projected figure for two years?

HON. B. URUSKI: Yes.

MR. G.FILMON: So, if 118 approvals commit $350,000
worth of funds, somebody with a calculator could
assist me as to what 5,900 approvals would commit
and | suggest that it is well beyond anything . . .

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, the member should
realize that of those applications that are here, these
are probably the hardship cases in terms of the cases
in greatest need, thateveryone won'treceive the max-
imum benefit or that benefit, but it will vary some-
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where between the range of a minimum of $10 a
month in terms of eligibility to the maximum of $275
per month.

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Chairman, is that because the
hardship cases have been selected first out of the 480
that have applied or why?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister responsible for
Housing.

HON. A. MACKLING: Well, Mr. Chairman, obviously
the hardship cases aretheonesthataregoingto beon
our doorstep first. They're the ones whose homes are
threatened with foreclosure if we don't act and the
programis workinginrespectto 118 applicants who'd
otherwisebe in trouble. Now I don't see why he should
be critical of that program.

MR. G.FILMON: Mr.Chairman, |I'mnotbeingcritical.
I'm trying to elicit reasonable information so | can
make my analysis of what's happening.

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Chairman, why | used the
term ‘critical’ earlieroninrespectto this same debate,
he talked about our programs being inflationary.

MR. G.FILMON: Mr. Chairman, I'm glad thatthe Min-
isterhasrepeated that false statement that wasearlier
madeby the Minister of Agriculture. | didnotrefer to
this program as being inflationary. | referred to this
government's Estimates as beinginflationary because
they are 18 percent over last year'sexpenditures and
will inevitably, with the settlement of the MGEA and
the doctors thrown in, be 20 percent over. | regard
anybody, whether they be business, personal life, ora
government that says that they're going to spend 20
percent morethis yearthanthey didlastyear as being
inflationary and governments, asleaderswhoare try-
ing to convince people that they should live within
their means, going over the CPI by over 7 percent in
one year, are absolutely being inflationary andirres-
ponsible in their spending, there is no question about
that, but | am not singling out this program as being
inflationary. This may be one of the programs that |
think has some merit depending on how it's run.
Now, getting back to the point at hand, Mr. Chair-
man, | would think that if the Minister would check
with his department he would find that the applicants
who applied for SAFER and SAFFR did not necessar-
ily come in, in those who were eligible for the maxi-
mum amounts first. | don’t think that had much to do
with it; it had to do with their knowledge of the pro-
gram, their knowledge of the eligibility process, their
knowledge of the application process, so on and so
forth. It wasn't automatically those whowerein grea-
test need who applied first. In fact, we had the whole
range of people who were eligible from a matter of $5
up to amatter of the maximum per month all the way
through the program and they came in random form.
So | don't think that the Minister's suggestion that,
ergo, because the first 118 came in and the 350,000, all
the rest will be very minimal. That's not so at all and
they won't even tail off in terms of their need. There
will still be people in need a year from now who find
out that they are eligible for the program, they meet
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the criteria, so on and so forth.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister responsible for
Housing.

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Chairman, that's why | will
not be critical of the previous government when it
spent money advertising this SAFFR and the SAFER
Programs. We have spent money advertising the
Interest Rate Relief Programs and | trust that money
won't be criticized as inflationary spending and so on
because we think that people have to know about
these programs. It's true that a lot of people don't
know about their entitlement to the programs, but the
point that we make is that the people who are threa-
tened with the loss of their home, they find out about
the program because we are giving the informationto
the banks and the lending institutions when the mort-
gage is beingdemanded. We aredoingourbestto get
to the people who are in trouble; we are dealing with
the crisis cases in those numbers and the dollar take-
up is much higher.

It's true there will be people that may be entitled to
some marginal relief right now that aren’t getting it,
butthe design of this whole program in all three areas
isto help people who are otherwise going to lose their
assets because of the critical high interest rates. We
think the program is being very successful to that
extent. It'scertainly not going to help everyone to the
extentthat we wouldall like because we're limited in
funds.

MR. G. FILMON: Mr. Chairman, | suggest that the
government's figures of 5,800 to 5,900 are a horrible
exaggeration. | suggest that the criteria will not
necessarily ensure that those who should -deserve
assistance in preventing them fromlosing theirhomes
will get the assistance. | suggest that there will be pits,
loopholes and cracks that people will fallbetweenasa
result of the criteria that have been laid out that will
cause aproblem. We'll giveit the opportunity to prove
its merits as the year goes by but | believe that, based
ontheinitial returns, there are problems showing up. |
would hope that this government will be alert to the
problems and ensure thatin their desire to showhow
much they are doing they haven't ignored the people
who really deserve assistance.

HON. A. MACKLING: Mr. Chairman, | know that in
the estimates that were provided by the previous
administration in respect to SAFER and SAFFR, they
estimated that there would be much greater take-up,
but the estimates were never reached because,
although the numbers may be right, the people don't
know about the program.|I'm notcriticizing the media;
I'm not criticizing anyone. Some people just don't
learnabouttheseprogramsandittakesagooddeal of
government concern through continued advertising
to get across to people these programs arethere. As |
say, I'm not critical, I'm not critical about what hap-
pened with the previous administration's advertising
orthefactthatall of the expected take-up,whatdidn't
occur in respect to SAFFR and SAFER, and | don't
think that we should be supersensitive about not a full
take-up, at this time, of Interest Rate Relief Programs.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Lakeside.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Chairman, | was prompted to want
to getinto thedebatebecause of the point of clarifica-
tion being made by the Minister of Economic Devel-
opment but, since that point in time, let me simply put
afew observations on the record from back home at
the ranch. Mr. Chairman, if the government and the
Ministers involved are sensitive or feelthatthe Oppo-
sition is being unrealistic or indeed unreasonable in
their expectations of the kind of help that farmers,
homeowners, businesses, were led to believe would
be available to them under this program then, Mr.
Chairman, let there be no misunderstanding about
why. My colleague, the Member for Pembina, prior to
the supper hour adjournment got into a little bit of a
hassle here. It wasn't his words that he was using, he
was reading and repeating documented statements
made by the New Democratic Party, by their spokes-
man, by principally their Leader, now Premier, in what
| would have to say, in my 16, 17 years of politics,
surpasses by far the most blatant promises made in
any of the five elections that I've beeninvolved in by a
political party seeking office.

Mr. Chairman, the documentation was there. |
appreciate what takes place during election cam-
paigns, but there was none of the program develop-
ment taking place or explained that would take place,
as we're now hearing from the different Ministers
explaining the limitations of the program, in fact,
some of the mechanical problems in administrating
these programs as pointed out very capably by the
Member for Tuxedo. No, Mr. Chairman, they were
very straightforward comprehensive statements, not
about talking as the Minister of Economic Develop-
ment now says about reaching a percentage of people
in trouble. By the way, we assume, so readily and so
easily, her figures of percentages - 80 percent of the
businesses that are in trouble, 70 percent of the
farmers having troubles:"Wehaven'tasked, | suppose
wecould start. I think the Member for Tuxedo ina very
short questioning period showed how questionable
the use ofthose kind of figures can be, thekind of data
base that the Minister has used in the formulation of
this program in terms of reaching those people in
need.

Mr. Chairman, I'm notgoingto argue those figures, |
just simply mentioned that's questionable to begin
with. Eventhen -1 havetocometothis point-she says
but it was never our intent to help those people who
were friendly to us. —(Interjection)— That's exactly
what she said and herclarification only reiterated that.
That, Mr. Chairman, unfortunately reminds of —
(Interjection)— no, no —(Interjection)— | sat in the
House, and the public record and the Hansard will
show where a Leader of the New Democratic Party, a
Premier of this province, says | don't want any repres-
entation from south of the river. | don't want any of
those people in the southwest corner of Manitoba; |
don’'t want anybody represented by the gold dust
twins of River Heights, were the actual phrases used
by aPPremierandLeaderofthe New Democratic Party.
That's the kind of garbage thateven in amotherly way,
| get from the Minister of Economic Development.
—(Interjection)— Yes, you may have to qualify that a
little bit, butHansard will show that she said thatitwas
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our fault that we perhaps, associate with that 20 or 30
percent of farmers who are in just as great trouble,
whose businesses are going bankrupt, whose farms
are being lost because of high interest rates, but
because they happen to be friendly to us and because
their sales are over $70,000.00. Mr. Chairman, Hans-
ard will record what the Minister has said, not once,
but then has, on a point of order, on a point of clarifica-
tion, took a point in time to try to clarify it. Mr. Chair-
man, that's fine, that's not at issue here.

Whatis atissue is the points raised by my colleague,
the Member for Pembina. It was on that basis that
the New Democratic Party went to the election in
November of this year. It was that material that was
mailed to every householder in my constituency that
said that every home, that every farm, that every busi-
ness would besaved from the ravages of high interest
rates. Mr. Chairman, it went further than that, it
said: “We will not need highertaxationora 1.5 payroll
taxto fund that. The profits of ManOil, thatwe'veyetto
create, is going to do that; the profits of Hydro that is
now reporting and telling the government that they
are looking at a $60 million - $70 million deficit is
goingtofundthe money forthat government.” Thatis
thekind of nonsense and irresponsible electioneering
thattook place in an election that I'll remind you, Mr.
Chairman, where the decision was decided by a mere
three percentage points of the popular vote; 44 per-
cent voted Conservative, 47 percent voted NDP.

Mr. Chairman, | make the case that, at a time of
acute frustrationin the general population, at a time of
hardship, atatime when people are going bankrupt, at
atime where businesses are being lost, those kind of
promises surely have aring of hope and aring of faith
and certainly, in my judgment, influenced a goodly
number of voters, as well they should.

Mr. Chairman, | won't abuse the privilege, but |
could go beyond that. They made other outrageous
promises. They made promises that said that no one
will be laid off in this Province of Manitoba without 12
months’ notice. Thatis such a nonsensical, irrespon-
sible promise when members opposite say: “Well
what are you promising?” | can tell you, we never
made those kind of promises. (Interjection)— We had
no deal signed as you know.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order.
MR. ENNS: Mr. Chairman, do | have the floor?
MR. CHAIRMAN: Yes.

MR. ENNS: Wesaidthat we hoped that with the major
developmenttakingplacewith Alcan, with Limestone,
with potash, that some of our problems could be
resolved. Read the literature. We did not say that no
business was going to go bankrupt, nobody was
going to be laid off without 12 months’ notice, that no
farmer was going to lose his farm. Sir, we didn't make
those kind of promises. Those kind of promises were
being made by this present government and they're
going to have tolive with them. Like my dear aunt, who
is waiting for me to pass the rent control bill, because
she’s assured that, for the next four years, like the
Hydro freeze, there will be no increase in rental rates
anywhere in Winnipeg, and | will be there to remind

her of that. That is the expectation of this government,
no 9 percent, no 4 percent, there will not bea 2 percent
raise in housing costs once we pass that bill. That is
the expectation that you have raised and our job will
be to keep you honest about that. —(Interjection)—
Thatis amatterofperception. Unfortunately the Rent
Ccntrol Program that was well administered by my
colleague, the former Minister responsible for Hous-
ing that, in effect, and it can be stated, kept rental rate
increases reasonable in this province during the last
two years.

There were exceptions, there were problems, there
were anomalies, but, Mr. Chairman, | will challenge
members opposite at any time to check the record of
those jurisdictions that have, in fact, the kind of rigid
rent control legislation in place, as compared to the
recordthattook place in Manitobaduringtheseyears,
and we'll match that four years from now as to the kind
ofrentincreases thattake place undertherentcontrol
laws. Unfortunately we fell victim to the politics of the
business because, in the perception of the people,
rent control meant freeze. Rent through arbitration,
the different other processes that we set, meant no
control. Mr. Chairman, I'm not being unfair. | know
exactly what has to be done but I'm telling you, that's
what the perception is out there. My job, as a politi-
cian, is going to be to simply reinforce that.

Mr. Chairman, itis thesekinds of promises, thekind
of promises that we have inthis program, that has led
to a level of expectation that is entirely out of touch
with reality, that is going to ensure that this adminis-
tration will be the second one-term administrationin
the Province o f Manitoba.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Arthur.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, some comments
that were made sometime earlier in this Commitee
gave me reason to ask a question of the Minister of
Economic Development. At the particular time that
the comments were made the Premier was in the
Committee at that time and seemed to support and
reiterate the kind of commentsthatweremade. Idon’t
know iftheyreallygotontherecordbutit'saquestion
thatl have;it's afairlyinterestingconcept. Acomment
was madethat one of the reasons the minimum wage
was raised in the Province of Manitoba, that that was a
major stimulus to the economy. Could the Minister of
Economic Development furtherback thatup, and cor-
rect me if | have a misunderstanding, that she really
believes that the increasing of the minimum wage is a
major stimulus to the economy?

MR. CHAIRMAN: Madame Minister.

HON. M. SMITH: The raising of the minimum wage
provides a stimulus to the economy because the
money in the pockets of the people who receive it is
immediately spent on rent and food and clothing and
transportation and all the necessities of life. This pro-
vides the very stimulus that the Member for Sturgeon
Creek was saying that he wanted for small business.
He wanted disposable income in the pockets of peo-
ple so they would spend it at small business. It's not
the only way an economy can be stimulated but it has
the virtue, not only of stimulating the economy but of
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assisting in meeting their basic needs. The very peo-
ple who have the most difficulty with it and that's one
of our prime goals for being in government because
we feel those are the people who deserve, by their
daily labours, the contribution of their time and
energy at whatever work they perform, to have some
share of what the economy produces; so that's our
view of what the interrelationship of increasing min-
imum wage to some stimulusin the economy. It's not
the only kind of stimulus; it's not a large one but,
qualitatively it's very important, particularly to those
people who receive it.

MR. J. DOWNEY: Mr. Chairman, that being the case,
that the Minister subscribes to the principle that a
raising of the minimum wage is a major stimulus to the
economy, then why would the Minister restrict the
increase in the minimum wage to such a small
amount? Whydidn'tsheseeand why hasn't shegiving
alot larger increase to the minimum wage? | think it's
the objective of the New Democratic Party to increase
the economy and stimulate the economy; why would
shesubscribetosuch alowerrate? | can'tunderstand
it. She is, | am sure, a Minister of Economic Develop-
ment and stimulation, as the Minister of Natural
Resources said. If that is the principle she subscribes
to then why would she not increase the minimum
wage even higherif that's the principle?

MR. CHAIRMAN: | think you were getting off track
here.

MR. J. DOWNEY: | agree, Mr. Chairman, | have one
other question.

MR. CHAIRMAN: One other question?

MR. J. DOWNEY: But | think that's something that |
think the Minister should . . .

MR. CHAIRMAN: Possibly at a different time.

MR. J.DOWNEY: ...think she's making thatkind ofa
statement and reassess her principle.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order. Does the Member for Arthur
have another question?

MR. J. DOWNEY: One of the other concerns that |
have, Mr. Chairman, and that is that the Minister of
Economic Development has indicated that there are
70 percent of the farmers eligible for this particular
Interest Rate Relief Programandthatsome80percent
of the small businesses are eligible for this program.
Thatbeingthecase, whywastherejust $10 million put
in the program? As my colleague, the Member for
River Heights, indicated that 5,800 people or small
businesses -I'msorry - homeowners would qualify, 70
percent of the farmers, that being 20,000, approxi-
mately 21,000 people would qualify. How many small
businesses? | can't, for the life of me, figure out how
they couldintroduceaprogramwith agoodintentand
meaning to support people with high interest rates
and now asking for $10 million. Something doesn't
match up.

|, again, go back and whatis supporting is what my
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colleague for Lakeside said, that the Member for
Pembina has said, that wehaveseenamajormislead-
ing of the people of Manitoba. With the comments
they are making, they're saying publicly 70 percent of
the farmers, 80 percent of the homeowners and what-
ever percentage of the small businesses are eligible
for the program - make public, it's been talked about
here all night. Yetwe're only voting $10 million and it's
really perpetuating what | said earlier in Committee,
perpetuating the kind of misleading statements that
were made during the campaign. Here we are, as a
Legislative Committee, supporting the New Demo-
crats and they're misleading.

I'mreally upsetaboutit, Mr. Chairman, becauseitis
not in the best interests of Manitobans. It's not in the
best interests of the security of those people who
would have to do otherthingsto find financial support
when theirmortgage doubles. It'snot good leadership
when it comes to a farmer who is expecting support
when he's going to lose his farm; he should be now. |
have to leave this Committee and say don't live in
hopes of the government helping them because there
is no help. By the time you get through the bureau-
cratic red tape, find out that there aren’'t any funds
there after you do go through the hoops, why mislead
them? Why not come out with astatement? The Minis-
ter of Economic Development has asked for some
positive criticism and I'm saying, why is she continu-
ally telling them that there is support? Why is she
saying, “I'm sorry, it's a last-ditch approach; we have
enough money toserve 250 farmers; we have enough
money to help 250 small business people and 250
homeowners and that's it; we've almost reached our
quotatouseupthe $10 million?” Why doesn'tshedo
that?

The Minister of Agriculture - and | warned him ear-
lier, | said the worst thing he could do was to mislead
the farmers and lose the faith of the farm community.
He's already done it —(Interjection)— no, he's done
that in the farm community with the Beef Program;
he'sdoneit with the Interest RateRelief Program. The
Ministers are asking for constructive criticism. What
I'm saying is come out with a statement saying our
Interest Rate Relief Programis used up; there are no
more funds. We have enough applications, the rest of
you can just go find funds elsewhere. Now | have no
problem with that but come clean, admit that the
Interest Rate Relief Program thattheyintroduced falls
far short of what their election promise was. It falls
further shortofwhatthereal problemsare;ithasbeen
documented here tonight. It falls far short of really
beingofany meaningful supporttothefarmcommun-
ity, to the small business community and to the
homeowner. Itisn't aprogram of any meaningfulness
to anyone in any sense of word that is going to help
them.

So that'swhat | would suggest and ask the Minister
if she wouldn'tdo and the Minister of Agriculture, too.
I think the small business community, the homeowners
and the Minister of Agriculture, | think all those people
who come within those jurisdictions, should be told
tonight. They should be told in a press statement
tomorrow, we haveused up the funds that are availa-
ble. Sorry, we were unable to help you in the way in
which we assessed or thought we could —(Inter-
jection)— well, she's asked for meaningful criticisms
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and suggestions. I'm trying to help her, Ireallyam and
I'm sincere, particularly the Minister of Agriculture,
because I'lltell you, they won't forget. I'm sorry | have
to bring this to their attention - come straight forward
and tell them that the program you've introduced falls
far short of your election promise, even falls far shor-
ter than even attempting to scratch the surface in
attemptingtohelp the problemthatiscreatedbyhigh
interest rates and make a statement tomorrow. | think
that the Minister who asked forthe constructive criti-
cism would be held in a better light.

There's one other comment | have that | think is
worthcommentingon andthatisacommentthe Min-
ister of Agriculture has made. He's made the comment
thatthe Federal Government's Small Business Devel-
opment Loan is a program that’s in place to help the
farm community. I, Mr. Chairman, challenge or request
that the Minister of Agriculture use his office, first of
all, to find out how many Manitoba farmershave been
assisted with the Small Business Development Bond.
How many have been helped, number one? How
many people has he made representation to, to the
Federal Minister of Agriculture? Because | don't know
specifically of any farmers in the last six months or a
year that have received assistance through that pro-
gram? The Minister of Agriculture federally standsup
and hesays, my answer - afterhe bashes at the banks
and after he has a go at Bill Davis because of the
agricultural problems in Ontario - they are now Bill
Davis's problems and first they were the banks and
they were everybody else’s.

Mr. Chairman, | ask the provincial Minister of Agri-
culture to request how many farmers in Manitoba
have received support under the Small Business
Development Bond? How many people he has made
representation to, if, and the Minister led the commit-
tee to believe, | think through the committee to the
farm community, Mr. Chairman, how many farmers
could now expect to apply and get support for that
program becauseit's obvious that the farmers who are
grossing over $70,000 need some support as well? It
isn't within this ministry, within this government, to
getit. So | would hope the least he could do is tell the
farmers if there is any hope of getting money through
the Federal Minister - Small Business Development
BondProgram.Thoseare straightforward questions, |
would think he could answer them.

MR. CHAIRMAN: You'veasked questions of all three
Ministers . . .

MR. J. DOWNEY: That's right, | would hope all three
Ministers could answer.

MR. CHAIRMAN: . . . so I'm not sure which one |
should call, so I'll go to the Minister of Economic
Development first.

HON. M. SMITH: Yes, Mr. Chairperson, | seem to hear
the message from across the way, thatif you can'tdo
everything perfectly right away, do nothing and tell
the public that you're not going to do anything
because it's not worth trying.

Okay, $23 million over 2 years of which because we
had less than a full year remaining this year we put in
$10 million and we've designed the program accord-

2934

ing to what's predictable, what is measurable at the
moment. The usual take-up rate on programslike this,
we got the size of the total group we could help and
whatproportionwerelikely to takeitup and then what
we could afford to give to help. Those figures are as
well designed as we can make them in order to target
what assistance we have. But if the experience in the
firstfive orsix months of the programshowsthatwe're
not getting that pattern, we will moderate the pro-
gram. It's never been claimed to be more than an
emergency program. What we would most like to see
is the disappearance of the necessity for it. We'd like
to have the interest rates come down.

Now, of the small businesses out therethat qualify,
not all of them are in equal difficulty. Some of them
have managed by good guesswork or good calcula-
tion, to have put in a crop, or just managed to acquire
theright mix of machinery, thatthey're able to tighten
their belts and get through the difficult times. Not all
small businesses have precisely the same profit-loss
statement and we recognize that. We recognize that
some are able to manage their way throughit. With the
small businesses, particularly, an essential compo-
nent of the program is the —(Interjection)— just a
minute, you asked a question, here's an answer. If
they receive the counseling where they acquire some
better skills in terms of riding out the difficult times -
not all the problems are resolvable that way, but quite
afeware. Good management cando alot, butcan't do
everything. Sowe've never claimed in the small busi-
ness portion of the program that the money was the
sole aspect of it. The counseling, the access to
resources that they maybe didn't tap before is an
important component.

Now, | don't think we've ever claimed for the pro-
gram more than temporary emergency assistance
while we plan for what is needed next time around. |
hope atthistime next year we can all quite happily say
we didn't need the full 23 million because the interest
rates have come down; we've gone past the worst of
the recession; things are picking up and people are
managing ontheir own. | hopethat's the report we can
make, but we're not in control of all those factors. So
we've designed the best we can with the things that
are knowable and predictable and we're willing to
move in eitherdirection, cuttingbackifit's not neces-
sary or extending or developing the next range of
programs if it should prove necessary within our
means. | think it'sbeena responsible approach to the
program.

If we'd come out with criteria where we'd usedup all
the money in four months and had nothing left for the
rest, that would be irresponsible. If we've made the
criteria too tight so that people can’t qualify and that
we can afford to loosen up, all well and good, we'll be
happy to do that. But we've done, on the basis of the
data that the very few planning people that were
around andcouldaddress the problemcouldcome up
with, thisisthewaywe'vedesignedthe programand |
think we can be quite proud of the work that's gone
into it. That's not to say we think it's perfect or that
we're not going to be improving it as we go.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, the Honourable
Member for Arthur raised a question whether we
made representations. He should recall my comments
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that | said that the federal program was supposed to
be working for businesses and farmers and it was not.
| did make specific proposals and representations to
the Minister of Industry and Commerce, Trade and
Commerce, the Honourable Herb Gray in February
specifically on this very issue and raised theconcerns
-we haddiscussedtheseitems with the financial insti-
tutions in the Province of Manitoba - that therewas no
takeup, that the financial institutions werereluctantto
participate in this program and there were problems
withit that they obviously either were not prepared to
resolve or that there should be amendments made. |
made specific proposals to the Federal Government.
They were not acted upon by them, but we did make
representations directly to the Ministers responsible
in early February when we met with them here in
Manitoba.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Inkster.

MR.D.SCOTT: Thank youvery much, Mr. Chairman.
Idon'twantto gethacklesup. ljustwantto go through
for a couple of minutes and highlight a couple of
concerns that I've had of comments that have been
raised, clarify a few issues as well.

You must go back and recognize that when the
program was brought out initially, and it was initially
announced - and | have the press release from
October 30th. It was given in my constituency; |
should have some idea of what was said in it; it was
given in Tyndall Park. One of the reasons for the
program was the obvious problems that people were
having with high interest rates and we did not have a
Provincial Government at that point in time, prior to
the election, that was interested it seemed in trying to
alleviate the struggles of an awful lot of people, par-
ticularly homeowners, small businesses and farmers
had in relation to the high interest rate policy. We had
the Minister of Finance at the time, Brian Ransom, say
that in supportof highinterestrates- and thisiswhere
he supported highinterest rates with his quote on May
8, 1981, in the Legislature of Manitoba - he stated that
the best advice available today is that the monetary
policy of the Bank of Canadaisbasically sound. Now,
the monetary policy of the Bank of Canada which he
claims is basically sound was one of high interest
rates. So, if that is not saying that a person'’s in favour
ofhighinterest rates, | really don't know what is. The
main challenges that they had at that point was that
they they were challenging the Federal Government
because they were spending too much money and
wanted more acute protracted restraint on behalf of
the Federal Government.

Furthermore, on May 22nd, a couple of weeks later
on, he stated that I am advised” —this is the Minister
of Finance at the time, Brian Ransom, “| am advised
that the consequences of the Central Bank, following
a very different course of action than they are now
following, wouldleadtoanevenworse situation.” And
thatis, onceagain, a statement backing up a federal
policy of high interest rates. Now, we've had a lot of
allegations as to what was promised in our Emer-
gency Interest Rate Relief Program and we had the
headlines of the thing, “Emergency Interest Rate Pro-
gram for Homeowners, Farmers and Businesses” -
“emergency” right on the very top so that people

would not be misled and thinking that they're being
led by some sort of a carrot on a stick during the
election campaign. Atthe end where the most impor-
tant part of the statement is, second paragraph from
the end, Mr. Pawley stated very clearly that the NDP
arenotpreparedtousetax dollars exceptin hardship
cases. There will be no assistance forthose who have
purchased houses well beyond their means in the
selfish hopethatinflation would enrich them. There'll
be no assistance for businesses put in jeopardy by
poor management and there’ll be no assistance for
farms owned by land speculators.

In the campaign | went to people very specifically
and they asked me if they would qualify and | said
basically if you did not buy over your head you will
qualify forassistance when your rate goes up. | talked
to people then who said, well, listen we're looking at
losing our home; I've just lost a job; we bought on the
basis of both of our incomes and | said, listen, I'm
terriblysorrybutlcan’t,as apolitical candidate, stand
in front of you and tell you that the government is
going to come in and save your home, because you
went in and bought with.the hope and the intentions
that interest rates wouldn't be going up. I told quite a

few people this, anyone who investigated or talked
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about the program and went into any dialogue with
me whatsoever. | had full support. | had no person -
thatwoman herselfstoodinherdoorway and said that
she agreed with me, that they got themselves into a
problem and it was not the purpose of the Province of
Manitoba to come and bail them out. So don't think
thatwewentaroundwithsomesortofacarrotthatthe
membersofthe Oppositionaretryingtoclaimthat we
did and what the Member for Lakeside, on the rent
controls program today, tried to equate rent controls
with rent freezes - no one is as foolish as to contem-
plate that kind of an extent of any policy. The only
people foolish enough to make long-term freeze
commitments was the previous government going
intohydroratefreezes foraperiodoffiveyears. | think
thatitis foolish forany governmenttocomeinandsay
that we are going to freeze an item of any sort, that
we're going to freeze it for X number of years, a
number of years in the future - one year at a time
possibly -buttogetinto five-year freezes or six-year
freezes or whatever, it just makes no sense what-
soever to me. As a matter of fact, it turns around and
works against the people’s wise use of those resour-
ces which are being frozen.

Another point I'd like make is that the program that
we have actually introduced is even better than that
which was promised during thecampaign. During the
campaign we promised that the program will subsid-
ize monthly mortgage payments for middle and low
income Manitobans who are spending a major part of
their income on mortgage and tax payments. A sub-
sidy will be a combination of grants and loans which
are interest-free during the emergency period. Well,
Mr. Chairman, when you look at the Interest Rate
Relief Program for homeowners today, which we are
referring to here, there are no loans; it is a straight
grant program. We have even made the pot sweeter
when we went to draw up the final details of the pro-
gram. Itis better than it was in the initial stages, in that
there are no loans that people are going to have to
pay back.
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| might add one other point as well, that when the
program was initially being conceived which was last
summer, we had reference that a civil servant was
somehow or otherinvolvedinthat by the name of Saul
Schubert; that is absolutely false. That program was
developed by the members of the caucus and the
caucus at that time - we considered the caucus to be
the present elected members of the 31st Legislature of
Manitoba, or the previous Legislature of Manitoba and
nominated candidates - so we had in excess many
times, of 60 people out for weekend sessions, ham-
mering through the development of programs. Thatis
how our election policy came about.

We did not wait until the very last day, the dying
days of a campaign, a deathbed repentance as has
been so often stated, to cook up a program that they
now claim - and the Member for Sturgeon Creek
claimed - that we came across, offered this program
when we knew the government was in a strong deficit
position; they were saying constantly who is going to
pay for it? All of the time they were saying who is
goingto bepayingfor this program and what happens?
They came up with a $60 million program, a program
they started talking about interest rate relief for
homeowners on universality.

Now, did we hear the Conservatives back in years
gone by ever push universality in Medicare, in Denti-
care? Did weseeuniversality from the Conservatives?
Now they’re wanting to come in with a universal pro-
gram, talking universality with mortgage assistance,
notrecognizing that the people who are in most need
are the people who need the most assistance.

Even the Free Press reporters, when Mr. Pawley
made the statement on October 31st, the day after he
made the statement in Tyndall Park the Free Press
started the article off with, “Homeowners caught in
dire straits because of spiraling mortgage rates, have
been promised a relief in the form of a $23 million
emergency fund if the New Democrats are elected in
the Manitoba election next month.” People in dire
straits does not implicate a program that we're just
going to be tossing money out to everyone and their
dog.

Under the P.C. program, under the so-called Pro-
gressive Conservative or forward-backward party
program, the maximum benefits were going to be
$125 - the maximum benefit - but they were going to
be giving benefits to everybody no matter what their
mortgages were. |If a person had a mortgage left of
only $5,000 and the mortgage rate doubled so that
they are paying still a relatively small amount of their
income on that mortgage, they were going to step in
and assist them over - was it 14 percent? Or 15 per-
cent, | believe, was the figure used?

Our program recognizes shelter as a priority in
peoples’ lives, recognizesthe need for adecent home
and recognizes the investment that people put into a
home, the long years it takes to acquire a home in
today'ssociety. Werecognize thata program that was
going to be giving over twice as much assistance to
people who were most in need - $275 versus $125 - is
really quite an improvement over what the Conserva-
tives had ever even contemplatedinbringing forward.

When we look at the program preparation of the
previous government, we look at their commitments
to housing, we look at whatheppenedintheresidence
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of the senior citizens in the Bluebird Lodges where, |
believe, in the first seven years of existence of those
lodges, their rents went from $37 a month to $52 a
month. Then in the next four years, their rents went
from $52 up to $110-in four years - they over doubled
in the four years under the P.C.s. They talk about a
formula that was put in place with us in consultation
andin cooperation, | mustaddand under some duress
likely as well, by the Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation and that agreement allows for a maxi-
mum of 25 percent. All | can say is, thank goodness
therewasamaximum of 25percentof the totalincome
of the individual or else we probably would have had
higherrateincreasesthanwhat actually camethrough.
The agreement clearly stated a maximum of 25 per-
cent of their grossincome and we charged that. Now
when we were charging that, people were paying $50
amonth, not over $100 a month as they are currently.
—(Interjection)—

Now, under the Conservative plan - and we've had
much moaning and groaning here about their plan
and how it was supposedtohavehelped people more
and which concluded in proving that it would help
people much less - we would have had another 34
bankruptcies in the province because we had no pro-
grams whatsoever offered by them for the small busi-
ness community or for the farm community. I'm quite
sure that of the applications that would have come
forward, we would nothaveas much emphasisand as
much push in a program as we currently have, trying
tomake peopleawareoftheprogramtotryandgetthe
up-take alot higher.

We had their demonstration in the last government
underthe CRISP program,wherethere was supposed
to be a $21 million program and we're lucky if there is
$7 million being covered tothe end of their term in
office. So | think that clearly indicates a problem with
anyprogramthat we haveto apply forand | think that
whatyouhavetodo,isyouhavetogiveconsideration
that an awful lot of people don't peruse the regular
newspapers; they're not paying attention to the ads
that the government or anyone else puts on the radio
andthat wehavetowork that much hardertomakethe
people aware of the programs. Otherthan goingdoor-
to-door to familiarize the people with the programs,
it's very difficult.

But anyway, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, | just
want to clear the record on some misstatements that
have been made earlier; clear the record as to what
our election commitment was and clear the record as
to some comparisons between what our promises
were, what our commitments were and to what the
feeble commitments of the Opposition parties were.

Thank you very much for the time, Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Minister of Agriculture.

HON. B. URUSKI: Mr. Chairman, | move Committee
rise.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise.
SUPPLY - CROWN INVESTMENTS

MR. CHAIRMAN, J. Storie: Committee will come to
order. We'll continue with the Estimates of the Crown
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Investments Department.
The Honourable Member for Turtle Mountain.

MR. B. RANSOM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Earlier
this afternoon | was attempting to determine to what
extent the government had actually conducted nego-
tiations with IMC concerning the potential potash
development at McAuley. | gathered from the last
answer that the Minister provided that the government
had met with representatives of IMC once in the latter
part of February and that they had met once againin
the early part of May to set up a further meeting. |
conclude from that then, Mr. Chairman, that there
really has only been one meeting with IMC during the
six-month period that the government has been in
power. There has only beenone meeting that could be
termed a negotiating session with IMC. Is that a cor-
tect understanding?

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister.

HON. W. PARASIUK: Well, we've had one meeting
that could be termed a negotiating meeting. | don't
know if it's the quantity of meetings that count, but
rather the quality of meetings. | mean, again | don't
really want to get into too much of this, but | can,
through the chronology of a whole set of meetings
that were taking place in August, September and
October of last year, where a whole set of proposals
were coming forward from one party only, comment
on those one way or the other. I'd prefer not to,
because again | think that negotiations take place
within certain contexts. One can reflect back on the
past and make judgment this way or that way and it's
not my intention to dwell on the past in terms of
whether, in fact, | thought the negotiations were pro-
ceeding better or worse. | think the best thingto do is
try to proceed with negotiations in a manner that can
probably bring about some decisions which are bal-
anced on both sides. Again, | don't really want to
spend my time commenting on the nature of the past
meetings, apart from saying that itisn't the number of
meetings that's important, it's how we think we can
proceed with them, during them, and what emanates
from them.

| dosaythatthe proceedings with respectto potash,
have been proceeding at a slow pace but that's in part
reflective of the world situation, the situation in the
potash industry. If the potash industry is extremely
weak, | don'tknow if either side isin any great position
to make any final decisions. That doesn’'t mean that
both sides aren'tinterested, that both sides aren’t pre-
pared to pursue this. Always, negotiations are a mat-
ter of price, terms and timing and we certainly haven't
given up on these negotiations. We hope to proceed
with them. Again, as I'vesaid, | think an important date
will be July 1st for us to see what takes place with
respect to the marketing mechanisms. | think they've
been looking at that because it would have an impact
on price and price sensitivity.

Secondly, | think thatan important factor will be the
level of interest rates, especially in the United States.
That will have a tremendous impact on what they will
be doing and we've been watching what's been going
on with respect to IMC's own activity with respect to
its own diversifications. Having. in a sense, gotten rid

of a number of their diversified companies, | think
probably they’ll be concentrating and focusing their
attentions much more so on potash and, again, thisis
not to say anything negative about IMC. | think that
they're a worthy firm for discussion and negotiation
and, as we said, we will be pursuing this.

MR. B. RANSOM: Normally, Mr. Chairman, it's my
understanding that when two parties are trying to
arrive at an agreement through negotiation, you have
to get together, you have to meet, you have to get
around a table and negotiate to try and work out a
satisfactory arrangement.

| recognize that the points the Minister raises con-
cerning the international situation and interest rates,
markets, etc., are valid points. But, | would think that
those would be the sort of objections that | would
more reasonably expect to hear coming from the
company, from IMC, that they might be telling the
government that, “We're concerned about these sorts
of things,” rather than having the government tell us
that they're concerned about them. That seems to be
one of the reasons why:the.government’s not sitting
down with IMC and attempting to negotiate out an

.agreement and settle the pointsthathavebeenreferred
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to earlier as being of concern to negotiators of the
previous government, as they were to negotiators on
behalf of the present government.

So, | have difficulty in understanding why in six
months that, first of all, it took the government until
late February to sit down and meet with representa-
tives of the company the first time and since that time
apparently the only further meeting they've had is to
talk about another meeting. Now that's not what |
would call serious and aggressive negotiations but
we'll see what the Minister’'s able to conclude. | sin-
cerely hopethatheis able to conclude an agreement
because this sort of developmentis goingto be, could
be very beneficial to Manitoba.

Could | ask the Minister then, Mr. Chairman, if he
hashadaresponsefromIMC as aconsequenceofthe
February negotiating meeting; either the concerns
were raised with IMC and/or they were asked to sub-
mit a completely new proposal. Has the government
had any response to that request?

HON. W. PARASIUK: IMC have indicated to us that
they wanted some time to think about the raising of
concerns by us. They also wanted us to clarify our
position regarding taxation and that's one of the rea-
sons why Mr. Roper is doing work.

They said they wanted a bit of time to think about
the concerns that we had raised, which | say are not
new ones and ones that were, | think, the reason why
the agreement wasn't signed last year. As | said, one
doesn’t necessarily resolve theseconcerns by having
five meetings in a week or something like that. | know
that the member had been involved, | would think, in a
long drawn-out exercise with respect to negotiating
Northlands. ldon'tknow ifhewasvery muchinvolved
in the negotiations of any of the Western Inter-Tie
projects or the aluminum project or the potash or
ManFor.

I think the problem sometimes is when one puts in
artificial deadlines or sets deadlines which are too
optimistic, especially when the government does that,
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it findsitselfin adifficult bargaining positionand what
we're talking about in negotiations is bargaining.
We're trying to bargain a fair deal for both sides, for
our side, and | obviously realize that IMC is trying to
bargain a fair deal for their side.

Again, | don't want to dwell on, | think, the difficul-
ties that occurred before when IMC was making a
number of proposals which were a deviation from
original. memorandum between the province and IMC.
The previous government wasn't getting too far in
reconciling these and we are still attempting to deal
with these. We hope we can do so but to go beyond
that - | mean, we can be criticized if the Opposition
wants to say that we should rush out and say, forget
about the objections that were valid objections prior
to December 1st; we want the NDP Government to go
out and forget about those objections; tell everyone
that we're ready to sign this thing next week. Well
obviouslythatwould weaken our bargaining position.
We wouldn’t want to do that and | don't think the
Conservative Opposition would want to do that in
terms of what would be best for the long-term inter-
ests of Manitoba.

We are talking about trying to establish a deal which
would provide the basis for the development which is
what we want, which is what the Opposition wants,
but we want to do so in a way that, indeed, would be
fair over a 35-year period which would, in fact, be a
deal that's understood by all parties and would not be
apreludetoany flip or anything like that. | think that's
important. | think that's important for Manitoba's
perspective. | think these were concerns that the pre-
vious government had; certainly they're concerns that
we have.

MR. B. RANSOM: | was interested in what point the
Minister was going to make concerning the North-
lands negotiations, but | have a feeling maybe he
broke that off before he made the point. Whenwe were
negotiating the Northlands Agreement last year, we
would've been very happy to be able to sit down with
the Federal Minister and try and negotiate an agree-
ment. That's what we were seeking, was an opportu-
nity to meet with them so that we could negotiate. The
great difficulty was that you can't negotiate with
somebody when you can't get close enough to talk to
them. That's precisely our concern in this case, that
we really don't see that much evidence of serious
negotiation taking place. Has the government put
forward positions to IMC that would be satisfactory
resolutions of the problems raised from agovernmen-
tal point of view? Have those positions been put
forward?

HON. W. PARASIUK: It had always been on the table
as to what the government thought would be away of
dealing with them. Those positions as to why they
were being put forward or the reasons as to why they
were put forward were always known. IMC says
they're going to take alook at that. They want greater
clarification with respect to taxation over a long-term
period. We'redoing abit of homework in thatrespect.
Itold you that's why we're, in fact, utilizing Jack Roper
to do some extrawork for us in this respect. We think
that's an important exercise butatthesametime, that
won't stop us from sitting down with IMC in the near
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future and going over some of these points again.

Ifthememberissayingweshouldrushoutandsign
the agreement, what we are saying is that we are
trying to sign a good, long-term agreement. | guess
one can sit there and say, | think the Opposition is
trying to put himself into a position whereby we'd like
to leave the impression that, had they stayed in office,
all of these things would have been signed by now. |
come back to the point that | raised earlier, if that
would have been the case and if they were so confi-
dent of it, | think they could have held off the election
forthree to four months and brought these things in. It
is our mandate now and we have been pursuing all of
the mega project negotiations.

The ManForone, | think very little had happened on
that for awhile priorto our assuming office. There had
been a bit of a slowdown there. We've revived that;
that's been moving faster now. We think we have
probably a better prospect of getting federal funds
now. So, there's been some movement there. I'll
commentontheothertwo when | getintothe Depart-
ment of Energy and Mines but there has been move-
ment there. Of the four, | would say that this has been
the one where the movement has been the slowest. I'll
concede thattothe member if he says that we haven't
gone at 100 miles an hour on all four of them. There's
been movement on three andthisone’'s been aslower
one. But at the same time | think the external factors
here have been a bit more unpredictable than cer-
tainly two of the others. We're hoping that we can
move on this a bit more quickly over the course of the
next few weeks, in terms of another meeting and in
terms ofdoing some hard work over the summer with
IMC in this respect.

MR. B.RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, the Ministerhassaid
that the positions have always been on the table with
respecttothosepointsofconcern.Ishesaying by that
statement that they have always been on the table
since February, or they are positions that wereon the
table all along thathad been placed there by the pre-
vious government as well? Are these the same
positions?

HON. W. PARASIUK: With respect to some of these
points, we'vepointed out that they were, in fact, devia-
tions from an original understanding. We asked for
explanations and forreasons. It had been an ongoing
process and fears wereexpressed about certain activ-
ities that could take place or certain events that could
happen.

As to our coming along and saying: “Well you've
changed this agreement; we don't know what the rea-
sons are exactly for your wanting these changes but
we'llsortthesethingsout.” Aslsaid, the drafting, and
people say this isn't that important, but the drafting
change from the government organizing the drafting
to the company organizing the drafting, that's an
important change. Maybe the company felt that for
somereason the government drafters weren't reflect-
ing the original understanding. | don't know if the
government was trying to inch some better deal, or
whetherin fact the governmentwasconformingtothe
original understanding and thecompanythen decided
to inch a better deal. | don't want to comment too
much on that in the past. What's past is past in that
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sense. But there were deviations; there were outstand-
ing concerns; there were questions raised about why
these changes occurred and we'restill at thatstageof
trying to sort those things out. It may be that condi-
tions and circumstanceshave changed. It may be that
maybe there isn't any need or desire for any third
parties and we're still at that stage of sorting that out.

We haven't said, we’ll have third parties or not have
third parties, because the original intention was to
have only two parties. | think the member may or may
notbe aware of some of those concerns that had been
raised and continue to be outstanding issues. We're
doing more homework on it; maybe we can come up
with some better arrangement that might overcome
those concerns but they are an impasse. They're giv-
ing some thought to it; maybe they can come up with
some different proposals that will break that impasse.
That’'s what we're hoping to find out. People have
been spending a bit of time taking another look at it
and there’s nothing wrong with that. This is a long-
term agreement. It's an important long-term devel-
opment and we hope that the product of our next
meeting would be positive but at the sametime we are
in a bargaining situation and those things are com-
pletely unpredictable.

| want to correct one aspect. IMC had, in fact, the
right of a third party but the government would have
hadthe right to approve such athird party. Thereis an
understanding there that | didn't want to mislead the
House about. Clearly, the intent was that the govern-
mentwould beaware of any of these things and would
have a vetopoweron itand it was getting concerned
about its ability to exercise that veto power.

MR. B. RANSOM: Well, Mr. Chairman, there are some
interesting things coming out here from the Minister's
statements now, mostinteresting to me. We'velearned
this afternoon that the concerns the new government
has are, indeed, the same concerns that the previous
government had. We, tonight have learned that the
negotiating positions that the new government is
adopting are evidently those negotiating positions
which the previous government was adopting. They
are provisions that were in the memorandum of
agreement initially. | begin to wonder now where was
the substance for the challenges and accusations that
were made by the New Democrats in Opposition and
during the election thatthe governmentwas engaged
at giving away the resources of Manitoba. What's
happened?

lexpectedto hear from the Minister that there were
provisions being negotiated by the previous adminis-
tration that we're giving away the heritage of the pro-
vince. Far from it. Now, | find outthat the new govern-
ment is essentially sticking to the principles of the
agreement that the previous government had nego-
tiated and that they're concerned about the same
things that the previous government was concerned
about. It's very interesting to learn that. | guess they
come back to the position then, that our view would be
that simply the government should be more aggres-
sive in negotiating. However, that's in their hands and
not in our hands.

Mr. Chairman, | wonder if the Minister then could
provide us with a description of what the govern-
ment’'s preferred approach to the development of
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potash reserves would be. Is the government inter-
ested in having ajointventure; a 50-50jointventure; a
49-51; a 51-49 joint venture? Does the government
envisage undertaking this kind ofdevelopment entirely
on its own? Does the government have a preferred
approach to the development of the potash reserves
or resources of the province?

HON. W.PARASIUK: Weareinterested in ajointven-
ture with a private company; the exact level of partici-
pation is amatterfor negotiation. Different firms have
differentattitudes about the percentages, so we leave
that open for negotiation, but we certainly aren't start-
ing off from an initial position of being against any
joint venture.

| know that the previous administration accepted
the position that the government can, or possibly in
this particular instance should, be involved in a joint
manner. Thatcertainlyhadn'tbeenitsposition wheniit
was in Opposition but that position changed when it
became government. It came to accept the position
that public investment can be a catalyst; it can be a
contributing factor to economic development. It was
prepared to undertake a joint participation with IMC.

When the Opposition says the province shouldn't
be dcing any homework with respect to market, with
respect to interest rates, future possibilities, they
forgetthat the province would be a 25-percent inves-
torin this. It could be 40-percentinvestor. It could be a
49-percent investor in this and surely if public funds
aregoingtobeexpended, youjustdon'tsay, well, this
private company said it was a good deal, we're not
going to do any checking on it and we're not going to
do too much homework but rather we'll just proceed
with them because if they say it's a good deal, that's
goodenough forus. I thinkit'simportant for the public
sector to do its homework in this respect too. We're
doing that and we are doing a bit more work on the
taxation side just to make sure that we have a good
deal in terms of our long-term position on that and
that isn’'t completed yet. | say that candidly. We hope
that it'll be completed soon. In terms of the major
stumbling blocks to date, those are still on the table,
but our preferred position would be a joint venture.

| think it's a matter of negotiating the percentage
activity; that's the way any type of joint venture pro-
ceeds. Now, | don’t say it's necessarily 50-50. We do
leavethatan option. | think there had beentimesin the
past when government had said that if we do get
involved it will be on a 50-50 basis. We haven't taken
that position; we say that’s negotiable.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, one of the questions
that | was going to ask the Minister, he has just
referredto now. Perhaps the many referencesthatwe
haveheardoverthe pastfew monthsin relating to the
international markets and the interest-rate situation
arose fromthe government's reluctancetoinvestin 25
percent or whatever share of the development might
be negotiated. | guess to some extent that is an encou-
raging sign on behalf of the government because we
have heard from them in the past that investment in
mineral resource developmentdating backtotheKie-
rans Report was something where one simply had to
put in a little money in one end and a lot of money
rolled out the other end.
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Evidently the government and the Minister realize at
least that it's not quite that simple and whether you're
dealing with potash or whether you're dealing with
nickel or copper or zinc or oil; it's not that simple. |
think we're seeing that, perhaps in the caution with
respect to the potash development, as well as in the
fact that they seem to have shelved the plans for now
at least for oil development, even though these
resource developments were going to help to finance
the basic services that peoplein this province enjoyed
under the previous administration and | hope will con-
tinue to enjoy under the present administration.

One other question, Mr. Chairman, would be: does
the government have any intention at the moment to
alter the royalty structure that would apply with
respect to potash?

HON. W. PARASIUK: This is one matter thatis under
review and | can't give a commitment on that at this
stage until thatreview is finished. When thatreview is
finished I'll make public what our position is, but that
we arereviewing the taxation matteris somethingI've
indicated to the House previously.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman,it'sbeenaninterest-
ing discussion for me to hear the answers from the
Minister ranging right down to the question of royal-
ties. Royalties are just being reviewed, which | would
expectthe governmenttodo, butlwouldhavejudged
from the position that those members took in Opposi-
tion, when they seemed so certain that the royalty
structure that had been established by the previous
government was nothing but a giveaway, that they
would have immediately known what kind of royalty
structure would have made more sense and that they
would have been committed to bringing that in.
Sowhatwehaveatthemoment, with respecttothis
development, | say again is that there had been no
evidence provided by the Minister at this point, that
the previous government was attempting to rush into
an agreement by giving away resources to the multi-
national corporations. We haven't heard about any
significant new concerns with points that were being
negotiated. The positions that are on the table are
evidently basically those that were set forth in the
Memorandum of Understanding that the previous
government had with IMC. So I gathernotagreatdeal
has changed in the approach that was taken to that
point. It comes back again to the fact that it seems to
us to have fallen by the way in terms of the aggres-
siveness that negotiations have been pursued. | can
only hope that the delay will not lead to the loss of this
potential development. Perhaps it will lead even to
anothercompany beinginterested indeveloping other
reserves in the province. | sincerely hope so because
this kind of development is very much needed in
Western Manitoba and, indeed, itwould be a benefit to
all of Manitoba to see this kind of thing take place.
My concern goes right back to the Throne Speech
that began this Session, in that there was very little
reference in that document to this kind of economic
development where the private sector would be the
principal force, the principal engine, that was making
the major part of the investment. That same sort of
thing was evident'in the Budget document that there
didn't seem to be the strategy laid out by the govern-
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ment as to how we were going to see the economy of
this province move ahead. All we can do in Opposi-
tion, Mr. Chairman, is to urge the government to
pursue this sort of thing with substantial aggressive-
ness, in the interest of the province and in their own
interest, because these projects are basically good for
the province. So far, on the basis of what we've heard
from the government, we haven't really heard any-
thing about these projects that would indicate that
they're not good for the province. So | urge the Minis-
ter and the government to get on with it and pursue
them with aggressiveness, try and conclude a satis-
factory agreement.

MR.CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for Virden.

MR. H. GRAHAM: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | think
one of the fundamental differences that is quite evi-
dent in this debateis thedifference in approach thatis
taken by a responsible Opposition, as has been evi-
denced by the debate that has carried on for the last
four or five hours on this particular thing. When you
compare it to the paranoid dogmatic approach that
was taken by the previous Opposition in the Legisla-
ture of, say, a year or two years ago, you begin to
realize the fundamental difference in the priorities
that exist for the benefit of the people of Manitoba.

Mr. Chairman, | would have to, at this time, urge the
Minister to put that dogmatic approach behind him, to
assess in the cold light of reality the possibilities, the
probabilities of anindustrythatcould benefit the peo-
ple of Manitoba, could provide a broader base for
taxation in this province and, if it means wandering a
bit from that dogmatic approach that has been so
evident in the last several years by various members
on the other side of the House, to consider the com-
mon good of all for the long term, the short term. In
doing so, to forget about politics and consider the
common good of people in this province who need
jobs, people in this province who are already taxed to
the limit, and the interests of those who are charged
with theresponsibility of government whohaveone or
two choices. Either they have to increase taxation or
curtail expenditure or mortgage the future for the
benefit of the present.

| ask the Minister to seriously consider weighing all
of those probabilities and taking a cold, hard, logical
approach. If it means biting the bullet politically for a
while, so be it. The common good and the interests of
Manitoba are the only things that count. If the Minister
can do that, then he is going to get the support, not
only of his own caucus, he's going to get the support
of this side of the House too. | think it would be a
wonderful thing if an agreement could be reached that
had the support of all members of the Assembly
because it was in the interests of the people of Mani-
tobawhom we all hope to represent for the benefit of
the people of Manitoba.

So | ask the Minister once more to consider the
approach that has been taken in the last three or four
hours in this debate and to consider that type of
approach in his future negotiations which | hope will
begintobearfruitforthe people of Manitoba. | know
that he will have my support and the support of the
people of the area that | represent as well as the sup-
port of all of Manitoba, hopefully, if it is done in



Tuesday, 1 June, 1982

the right way.

MR. SPEAKER: There are no further comments on
Resolution 437

Beitresolved that there be granted to Her Majesty a
sum not exceeding $563,200 for Crown Investments,
Administration for the fiscal year ending the 31 of
March, 1983—pass.

That completes the Estimates of the Crown Invest-
ments Department.

The Honourable Minister.

HON. W. PARASIUK: We'll go into Energy and Mines
now. Could we break for one minute, two minutes and
I'll just go down and get my other documents?

I've got some copies of my opening statement and if
thestaffcould just bring them to the porter outside the
door, we could distribute them.

MR. CHAIRMAN: If the Honourable Minister is
prepared.

HON. W. PARASIUK: Yes, I'll do my introductory
statement.

MR. CHAIRMAN: | direct members’attentionto Page

52, the Estimates of the Energy and Mines Depart-

ment, Iltem 1. Administration, 1.(a)(1) Minister's Salary.
The Honourable Minister of Energy and Mines.

HON. W.PARASIUK: Mr.Chairman, itgives megreat
pleasure to rise on this side of the House and present
the 1982-83 spending Estimates to the Department of
Energy ard Mines.

As indicated in my introductory remarks on the
Estimates of the Department of Crown Investments, |
pointed out the distinction between my dual respon-
sibilities as Minister of the Department of Energy and
Mines and the newly created Department of Crown
Investments, particularly as it relates to the several
major projects now under review by the government.

While staff of both departments are involved in
technical and analytical work, the lead role with
respect to potash and ManFor is being undertaken by
Crown Investments under the direction of Mr. Mal
Anderson, Deputy Minister responsible for Crown
Investments.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Order please. I'd remind depart-
mental officials that they could join us in the House
when the Minister has finished his opening statement
and the reply has been made.

HON. W. PARASIUK: Leadership with respect to
reviews of the Western Power Grid and the aluminum
smelter projects has been assumed by the Depart-
ment of Energy and Mines under the direction of Mr.
Marc Eliesen, Deputy Minister responsible for the
Department of Energy and Mines.

With regard to the Western Provinces Electrical
Inter-Tie and the aluminum smelter projects, it may be
useful to provide an overview regarding the current
state of affairs to Members of the Legislature.

First,ontheInter-Tie, adraftinterimagreementhad
been prepared during Octoberof 1981. Upon entering
office, the new government undertook a review of this
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agreement and its financial and economic implica-
tions. This review showed that if Manitoba proceeded
with the agreement as had been contemplated, the
province was exposed to considerable financial risk
as well as cost which may not be recovered. These
areas of risks or cost had been identified in the
research studies carried out jointly by the three prov-
inces during 1980. The Inter-Tie project was seen to
be advantageous with allowances made for these
areas. It was evident thatan agreement could account
for them and still be a fair deal for all three parties
involved, over the life of the sale.

As a result Manitoba approached the Provinces of
Saskatchewan and Alberta seeking compromise in
areas where these net costs or financial risks were
most evident.

The first discussions on this were held between
officials of the three provinces during January 1982.
Subsequently in March of 1982 | met with the Minis-
ters of Alberta and Saskatchewan to seek a means of
reducing the risk. It became evident that there were
some areas where Manitoba would be able to receive
satisfactory agreements but that further negotiations
were necessary onothers. A further meeting of Minis-
ters was scheduled for about mid-May to further dis-
cuss the agreement. Because of the change in gov-
ernment in Saskatchewan we have not been able to
hold this meeting to this date.

In the meantime, however, a further meeting of offi-
cials took place in early April. Details of the various
positions were discussed at that meeting as back-
ground for theexpected Ministerial meeting. As well,
Manitobahasbeguntoreview the requirements fora
series of finalized agreements in anticipation of com-
pleting the interim agreement over the next two to
three months and then continuing to finalize negotia-
tions through 1983.

Finally, it may beuseful to point out at this time, that
as a result of requests made by the Government of
Manitoba, the Federal Minister of Energy and Mines
announced last night that the Government of Canada
would be giving serious consideration to providing
financial supportfor the Inter-Tie project.

| am pleased with this announcement and since
financing for the project was one of the major issues
outstanding, | am hopeful that the Government of
Canada will provide the necessary financial assis-
tance which would assist the project in going ahead.

Now, with regards to the aluminum smelter project,
let me now provide the House with informationon the
current status of the project.

On taking office this administration undertook to
quickly and comprehensively review all matters rele-
vant to the proposed aluminum smelter. The body of
information examined extended from early 1978 to
November 1981 covering the evolution of negotiation
between the province and Alcan, Manitoba Hydro's
involvement in the negotiating process, contacts with
other aluminum companies, the Alcan selection of a
preferred smelter site, and socioeconomic and envir-
onmental impact assessment and intended approval
process.

On Januray 29th | met with David Morton, the new
President of the Aluminum Company of Canada, and
the results ofthat meeting were the announcement of
a joint Government/Alcan review of the planned
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smelter and associated hydro project. Thisjointreview
isbeingundertaken without any precondition or arbi-
trary timelimits. Thereis ongoinginteraction between
Alcan and a working group of government officials
from the Department of Energy and Mines, Crown
Investments and senior officials of Manitoba Hydro. In
fact, in my latest discussion with Mr. Morton less than
twoweeks ago, heindicatedthathewas well satisfied
with the current state of discussion and the ongoing
review of the smelter project in Manitoba. Indeed, I'd
just like to add oneitem, that| had adiscussionearlier
today with Mr. Morton and we will be having a follow-
up meeting within the next two to three weeks at my
level and his level.

The joint review group is now in the process of
completing its consideration of smelter objectives
and economics in concert with Alcan. It is expected
that this group will shortly be entering the second
stage of joint review dealing with power supply and
site selection.

Members, no doubt are aware that the government
workingteam I havereferred to earlier has a mandate
to explore smelter possibilities with other aluminum
companies as well, and since January officials have
had several discussions with a number of interested
aluminum companies.

It should be pointed out, as many Members of the
House are aware, there has been a significant change
in the worldwide investment climate for aluminum
smelter development. As many of you know the
effects of the recession and high interest rates have
had aseriousimpactontheinvestmentintentions and
timing of smelter developments worldwide.

Alcan and other companies have deferred or can-
celled smelter projectsinvolving hundreds of millions
of dollars which were, up until mid-1981, being devel-
opedtoensure production by mid-decade. The alum-
inum industry view now is that additional smelter
capacity to meet market demand will be required at a
much later time than initially anticipated. This recent
change in worldwide smelter development require-
ments has currently relaxed the urgency of all alumi-
num companies, including Alcan, to commit them-
selves immediately to specific smelter development.

However, notwithstanding the poor current invest-
ment for aluminum smelter expansion, the project is
being accorded higher priority by the Government of
Manitoba. If the economics make sense, then alumi-
num smelting will be a good long-term prospect. It
should be clear that discussion and negotiation are
proceeding in an orderly and considered manner by
all concerned. This is to ensure that all interests and
concerns of the province and its residents are duly
considered and safeguarded. It is the government's
goal to be working toward a smelter development
which willnotonly be equitable, butalso beneficial for
the province over the long run. There's a typo there,
basically, where if one smelter development makes
sense, conceivably, others would as well.

| would now like toturn your attention tothe detail
spending Estimates for the Department of Energy and
Mines for the 1982-83 fiscal year. As members oppo-
site are well aware, departmental staff started prepa-
ration of the 1982-83 Estimates for the department
during the summer of 1981. On taking office in
November, | was faced with a departmental request to
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doubledepartmentspending in 1982-83 from 1981-82
levels. The initial request called for expenditures of
$18.7 million, $9.2 million more than that allotted for
the 1981-82 fiscal year. | don't know what involvement
my predecessor Minister had in that and | wouldn’t
want to say that, really, he had any involvement.

We have pared that request substantially. My Esti-
mates call for 1982-83 expenditures of $10.7 million or
anincrease of 13.2 percent over the adjusted vote for
1981-82. These Estimates include a total of 185 staff
person years allotted for the department.

Mr. Chairman, more effective utilization of depart-
mental staff is a theme that will guide the department
in the years to come. | have made it quite clear to my
Deputy Minister and senior staff, within this organiza-
tion, that it is my intention to utilize all existing
departmental resources to provide atechnical backup
to the important energy policy decisions that lie
before us.

In the past, skilled professionals in governmentser-
vice have been under-utilized and, at the same time,
government hasspenthundreds of thousands of dol-
lars on retaining external services to support major
technical reviews. I'm not goingtosubject the taxpay-
ers of this province to this duplication of services in
the future. We are in the process of recruiting some
additional professional staff to strengthen our in-
house capability. We will, of course, call upon external
consulting services, as and when required, tosupport
technical staff within our department.

In our attempts to stimulate the Manitoba economy,
itis my intention to work with the private sector, not
for the private sector. | believe we must be ever mind-
ful of the joint responsibilities and contributions to be
made by government and the private sector in stimu-
lating industrial growth and economic development.
It is my intention and that of my staff to foster a har-
monious and trustworthy relationship with the private
sector in the development of majorindustrial activities
over the years to come.

Ensuring that the most effective use is made of our
energyresourcesisahighpriorityofthisgovernment.
Besides the negotiations on the Western Electric
Power Grid or the Inter-Tie and with aluminum com-
panies, the government has initiated other action to
further this goal. Many of these involve federal-
provincial co-operation.

We are exploring the feasibility of the electrification
of railways. A good deal of technical work has been
done already in this area. Our task is now to work with
the Federal Government and others to bring this
about. Discussionsarenow underway. Thisisanarea
of high front-end costs, but low long-term, predicta-
ble operating costs.

Preliminary discussions have also been held with
federal officials on joint study in the use of electrical
energy in industrial processing such as the use of
plasma fields in metallurgical - I've gota mental hang-
up with that word, I'm going to pass it, you can read it -
and petrochemical processing. The scope of propos-
als here are being developed by our department for
consideration by the Federal Government and will
include high electrical temperature processing in the
metallurgical - | think I'vehadthat problemsince | was
about 8 - and petrochemical fields.

Members may also be aware of a joint transit study
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jointly funded by the City of Winnipeg, the Province
and the Federal Government through the Conserva-
tion and Renewable Energy Demonstration Program.
The scope of the studycovers Winnipeg's existing and
future transportation requirements and their energy
implications. The expanded use of electricity for pub-
lic transit is receiving close attention. The study is
nearing completion.

Finally, federal cooperationin the electrical area is
also being sought through the HVDC Research Cen-
tre at the University of Manitoba. Members will know
that both the province and Hydro supportthis facility.
Discussionshavebegun with the Federal Government
regarding their support. Initial indications are
favourable.

Oneotheritem I'd just like to add verbally isthatwe,
indeed, want to pursue and haveraised this at a very
preliminary level, the whole area of production of hyd-
rogen through electrolysis of water. Ontario and
Quebec are doing some work in this area and we
believe that if we are involved in the development of
generating stations that have 100, 200-year lifetime, if
we're involved in prebuilding agreements which will
enable ustohave somewhatpaidoffplantavailablein
25 or 30 years. By that stage, the technology regard-
ing the production of hydrogen may be advanced to
the stage where we can take very good advantage of it.
Iknow thisisoneareathatthe Opposition Member for
Niakwa has raised a number of times. | would like to
inform the House that this is an area that we have
raised in an initial way and we certainly hope to
pursue in a more aggressive way in the future.

| would now like to take an opportunity to provide
this House with a brief overview of our departmental
Estimates structure. As the members can see, the
structure of the Estimates is unchanged from the pre-
vious year’'s which will make it easy to follow.

By way of an overview, Appropriations 23-1(a)
Administration, covers the operation of my office and
that of my Deputy Minister, Mr. Marc Eliesen. Included
herein are a Special Assistant, Executive Assistant
and three secretarial staff.

Appropriation 23-1(b) Administrative Services,
provides for the central functions of personnel, pay-
roll, accounting and administration co-ordination for
the Department of Crown Investments. In recognition
of the service requirements of the two departments
and the need to upgrade our administrative capabili-
ties, anew position of Executive Director of Adminis-
tration has been added.

Appropriation 23-1(c) Manitoba Energy Council,
provides funding for the position of Secretary to the
Council and operations of the Council itself. We are
now reviewing the terms of reference and objectives
of the Energy Council in light of the creation of aline
department which deals with energy issues.

Appropriation 23-1(d) Manitoba Energy Authority,
has one position attached to it for a Special Consul-
tant. Theratherlarge difference insalaryis due only to
the factthat when originally budgeted for 1981/82, the
position was vacant. The increase in operating
expenditures of some - and | think that should be
$318,000 - is reflective of the grant of $718,000 to be
made to the HVDC Research Centre, offset by a
$400,000 reduction in Other Expenditures for the
Authority. This offsetting reduction in Other Expendi-
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tures reflects our department’s intention to rely less
heavily on external consultants.

In the Energy Division, the Energy Economics
Branch has received an additional position which
accounts for the bulk of the salary increase. This
Branch provides economic analysis on the many
energy-related issues facing Manitobans.

Administration and Energy Programs 23-2(b) con-
tains the Assistant Deputy Minister, Energy Division,
Mr. Alan Puttee, support staff and senior technical
staff responsible for the implementation of programs.

The Canada/Manitoba Energy Agreement 23-2(c)
is cost-shared 50/50 between the Federal Govern-
ment and ourselves and, as members can readily see,
this government is committed to improving and
developing the state of energy conservation and sub-
stitution in Manitoba and Canada by providing sub-
stantially more funding for projects under the
Agreement.

It may be useful to review in more detail some initia-
tives that are being taken in the conservation and
renewable energy area by specific sectors.

First, in the Industrial/Commercial Sector which
uses 39 percent of Manitoba’s energy.

Astudy of 88Manitobaindustrial plantswasrecently
completed that identified industries that have good
potential for waste heat utilization. Of these, three or
four of the industries with the greatest potential will be
selected for demonstration projects to be funded
under the Conservation and Renewable Demonstra-
tion Agreement (CREDA). These demonstration pro-
jects will be followed up by aninformation component
to all industries, explaining the possible benefits of
waste heat utilization. A similar programis under dis-
cussion with Fitness, Recreation and Sport Depart-
ment on waste heat utilization in arenas.

The Energy Audit Bus continues to audit industrial/-
commercial and institutional facilities with 178 estab-
lishments having been audited to April 30, 1982.

The EIm Creek Curling Club Waste Heat Utilization
project is complete and operated successfully last
winter, and the Canada Packers project that utilizes
boiler stack waste heat to preheat processed water, is
under way.

The City of Winnipeg District Heating Study is
under negotiation and expected to go ahead shortly.

Secondly, is the Transportation Sector which util-
izes 32 percent of Manitoba's energy.

Manitoba has developed some expertise in the
motor and fuel testing area using the facilities of K-
Cycle Engines Limited anc the Industrial Technology
Centre.Basedonthisexpertise, projects wereinitiated
to test alternative fuels in Manitoba climates, hence
the Manitoba Telephone System Gasohol and Pro-
pane fleet vehicle testing under the CREDA.

In addition, the testing of methanol is presently
under consideration to determineits viability in Mani-
tobaclimates. Thistestprogram wouldalsobe carried
out under CREDA.

Another area under consideration as mentioned
earlier is the electrification of transit and rail. One
study, the City of Winnipeg Transit Study, is under
way and the Department is reviewing rail electrifica-
tion studies. The Department has also been working
with the Transportation Division group of the Mani-
toba Government, assisting in proposalsin their over-
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all Transportation Energy Management Program
(TEMP). Two demonstration projects are under con-
sideration from this group - Van Pooling and Route
Optimization. Along with the fuel testing programs,
projects that will utilize electricity for transportation
and assist the further development of Manitoba’'s bus
industry will be considered.

Third, Residential Sector, which uses 21 percent of
Manitoba's energy.

Lower energy prices in the pasthaveleft Manitoba's
360,000 dwellings in need of upgrading. Projects in
this area that improve the housing stock, in terms of
retrofitting, can show a quick return on investment
and impact on people more so than in other sectors.
The retrofitting technology is just emerging though,
and all the answers on various techniques have not
been fully demonstrated.

Energy savings in new home construction have
been demonstrated in the 70 percent to 80 percent
range for an incremental cost of $5,000 to $6,000 and
hence in retrofitting older homes, it is a question of
economics how far one wishes to go. Savings in the
area of 13 percentto 20 percent have been identified
on homes done under the Home Insulation Program
(HILP) for expenditures under $1,000.00.

Under the Demonstration Program, a number of
projects have been undertaken involving the con-
struction of new homes, and from these initiatives
came much of the information to develop Manitoba's
Energy Efficient Home Program. This Programis pro-
ceeding with 40 of the 100 Energy Efficient Homes
now completed, and the remainder expected to be
completed by the end of the summer. Monitoring of
energy savings will continue for five years under this
Program.Demonstrations are under waythat will pro-
vide information on the effects of sealing homes and
the Flora Place 100 Homes Retrofit Project should
provide us withgoodinformtion onthevalue of differ-
ent methods of retrofitting.

Another area under considerationis the Residential
Audit concept. A program to put in place residential
auditors is under way.

The Home Insulation Loan Program (HILP) is being
reviewed in order to make it more cost effective. More
comprehensive information will be developed for the
homeowner to provide him or her with a better basis
for retrofit decisions. .

Fourth, is the Agricultural Sector which uses 8 per-
cent of Manitoba's energy.

The Agricultural Sector actually uses in excess of
the 8 percent noted, but agricultural residences are
included in with the Residential Sector and a large
partofthe agricultural fuel costsfall in with the Trans-
portation Sector. There has been very few initiatives
taken in the past in the Agricultural Sector but we are
carrying on discussions with the Department of Agri-
culture on possible projects.

Finally, to conclude the energy side, my Depart-
mentis presently in the process of reviewing the activ-
ities and redefining the objectives of the Energy
Information Branch housed within the Energy Div-
ision. As members may be aware, this section was
established to provide the general public with infor-
mation on measures which can be undertaken to
reduce consumption of non-renewable energy
resources in Manitoba. Plans for a significant expan-

2944

sion of these and other services to the public have
been held pending the results of the review.

The Mineral Resources Division has remained vir-
tually unchangedin function and size. There has been
some redeployment of resources within the Division
in order to meet demands resulting from activities in
the private sector.

Administration 23-3(a) contains the office of the
Assistant Deputy Minister, Dr. lan Haugh, support
staff, and an economic and policy analysis group.

The Petroleum Branch hasreceived fiveredeployed
positions from within the Division as well as one addi-
tional position and increased operating funds to per-
mititto keep pacewithindustryactivity. Theincrease
in operating funds is the first in several years. As
members are aware, this branch isresponsible for the
administration of legislation governing the explora-
tion, development and production of Manitoba’s pe-
troleum resources including the collection of Crown
royalties, oil and gas leasing, technical evaluations
and fieldinspection. Last year'sincreased rate of dril-
ling has already been surpassed. To date, 31 wells
havebeendrilled and 23 new wells placed on produc-
tion for 1982 compared with six wells drilled and five
on production in the same period last year.

The Mines Branch, 23-3(c), will continue their pres-
ent function of engineering and inspection, mineral
disposition, royalty collection, exploration data man-
agement and aggregate resource investigation and
management. |

The same situation holds true in our Geological
Services Branch where the status quo is being main-
tained but with a redirection or programming to
increased investigations in the Lynn Lake area, areas
where we have suffered some recent declines.

In summary, | would like to take this opportunity to
thank the staff withinmy department who have worked
so diligently in preparing the Estimates that appear
before you today. | welcome your constructive com-
ments in the ensuing debate.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, | think that the best,
most effective way to proceed through thisistogetto
the general consideration. The Minister has provided
us with a very complete introductory statement and |
think that'll lead us into some more detailed
questioning.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Would the Honourable Minister
would like to invite his staff in? Continuing then
1.(a)(2) Salaries.

The Honourable Member for Turtle Mountain.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, | just would like to
ask the Minister a general question in terms of the
energy area especially. What new programs are
included in the Estimates before us that were not
already being undertaken by the previous govern-
ment? What new thrusts are here?

HON. W.PARASIUK: Thenewareaisanexpansionin
the CREDA area relatingtotheinvestigation of retro-
fitting. There were a number of things that, | think,
possibly had been discussed before and | hate to
make that definitive a comment when, in fact, a new
program, especially a federal-provincial program is
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being developed, there could indeed be a wholerange
of possibilities that might fall withinit. So | hateto say
that this was not part of a program in past years and
certainly is now part of ours this year. There is an
expansion of the CREDA Program. That's the new
activity apart from the work that we are doing with the
Federal Government. meofit'sunderwayright now.
Some of it's just getting under way, with respect to
examining a whole set of alternatives which, as | have
said before in other places and | think in the House
here, reflects our contention that electrical energy,
which is renewable, should fit in more into the
national energy policies of this country and that there
should be greater consideration of that. We have a
renewable resource that existsin aprovincethatisina
sense the geographic centre of the country. There are
a lot of opportunities for its use.

In fact, just in passing, | realize that there’s another
area that we've missed out. Again, | think Hydro’s
been doing a bit of work; again, we're tying into the
Federal Government more on this. We're looking at
ways in which electricity might be used to pump natu-
ral gas across the province. That's being done with
respect to oil and | gather there’s something in the
order of 15 to 18 percent of the natural gasis actually
burnt up in terms of pumpingitacross the province or
across the country. So, we think that mightprovidean
option using arenewable form of energy to conservea
nonrenewable form of energy.

These are areas that we are exploring and, indeed,
as part of our other activities, |, as Minister responsi-
ble for Energy and Minister, responsible for Manitoba
Hydro. have been pursuing not only negotiations
regarding an Inter-Tie with the provinces to the west
of usandlooking at energy intensiveindustries; alum-
inum smelting is one. There are others that the
Department of Economic Development has done
some work on that we might explore relating to
copper refining and things like that. Again, that
depends in part on the structure of the industry and
the conditions within the market generally.

We have been exploring possibilities for export of
power into the United States and some work was
being done in the past. | think we are pursuing that a
bit more aggressively now. | say that because | think
the lead time required in dealing with the United
States is quite great and yet, at the same time, when
one thinks of their marginal cost of power being 70
mills, ours possibly beingin the order of 30 to 40 mills,
oneseesthatthereis atremendouscostadvantageon
ourside. Atthe same time,it'simportant toget moving
on this now.

So at this stage, six months after taking office, we
have undertaken some new initiatives; that's part of
our planning approach. We have expanded CREDA
and | guess that would be the limit of what | could
recall off the top of my head as being new activity. |
think it flows in part from past activity and | wouldn’t
want to take total credit for it being new activity.

MR. B. RANSOM: Again, in general terms, Mr.
Chairman, could the Minister advise the Committee of
what he hopes the Department of Energy is going to
be able to accomplish. Does he have some objectivein
terms of the conversions from one type of energy use
to another? Does he have some objectives in the area

of conservation of resources? He's only had six
monthsinthedepartmenttothis point. What concepts
does the Minister have for the future direction of the
department?

HON.W.PARASIUK: | can give youmy concepts. We
haven’'t quantified some of these things yet, in terms of
hard objectives or quantifiable objectives, but when
we |look at energy we tend to focus a bit more on
hydro-electric energy than the otherforms of energy
for a very valid reason. That's our greatest resource
within the province, so we look at ways in which we
can optimize its use and optimize its development
over the long run. Often when | talk in terms of the
long run, people sometimes smile because they think
it's rather ironic because they assume that politicians
won't look at the long run. | know that when | raised
some of my comments with the Federal Minister of
Energy he said, when some of these things come to
pass, we'll probably both be dead and that's true. But
my comebackwasthatifworkhadstarted onsomeof
these things 30 and 40 years ago, especially with
respect to the electrification of railways, | don’t think
we would be in the same position we are in Canada
right now with respect to the particular energy crisis
that we have.

When you're talking about developing plant that
now has a projected life of 100 years and when you
push the technical people, they say that it probably
has a projected lifethat'sfar beyond 100 years. In fact,
people hateusing the termin perpetuity or eternal but
there is an element to a power generating station
whereby if the concrete doesn’t give out and the fact
that there haven’'t been many great major improve-
ments in the turbines and generators over the last 50
years it is conceivable that you can have a very, very
long-term power source. Whatwe're tryingto do when
we talk about optimizing the consumption of hydro-
electricity and optimizing the long-term development
is to ensure that we can indeed meet our local needs
first and in that respect conservation becomes quite
important, because if you can’t feel confident about
meeting the demands and needs of the individual
residential user in Manitoba 10, 15, 30 years from now,
thenitisa much morerisky businessto getinvolvedin
pre-building a plant in order to provide for the export
of power to Saskatchewan or Alberta or to places like
Wisconsin or through WAPA to North Dakota or on
through to Nebraska, possibly even beyondthat. We
are receiving very strong interest from various parties
in the United States, soime governmental, some utili-
ties,someofthesearecooperatives,someofthese are
privately owned in our potentional power supply for
the future.

Also,if youaresigning long-term agreements with
respect to major users herein Manitoba, youwantto
be assured that you can indeed properly meet and
cost-efficiently meet the needs of the residential into
the future. As | said, conservation then becomes very
important because it enables one to predict your
capacity alot betterthan has beenthe casein the past.
Ithink this is asomewhat different circumstance from
what existed a few years ago when the projections of
load growth were quite high and as a result people
were building to meet what they thought was domes-
tic need entirely and, indeed, obviously had overbuilt.
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One can debate the past and | think that's happened
inthis House foranumber of years with respect to the
technical accuracy of some pastload-growth projec-
tions, but | think itisimportant to develop what | would
call agood long-term energy demand in supply plan-
ning capability and continuing role in plans in this
respect, so that you have a very good idea of what
you're long-term and your short-term options are.
Thatis whatl hope to establish within the Department
of Energy and we'll obviously have to work with the
various parties that I've indicated in my introductory
statements. This isn't something that Energy does in
isolation; | think you have to do this in consultation
with the private sector; | think you have to do it in
consultation with university; | think you havetodoitin
consultation with agencieslike ManitobaHydro or the
transportation people or housing people. Thisis what
we hope to do and this is something that | hope will
continue on into the future for some length of time,
because thisis anewdepartment. Notthat much work
has been done in this area. So that's one thing that I'd
like to see happening.

We certainly will be looking at specific projects
that'll enhance the utilization of our own energy
resource as | indicated before. The electrification of
railways,if we got going with a pilot projectin the next
few years would, | think, be a breakthrough for this
country. Electrification of urban transit is something
that is being looked at. |, frankly, have a very strong
disposition in favour of it. | find it rather ironic that we
are selling trolley buses that are made in Winnipeg to
cities in the United States that pay three to four times
as much for the electic power as we do in Winnipeg.
Yetwecan'tbuild trolley buses tomeetour own needs
in Manitoba and Winnipeg here utilizing a home-
produced, hydro-electric power; that's another area
where | thinkit'simportant. So our hope in this respect
would be to establish a long-term understanding of
what our demands of supply might be and work
towards the development of specific projects within
that with some confidence.

We also, of course, want to tie in, and we'll work as
we have to with the Department of Economic Devel-
opment, with respect to major developments that
might develop. We've had some meetings with the
Japanese Ambassador, with other people who have
come through, with industrialists. Sometimes you get
people talking about some possible projects of a
majortype; these often are in very preliminary explor-
atory stages. | think it's important for the government
to meet with these people when they come to Mani-
tobatosee whether, in fact, thereis any reality to what
they're talking about. Often a number of these things
are hopes rather than reality but it's important to
spend the time with them and to separate that to get a
clear understanding ourselves and we've been doing
that. That can be a time-consuming activity as | think
people who'veserveonthefrontbenchesontheother
side will recall. Often you want to get on with some of
the pressing activities that you have but you do have
the public thatis out there and you just can’t put them
aside for six months or nine months and we've been
doing that. Sothat'san activity that wehavetodo but,
again, we'll feel more confident about doing it if we
have a clear understanding of what the future
demand-supply implications are going to be.
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When it comes to the mineral side - there | think it's
important for us to try and get companies looking at
some new areas in Manitoba for mineral exploration.
There has been a tendency to focus in on certain
parts; there are some highrisk areas left, these are on
the east side of Lake Winnipeg, up the east side of
Manitoba. It's important there to be developing some
better understanding of the geological conditions in
theseotherareastoseeifcompanies willbecomingin
there. We certainly hope to do that overthe course of
the next two or three years.

This isn’t an activity that's solely carried out within
the department; obviously,it'ssomethingthatrequires
possibly some MMR action, but certainly at the first
stage it will be at the Minister and Deputy Minister
level that we'll be talking and at the ADM's level.
Again, I'vespentalotoftime over the last six months
meeting with the members of the mineral industry in
Manitoba. I've had a number of meetings with Inco,
with Sherritt Gordon and with Hudson Bay Mining
and Smelting. The reason for that has been that the
circumstances in the mineral industry have been
undergoing some tremendous changes over the last
nine months and there have been layoffs and there
have been impacts there. We've tried to get an under-
standing of why these are taking place. Is it the cycle?
Is it changes in the ore concentration or what, getting
explanations, trying to ameliorate the effects of the
layoffs and we've done some work there. | think it's
important in the long run and I've pushed the Federal
Governmentonthisand|'ve pushed my Federal Mines
Ministers in this respect that it's important for us to
look at ways in which we might level off the impact of
big changes in the business cycle with respect to
mineral activity. Everyone's quite happy when the
boom’s on and they forget that you also have a bust
timetomining activity. Atthat stage, peoplelose their
equity in houses. Wehave a shutdown of a mine that
may open again. What happens to the community
infrastructure? What happens to the families? Is there
any way in which we can look at that?

Oftenthe province has been left, in asense, holding
the bag and | think that people can look back to the
Bissett experience. | think it's important that if the
Federal Government is going to spend a very large
amount of money through tax expenditures to subsid-
izeminingthatmaybesomeofthosetaxexpenditures
should be structured in such a way that individuals
and communities that are impacted negatively by
these businesscyclesshould, in fact, receive some of
the benefit. Thathasn'tbeen thecaseto date. Weare
pursuing thatand | think that would be a good long-
term development.

With respect to the petroleum industry, of course,
we're looking at ways in which we can further stimu-
late development in the petroleum industry. | will say
that | think that the previous administration, by simpli-
fying the royalties, making them more competitive,
did help to attract more people into Manitoba. | think
thattheincreaseinprices had atremendousimpactin
that respect as well. Butit's certainly our policyto try
and develop a long-term economic development in
the oil industry. We'd like to get more people coming
in. What we're looking for is stability over a period of
time just as we are with respect to minerals. So, | don't
expect us to be making any major changes in those
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areas in the foreseeable future. I've already indicated
our policy with respect to our not desiring compulsory
joint ventures or compulsory backings. Now, that's a
policy that we hope will be constructive and hope will
work.

Ihavesaidthat | expectthat theindustry is prepared
to explore joint ventures with the government and
indeed companies large and small and, again, it's
important for us to be judicious and prudent in getting
involved in these activities, but it's certainly our belief
that the Crown does have avery importantrole to play
in mineral development, in petroleum development. |
think it's played an important role in the past and
sometimes has been underrated. Soit's our intention
to develop that long-term stability on the mineral and
petroleum side but to focus quite a bit of our attention
in the next, I'd say, six months to a year on the energy
side so that we can get a clear understanding of future
demand and supply projections and then work and
look at specific projects.

| haven't mentioned others that we could pursuelike
the electrification of homes in terms of home heating,
switching over from heating oil to electric heat. We're
watching very closely the developments in the natural
gas area to determine the extent to which there might
be acrossover there. Every timewe think we're getting
closertonatural gas,they makeimprovementsin nat-
ural gas technology in terms of their furnaces and the
way in which they provide heat that way. None of
these things are fixed and static. They'realways mov-
ing and part of arolling process, but it's certainly our
intention to ensure that with respect to energy that
Hydro development really is optimized over the long
run in Manitoba.

MR. B.RANSOM: Mr.Chairman, I believe that during
theelection, again,the Leader ofthe New Democratic
Party had said that he hoped to encourage, | believe
the term was massive conversions to electrical energy
from other energy sources. Is that going to be the
policy of the government that they are going to now
encourage home heating for instance to convertfrom
oil to electricity?

HON. W. PARASIUK: Home heatingis an area where
it'staking place and where | expect it will continue for
a period of time and then | would expect that process
will slow down because most of rural Manitoba, which
doesn't have access to natural gas, will have con-
verted. | believe that the date is probably about 1990
but we're constantly evaluating that area.

When it comes to home heating, that's an area
where | think we have to be quite cautious because, as
| said, there are these changes taking place with
respect to the quality of natural gas furnaces and new
developmentsthere. ljust had adiscussion with some
people from Inter-City Gas in thisrespect. In fact, the
former Deputy of Economic Development, Don Rog-
ers and they are making some major breakthroughsin
that respect. As a result, natural gas it appears will be
very competitive, more competitive than electricity, so
we have to be constantly evaluating this.

When | talk about substituting hydro-electricity for
natural gas in terms of pumping natural gas, that's an
area we're looking at. When | talk about substituting
electricity for diesel fuel in terms of powering our
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urban transportation or at least part of our urban
transportation, that's another area that we're looking
at. Again, Idon'tthink thisistoo futuristic but we want
to take a close look at flywheel technology with
respect to buses. Is it possible? Is it practical? Again,
that would be another area.

| mentioned electrification of railways, which would
be a major step. There is, | think, potential between
Winnipeg and Thunder Bay. Traffic's very heavy.
There are two rail lines. It is possible, | think, to think
ofusingonerail linein this respect. So thisis an area
that we certainly hopeisn'tjustfanciful but will lead to
some constructive activity over the course of the next
two or three years.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, how far down the
road does the Minister feel that railway electrification,
for instance, might be? What are we talking about in
terms of when it might come about or when there
might be increased demands for electricity in the
province as a consequence?

HON. W. PARASIUK: What we're talking about is
heavy front-end costs and that is a problem and it's
difficult, because there are people who aren't pre-
pared to put the front-end costs in even though - and
this is where wewantto do more of the homework - if
one costed this over a 30-50 year period, the cost to
society, the cost tothe economy, the cost to the users
would probably be a lot less, because we can in fact
predict with some certainty costs of electricity. | don't
know anyone who could predict with too much cer-
tainty future costs of oil and gas over a 30-50 year
pericd. Yet what we do withrespecttosome of these, |
think, more fixed transportation modes, is follow the
path of least restraint and go with lower incremental
costs. We'll do some marginal improvements. We
might get a better form of diesel, and we say we're
saving money over the long-run, but our operating
costs are going to be very high and they will continue
togethigherandhigher. It's like lookingatcomparing
a thermal plantwith a hydro-electric plant. The front-
end costs of a thermal plant are lower; the long-term
costs of a thermal plant, operating costs, are much
higher. One hassomedifficulty trying to predict what
these will be 30 or 50 years from now.

Intalking tosome of the people in the United States,
and if you talk to people in Nova Scotia, who in the
past relied, and still do on oil-fired generating sta-
tions, the unpredictable happened from 1973 to this
time and it looks as if it's going to continue. Prices
went from something in the order of $3-$4 to $34 a
barrel - astronomical changes, astronomical increases.
We think thatit's important for us, when we talk about
developingpowersourcesthathave such along-term
life, to explore fully the long-term possibilities. | don't
want to hold out false promise, but at the same time |
do think that with many of these things it's important
that we start nowrather than say thatbecause they're
so long term, there’'s no sense even talking about it. |
think that's wrong. | think it's important for us to start
now and we may, in fact, move more quickly than we
thought with respect to certain things like urban
transportation. | personally feel that if the Federal
Government had not cut back on commitments that |
think it made in the ‘74 Budget with respect to urban
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transportation assistance, we as a country would be
far better off and would have a far better urban trans-
portation infrastructure in this country.

Again, | think it is important to talk to the Federal
Government in this respect because some of those
front-end costs are very very high. | see the Member
for Fort Garry sitting there and | know that people
have been talking about the southwest corridor. |
think the idea is a very good idea; it's capital intensive
inthe front end so people are waiting for some way in
which they can finance that. That whole study started
off with the Federal Government saying that they
would be puttingmoney in toimprove urbantranspor-
tation of that nature. That's a possibility for some type
of urban transit that might even be electrified along
that bus route. Those are avenues that | think should
be explored and pursued all the time. That's whatwe
certainly hope to do and | think that is the approach
that the department will take. It is an omnibus depart-
ment with respect to energy; | think it's a good thing
having a Department of Energy. | think it was an
important step in the evolution of government to
create it. I'm pleased to be heading it up and | hope
that over the course of the next year when we getinto
what | would call the planning time of government,
becauseoftenwhen the House is sittingandwe'reinto
question period and into activities in the House on a
day-to-day basis, it's somewhat more difficult to sit
down and do the proper planning with department
staff that | think is required. | hope when | come back
with my Estimates next year, to have a more fully
fleshed out policy and setof programs.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, perhaps the Minis-
ter isreadingtoo much antagonisminto the questions
that I'm asking. My last question simply was, how far
down the road does the Minister see the timing of
electrification of railways? | don't think | asked the
questions that were answered.

MR. DEPUTY CHAIRMAN, S. Ashton: The Honour-
able Minister of Energy and Mines.

HON. W. PARASIUK: I'm sorry, | don't see the ques-
tions as being antagonistic. | did hear afew antagonist
comments from persons now left. No, | think with
respect to electrification of the railway system oreven
onapilotproject-llike totalk in terms of pilot project.

| really can’t give a definite date on that because |
think it is predicated, in part, on federal activity and
action in this respect. We're talking about a railway
line that crosses provincial boundaries; one of the
railway lines is a Crown corporation of the Federal
Government and | think that it's important that work
be undertaken in that area so we are pushing it. We
received some response; we hope to push harder.
That's how any of these things get moving, so | can’t
give adate. I'd certainly like to see something happen-
ing sooner rather than later but | think it would be
completely arbitrary on my part to pick out a date and
say that | expected something happening within this
time.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, I'm sorry that the
Minister isn't able to give some indication of the time
frame because | believe that his First Minister has, by
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implication, given some indication on the time frame
because, as the Ministeris probably aware, during the
course of the time of our government, we were con-
stantly criticized for stopping Hydro development.
There was a barrage of information from the New
Democratic Party, both prior to and during the elec-
tion that said, Hydro can start now; get Hydro devel-
opment under way; the immediate, orderly develop-
ment of Hydro. When the First Minister had been
asked, how are you going to start Hydro development,
especially having heard the discussion in Hydro
Committee which indicates that there’s no require-
ment on the domestic scene for Limestone power until
1992 at the earliest, in 1996 if the MANDAN Agree-
ment is concluded, and when the First Minister was
asked, how can you possibly contemplate immediate,
orderly development of Hydro, he has responded by
saying, well, there are otherthingsthatwe're looking
at, such as electrification of railways and urban tran-
sit. That, coupled with the concept of immediate,
orderly development of Hydro, certainly led me to
believe that we're talking about something that's in a
predictable time range and now the Minister seems
reluctant to say what the time range is. | think now
that, perhaps, from what the Minister said that he is
correct, that it's not possible to say how quickly it
might come about and because it’s not possible to
say, then | expect it has to be longer rather than
sooner,thatwe'retalkingaboutmaybeadecadeatthe
earliest, before you can expect to see any kind of
major conversion if there were some major decisions
taken flowing almost immediately from work that the
Minister is undertaking. So in terms of the immediate
economic impact on the province that could be
broughtaboutbyHydro development,thenldon'tsee
thatflowing fromthe Minister'sinitiative in the area of
electrification of railways. If my interpretation is
incorrect, then I'd like the Minister to say so.

HON. W.PARASIUK: Well, we're working very quickly
on these alternatives. If, indeed, we could get deci-
sions on them next week, we'd be delighted. It might
take sixtoeightyearsto get theminplace and it takes
sixtoeightyearsto getaHydro plant in place. Things
move more slowly thanthatand I'm hopingthat we'll
be able to move sooner rather than later with these,
but it could be 10 years and, in fact, that could be a
good time if we could get things in place by that time.
I'd be very pleased, because the long-term lead time
required for Hydro development is in the order of six
to eight years.

MR. B. RANSOM: Is it fair to conclude then, Mr.
Chairman, that electrification of railways or urban
transportation is not likely to contribute to what has
beentermedimmediateorderlydevelopmentof Hydro
resources in Manitoba?

HON. W. PARASIUK: If indeed we get these things
moving, it may be possible for us to proceed with the
development of other Hydro plants up north so that
we won't just have a one-shot affair but rather we’'ll
havea wholerange of developments taking place over
a 20-30 year period. If that took place, | think that
would be certainly the orderly development of Hydro
in the north. As you know, the hydro-electricity is
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lumpy; the additions to capacity are lumpy. You just
can't bring on a tenth of adam or a tenth of a generat-
ing station. You can in terms of generators or turbines,
but it does require the building of an entire dam and
thatprovidesanincreaseincapacity,say, intheorder
of 1,000 to 1,200 megawatts when indeed you have to
build that in order to meet anincreased demand in the
order of 100 or 200 megawatts. If one can develop
these alternatives, | think one can proceed with the
orderly development of Hydro into the future.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, this is a mostinter-
esting metamorphosis that we've seen with the posi-
tion of the New Democratic Party concerning Hydro
development. For years, it was immediate develop-
ment of Hydro - get on with it - immediate develop-
ment. Then | think somebody began to realize what
was going on and it became immediate orderly devel-
opment of Hydro. Now you may have noticed, Mr.
Chairman, that the Minister has now said, orderly
development of Hydro. So we have gone through
those three stages, from immediate to immediate
orderly; now we've lopped off immediate and we're
just to orderly development of Hydro.

Maybe it’s a little common sense showing through
here where we didn't expect to see common sense
showing through. | hope that's the case because we
understand the realities of having to have sales for
power, that one doesn’t go ahead and build power
dams for the sake of having construction activity and
simply creating jobs. We could debate, | suppose,
what immediate means, because | don't think that the
public is going to simply let the New Democratic Gov-
ernment away from their commitment to create eco-
nomic activity of Hydro development simply by letting
them lop the immediate off immediate orderly
development.

So we could debate what's immediate. My conten-
tion would be, Mr. Chairman, from what the Minister
has said about electrification of railways and urban
transitis thatitisn'tgoingtohave animmediate effect
on development plans. Now, by “immediate,” | would
even go so far as tosay that any decision the govern-
ment might take with respectto electrification of rail-
ways or urban transit will not come about in such a
way as to allow construction of a further power dam to
begin before the next election rolls around. !s the
Minister thinking of something thatis more immediate
than that? That we indeed might see his work on
electrification of railways lead tothe making of deci-
sions in that period of time that will say, yes, definitely
six years hence from 1985, we're going to need power
for the electrification of railways and therefore we're
going to be able to begin construction on a power
dam? Is that likely to be the case?

HON. W. PARASIUK: Well, we certainly hope that we
could reach an interim agreement this summer with
respect to the Inter-Tie which would trigger Limes-
tone. We hope that, in our efforts at the U.S. sales and
other internal sales and further uses of electricity of
Manitoba as we work over the course of the next two
or three years - and we started planning as soon as we
could and | think that some people might construe
that to be immediate - to achieve the orderly develop-
ment of Hydro over a longer period of time, that if
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things go well and sure - these are big “ifs” -youcan't
tell, but you try and work out the various alternative
possibilities. But it may turn out that we may be in a
position to proceed with a further Hydro development
in three, four or five years. | can't say that with cer-
tainty and | can't make any commitments, but it cer-
tainly would be our hope that we would be able to see
the development of one plant following the other in
the most efficient manner from a building perspective,
as well as from a local economic perspective, as well
as one that takes up the greatest benefits in terms of
either greater valueadded in Manitoba, oravery good
export sale to another part of Canada or to another
part of North America.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, those things we
acknowledge because those negotiations were under
way by the previous administration. In fact, the West-
ern Inter-Tie or Grid was very close to conclusion at
the time that the government took over so, indeed, it's
possible if we are pursuing those areas that there
could be some immediate decision. My question,
though, had to do with the other alternatives thathad
been mentioned by the First Minister as possible initi-
atives of the governmentthat could lead toimmediate
orderly development of Hydro, specifically railway
electrification and urban transportation, and my ques-
tion was specifically related to those. | believe that my
question has been answered even though not directly.
I don’'t think that the Minister believes in his own mind
that there could possibly be a decision come about
relating to railway electrification or urban transporta-
tion that could lead in the course of the next four years
to decisions concerning the development of Hydro
dams in the province.

Mr. Chairman, one otherareaherethat| would like
to deal with is that earlier on in the Session some
questions were asked of the First Minister and the
Minister of Energy and Mines about the continuation
ofthehydrorate freeze and the Minister of Energy and
Mines, when hefirstanswered - | believe I'm correctin
sayingit-heusedtheword“technical” about 12 times
in his answer that this was a technical matter that
required technical consideration thatshould be taken
out of the hands of politicians and placed into the
hands of technical people in terms of what the hydro
rates should be. | gather from that there was certainly
someimplication on his part that, indeed, the previous
government had made it somehow a political issue
rather than a technical issue and he intended to turn
that around.

Now, even though the technical information indi-
catesthatthere might well need to be arate increase
in the near future, the Minister has said, no, that there
will not be arate increase. | gather that's a directive
from the Minister rather than a decision made by
Hydro. | wonder if the Minister could clarify the seem-
ing contradictory action that's been taken by the Min-
ister, contradictory to the earlier statement that had
been made in the House.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Minister.
HON. W. PARASIUK: Now it seems that the member

is sounding a bit defensive. | did notsay and imply in
my statements to the House that reports undertaken
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by Hydro in the past or those being undertaken today
are anything but technical. The government’s deci-
sion is a political decision. Your government made a
political decision weighing the facts, looking at the
facts from Hydro's perspective, taking a look at
broader implications and you made a political judg-
ment. That'sright, the report as to the projections that
Hydro did was atechnical report; the decisionthatthe
government took, having reviewed their technical
report, taking a look at the larger implications was a
political decision. | was not trying to say that the
government would not be making a political decision,
but | did want the public to be aware of the Hydro
projections which | don’t think they’re doing for politi-
cal purposes. They are doing it for technical perspec-
tive, taking alook at theirlong-term financial position.
Those will be done again nextyear; they will be made
public again next year; they will be done again the
following year; they will be made public again; they
will be reported to the Public Utilities Committee of
the Legislature; questions can be asked. That was
done this year. | think we had a fairly exhaustive dis-
cussion in the Public Utilities Committee.

When | was discussing my other Estimates, the
Member for Virden talked about accountability to the
Legislative Committees. | think we tried tobe accoun-
tableinthatrespect;it's certainly my intention that we
are that in the future, so | think that there wasn'’t a
contradiction. | recognize what is technical work and |
recognize what is a political decision. What we took
was a political decision but we did allow technical
work to be done to deal with the particular perspec-
tive. We made the decision that although Hydro, from
its perspective, felt that a rate increase would be
necessary to forestall increases in rates in the future,
we believe thatthe reserves of this yearare sufficient
to meet any deficit that might arise. We'll have to look
at what takes place and review what takes place with
respect to operating costs, with respect to interest
rates, with respect to market prices, with respect to
water levels and monitor these over the course of the
year.Obviously,anothertechinical report willbe done
and, obviously, anotherpoliticaldecision will have to
be made.

MR. B. RANSOM: Itisinteresting to see now that the
government has made a political decision to continue
with what had been termed aphony and false, need-
less hydro ratefreeze and that Hydro's reserves were
being fattened at the expense of Manitoba taxpayers,
Mr. Chairman. These are charges that were being
made by the New Democrats when they were in
Oppositionandonceagainwe findthem changingthe
position when they’re in government. They seem to
have come around to alittle bit of reality when they get
into government and | suppose from the perspective
of the public, at least, that it's encouraging that they
tend to be that way. But it is going to raise certainly
someconcerninthe public mind thatthere have been
so many positions taken by this party previous to
being in government and so many promises made that
we now find have been changed, the positions have
changed and the promises have not been carried out.
In this case it was what was termed a phony and
needless hydro rdte freeze that now is being main-
tained by the Minister through a political decision, not
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only being maintained, but some question of whether
or not indeed they might have to face a possibility of
increasing hydro rates even with The Rate Stabiliza-
tion Act in place, which makes the charge of it being
needless and phony, doubly irresponsible, Mr.
Chairman.

There is one thing though, that could have led and
could still lead, | suppose, to immediate orderly
development of the Limestone power station and that
was the conclusion of an agreement on the Western
Grid or the Inter-Tie. At the time that the government
changed last year there was an interim agreement
which the three Ministers negotiating had agreed to,
which they had agreed to recommend to their
governments for consideration prior to the election,
andthen Premier Blakeney o f Saskatchewan had said
that he thought that an agreement could have been
concluded within the next few short weeks. | believe
that was about the 26th of October that Premier
Blakeney madethatstatement. Now, had that interim
agreementbeenconcluded, | believethatthere would
have been additional activity ongoing today with
respect to the development of Limestone.

Now, the Minister has said that the province was
exposed to considerable financial risks as well as
costs which may not have beenrecovered on the basis
of that interim agreement. Could the Minister be a
little more specific in terms of what he means by the
province being exposed to considerable financial
risks and costs which might nothave been recovered
if the interim agreement had been concluded as put
forward?

HON. W. PARASIUK: | had said that | have agreed
with the other Ministers - certainly, one of them still is
around and that's Mr. Shaben from Alberta - while
we're conducting his negotiations that we would not
discuss the points of difference in public, | certainly
would be prepared afterwards to make public these
points. That's the position | take and | think it's the
best position to take given the fact that we are in a
sensitive stage in the negotiations. I'mhoping that the
Saskatchewan Minister will find time soon to resume
the negotiations which were scheduled to have con-
tinued on the 12th.

| think we've made some progress. | did believe that
there were these risks; this wasn't a judgement just
made by the government. We had reviewed theinterim
agreement and there were some problems withitas |
have indicated and these are ones that we're trying to
correct.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, | find this a some-
what difficult situation to deal with because | know
some of the fundamentals of the agreement that were
being recommended to the three respective govern-
ments just as the Minister does. When the Minister
makes statements about the possibility of the prov-
ince losing as a consequence of this interim agree-
ment, it's rather difficult not to be able to challenge
thatand to respond. | wouldn't want to jeopardize or
be accused of jeopardizing the negotiations in any
way and so I'm not going to persist in questioning the
Minister on this area. But | would put on the record
now that| don't believe that the province was exposed
to any greater risks under the interim agreement than
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they would have been exposed to had they been enter-
ing into some sort of sale to a user, say, if they enter
into some sort of agreement with alarge user of power
within the province where the province would have
had to commit itself in advance to some rate that
would have to be known to the buyer of the power in
advance. But there is very little pointin pursuing that
sort of argument on a theoretical basis. So perhaps we
will have to move on from this area and get into the
other area where there will be some fairly detailed
debate, | think, and that has to do with the Alcan
situation.

The Minister hasmadeanumberofstatements over
the past months up to the statement that was made
tonight in which he said that his latest discussions
with Mr. Morton were held less than two weeks ago.
He said at that time that Mr. Mortonwas well satisfied
with the current state of discussions and the ongoing
review of the smelter project in Manitoba. Then in his
statement, the Minister said that the review group
whichwassetupis now in the process of completing
its consideration of smelter objectives. Perhaps for
starters, the Minister might tell us what that term
means. What objectives would there be for an alumi-
num smelter other than smelting aluminum?

HON. W.PARASIUK: Whatwe are lookingatwas the
basic project description, looking at aspects like fab-
rication, processing, any of those types of spin-offs to
seek the extent to which that had been considered in
the initial development of the project by Alcan. We
were looking with them at the entire economics of it
from their point of view. They are saying that they
require certain arrangements with respect to power
because of the economics of the projects since it's
located in the middle of a continent. We said okay,
fine, let's talk about the economics of the projectsince
itislocated inthe middle of the continent;let’sfind out
more aboutit. Let'sget abetter understanding of your
reasons, of your logic, because we are serious in pro-
ceeding with our negotiations with them and we want
to get a very clear and good understanding with them
as to what they are talking about when they say they
need particular arrangements for power. We are at
that stage of getting a good understanding of what
they are talking about and now we will be movingon to
the discussion of power.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, does thisin any way
refer to things other than the economic considera-
tions? Are we talking about social considerations that
the government might have with respect to the loca-
tion of aluminum smelter?

HON. W. PARASIUK: No.

MR. B. RANSOM: Well, could | go back then to the
one of the original statements that the Minister made
with respect to the negotiations where he said there
were no preconditions concerning the negotiations
with Alcan? Precisely whatdoesthatterm mean - “no
preconditions?”

HON. W. PARASIUK: Alcan had said that they could
only deal with the government if there was a condition
thatthey owned a piece ofa Hydro plant. We had said
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that we did not want to give up ownership in a Hydro
plant. That could have been an impasse and we have
decided that rather than adopt initial inflexible posi-
tions we would know what the other’s position is, but
look at options with an open mind to determine
whether, in fact, a workable arrangement can be
arrived at and that’'s what we are doing. That's why,
when we say we are looking at this without the pre-
conditions, we know what our position is; they know
what their position is and we hope to be able tolook at
what the requirements are and convince each other, |
guess, of alternatives in terms of reaching accommo-
dation with respect to what they say is their require-
ment: namely, a secure long-term power supply. We
hope that we'll be able to do that.

MR. B. RANSOM: I'm still not quite clear then, Mr.
Chairman. Alcan was expected to back off their pre-
condition that they would have an undivided minority
interest in the power station. Did the province then
back offits positionthatthat wasimpossible for Alcan
to have a undivided minority interest?

HON. W. PARASIUK: . . . to try and determine what
the actual requirements of power were and then look
atthewaysin which that could be met and that means
that while thisis under way - wesaythatwe'regoingto
have an open mind in looking at it and they have said
that they would have anopen mind inlooking atit-so
while this review is being undertaken, although gen-
erally we believe that the public utility system oper-
ates bestifitisanintegrated system thatis completely
publicly owned, we are going to look at what type of
powerrequirements are required and look at different
alternative ways of achieving that requirement in a
substantive manner. It may turn out that there are two
or three different ways of achieving that requirement.
It may entail some compromise on our part, it may
entailsomecompromise on Alcan’s part,butcertainly
if the intent is there to try and meet that requirement
properly and the substantive requirement of a secure
supply of power over a period of time, then we think
that there are different ways of achieving it and they
have said that they think there are other ways of
achieving it. We want to sit down and examine those
and that's what we’re at the process of doing.

They said they needed a particular arrangement
because of the economics and we have looked at the
economics and now we're going to be looking at the
power aspects.

MR. B. RANSOM: I'm not quite clear on the Minister’s
statement. | believe he said what the power require-
ments were for an Alcan smelter to determine whether
you'relooking at what the requirementswereand how
the power might be provided. What does that mean
then? Was it not clear before how much power, what
kind of power, that was going to be required by Alcan?

HON. W. PARASIUK: When they talked to us, they
said because we're locating in the middle of a conti-
nent we need to own a power dam. We said we didn't
know if that necessarily followed as being logical.
There are many instances where there are smelters
located in different parts of North America where they
don't necessarily have the ownership of a Hydro plant
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or a portion of a Hydro plant. We have said that there
might be some negativeimplications from Manitoba’s
perspective on that. We said that there were alterna-
tives; we said that we had provided alternative arran-
gements in the past with respect to major users and
we expected to provide alternative arrangements in
the future with respect to major users. Inco is one;
Hudson Bay Mining & Smelting is another; Sherritt is
another; the pipelines are another; the City of Win-
nipeg is another.

So that Manitoba Hydro is quite experienced in
meeting long-term electricity needs of major clients
through various arrangements that have been tried
and true in the past. So what we wantis a good explo-
ration of those alternativesand we're prepared to look
at their particular alternative in terms of what the
actual implications mightbe on an operating perspec-
tive for Manitoba Hydro. That's what we are in the
process of doing and we hope that we’'ll be able to
proceed expeditiously in this respect.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, in the election cam-
paign the New Democrats have charged that the gov-
ernment was giving away Manitoba resources. We
foundearliertonightthatin the face of what the Minis-
tertold us, therereally didn't seem to be much indica-
tion of that with respectto the proposed potash mine.
The charge was also made that we were planning to
give away part of Manitoba Hydro. In the Minister’s
examination of the proposal withrespectto Alcan, has
he found any indication there of the government giv-
ing away any part of Manitoba Hydro?

HON. W. PARASIUK: I've raised this, | did say with
respect to the potash that there were deviations and |
haven’t gone into them, again, | won't go into those
specifics. | guess there will be a time in the future
where | would talk about where | felt there were wea-
knesses and where | felt the previous negotiating
committee feltthatthere were weaknesses. But when
it comes to the whole question of the Hydro plant,
again, I'm a bit hesitantto getinto too much detail with
too many specifics, but | just observe what Hudson
Bay Mining & Smeltingis going through with the Sas-
katchewan Government right now with respect to the
Island Falls’ facility.

Island Falls, | think, was on the books of Hudson
Bay Mining & Smelting for a sum of something in the
orderof,say, $10 million-inthatorderof magnitude-
and by agreement, Island Falls reverted tothe Sas-
katchewan Power Corporation since April 1, 1981.
There is a dispute as to what Saskatchewan should
pay Alcan. Nooneistalkingabout $10 million. No one
is talking about the depreciated value of $10 million
which might indeed be something in the order of
$500,000 today, if that. Rather Hudson Bay Mining &
Smelting is talking in the order of $100 million. So
that’s an increase in the order of magnitude of 10
times, so when Manitoba might want to reclaim that
portion of the Hydro dam that was owned by Alcan,
the big question was and is, what would Manitoba
have to pay? Would it pay $600 million, depreciated
value of $600 million over a 35-year period of time,
50-year period of time, or would it pay fair market
value at that time? If we talk about a tenfold increase
over a period of time when costs weren't changing

that much, we're getting tremendous escalations
every 10 years. Let's say if we took 10 times, are we
talking about $6 billion in the future, which is an obli-
gation which Manitobawouldinasensehave? Arewe
talking about $10 billion? | think that's a very impor-
tant question that has to be looked at. I'm not raising
thisin an argumentative way, I'm just saying that itis
an important questionthat | think deserves very care-
ful consideration. That's what we're doing.

MR. B. RANSOM: Of course, itdeserves careful con-
sideration and it was getting careful consideration in
the proposed agreement. In the Hydro Committee
though, the Minister talked substantially about this
problem as well, about what would happen if you
wantedtotakethe station,thepowerdam, back atthe
end of the 35-year period or the 50-year period. My
question would be to the Minister then, how does the
power requirementforanaluminum smelter differif it
is provided through the ownership of the undivided
minority interest, from a requirement if it's given by
way of a firm powersale? In the one case, the com-
pany would own the facility that provided the power to
run the plant which employed the people and led to an
export of a product from Manitoba.

In the other case, Manitoba Hydro would own the
plant that provided the power to employ the people
who generate the activity and so forth. Now, if at the
end of 35 years, there was some necessity for that
power to be used for another purpose, it'ssomething |
can't visualize at the moment. | can't visualize the
government saying under a firm power sale to Alcan,
we'recutting you off. There’'s no morepoweravailable
to you and your plant employing several hundred
peoplein Manitobais going tobe withoutpower. ljust
can't visualize thatbeing the case.

So | can't quite appreciate the concern that the
Minister has for what might happen 35 or 50 years
down theroad. Nowit's nottosaythatthereshouldn’t
be some provision made and that was being made.
You can talk about inflated dollars, whether you're
talking about the plant for Flin Flon or whether you're
talking about the plant that Alcan might require. You
simply can'tcompareinflated dollars oftoday with the
costs of building that dam on Reindeer Lake back 20
or 30 years ago, whenever it was built. So could the
Minister just explain then how the requirement for
powerwoulddifferrelativetothe means of ownership,

whether Hydroowned or whetherthecompanyowned
it?

HON. W. PARASIUK: Their requirement, their sub-
stantive requirement for power won’t change and,
therefore, welook atwhatthatis and determine what
are the different ways - mechanical ways or mecha-
nisms - whereby that substantive requirement for
power can be met. When the member says that there’s
no differencebetween Alcan owninga plant and a firm
power deal or a portion of the plant, | say to the
member that there's a massive difference. Who gets
the appreciation over a period of time? Who retains
ownership of the asset? That asset has a long life.
Now when we talk about a 35-year agreement with
two 15-year options, we're talking about a long time.
When people were looking at the power, the firm
power sale with respect to the Inter-tie, one of the

2952



Tuesday, 1 June, 1982

areas of negotiation was look-in clauses. One of the
areas of negotiation was buy-out provisions. Those
were items raised by the Manitoba Governmentandin
35 years, at the end of the Inter-tie Agreement, you
would have a plant that would be in part paid off,
owned by Manitoba Hydro, owned by the people of
Manitoba. We had that with the Kelsey Plant. What
you are saying is that what worked well with Kelsey,
what seemed to make sense on the one hand with
respect to the Western Inter-tie, doesn’t make sense
with respect to one entity. If that is true, does that
make sense with respect to Inco? Should Inco then
haveownership, iftheydesire, in any plant that's deve-
loped? If we negotiate it, then fine, should Sheritt
Gordon? If we negotiate it, should Hud Bay? If we
negotiate it, should the oil pipelines, the gas pipelines,
if that comes about? What we start running into is a
problem with respect to what might be called the
average price of power into the future, because some
of those future developments have a very high margi-
nal cost and the reason why Manitoba's power rates
are very low is that we average out the cost of the old
plants with that of the new plants, and as a result, we
havebeenabletokeep the price of power in Manitoba
very low, relative to other jurisdictions.

We believe that's animportant long-term considera-
tion and if, in fact, certain portions of your existing
hydro capacity areownedfor 35or50 or 65yearswith
the price of that held constant because that part is
owned and, therefore you bring on stream future
electric developments of a higher cost nature and
there is no way of averaging it out for all the consu-
mers. Then some consumers will be penalized and if
when we look at a 35 or 40 or 50-year period into the
future - and | say that I'm concerned about how we'll
meet our overall energy needs in that time with
respect to the possibility that we'll be running out of
oil at that stage, if we haven't run out by then or,
indeed, we might belooking at very, very high cost oil
- the projections of natural gas oscillate. But then we
havetoask ourselves there could be asituation where
it might be important for Manitoba Hydro to have
complete ownership of all of its Hydro resources. |
think this is an important question; it's one that | think
is important for the long-run development of Mani-
toba Hydro and for the long-term development of
Manitoba.

It'sa concern that we have, we think it's alegitimate
concern and we are exploring different ways and
meansofmeeting the substantiveloadrequirement of
Alcan. We're looking, and we say we want to look
objectively, at the various options and we're doing
that, knowing what our concerns are, knowing what
they say their concerns are. That's what the negotiat-
ing process is aboutandthat’s what we're undertaking
right now.

The Opposition may have adifferentperspectiveon
it. They may say thattheyare prepared to have Alcan
have ownership of apartof a plant. They may say that
they are prepared to have Inco have ownership of part
or all of the plant, or of Sherritt Gordon, or of Hudson
Bay Mining and Smelting or any of the others and
that's a position that they can take. We say, that as a
general principle, we think it's better to have an inte-
grated Hydro utility which is completely owned by
Manitoba Hydro.
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MR. CHAIRMAN: The Member for Turtle Mountain.

MR. B. RANSOM: Mr. Chairman, he simply didn't
answer the question. The question didn'trelate to the
economics of ownership by the company versus
Hydro. The question was, how did the power require-
ment differ over 35years? The power requirement that
is goingto have to be provided from Manitoba waters,
as faras|cansee, is goingtobethe same undereither
system, and as long as you want to have that devel-
opment here in Manitoba, have the jobs here, to have
the product exported, the money coming back into
Manitoba and into Canada, then that requirement is
goingtobe thereirrespectiveof wherethe ownership
lies.

For the Minister to try and equate this situation, the
Alcan situation, with the Grid is really rather mislead-
ing, because the purpose of Grid negotiation was to
provide asituation at the end of a period of time when
Manitoba wouldhave a power station in place and, at
least, partially paid for, and that Manitoba growth
would then have grown to the point where that would
be required and the system could then provide to
Manitobans relatively cheap power, because through
the Grid overthe 35yearsithadbeenatleast partially
paid for. That is the intention, one of the main pur-
poses of that negotiation. That's not the case with the
Alcan situation.

The Alcan situation, the purpose, is to attract
investment into Manitoba, to create jobs in Manitoba,
to get a fair return for the people of Manitoba through
water rentals, for example, and through service
charges, feesrelated to the price of aluminum. As the
price of aluminum went up, Manitobans would receive
payment that was tied to that. So the two things are
quite different, Mr. Chairman, and | rather think that
the Minister and his government has taken hard, fast
positions while they were in Opposition, that they
simply would not allow an undivided minority interest
tobe held by Alcan, irrespective of what an analysis of
the figures might show in that case.

| was hopeful when the Minister spoke about no
preconditions that, perhaps, the government had
agreedto examine all of the options and that, indeed,
the government might say: “Yes, maybe we could
agree to Alcan having an undivided minority interest
in the station, and if the figures show that's a good
deal for Manitoba, then we might agree to that.” | hope
that's the case because Manitoba needs this sort of
development. We need this kind of development. I'm
afraid that the strategy pu: forward by the Minister of
Finance in his Budget, of standing by and waiting for
the Canadian economy to pick us up asitrushesby, is
not a very valid strategy and that this is one opportu-
nity that Manitoba has to gain some economic devel-
opment. | hope that the Minister will indicate to us
that, perhaps, they will agree - truly it is no precondi-
tion - and that they mightconsider the possibility that
maybe the agreement that was being negotiated by
the previous government was a good agreement in
principle. | would hope that they would not simply
reject it out-of-hand because it was being negotiated
by the previous government and because it had that
principie of undivided minority ownership there by
Alcan.

Mr. Chairman, my colleague for Lakeside has a
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number of questions that he wishes to ask at the
moment concerning the siting project so we’llmove to
that for the moment.

HON. W. PARASIUK: Justtoanswerthat, Alcan says
that they require X amount of power under certain
conditions and we are looking at ways and means in
which that power canbeprovided. That's whatweare
doing through the review process.

MR. CHAIRMAN: The Honourable Member for
Lakeside.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Chairman, as the Member for
Lakeside, |, of course, have a more than passinginter-
est in the indication by Alcan with respect to their
preferred site in Manitoba. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to
askthe Minister-whenindicationsareleftby him and
by his goverment, again on that question, not having
any preconceived positionsastothe actual site - dis-
cuss with the Minister if indeed it is not the fact that
one of the attractive features of the Alcan proposal is
that,to my understanding, Alcaninitially - the Minister
can correct me - but still has made no demands of the
Provincial Government with respecttoany directsub-
sidization in terms of whatever types of industrial
grants may be available. My understanding is that
Alcan has made no demands of anylocal ormunicipal
government of a similar nature, of the kind that have
been made in the past; a practice that | deplore, a
practicethat has oftenled to the location ofindustries
that are less than desirable from many features but
prove to be too attractive for an industry not to exist.
Mr. Chairman, I'm always rather amazed, you know,
under those rather pure conditions, if | can use that
term, Alcan obviously made that site selection. I'm
aware of how thorough a process it was. It was not
simply making it by coming down to Balmoral. The
Minister is well aware of how thorough that process
was.

I'm also well aware that they chose that, obviously,
for Alcan’'s very specific economic reasons. For
instance, site selection, south of theriver,south ofthe
city, furthereastin transmission costs of power alone,
that much more distance from the heavy-duty trans-
missionlines thatbring the powerdown added a con-
siderable cost to the entire operation or any other
number of factors like that. What disturbs me is that if
the government is seriously considering other sites
than those that the company for its obvious self-
interest reason has chosen such as, for instance, as
the Member for Thompson from time to time talks
about or, indeed, any other area in the Province of
Manitoba. Would the Minister not agreethat may well
have to involve him? I'm not suggesting that a gov-
ernment could notbeinfluential in moving orinfluenc-
ing the site selection, but it may involve some induce-
ment on the part of government to do so.

The point I'm trying to make, we have been critic-
ized, my government has been criticized for kind of
taking a hands-off approach to the question of site
selection. Mr. Chairman, | remind you, this is a feature
of Alcan. Alcan has for its own good corporate rea-
sons refused to get into the competitive business of
trying to lure grarits from various provincial govern-
ments as to where to locate. My understandingis they,

for instance, will not even apply for the available
DREE grants as to where they should locate.

Mr. Chairman, if the industrial enterprise in ques-
tion was on the one hand asking governments and
through governments, the taxpayers of Manitoba, to
put out X number of dollars to help them build their
plant, then it's an understandable position for any
governmenttosay,okay, we'lldothatbutwe will have
for our own reasons, for social reasons, for economic
reasons, we want a say as to where that plant is
located. All of these considerations, it's my under-
standing, don'tapply in this situation. Alcan, who after
all have the responsibility of trying to keep that plant
running in a viable way, meet its payroll, meet its
worldwide competition, have made their decision as
to where they think it can best be done in Manitoba.
I'm always a little astounded by the confidence exhi-
bited by members opposite, by the Minister at that
time says, well, disregarding all those factors, we may
think the plant should be located elsewhere. I'm not
naive to think that the Minister says if they wish to do
that, there maynotin fact be some cost involved.

My question to the Minister, if the government is
serious about suggestingtous,asthey haveinsome
of their statements, that the government wishes to
play a role in the site selection for Alcan, would the
Minister not agree that inherent with that role, if that
were acceptable to the company, there may well be
some form of subsidization involved and is the Minis-
ter and this government prepared to do that?

HON. W. PARASIUK: | have said we wanted to deter-
mine from Alcan how they went their whole site selec-
tion process. Did they look at Churchill? If so, good
points, bad points. Well, we'll get that from them.
Thompson, we do have some excess infrastructure
there right now; it's close to the power sources. | think
it would have less environmental concern if it was
there, the psychological nature at the minimum. So -
validtolook there. Withinthe Winnipeg areathere has
been concern expressed about prevailing northwes-
terlies; I think it'saconcernthathasto be looked at. Is
it an area that is upwind from Winnipeg? Are there
other areas in Winnipeg that were looked at?

We've looked at what the requirements of an alumi-
num smelter are. We've tried to determine what the
varioussitesare and their strengths and weaknesses.
That isn't saying anything negative about the Bal-
moral site. —(Interjection)— Well, | don't think | said
anything negative about the Balmoral site, | don't
think | have. If you look through the Hansard | don't
think I haveand I'll look through it. Thatdoesn’'t mean
thatyou couldn'tlook atothersites. If someonecame
and said we'd be interested in a copper refinery orin
another aluminum smelting plant, do you think gov-
ernment should say, okay, we'll take a look and
determine what various location possibilities are?
We've been doing some of that internally, but that
again is not to say anything negative per se about
Balmoral. Again, that is part of that review process; it
certainly wouldn'tbe ourhopetoprovidesubsidiesas
such.

Now we'rein the long-term future with respectto an
economic development that everyone tells us can
standonitsown,sowe don'tthink of thelocal taxation
subsidies or a provincial taxation subsidy of one sort
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or another. Federal taxation subsidies, although I'm
not sure whether in fact the equity ownership doesn't
have some implication there and | haven't looked at
that deeply enough and that'sanaspectoralawin any
type of long-term Hydro subsidy whereby industrial
users would find that they are paying much different
rates over the long run because you do have 20 or 25
or 30-year contracts. We did have one with Inco where
they pay a rate that was different to other rates for a
period of time, butthat wasn't seen as beinginasense
forever or for avery long period of time because there
are other industrial users. Those are things that we'd
like to look at and we will look at.

| don't want to say anything negative about the
Balmoral site, but that doesn't preclude the province
from having an idea of what the strengths and wea-
knesses of different sites are.

MR. H. ENNS: Mr. Chairman, I'm still having trouble
inunderstanding the Minister’s positionin this matter.
For instance, to parallel the situation - this Minister
has made other statements. They have made state-
ments to the effect that, well, we want to satisfy our-
selves about the international aluminum marketing
conditions before we rush into any agreement. That
all doesn't sit; nobody's asking you or the taxpayers of
Manitoba to invest money or to rush into any agree-
ment. The situation, for instance, is quite different
than the proposal that's also before this Minister and
the government with respect to potash developments
where, in fact, we are talking about 25 percent equity
in a major development. We are talking about upwards
to $200 million, $250 million, $300 million, by the time
a mine gets developed, of Manitoba taxpayers’ money
to beinvolved. | would find it quite legitimate if we're
talking potash under those terms for this Minister, for
this government, to be extremely concerned, to avail
himself of all the expert advice as to what the interna-
tional outlook for potash marketing is over the next
decade, etc, etc. Because we are a participant and we,
as custodians of Manitoba taxpayers’ money, are talk-
ing about sinking a couple of hundred million dollars
into that kind of venture. But in the case of Alcan that
is not the case. —(Interjection)— Haveit your way and
there is nothing. You know, Alcan is going to have to
buy the power in its normal way from Hydro. They
have indicated other reasons, other proposals They
wish to have a secured undivided interest of 400 meg-
awatts of power. We're not talking about that, I'm
talking about this Minister’'s kind of pontificating
statements about suggesting that he has to person-
ally, and his government has to personally, become
experts in the international aluminum market before
they can reach an agreement.

With all due deference, with all due respect to my
friend, the Honourable Minister of Energy and Mines,
is that really necessary in the case of Alcan where we
are not talking about any provincial subsidy in terms
of grants, we're not talking about any equity in terms
of the company? We are talking about a decision that
the Board of Directors of one of the most astute inter-
national, substantially Canadian-owned, business
enterprises that we have in this country is obviously
making those decisions around their board table and
those decisions | know are not made lightly. | find it
rather presumptuous, if | want to say, that this Minister
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is going to second-guess the Alcan Board as to where
it is viable, where it is appropriate for them to site a
plan.

Now, Mr. Chairman, | give this Minister every right.
If this Minister says, “Hey, we want it further on up
north. We want it because we have an ARDA Agree-
ment or because as a policy we want to have develop-
ment in Northern Manitoba. We want it in Thompson
or we want it in Churchill, because we've got different
reasons, that's fine, but obviously there's a price tag
attached to that kind of intervention on the part of
government. | assume for all the reasons that the Min-
ister acknowledges that there is no subsidization
involved atthelocal, at the provincial level that the site
selection was made. | will give the Minister a little bit
more time and | can assure him afteravery exhaustive
search, after meeting with 30 to 35 municipalities, and
having indeed touched base in areas such as Thomp-
son and in Churchill, but again it is the company's
internal decision that has to be paramount in this
instance unless the government wishes, and that was
my first question. Unless the government is prepared
tosay, well, | know that your figures tell you that this is
where you have to locate, but for our reasons, for our
political reasons, foroursocial reasons,forourenvir-
onmental reasons, we want you to locate elsewhere.
You're still welcome, we’'d like to have you, but we
wantyoutolocate elsewhere. Then obviously there is
going to have to be a saw-off of some negotiations
madeif the company still wishestocome and locate in
Manitoba underthoseterms astowho's going to pick
up the difference.

The Honourable Member for Thompson thinks it's
nonsense. Mr. Chairman, International Nickel is in
Thompson because the God damn nickel is there.
—(Interjection)— Where is the aluminum powder
coming from my friend? —(Interjection)— Where is
the aluminum powder, the other proponent of it?
You're saying you're going to ship it all up there. Well,
Mr. Chairman, | don't wantto get into an argumenta-
tive debate on it. I'm simply asking the Minister to
conclude his time in terms of that site selection pro-
cess, satisfy himself that the company has done a
thorough jobindoingthat, butthe fundamental ques-
tionstillis, and | gather this Ministeris not prepared to
use Manitoba taxpayers' dollars to lure the company
elsewhere, to where they have indicated was their
natural site selection as being most economical for
them.

HON. W. PARASIUK: It's not my desire to use tax-
payers’ dollars in that sense, just as it wouldn't be my
desire to use taxpayers' dollars either through direct
grants or tax losses that Manitoba mightincur to lure
Alcan here.

Mr. Chairman,it's 10:48 p.m, Imovethat Committee
rise. We will be meeting on this tomorrow.

MR. CHAIRMAN: Committee rise.






