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The House met at 2:00 p.m.

MR. SPEAKER (Lush):
Order, please!

On behalf of hon. Members I would
like to welcome to the Speaker's
gallery today the Ambassador of
Spain to Canada, His Excellency
Antonio Fornier. ~ The Ambassador
is accompanied by the Commercial
Counsellor with the Embassy of
Spain in Canada, Mrs Maria Deloras
Loureda,

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Hear, hear!

MR. SPEAKER:
I should point out to hon. Members
that this is the Ambassador's

first official visit to
Newfoundland, Lthe purpose of which
is to become familiar with

Newfoundland and its econmomy,
particularly with respect to the
fishery and related matters.

On behalf of hon. Members we
extend a cordial welcome to both
the Ambassador and the Commercial
Counsellor, and wish them a very
happy, productive and successful
visit to the Province.

Oral Questions

MR. DOYLE:

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Membher for Harbour
Main.

MR. DOYLE:
Mr. Speaker, I have a question for
the Minister of Employment and

Labour Relations. The
unemployment figures For

Newfoundland have been released,
and needless Lo say they are very,
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very alarming indeed.
Newfoundland's unemployment rate
remains the highest in all of
Canada, 17.1 per cent, and that is
up 3 percentage points over the
same period last year, in
November. The unemployment rate
for Agriculture, Fforestry and Gthe
Fishery 1s up dramatically, up
12.7 points. The Manufacturing
sector, which includes Fish
plants, have an unemployment rate
of 24.3 per cent, up 5 points over

the saimne period last year.,
Finally, M, Speaker, the
unemployment rate For Lhe

construction dindustry was 34 per
cent din Nowvember, up 12 points
over last year,

I would like to ask the Ministker
are these figures now alarming
enough to move Uthe Minister into

action in the creation of
employment programs Lo offset the
devastating effect of Lhese
numbers?

MR. SPEAKER:

The hon, Lhe Minister of

Employment and Labour Relations

MS COWAN:

Our Government has been
continually aware, Mr. Speaker, of
the unemployment c¢risis in  this
Province. It has been an ongoing
problem for a number of decades
now and we are not reacting in any
other way Uthan the way I stalaod
the other day, in a calm, reasoned
way, trying to fFind solubtions o
this particular problen.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member for Harbour
Main.

MR. DOYLE:
Mr. Speaker, we have vyebt Lo see
any meaningful employmenl prograns

created by this Governmenl Lo
address these problems. Now, 1is
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the Minister aware and does she
have any understanding of what
these numbers mean? Is she aware
that she i1s soon going to be
presiding over the most
devastating unemployment picture
since the depression days? Let me
ask the Minister, can she give us
some indication of what the
unemployment numbers will be when
the effect of the Grand Falls mill
layoffs kick in, when the effect
of fish plant closures kick in,
when the downturn in the fishery

kicks in? What is the
Department's forecast of events
and the effects on the
Newfoundland economy?

MR. SPEAKER:

The hon. the Minister of

Employment and Labour Relations.

MS COWAN:

That 1s a very, very complex
question the gentleman has just
asked. It 1s not one certainly
that I can address in a two or
three minute answer; I, perhaps,
would have to write a thesis or
whatever on it. I can answer his
First question. I certainly am
aware as Minister, and I have a
deep understanding and concern
about unemployment in this
Province and possible upcoming
unemployment.

MR. DOYLE:

Mr. Speaker, 1if the Minister has
such an understanding of the
unemployment problems in

Newfoundland, I am interested 1in
finding out what the Provincial
Labour Minister told her Ffederal
counterpart last week when they

met in Ottawa. I want to ask her
is the story in The Fvening
Telegram of December 8, on page 3,
accurate, in which Barbara
McDougall makes the statement and
1 quote "That the Fisheries

Response Program is working very
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well and this view 1is shared by
the Newfoundland Gouvernment?' Did
the Minister 1in fact make that
statement? And how does she
square that with the body of
thought that 1is out there among
fishermen, among people who are
really affected, which says that
the Fisheries Response Program 1is
not working well at all? Her own
colleagues 1in Ottawa, Mr. frolin
and Mr. Simmnons, say thalt the
Fisheries Response Program 1is not
working very well, but the
Minister is saying it is working
very well., Can she explain that?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Minister of
Employment and Labour Relations.

MS COWAN :
First of all, he is being very
erroneous, Mr. Speaker, 1in euean
suggesting that I made that
statement. And [ will not wmake -

SOME HON. MEMBERS:

It dis in the paper. Read the
paper.

MS COWAN:
It does not say I said it, pardon
me !

SOME _HON. MEMBERS:
The paper said it.

MS COWAN:
Excuse me!

MR. SPEAKER:
Order, please!

MS COWAN:

Mr. Speaker, I would not like Lo
comment on any newspaper article
that is brought into the House and
waved 1in Ffront of me. hese Fow
colleagues on the obther side of
the House are well aware of how

news 1s sometimes translalbed. 1
would further spaak about ik
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directly to the hon., Mrs .
McDougall when the occasion
presents itself. And thank you
very much for not disappointing
me, I was waiting For you to come
in with that question.

MR. RIDEOQOUT:
Is it true, or is it not true?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the
Opposition.,

Leader of the

MR. RIDEOQUT:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, the Premier in his
statement to the House yesterday
referring to the closure of the
Southside fish plant here 1in St.
John's made the following
statement on page 4, and he said:
'The Province 1is disappointed with
this announcement'- and naturally
so - 'but takes some comfort in
the company's plans to maintain
the plant so that it can be
reactivated once stocks have
recovered, '

Mr. Speaker, I want to ask the
Premier will not the Premier
confirm for the House that in fact
National Sea Products has no plans
to reactivate the Southside plant,
that 1ts plans are, 1in fact, to
mothball the plant and, iF a
proper offer comes along, to sell
the facility.

The hon. the Premier,

R. SPEAKER:

PREMIER WELLS:

No, Mr. Speaker, that 1is not the
advice I have,. I cannot say that
is not the plan of National Sea
Products, I can only say to Lhe
Leader of Lthe Opposition and the

House, M. Speaker, that Lhe
information . that is in the
statement was Lhe inFormation
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which came to me yesterday morning
and I included it in Lhe
statement. How soundly based that
is or whether they have other
plans of mothballing it and
selling it, if  they can find
somebody to buy 1it, I cannot say
with certainty, but I will
undertake to Ffind out and advise
the House.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the
Opposition.

Leadar ofF the

MR. RIDEQUT:
Thank you, Mr. Speakar.

I understand the Premier
undertakes to find out and advise
the House. I would have thought
that perhaps tLhe Premiar mighl
have asked the officials of
National Sea what theilr plans were
in that regard.

Mr, Speaker, would the Premier
acknowledge, as well, that
National Sea Products have made il
clear that if it 1s successful in
selling dits Southside plant, here
in St. John's, it does nol intend
to gilve up any portion of dils
enterprise allocation to any new
potential owner/operator of Lhat
facility when Lthe stocks recover,
so that, therefore, there 18 no
long-term possibility af that
facility accessing offshore fish?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Premier.

PREMIER WELLS:

I do nokt think National Sea
Products dis the only entity that
has input into Lhe decision as Lo
whether or not they will give up
any of their enterprise
allocation. They cannot just
choose to sell ol'f any plant or
plants that they wish and expect
to keep Lhe enterprise
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allocation. As I told Mr., Demone
on a couple of occasions, those
fish are not fish on the balance
sheet of National Sea Products.
They are fish that are 1in the
ocean to be available to be caught
and processed by Lthe fishermen and
plant workers of this Province
who, and whose ancestors, have
been catching and processing those
fish for centuries, so they cannot
be considered to be assets on the
balance sheet of National Sea
Products.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the
Opposition.

Leader of the

MR. RIDEOUT:

Nobody will disagree with that
statement by the Premier. The
result of the statement is what we
are interested in.

Now, Mr. Speaker, in view of the
fact that National Sea Products,
even with the closures that were
announced yesterday, will still
have excess processing capacity
within 1its system, and in view of
the fact that FPI, when they
announce their closures over the
next few days or few weeks,
whenever it might be, will still
have excess processing capacity in
its system, and in view of the
fact that when the stocks recover,
rather than take out of
mothballing or closedown modes
that excess capacity, because they
will still have excess capacity in
their systems, will the Premier
not tell the House today that when
closedowns are announced by
National Sea as they were
vesterday, or by FPI as they will
be tomorrow or some other day,
that in effect as far as those two
companies are concerned those
closedowns mean permanent
closures? Is that not what those
companies are talking about?
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MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Premier.

PREMIER WELLS:

They may be, Mr. Speaker. [ do
not know with certainty, I
understand from the discussions we
have had with National Sea

Products that with the closures
they are talking about in Nova
Scotia and the closure of the
plant in St. John's, that they are
talking in terms of  operabking
closer to 90 to 100 per cent

capacity with their existing
plants. Now, again, I can
undertake to find out what they
would expect they will be
operating at with the closures
they are projecting, but 1

understooed from National Sea that
they were thinking din terms of
operating at a Fairly high
proportion of capacity, so that
that 1is why I would expect Lthat
they would reopen a plant or Lwo
plants that they had closed when
the stocks recover,

With respect to Fishery Products
International, the information we
have from them, I think they were
thinking in terms of, depending on
what fish was available to them,
depending on what Lthe allocation
provides for them, c¢losing plants
that would enable them to produce
at a level of production that they
were producing at a couple of

years ago, which may be 60 - 654
per cent of capacity, so in their
case it may be more likely. Now,
that 1is the best information I
have at this moment. But nobhody
knows wikh certainty, bacause

nobody knows what the real
allocation 1is going Lo be vyet.
But the best dinformation I have
available is that it scems more
likely that National Sea might be
able to reopen, because Fishery
Products, I think, were thinking
in terms of not reducing lto the
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point where they were 90 to 100
per cent capacity. But, again, I
will check those figures on
proposed capacities and I will try
and advise the House tomorrow, Mr.
Speaker.

MS DUFF:
Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. bthe Member for St. John's
East.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I would like to address this
question to the hon. the Minister

of Fisheries. Mr. Minister, in
view of the fact that the Federal
Government in 1985 issued a

processing licence to National Sea
for the factory freezer trawler,
the Cape North, over the strong
objections of +the Government of
the day, the Peckford Government,
and, in fact, over the strong
objections of the Liberal
Opposition, and in view of the
fact that at that time a
commitment was made by NatSea to
the fish plant workers that not
one shore job would bhe lost as a
result of that decision, and it is
now very clear that 492 shore jobs
have been lost because of depleted
fish stocks, is the Government
prepared to take a wvery tough
stand with the Government of
Canada and NatSea, and insist that
the processing 1license for the
Cape North be revoked, and that
the fish allocated +to the Cape
North be processed at the National
Sea plant in St. John's?

MR. SPEAKER:
fhe hon. the Minister of Fisheries,

MR. W. CARTER:
Mr. Speaker, I can give the hon.
Member an assurance that such
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action has been taken, In fFactk, I
intend to table tomorrow +4in this
House a copy of my letter to Che
Minister of Fisheries, in which we
are demanding the very thing that
the hon. Member raised, We have
done it wverbally, but tomorrow,
Mr. Speaker, we will be tabling a
copy of that letter.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member for St.
East.

John's

MS DUFF:
I am glad Lo hear that the
Government has at last taken Lthat

action. My supplementary, M.
Speaker, is that I think the
Minister is aware that tLhe

National Sea plant in St. ~John's
plays a wvery wvital role in the
inshore fishery ofF Lhe Avalon
Peninsula, There are a lobt of
small fishermen who use thalb plant
also, particularly during the cod
glut season, when other plants 1in
the area are busy with capelin and
other species. Now, 1f NatSea 1is
allowed to close, what plans has
Government made to process the
inshore fish which 1is currently
processed at NatSea in St. John's,
particularly during the cod glut
season.

MR. SPEAKER:

The hon. the Minister of Fisheries.

MR. W. CARTER:

Mr. Speaker, Lthis morning, at 8:00
a.m., I met with union offlicials
in my office, Mr. Earl McCurdy,
My, Anstey and Linda Hyde, Lhe
lady from the NatSea plantk, and we

discussed that wvery mabter. My
officials are now contactl ing
NatSea to discuss Lhat very
matter, We know that the inshore
sector -~ yesterday, by the way, we
met with somne ol Lhe inshorae
fishermen. We know there 15 a

very substantial amount of Figh
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landed by the inshore fishermen in
St. John's, and we know that
unless some action 1is taken now,
come next spring there might very
well be a glut problem. So we are
now discussing that with the
owners of NatSea to see what kind
of an arrangement can be worked
outt to ensure that that kind of a
situation will not arise.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Memwmber for St. John's
East.

MS DUFF:

A final supplementary. If the
NatSea plant in St. John's is
allowed to close, it dis wvery
widely believed that it will never
re-open for a number of reasons,
which I will not get 1into right
now, which will end 500 years of
continuous activity in the port of
St. John's as a historic fishing
port, and there 1is also a fear
that fish that is currently
processed here will ultimately end
up 1in Nova Scotia. I would 1like
to know from the Minister if his
Government has, 1in fact, accepted
that closure of Natsea plant as an
inevitable consequence of the
temporary quota reductions, or is
the Government prepared to use
every means at its disposal,
including pressure on the Federal
Government and NatSea, to  keep
that plant open on a part-time
basis; or, another way of phrasing
it, 1s the Government prepared to
stand up and fight tough for the
workers of the NatSea plant in St.
John's?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Minister of Fisheries.

MR. W. CARTER:
Mr. Speaker, my answer 1is vyes,
yes, yes.

MS DUFF:
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A supplementary, Mr. Speaker.

I would have been happy if the
Minister had said, 'No, yes, yes,'
because my first question is -

MR. SPEAKER:

Order, please! Order, please!

Sorry! I just have to recognize
the Member. The hon. the Memher
For St. John's East.

MS DUFF:

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

My first question was, has the
Government accepted the closure of
the NatSea plant as dnevitable?
Is that a no, or a yes?

MR. W. CARTER:

I shall amenc  my answer, Mr.
Speaker: No, yes, yes, yes.

MR. MATTHEWS:

Mr. Speaker,

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member for Grand Bank.

MR. MATTHEWS:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I thought the weather oubside was
bad!

Mr. Speaker, my question is to the
Minister of Fisheries. [ would
like to ask the Minister if he has
had meetings with Fishery Products
International over the last
forty-eight hours or so, and 1if
so, what were the meetings aboult?
I[s Fishery Products Internabtional
any closer to indicating to ULhe
Province the possible plant
closures?

MR. SPEAKER:
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The hon. the Minister of Fisheries.

MR. W. CARTER:

Mr. Speaker, I met with the Chief
Executive Officer, the Chairman of
the Board, no later than an hour
ago, in my office, wvery briefly,
and he could not tell me any more
today than he could a week ago in
terms of what plants they will be
closing down. They are grappling
with the problem, and I guess 1in
due course they will make a
decision and will announce it
accordingly.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member for Grand Bank.

MR. MATTHEWS:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

It seems that these kinds of
meetings have been going on for
weeks now and nobody seems to
know. I do not know if they get
together and have tea and biscuits
or whatever, but we have a very
serious situation in the Province
and I would have thought the
Minister would be trying to
determine from Fishery Products
International exactly what their
plans are, Everyone in the
Province and in the country knows
that all indications are the
maxiimum total allowable cakch will
be 190,000 metric tons.

My supplementary to the Minister:
Is Lthe Provincial Government of
Newfoundland and l.Labrador
objecting Lo any plant closures
that may be suggested by Fishery
Products International?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Minister of Fisheries.

MR. W. CARTER:

Mr. Speaker, I +think the hon.
Member answered his own question.
Given the Fact that the total
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allowable caktch will be
considerably decreased Ffrom last
year and from the vyear beafore,
then it must follow that there
will have to be cuthacks. We
certainly do not 1look forward Lo
seeing any plants c¢lose, hut I
guess there are +times when you

have to be realistic. And until
we find out from FPI exactly what
plants they dintend to c¢lose -~ we

know roughly what plants they are
looking at, and I think nost
Newfoundlanders do, but certainly
until a firm decision 1is made,
then we will have to wait and see
what happens.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member for Grand Bank.

MR. MATTHEWS:

Mr. Speaker, my question to Lhe
Minister idis, vyou have denied all
along that you knew, and now you
are telling us that vyou guess
everyone should know what plants
Fishery Products International are
looking at. Well, only a couple
of days ago you denied that, and
you are telling us that 1in vyour
meeting today that was not
discussed, the total allowable
catch had to be determined.

Will the Minister inform the House
if  the Provincial GCovernment 1is
objecting? We have seen
statements From Mpr, Young that
suggested, depending on Lthe total
allowahle catch, there will be
between two and Ffour fish plants
closed. That is what he said. [s
the Provincial Government

objecting to the closure of any
fish plants suggested hy Fishery
Products International, or are you
going to accept lock, slock and
barrel what Fishery Praoducts
International is recommending?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Minister of Fisheries.
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MR. W. CARTER:

Mr. Speaker, I think the House
will recall that about a week ago
the hon. Member stood in his place
and said he knew then what plants
were going to be closed. I am
surprised he would even ask me the
question. If he knows, then why
does he ask the question?

I can tell him now that I do not
know. I do know that a number of
options are being 1looked at, as
you would expect. There are going
to have to be some changes,
adjustments and readjustments, but
certainly at this point in time we
are not aware of what plants FPI
will be closing.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member for Grand Bank.

MR. MATTHEWS:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

I regret, Mr. Speaker, that I was
correct on the reported closure of
the St. John's fish plant. I was
hoping I was going to be wrong. I
am hoping I will be wrong about

any closure of any Fishery
Products International plant 1in
this Province. And if tLhis

Government wants to prevent that,
they can object and consequently
do so.

My final supplementary to Lhe
Minister: When can we expect to
hear what fish plants Fishery
Products International will be

closing in this Province?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Minister of Fisheries.

MR. W. CARTER:

Mr. Speaker, I can only say that I
suppose once all the options are
investigated and thoroughly
assessed by FPI, once there is a
better wunderstanding as to what
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quotas will be available to them,
then, I expect, FPI will do what
has to be done.

I think, Mr. Speaker, it dis fair
to say that in our negotiations
with FPI we have found them to be
operating in good faith, doing the
best they <can in a wvery bad
situation. I can only tell the
Member and the House that I have
enough confidence in that Company,
and 1its Directors and officials,
to know that they will do what
they have to do and no wmore, in
terms of plant closures.

MR. RIDEOUT:
Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:

The hon. the Leader of Lhe

Opposition.

MR. RIDEOUT:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr ., Speaker, the Premier, when it
is convenient for him to do so,
and rightly so, has made an issue

from time to time of Lhe
out-migration of Newfoundlanders
and Labradorians From this
Province,

Earlier today, Mr. Speaker, Dr,

Doug House, Lthe Chairman of the
Economic Recovery Commission,
caused people all over Lhis
Province to wake up to what Lthey
thought was a bad dream, and that

was Dr. House on the CBC Morning
Show saying the following, and I

quote, 'We may have tLto do what
Newfoundlanders have baen doing
for centuries, move outside this
Province. That might be the best
option.' Now, Mr. Speaker, will

the Premier tell the House whethepr
or not this policy as articulated
by Dr. House this morning is
shared by the Government?
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AN HON. MEMBER:
(Inaudible).

MR. SIMMS:
Yes, he did?

MR. RIDEQUT:

Yes, he did, Mr. Speaker. Go down
to CBC and 1listen to the tapes.
We have the tapes, Mr. Speaker,
and we will run downstairs and get
them if the Gouernment so wishes.
I am not fooling. It was said,
and we can produce the tapes if
you wish to listen to them.

Now, the question I wish to ask
the Premier 1is this, Mr., Speaker:
Will the Premier tell the House
whether or not this policy as
articulated by Dr. House 1is shared
by the Government? If it is not,
when 1is the Premier going to vyank
Dr. House from the airwaves and
put on a spokesperson who will, in
fact, articulate Government policy?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Premier.

PREMIER WELLS:

What we really need, Mr. Speaker,
is an Opposition that will tell
the whole truth and not just part
of the truth and SO cause
deception. That is what we really
need.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I just finished
a meeting with Dr. House and the

Economic Recovery Comnission. As
a matter of fact, I discussed with
Dr. House the interview. As a

matter of fact, I have a copy of
the tape and I listened to it and
I can tell +the House that the
Opposition Leader has not
disclosed to the House the whole
truth, he has taken a few phrases
out of it and has distorted
totally what Dr. House said.

Dr. House was not announcing
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policy of the Government, Dr.
House was answering specifically a
question put by a reporter, and he

told the reporter of all the
opportunities available For
retraining and what would be

available, and he went through all
of that.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

PREMIER WELLS:

Mr. Speaker, I will be happy to
report to the House 1ifF Lhe hon.
Members want 1it, but it 1is obvious
they only want to hear a distorted
version. They do not want to hear
the truth. Now I am quite happy
to report the truth,

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Ooh, oh!

AN HON. MEMBER:

(Inaudible) the whole truth and
nothing but the truth.

PREMIER WELLS:
That is right.

And 1t 1is no mistake that the oath
you take in court swears you notb
simply to tell the truth, but the
whole truth and nothing but the
truth. Because, My, Speaker, if
you do nok, you can decelve more
effectively by telling a simple
portion of Lthe truth than you c¢an
by telling a 1lie. What Dr. House
did was answer the newswoman's
question about what alternatives
were open, and Lthe training that

would take place. He spelled all
of this out. And Lhen Uthe news
interviewer came back and asked
another question: "Could this
mean leaving <©the Province, too?!

And he said, 'Yes. And  this 1is

not unusual. People have lefl the
Province before and then, when
circumstances are better, Lhey
will come back when Lhere are
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better opportunities.’ Now that
is what Dr. House said. To say
anything else would be to do what
the Opposition have been doing for
seventeen years, burying their
heads in the sand, afraid to face
the reality.

AN HON. MEMBER:
Right on! That is what you did in
'71.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Hear, hear!

MR. SIMMS:
Talk about deception!

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the
Opposition.

Leader of the

MR. RIDEQUT:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

The Premier must be awfully
concerned., He had Dr. House in to
run through the tape, obuiously.

Now, Mr, Speaker, let me ask the
Premier, the master of deception
when it suits his needs to be the
master of deception, is it -

AN HON. MEMBER:
That is what you are.

MR. RIDEOUT:

Mr. Speaker, can you silence the
hon. Member, or get him, as a
backbencher, to get up and ask a
question if he so wishes?

MR. SIMMS:
For a change, yes,

MR. RIDEOQUT:

Is it the fundamental policy of
this Government and the Economic
Commission that, in fact, the best
option for Newfoundlanders 1is to
pack up their bags and leave this
Province, as they have done for
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centuries? Is that what the
Premier dis trying to tell the
people of this Province through
his spokesperson, Dr. House?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Premier.

PREMIER WELLS:

No, Mr. Speaker, And it 1is a
gross misrepresentation of
anything Dr. House said to suggest
that that is what he said. He did
not. The hon. the Leader of Lthe
Opposition dis dnaccurate 1in his
representations to the House.

Mr. Speaker, here is the reality:
The Statistics Canada estimate,
and I do not know if it is
accurate or not because it is only
an estimate, so I caution Members,
they estimate that 1in 1989 the
population of Newfoundland is
going up to 570,000, and
increasing for the first time 1in
six years. Finally we are maybe
going to get back to where we were

in 1983, getting back close to
where we were in 1983, in terms of
population. It 1s happening in
1989. But we do not know with

certainty that 1t 1is. Becausa
this is only an estimate, I cannot

put it forward as totally
reliable. It may be that 1t has
not yet really started Lo
increase, because we have not had
time for our policies to really

take hold and improve.

But what I can say, Mr. Speaker,
and advise Lhe House, there are,
as of November this vyear, 4,000
more people with full-year jobs in
this Province than there were 1in
November last year.

Now while Gthe hon. Membhers were 1in
of fice they fooled themselues and
attempted to fool Lthe rest of Lhe
Province, but there were those of
us who were not misled by bthis, by
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creating these make-work jobs and
pretending that they were really
doing something of lasting value.
Instead, all they were doing was
putting band-aids on the cut and
the injury without really dealing
with the fundamental problem. We
have taken a different approach.
Mr. Speaker, we were specifically
authorized to do it by the
electorate of this Province voting
for a real change, and that is the
real change we intend to implement.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the
Opposition.

Leader of the

MR. RIDEOUT:
Mr. Speaker, the Premier is taking
a different approach all right,

and that 1is to «close the whole

Province down, as the unemployment
statistics show for this time over

twelvue months last year. Now, Mr.
Speaker, let me ask the Premier
this: Will the Premier confirm to

the House that Newfoundlanders and
Labradorians this morning, having
listened to Dr. House, Chairman of
the Econoimmic Recovery Comnission,
would be justified in 1looking at

this Commission as a
burn-your—-boats commission, a
resettlement comnission, a
mobility commission, a get-out-of
Newfoundland and l.abrador
commission? Is that what this

Commission has been set up to do
for this Province?

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Premier.

MR. WARREN:
Tell the truth.

PREMIER WELLS:

No, Mr. Speaker. I amm confident
that the people of this Province
have more intelligence than to
look only at one phrase that was
in answer to a specific question,
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that they will look at and listen
to the whole of 1it. If they do,
they will see that they are
encouraged by Dr. House to expect
better things within this Province
and to look first and foremost
within this Province.

But, Mr. Speaker, Dr. House, beinqg
a man of honesty and dintegrity,
whan the newspaper reporter said
to him, 'Dr. House, in addition Lo
what you said, does this also mean
that some people will leave Lhe
Province and look For work
elsewhere?! Dr. House, quite
honestly said, ‘Well, yes, [ can
expect that that would happen,
too. That has been happening for
years in the past. But as soon as
there 1is better opportunity, as
soon as we have tiwme Lo c¢create
better opportunity here, they can
be expected to come back, as they
have done in the past, as well.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member Ffor Burin
Placentia West, one minute.

MR. TOBIN:

Mr.- Speaker, now that Dr. touse
has said this morning, and )
quote, '"We may have Lo do what
other Newfoundlanders haue beaen

doing for centuries, move oublside
the Prouvince, that might he Lhe
best option', let me ask Llve

Minister of Municipal and
Provincial Affairs, now that Dr.
House has articulated a

resettlement program oulside Lthe
Province, 1if he will live up Lo
his commitment and announce in
this House, as he has said he
would, the Capital Works Programs,
and 1ifF there will be a denial of

water and sewer services Lo
commnunities which Dr. House has
suggested will have to moye
outside the Province?

MR. SPEAKER:
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The hon. the Minister of Municipal
and Provincial Affairs.

MR. GULLAGE:

Mr. Speaker, the Capital Works
Program is in the process of being
finalized right now. As the hon.
member knows, it 1is priorized by
the regional offices. Health and
Environment are the two most
important factors and will
continue to he the two most
important factors, Mr . Speaker,
There is no question that economic
conditions in a given area are

important, but the health
situation in a community with
water and sawer, and the
environmental impact upon a

community with the conditions that
exist, are the most important
criteria and will continue to be,
and are identified as such in the
criteria as we rank the various
communities,

MR. SPEAKER:
Question Period has expired.

Order, please!

PREMIER WELLS:

Mr. Speaker, might I ask leave of
the House to read precisely  what
Dr. House said? If the House is
interested in the truth, I would
like 1leave of the House to read
it. Could we have 1leave of the
House to table it. No? Okay.

MR. SPEAKER:
Order, please!

A couple of points came through in
Question Period that the Chair
would like Lo comment upon at this

point for the sake of
parliamentary langquage in the
future. There were two incidents
that the Chair would like to refer
to. The first one was the remark

made by the hon. the lLeader of Lhe
Opposition to the effect that the
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Premier was a master of
deception. In the House we are
not to dmpute motives ko hon.

Members, and it 1is the opinion of
the Chair that to suggest tLthat
somebody 1is a master of deception
is certainly dmputing motives and
ought not to stay on the record.
I am sure the Leader of the
Opposition did not mean to do that
and it was Jjust a matter of
expression. If the Leader of the
Opposition would withdraw Lhat
remark, then that would clear up
the matter.

MR. RIDEQUT:

Mr. Speaker, I would bhe happy to
withdraw anything that 1is not
parliamentary if the Premier, and
we have not checked any Hansard,
but if the Premier will agree to
withdraw the same reference Lo me

about accusing me of balng
deceptive and deceiving the House
and deceiving the people of
Newfoundland and Labrador oy
allegedly only quoting part of
certain documents . i had na

intention of deliberately trying
to mislead the House or whatever.

AN HON. MEMBER:
The Premier should he asked Lo do
the same.

MR. SPEAKER:

The Chair will certainly refer to
the remarks by the Premier, bhut 1
did not hear the Premier say it in
the same light, but the Chair will
certainly look at it and make no
exceptions. I think to refer to
anybody as being deceiving or to
use the noun deception is
certainly unparliamentary. Me
other statement that the Chair has
been hearing Ffrom time to Etime
from an hon. Member 1s to suggest,
when an hon. Member is.  speaking,
that he should 'tell the truth.'®

For someone to make that
statement, "tell the truth,' is
No. 52 R12



obviously an inference that an
hon. Member is telling a lie. And
as hon. Members know, that is not
supposed to happen in this House
on either side. Hon. Members are
supposed to tell the truth.

MR. TOBIN:
On a point of order, Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:
On a point of order.

MR. TOBIN:

I listened, Sir, very carefully to
what you had to say. On Friday
past, when I was speaking in
debate, an hon. gentleman shouted
across the House ‘lies, lies,
lies.' I brought it to the
attention of the Speaker but
nothing was done about it. It is
also recorded in Hansard on
Friday, and probably Your Honour
would 1like to deal with that as
well.

MR. SPEAKER:
I will do so.

Answers to Questions
for which Notice has been Given

MR. GILBERT:
Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. +the Minister of Works,
Saervices and Transportation.

MR. GILBERT:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker,

Yesterday the Member for Kilbride
asked me a couple of questions. I
told him I would get an answer and
report back. The gquestions were:
I want to ask the Minister which
part of the Province and which
communities, or which isolated
areas of the island part of the
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Province, would qualify to have
Lhe Department of Transportation,
equipment and staff wo ik on
private property. Further Lo Lhe
same question, and I want to ask
the hon. Minister Lo be nore
definite to them, will he tell me
if St. David's and St. Fintan's
area would qualify under
Provincial policy or equipment
used on private property.
Answer: The Member was recently
provided with the Department's
policy on the wuse of equipment
within the Province on private

property. He 1s now asking which
part of the Province specifically
qualifies wunder this policy. L

is dmpossible +to didentify these
areas at any given point in time,

because circumstances are
constantly changing. An 1isolated
area which does not have access Lo
any privately owned piece of

equipment today might have access
to such equipmant naext week .
These requests are dealt with as
they come 1in to the Department,
and are assessed as per our policy.

The second question he asked, I
want ko tell the hon. Minister,
that I guess, Lhe most important
part of the policy 15 Lhat
equipment cannob be used at all
unless there is no other equipment
available din the immediabte area,
and I know for a faclk Lthat St

David's and the $St. Fintan's area
do not have this type of equipment
available, so probably, it would
qualify. But, Mr. Speaker, I want
the hon. Minister bto confirm Lo
this House that the departmental
stalff and equipment were seen
November 9th, doing work on Gthe
private commercial properlty, owned
by the Member for St. George's.
Answer: Government equipment was
not used on the private property
owned by bLhe Member for Sk
George's on November 9th or any
other date. As a routine
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maintenance activity, departmental
staff are constantly reshaping
shoulders along the all-paved
roads. On November 9th, 1989, the
Department placed a tandem load of
shouldering material along route
404, which passes 1in front of
property owned by the Member for
St. George's, and if this is the
incident to which the hon. Member
for Kilbride refers, I cannot sce
how it could be inferred as work
on. private property. The material
was spread, using a departmental
grader, which 1is considered to be

normal maintenance operation. In
fact, the Robinson's wunit placed
and spread approximately

thirty-one hundred cubic metres of
shouldering material on this and
other roads 1in their maintenance
area.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Premier.

PREMIER WELLS:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, I
undertook to find out information
about the layoffs at

Abitibi-Price, and if I have the
correct dquote here, the hon. the
Member for Grand Falls indicated
that it was in fact 271 jobs and
not 250 jabhs. I undertook to
determine whether or not the
figure they gave us originally
when they advised wus of 250 was
accurate. We are now told that
there are 245 union jobs and
twenty-six salaried jobs, which
totals 271 jobs altogether. Not
all of those are in Grand Falls,
eight or ten, I believe, are 1in
the Botwood area.

The other thing the hon. gentleman
said 1s that 1in reality it was
going to be 420 jobs, those 271
plus another 149 spares, who would
now be absolutely out of work and
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would be Tlost too. fhat part of
the representation is totally
inaccurate, Mr. Speaker. FThe only
accurate part of it 1s that there
are, 1in fact, 149 spares. It is
possible, although not at +this
stage certain, that the 149 spares
may 1in fact be reduced sort of
proportionately, depending upon
how the employees respond to the
layoff or early retirement optians

and so on. This may affect the
numbers . It could be that they
may be reduced by Fifteen or

twenty, but there would still be a
very large number, or perhaps all
of those numbers as spares. Mat
is the dinformation, I have been
advised by company officials this
morning.

Now, I do not have parsonal
knowledge . I cannot guarantee Lhae
hon. member that dis right, but I
undertook to Find out the
information, Mr., Speaker, and that
is the information I obtained.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Minister of Works,
Services and Transportation.

MR. GILBERT:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

This is an answer to a question on
the Order Paper, Question 40, from
the member for Kilbride. He
asked, what were the number of

tendered contracks which were
extended beyond the accepted
tender price? There were six.
What was the extra cost Lo

Government for extending these
contracts? It Was $367,500.
Also, provide a list or the
contracts which were extended, and
the location and description of
the waork provided. They Were
Merits Cove and BRack Harbour Road,
extension Lo Contract 2389; paving
Loop Road at Hillview, extension
6689; paving 120 Wmetres of road in
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Portugal Cove South, extension
1689; project 5689 extended by 700
metres off Route 70 to the end of
Salmon Cove because tender costs
were lower than estimated; project
3989 extended by 360 metres, Lo
include a bad section of the

Bareneed road; project 10388
extended to include paving of the
departmental roads in the

communities of Southern Labrador.

Orders of the Day

MR. BAKER:
Order 22, Mr. Speaker.

Motion, second reading of a bill,
"An Act To Amend The Mining Grant
No . 11 (Conveyance of Minerals)
Act, 1966." (Bill No. 46)

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Minister of Mines and

Enerqy.

DR. GIBBONS:

Mr. Speaker, this 1is a minor Bill
ko delete two words. Back in
1888, on December 20, that is 101
years ago, a mining grant was
issued in the Pelley's Island area
to all the minerals except gold to
an area of land. The old Volume 1
was lost in which this was
registered, so bhack on March 25,
1966 a new Act called, "The Mining

Grant No . 11 (Conveyance of
Minerals) Act," was passed by this
House canveying the same
minerals. We have a company that

is working the area and that
company made a request to us to
include gold as part of Lhe
minerals.

Normally under the Mineral Aclkt we
give all mineral rights when we
give an area fFor inineral
exploration, and we cannot
understand at _all why 101 years
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ago they excepted gold in this
particular circumstance.
Geologically, everything we know
about the area would show gold as
probably a by-product of copper,
lead or zing mineralization,
probable copper mineralization
like at the Whales Back or Little
Bay mines in the Springdale area,
so we do not know why it would
have excepted gold. No one can
understand that, and Wwe are
suggesting the amendment now that
would delete thes two words From
this particular piece of
legislation. That 1s the intent
of Bill No. 46.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member for Menihek.

MR. A. SNOW:

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

It is good to see the Minister of
Mines and Enerqy making some minor
changes to this particular Act.
It would be more dinteresting, of
course, to able to stand and sea
him making some energetic changes
to some of our other Acks. [t is
indeed- a  housekeeping pilece of
legislation, bringing Lhis
particular piece of property 1into
the other mineral properties in
the Province and in line under the
Minerals Act. OF course, Pelley's
Island was one of the original
mining sites in this Province, and
contributed greatly to Lhe weallth

of the Province in thogse
particular days, back in Lhe
1800s . [t has a lobt oF mining
districts, such as in my own, in
Menihek . We always recognize how
much they can contribute
aconomically, hut Lhey also
contributed culturally and
politically. [n the case of Lhe
cultural activities and the

contribution of Pelley's I[sland, [
understand that the anceslors of
our House Leader, Lhe hon. Mr .
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Simms, are from Pelley's Island,
so they have made a contribution
politically and culturally.

We do not have any problem on this
side of the House with bringing
into line this particular piece of
property and encompassing it under
The Minerals Act. Thank you, M.
Speaker,

MR. SPEAKER:
If the Minister speaks now, he
closes the debate.

DR. GIBBONS:
I thank the hon. the Member Ffor
Menihek for his comments on this.

The reason I am rising today to
talk on this, actually, is that on
Thursday and Friday I am going to
be visiting his District of
Menihek, to have meetings with
both companies in that area,
because that is the major area of
this Province in terms of mineral
exploration and mineral
development. I close the debate.

On motion, "A Bill, An Act To
Amend The Mining Grant No. 11
(Conveyance of Minerals) Act,
1966.," read a second time, ordered
referred to a Committee of the
Whole House, on tomorrow. (Bill
No. 46).

MR. BAKER:
Order 25, Mr. Speaker.

Motion, second reading of a Bill,
"An Act To Amend The Electrical
Power Control Act," (Bill No. 54).

MR. SIMMS:
Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the
Leader.

Opposition House

MR. SIMMS:
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If T way, just a word before the
Minister stands.

I have to make the point, and it
should be understood by the House,
that we are doing this, I guess,
by agreement through discussions
the House Leader and I have had.
The Minister will not be here on
Thursday or Friday, which would
have been the probable time this
Bill might have come up for second
reading, Memmbers may recall, it
had been intended to move back to
Committee of the Whole today to
discuss the Fishery Bill and olher
matters, but by agreement - and I
would 1like to  make it known,
because this piece of legislation,
again, has not gone to the
Legislative Review Committee -~ we
are agreeing in this particular
instance, but agreeing only Lo
this: I understand it is going to
the Committee on Thursday.

MR. GOVER:

Tomorrow.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

MR. SIMMS:

Tomorrow. Members do not knouw
what they are talking about.
Listen to the Member for Bonavistla
South.

This particular Bill, I he
Electrical Power Conltrol Act, has
not gone to Comnitlee, A T right

or wrong?

AN HON. MEMBER:
You are right.

MR. SIMMS:

So, does everybody apologize?

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
We apologize.
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Okay .

Anyway, having made that point,
here 1is the agreement the House
Leader and I have, and we want to
make sure this is understood, It
is not dintended to debate this
Bill today, we are merely allowing
the Minister to introduce it today
and then my colleague, our critic,
will simply adjourn the debate and
the dintention 1is to move back to
Committee of the Whole. I would
like the House Leader just to sort
of acknowledge For the benefit of
my colleagues on this side that
this is not something secret,
because we were not advised of
this yesterday.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon . the
.eader.

Government House

MR. BAKER:

Mr. Speaker, 1in response, I hardly
know how to begin. The Opposition
House Leader says +this 1is being
done by leave or something, or is
he simply making the point that he
and I have had a conversation,
finally? He has been saying that
we have not been talking for some
time and that we have had a
conversation. Maybe that 1is the
point he is trying to make.

AN HON. MEMBER:
(Inaudible).

MR. FUREY:

There 1s no leave required. What
are you talking about? We are the
Government. We set the agenda.

MR. SIMMS:
We had an agreement. I was not
talking to the Jjunior Minister

(inaudible) .

MR. FUREY:

Well, clam up and just listen to
us. We set the agenda.
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MR. SPEAKER:
Order, please! Order, please!

MR. BAKER:

I did have a conversation with the
Leader of the Opposition first,
and then the Opposition House
Leader, concerning the fact that I
believe I announced we were going
ahead with Bill No. 26 yesterday,
the Fisheries Bill, but that I
intended to call Orders 22 and 25,
and I gave the reasons.

I do not want this interpretaed,
Mr. Speaker, as being any kind of
an agreement that things have Lo
go to the Legislative Committees
before they are introduced in
second reading in the House. I do
not want it dinterpreted as any
kind of agreement in any way
possible. The Gowvernmonk calls
the Orders on all days except
Private Member's Days, and it is a
courtesy we extend Lo the
Opposition to tell them ahead of
time what we plan to do, and,
then, 1if there are any situatians
that change those plans, to advise
them as quickly as possible of the
changes in plans.

Mr Speaker, there was o
agreement, it was simply an
advising of Lhe Opposition as to
what was going to happen today in
a spirit of co-operation.

Motion, second reading of a bhill,
"An Act To Amend The Flectrical
Power Control Act " (Bill No. 54),

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Minister of Mines and
Enerqgy.

DR. GIBBONS:
Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, on May 25, in Lthe
Throne Speech, we served nolice
that we as a Gavernment would he
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reviewing legislation regarding
the generation, distribution and
supply of electricity in this
Province. We are doing that, and
in the next Few months we are
going to bhe bringing in a Bill
regarding The Electrical Power
Control Act that is going to have
substantive changes to this
particular piece of 1legislation,
and will then warrant proper
discussion, proper review in the
Legislative Committee and so on.

At this time, we are not ready to
bring 1in significant changes to
this legislation. What we are
doing today with Bill 54 is the
bare minimum required to implement
what we talked about in our Budget
a few months ago, of integrating
the Power Distribution District of
Newfoundland and lLabrador into
Newfoundland and Labrador Hydro,
and phasing out the power
subsidies that are now being paid
to the District. So these are the
bare minimum amendments required
to do this thing only, to phase
out the subsidy, provide recovery
of losses this year related to the
subsidy, and to delete, basically,
references in The Electrical Power
Control Actk to the Power
Distribution District, therefore,
integrating it fully in the role
of the District into Newfoundland
and Labrador Hydro.

The amendments are broken into two
parts, some, part one; to take
effect retroactively April 1,
because we basically started
phasing out the subsidy with this
year's Budget, and, part two, to
take effect as of January 1,
1990. If we look at the Bill, the
most significant thing here 1is in
clause 3 which shows the addition
of a section 4.1 regarding
forecast costs; 4.1(a) talks about
the subsidy for the period April 1
to December 31, or the phasing out
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of the subsidy Ffor that period,
therefore, the accural of losses
by Hydro during that period, when
the subsidy paid would be part of
the $20 million for the first year
that we are still going to provide
for, 1989-1990.

Section 4.1(b) regards Lthe losses
that would accrue after December
31, 1989 as the subsidy gets
continually phased out; and part
(¢) regards any losses regarding
the implementation of a guaranteead
fee.

So these changes that are talked
about in this particular BRBill,
part one, really do this only,
except for deleting the references
to PDD, the major part of it to
phase out the subsidy over a three
vear period.

Part 2, starting with Section 5 of
this Bill, again the same; ancd
part 5 (b)(i) introduces a now
definition for "rural customers."

Rural customers are these poeople
who were previously served by the

Power Distribution Districtls, $0
the wuse of the phrase "rural
customers, then, will be SmeEn

throughout this particular part of
this B11l1l.

Section 6, shows amendments Lo
Section 3, of The Electrical Powar

Control Act, this is Lhe
restatement, then, of the policy
regarding elecktricity in the
Province. The declaration of
policy whereby the rates Lo be

charged are going to be reasonable
and not unduly discriminatory,
that 1s no change from at present:
(b) has a ininor change which

basically ties the rate of
electricity to Fforecast cost For
one or more years. Previously 4t
talked about costs For a three
year period based on a study of
future costs _for that period, or
No., 52 R18



some other period; 3(c)(i) and
3(c)(ii) have not changed at all.
And there i3 a deletion of a
section 1in the o0ld Act that was
referring to the PDD. So a new
power policy is now as stated in
Section 6 of this Bill.

On the next page, 7, Secktion 9
refers to some amendments to
Section 6 of The Electrical Power
Control Act and repeals the former
Section 6 and replaces 1t with the
new wording, but, again, there is
no substantial change, actually,
from what was in the former
Section 6. It, again, allows for
the dintegration of PDD dinto Hydro
by deleting the references to
that, particularly into Section 2.

The same thing in the next
Section. Section 10 of this Bill
deletes the words 'PDD and
replaces those words with the
'"Hydro Corporation'. Further down
in Section 11, referring to
Section 9 of the Electrical Power
Control Act, we are only adding
the words 'or rural customers'
there in this particular section.
No other substantive changes
throughout Section 9. The old
Section 9 is replaced by this new
section 9, but really all it does
is add ‘'or rural customers' to
that particular part of the Bill.

As we qo further, no real
substantive changes. Section 15
is repealed and again you can see
in section 15 the addition of ‘and
rural customers' at the end of 15
(i). And 1in 15 (ii), on Lhe top
of page 9, the addition of 'nor a
rural customer!'., So no
significant changes, other than
these minor changes to allow the
integration of the PDD with Hydro.

Thare are some okther minor
consequential amendments further
down . One regards bthe inspection
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of wiring standards. This 1s now
added to this particular Rill sa
that no power will bhe given unless
a facility has bean inspected
appropriately and approval given.

And the next Section 'Non-payment
of Charges', +this 1s a standard
Section being placed in this Act
and being put here, again, because
of the integration of the PDD wilh
the reference to "rural
customers'. So it 1is nobt really a
change from present policy.

Assets and liabilities of the PDD
as a result of these amendments
will rest with the Newfoundland
and Labrador Hydro Corporation,

Aad the Former Act, which
implemented the Power Diskribution
Districts, The Rural
Electrification Act, will e

repealed upon dimplementation of

these amendments.

MR. HEWLETT:

Mr . Speaker,

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the Member for Green Bay.

MR. HEWLETT:

Mi~ . Speaker, pursuant Lo Lhe
agreemant between Lthe lwo House
Leaders, I adjourn debale until
later in the week.

MR. SPEAKER:

e Member For Groen Ray has
adjourned the debate, I am nol
sure whether -

MR. BAKER:
Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:

e hon. Lhe Government House
Leader.

MR. BAKER:

Mr. Speaker, din terms of procedure
that 1is perfectly okay. ALl it
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means, then, ds I will call a
different Order of Business now
and I call Order 3.

MR. SPEAKER:
The Chair wants to know what has
happened here.

MR. BAKER:

My understanding, Mr. Speaker, 1is
that the Opposition has moved the
adjournment of the debate on this
particular Bill because they want
an extra day or so to get ready,
and that is perfectly okay with
me. We can go ahead and call that
Order again some other day;
Thursday, Friday or the week
after, I would now like to call
Order 3,

MR. SPEAKER:
Order 3,

The Motion is that I do now leave
the Chair for the House to resolue
itself into Committee of the Whole
to discuss an "Act To Give Effect
To The International Convention On
The Law Applicable To Trusts Aand
Their Recognition."

On motion, that the House resolue
itself into Committee of the Whole
to consider said Bill, Mr. Speaker
left the Chair.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Order, please!

A Bill, "An Act To Give Effect To
The International Convention on
The lLaw Applicable To Trusts And
Their Recognition". (Bill No. 30)

Motion, that the Committee report
having passed the Bill without
amendment, carried.

MR. BAKER:
Order 4.

A Bill, "An Act Respeckting The
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United Nations Convention on
Contracts For The International
Sale of Goods'. (Bill No. 31).

Motion, that the Committee report
having passed the Bill without
amendment, carried.

MR. BAKER:

Order 6.

A Bill, "An  Act To Amend The
Education (Teacher Training)

Act." (Bill No. 48).

Motion, that the Commitlee report
having passed the Bill without
amendment, carried.

MR. BAKER:
Order 7.

A Bill, "An Act Respecting The
Department Of Works, Services and
Transportation". (Bill No. 33).

MR. SIMMS:

How many Clauses are there?

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Eighty-six.

MR. SIMMS:
Move all eighty-six Clauses.

On motion, Clauses 1 bthrough 86,
carried.

Motion, that the Committee report
having passed Lhe Bill withoul
amendment, carried.

MR. BAKER:
Order 8.

A Bill, "An Ackt To Amend The Local
Road Boards Act". (Bill No. 34).

Motion, that the Committee report

having passed Lthe Bill without
amendment, carried.
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Order 5,
A Bill, '"An Act Respecting The
Department of Fisheries." (Bill
No. 26).

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Shall Clause 1 carry?

MS DUFF:
Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The hon. the Member for St. John's
East.

MS DUFF:

Mr . Chairman, I would 1like +to
continue some remarks in relation
to The Fisheries Bill this
afternoon, before we finally adopt
that B111l.

Yesterday I went into some detail
in the four minutes that I had to
speak about my vary serious
disappointment over vesterday's
announcement that NatSea would be
closing, and that that
disappointment did not only relate
to the fact that there was going
to be a serious job loss 1in ny
community, but related more to the
fact that at least as I perceive
it, and as I think many of the
people 1in St. John's perceive it,
the Government let that plant go
without a fair fight.

AN_HON. MEMBER:

That 1s not true.

MS DUFF:

They did not get mad, they did not
get tough, they did not take
action, and there 1s certainly
room to believe, and I hope I am
wrong, that dn the message they
gave bto National Sea, 1F 1t was
not exactly that it is alright to
close the St. John's plant, it
certainly was an dimplied message
that that was a better option than
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closing Burgeo or Arnold's Couve,
with no real attempt to go for the
only fair and humane option, which
would have been to keep all plants
open on a shared downtime. I
thought the Government, perhaps,
had far too much sympathy with the
long-term business plans of
international companies like
NatSea, and it clearly 1is part of
their business plan Lto downsize
their fishing plants so that they
can deal with the overcapacity
they have 1in existing plants, not
only 1in Newfoundland, but 1in Nova
Scotia, and that the people of St
John's, particularly the Fish
plant workers, have been led to
slaughter 1like sacrificial lamnbs
because 1t did not matter encough
to this Government to Fight for
them.

Now, I am a little less mad and a
little bit happier having heard
the comments from the Minister of
Fisheries today who says that he
is now going to Fight, that he 1is
going to try and dinsist on keeping
that plant open on sharead
downtime, that he 1s going to do
something about tLhe Factory
freezer trawler licences, and he
is going to recognize the value ofF
that particular plant Lo Lhe
inshore fishery on Lthe northeast

Avalon, I most certainly hope he
will make good on Lhat
commitment. And 1if he does, 1
will be the First person Lo

congratulate him, because I Lthink
it is imminently possible.

I know how credible NatSea can br,
because T salb and met with Lhem
with the City of St John's
Council. Butter would not melt in
their mouths when they try to tell
you how tough 1t is and how
important it ds, but they are a
corporate giant who have
diversified extensively into
multi-national arkets, and  now,
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when they have participated in the
good times 1in this Province, they
are just not prepared to
participate in the bad times and I
think they have to be made to do
so.

We are all talking as if this dis
temporary, and everybody is saying
that 1t d1s a temporary closure
until the stocks rebuild, but for
some reason or other, and I can
well understand it, the fish plant
workers do not believe that if
this plant closes it is a
temporary closure, and, quite
frankly, neither do I. I think it
depends to a great extent on how
much faith you have in the
fishery, and what your 1long-term
agenda is in terms of the
fishery. And things I have heard
said, both by National Sea and by
this Government, certainly lead me
to believe that it is part of the
long-term agenda of both the
company and the Government to
downsize this fishery, which may
be all well and good if what you
are talking about is the
macroceconomics of international
industry, but it does not do a
darn thing for the microeconomics
of the individual fish plant
workers who are going to be laid
off with a pitiful compensation
package no matter where they are.

I know for the past 17 years
oftentimes the previous Government
was criticized Ffor moving in and
subsidizing certain industries 1in
this Province in order to make
them economic enough to stay open,
but the reason they did that 1is
that they had the real compassion
to understand that Lhe
microeconomics of human
individuals is important.

[ listened yesterday to Lhe hon.
the Member for Stephenville
talking about how important it was
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to save the capital so that vyou
would have - the Member for
Lapoile - some money bto use down
the road sometime when you want to
make everything very rational, and
criticizing, certainly by
implication, Lhe previous
Government for having moved 1in,
whether 1t 1is the mining sector,
the forestry sector or the fishery
sector, to subsidize those
industries. But I think you also
have to realize that extensive
layoffs deplete the capital,
whether it 1is put directly 1into
the business, or put into welfare
payments or other forms of support
for laid off workers, but they do
not only deplete the capital, they
deplete the self-respect and the
dignity of the workers, and, to my
mind, that 1is a far more viable
option,

Now, the workers albt National Sea
do not, like this Government, take
comfort 1in the fact tLthat NatSea

have said, - and I underline that
word 'said', that they are
mothballing this plant - for
reactivation, because they do not
believe it. And  how can they
believe it when their own Member
yesterday in Hansard said, 'Let me

say in closing, Mr. Chairman, I
will tell you I have nol given
up. I have given up on lthis piace
of steel on the Southside, on the
configuration of a plant, bhut I
have not given up on the people. '

Now, 1if the member says 'I have
given up on this piece of steel,
this configuration of a plant,’

then that 1is pretty devastating,
because the member, being a member
of Government, certainly dis in a
position to know more than I do

about what the real agenda of
Government is, and that says Lo me
that in spite of Lhe moire
optimistic comnments of Lhe
Minister of Fisheries, the moember,
and I know he 1is a Frustrated
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member  today, must really Feel
that this plant is gone. That 1is
all I can read from these comments.

MR. MURPHY:
(Inaudible).

MS DUFF:
That is exactly what was said.

I Jjust want to mention for a
moment the question of the real
stake of the fish stocks. Now, I
know we have the Harris Report and
I am not going to underplay tLthe
seriousness of the c¢risis that we
have right now in the fish stocks,
but it has certainly been denied
by NatSea, from their own
research, that the fish stocks are
in as bad a condition as 1is being
said. Even Dr. Harris, himself,
although he certainly is not
prepared to backtrack on his
recommendations, has indicated
that the research that went into
developing those figures on the
fish stocks was certainly not what
it should have been, and I think
there 1is a wvery real chance,
because the research needed to be
done a lot better, that the actual
situation may not be as grim as it
is being pointed out to be today.
It does not matter how many graph
charts you do or how many computer
printouts, 1if it is garbage in it
is garbage out, and you can refine
bad research as inuch as you like
and not get any nearer to Lthe
Eruth, What the Fish plant
workers would have liked, giuven
that there are questions about the
necessity for the stock
reductions, is for Government to
negotiate a period of grace for
them wuntil the Federal Gouvernent
can be pushed to do what it should
have done a long btime ago in terms
of managing these fish stocks, and
that is get a better handle on Lhe
facts. That 1is what they are
asking this Government to do, to
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negotiate a period oF grace <o
that no plants need to close, at
least not 1in the National Sea
configuration, until we know &
little bit more about what we are
talking about, Because if tLhe
plant closes NatSea has no
intention of guer opening it
again, because it does nol rit in
with their corporate plan.

I only want to make one more
comment, because 1t has become
very clear to me, while sitting
and Tlistening to Lthe comments on
this, how important it is for Lthis
Government to have a grealter say
in the management and jurisdiction
of the Fishery. We  know  Lhe
Government of Canada did a lousy
job, ‘probably because they do not
understand the fishery as well as
they should, and because Lthey do
not perhaps care as much as Lthey
should. It may not ba as
important to the Government of
Canada as it is to the people of

Newfoundland and Labrador. Brian
Peckford kKnew that. He
understood, if he understood

nothing else, that the Ffishery was
more than a corporate bottom line,
that it 1is part of the whole
weave, the warp and woof 1if you

like, of the lire ofF
Newfoundlanders, their political,
social, econoinic life, their

family 1life, their dignity, their
pride, their identity, whabteyer
you want to call dt. There s
nothing as iinportant as Lha
Fishery in Lhis Province, and
therefore he Ffought Tlike a dog,
some say like a crackie, until he

got Lhe Federal Govermnent to
agree to place that whole desue of
fFisheries jurisdiction on a

meeting for the First Ministers ag
the number one priority item, and
we now have a Premier who is
telling us that we do not neod
more jurisdiction because we would
not have the ability Lo exercise
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it. I hope the Premier will
change his mind on that issue and
recognize the importance of that
issue to the Province of
Newfoundland. I hope that the one
bright spot that we are going to
hear in the economy of this region
is not going to be that CN Marine
have agreed to have a year-round
service out of Argentia on the
Clara and Joseph Smallwood,
because that will make it
possible, not only for mother's
sons to leave Newfoundland, which
is what they may have to do if we
have any more plant closures in
this Province, but they will have
to take their mothers with them.

I would only say once again to the
Minister of Fisheries from today I
think you are on the right track.
Keep fighting and do not stop
fighting until they agree to keep
that plant open on a part-time
basis.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Hear, hear!

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Shall Clause 1 carry?

The hon. the Minister of Fisheries,

MR. W. CARTER:

Mr. Chairman, I just want to have
a few wvery brief words on +this
Bill.

I want to reply toc some of the
statements made by the Leader of
the Opposition during second
reading of the Bill, and I note
From his comments, Mr. Chairman,
that he supported the initiatives
we are now taking with respect Lo
the reorganization of *the
Department of Fisheries, and ' he
supported the action we have taken
with respect Lto abolishing the
Fishing Industry Aduisory Board
and incorporating it into Lhe
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activities of the Department of
Fisheries. I welcome the hon.
Leader's support in that regard.

He was critical, Mr. Chairman, in
certain areas and, I suppose,
being Leader of the Opposition,
that 1is what one would expect.
But, by and large, I gather Fronm
his comments that he supported the
Bill and could not offFer bLoo many
objections to it.

Now, Mr., Chairman, the hon. the
Member Ffor St. John's East in her
few remarks - I Jjust came in on
the tail end of her comments: [
was at a meeting - talked about
the plant on the southside of Che
harbour and the need to keep that
plant in readiness For
reactivation. We hauve talked
about that. We have had meebings
with the various officials, people
of NatSea, on that very matber, L
am encouraged by the fact that
they are. mothballing the plant
rather than walking away from 1it,
but by virtue of the fact they are
mothballing it, it certainly gives
hope that at socme point 1in time
down the road, maybe the plant can
reopen, and I certainly hope it
does.

I helieve, if  the fish stocks
rehabilitate, as we think Lhey
will, it we apply the proper
management regime and adhere to
the normal practices of
conservation, the Fish stocks will
rebuild and that Ffish plant will
then be back to what it was hefFore
this tragic set of circumstances
occurred,

This morning we talked about CLhe
problem that caould arise with
respect: to the inshore Fishery in
St. John's and, contrary to what a
lot of people think, and [ suspect
a lot of people in Lhis House,
certainly 1in Newfoundland, one 1is
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not inclined to give St. John's
credit as being & wajor inshore
fishery port. In fact, I believe
outside of Bonavista and maybe two
or three other inshore fishing
ports, St. John's ranks very high.

Yesterday, the Premier and I met
with the union, and at that
meeting was Mr. Charlie Roberts, a
well-known St. John's inshore
fisherman. I have known Charlie
For a number of years, and when
Charlie tells me something, I
believe him, because I think the
man 1is sincere, and he has been at
it long enough to know what he is
talking about.

Yesterday, Charlie told me that
from the inshore- sector alone, 1in
St. John's, the trap fishery,
normally there would be a landing
of four and one-half to five
million pounds of fish. That 1is a
fairly substantial quantity of
unprocessed fish, In fact, that
would sustain a fairly large
Feeder plant operation. Feeder
plants say, give them three
million pounds of put-through, and
they can justify keeping the plant
in operation.

I am told that the fishery in St.
John's will produce an amount of
Fish in excess of that. In fact,
the four and ane-half million
pounds is a very conservative
estimate. Charlie was telling me
that From other sources, quite
likely that amount could be almost
doubled.

We talked about it, and this
morning I dnvited the union to
come to my office at 8:00 a.m. and
we had a further discussion on
that matter, because it certainly
does not give me peace of mind
knowing that come spring, when the
trap fishery d1s at its height,
that fishermen in St. John's will
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have to dump their landings. L
want to take whatever action is
necessary now to prevent that from
happening. I do not want to wailt
until the traps are in Lthe watler
and fish are in the boats and the
Fishermen are then faced with the
prospect of having to dump their
fish.

We talked about a number ofF
things. For example, we wondered
maybe iF NatSea would bhe
interested in reactivating the
plant purely as a seasonal
operation. We know that the plant
is capable of processing about 60
million pounds of fish a year, and
we know that it dis wvery, very
unlikely, indeed it is &
certainty, that a light quantity
of fish will not caome from the
inshore Fishery. But 1t  might
well be that there will be enough
inshore landings to warrant that
plant being kept open as &
seasonal plant to accommodate Lhe
1990 trap fishery, and maybhe years
beyond 1990. Certainly, my peopla
are discussing that possibility
with Mr. Cooligan and the other
gentleman, who dis Henry Demone,
Chief Executive OFFicer oF
NatSea. We cannot very well tell
them to do it; NatSea is a private
company. Granted they operate by
leave and licence oF the
Government ~of Newfoundland and
Labrador, but as a private company
they do have certain rights and
certain prerogatives, and [ do not
think the Province is in any
position to force them to re-open
that plant 4if 1t 1s not their
intention to so do.

I think this will be ofF +interest
to the hon. the Member (or St.
John's East, and of  course my
fFriend from St. John's Soulh, the
quastion arose, by the union, and
I must give credit, the  young
lady, Linda Hyde, I never mek a
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more articulate and better
spokesman. I am not just saying
that for political reasons,
because I have nothing to gain by
saying that. But I have to say
that she handled herself extremely
well, and the points she made this
morning were well made and were
certainly well taken. She was a
credit to her union and to the
people she represents.

But we did talk about that, and
she raised a point and a very
valid one, that NatSea occupies a
very valuable piece of real estate
in St. John's Harbour. In fact,
you have heard the expression
about things being as scarce as
hens teeth. Well, 1land on the
waterfront of this Port, St.
John's, is as scarce as hens
teeth, there 1is just no land to be
bought. Mr. McCurdy, the union
rep, reminded us how long and how
hard they had to work to find a
place to provide an inshore boat
basin for the inshore fishermen.
I think eventually they came up
with Prosser Rock, I think it 1is
called, and that is far from
ideal. But under the
circumstances and given the
unavailability, dif +that 1is the
right word, of a better site, they
were lucky to get that.

So the question came up, what
could possibhly happen ko the
NatSea premises? Is 1t possible,
For example, that one of these
days NatSea might get a generous
offer from some offshore supply
company who might want to move 1in
and buy that waterfront property,
buy that big and well-constructed
mektal building as a warehouse or a
place in which to conduct certain
typés of businesses? And, vyou
know, the more we thought about it
and talked about 1it, the more
likely that appeared to be a
reasonable prospect. That
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company 1s obviously strapped For
money. It is a well-known fact
that NatSea 1is net a wealthy
company any longer; they have a
very substantial debt load, and
they are not flush with money at
this point in time. S0 who 1s to
say that 1if an attractive offer
were to be made for Lthe purchase
of that property, as indeed could
very well happen, then we want to
be sure that that does not
happen. We want that premises to
remain as a fishing premises, and
as a site of a very major and a
very important fish processing
facility.

I now have my people checking with
the Registry of Deeds and
Companies and checking with the
owners of National Sea to get the
details on the land on which the
building is erected, to find out

if 1t 1is 1leased. I understand
that is leasehold land, and NatSea
has a certain lease on the
premises, I have asked my people

to find out what the details are
when the lease is up for rencwal,
and to find out, as well, if it 1is
possible that the National
Harbours Board, who is Lhe
landlord who owns the land, will
be able to give this Prouvince the
right to first refusal. IfF and
when that land ever goes up Ffor
sale, then I believe +the Province
should have the option Lo purchase
that land and, in  dts wisdom,
hopefully, allow it Lo remain
there as a fish processing
Facility. We are taking whalbever
steps can be taken bto ensure that
that happens. Because, as [ said
a moment ago, there 1s a danger
that if it is left wide open, then
quite conceivably one of Lhese
days we could 1learn that one of
the big offshore companies, Mobil
or some other company, when
Hibernia 1is starting, rushed 1in
and bought that and you can Forgetl
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it then for all times as a fishing
facility. So that dis being looked
at.

Certainly we are going to talk to
NatSea about the possibility of
providing maybe a seasonal
operation, thereby heading of
before it starts the problem that
I believe will surely arise come
spring, that of ‘there being too
much fish and too little
processing capability. We know
that in other years the area from
Cape St. Ffrancis up 1in my hon.
friend's District, St. Mary's -
the Capes, had a reasonably good
fishery. Last year, for example,
the fishery would have been a
total disaster were it not for the
factory freezar ship that was
stationed in the Harhour. of
course, the Polar Storm, which was
engaged by my Department, moored
itself I believe 1in River Head,

St. Mary's - The Capes, 1in Petty
Harbour and other parts of that
area, and bought surplus fish. I

Forget the exact number of tons
that were bought, but I do know
that the amount of fish that was
salvaged by virtue of that

operation made the exercise
extremely worthwhile.

AN HON., MEMBER:

The Cape North (inaudible).

MR. W. CARTER:

The Cape North, as my fFriend
reminds mne, was stationed in

Placentia Bay, and I understand
that ik, koo, succeeded in
purchasing a 1large quantity of
fish, again fish that would -

AN_HON. MEMBER:
Petit Forte and Paradise.

MR. W. CARTER:
Petit Forte and Paradise.

- Fish that would otherwise have
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been dumped. Mr . Chairman, iF
there 1s one thing that  this
Province cannot afford right now -
one thing -~ in 1light of all the
publicity we are getting baecause
of the depletion of our fish
stocks and the cost that will be
incurred in coping with that
problam by both Lhe Federal
Government and the Province and,
of course, by the private sector,
if there 1is one thing we cannot
afford to allow to happen it is to
have one pound of fish dumped in
this Province during 1990 and
succeeding years, because that
would be sending an entirely wrong
message to the powers that be, to
the other fishing countries of Lthe
world., For example, how could my
hon. friend, the Promier,
rationalize his commnents Lhis
morning to the Spanish Ambassador
when he made a strong case for
conservation, for Spain to take a
more responsible attitude towards
the fishery? How could we
rationalize that kind of a
statement if we were to allow Fish
to be dumped din this Province,
with all the headlines it will
generate next summer, because we
did not have the capacity Lo
process that fish? It would make
a joke of all that we have boen
saying and all that we have beon
doing. I can tell you now, Mr.
Chairman, that we have no
intention of allowing Lhat to
happen.

So, given all these concerns, Mr.
Chairman, it might well be that
there dis justification for the
NatSea plant o reopen strickly
and purely on a seasonal basis,
maybe, to accommodake Lthe 1inshore
fishery. I vrecall, two months
ago, entertaining a delegakion
from Bauline, Pouch Cove, Portugal
Cove, Torbay and parts of $St.
John's, and I bhelieve one or Lwo
From ' the hon. Member For
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Ferryland's District, who came to
my office desperate, begging me
almost, to make sure that the
plant din Witless Bay would be
rebuilt. They understood the
problem, the time constraints,
they understood the Fact, of
course -

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The hon. Member's time has elapsed.

SOME _HON. MEMBERS:
By leave,

MR. CHAIRMAN:
By leave,

MR. W. CARTER:

They understood +the constraints
under which we operated and the
fact that to rebuild that plant in
these present circumstances would
require me to come wup with a
pretty good explanation, because
it could be said by others that
there we are, allowing plants to
close in one area and then
encouraging plants to rebuild
almost in the same area. But we
took a chance on it. These people
said, Look, we need that plant.
If we do not have it, we are going
to be in real trouble. So we took
a chance and we started action on
attracting a new operator.
lLuckily, we found that new
operator and I am happy to report
today that come 1990, the fish
plant in Witless Bay will be
rebuilt and will be fully

operational. In fact, to ensure
that it does, we have required the
new operators to post a bond - I
believe it d1s a cash bond - 1in
trust with the Department,
guaranteeing the Department and
the fishermen against the

eventuality of that plant not
being din operation and not being
rebuilt, as 1is outlined in their
proposal.
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Mr. Chairman, I thank the hon.
Members for leave to allow me to
say these few remarks. I can
assure the hon. Member for St.
John's East and the gentleman For
St. John's South, that while we
have no responsibility Ffor what
happened to that plant on Lhe
Southside, and I am being quite
honest, the fact of the matter is,
Mr. Chairman, the management of
fish stocks does not fall within
the ambit of the Provincial
Government. Despite that, we
intend to bend over backwards to
do everything humanly possible to
ensure that the hardship that will
be imposed on the people affected,

will be minimized as much as
possible. Thank you wvery much,
Sir.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Hear, hear!

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The hon. the Member for Ferryland.

MR. POWER:

Mr. Chairman, I want to say a few
words about the Bill ditselF and
about the fishing industry in
Newfoundland, in particular as it
relates to National Sea's c¢losure
of the plant on the Southside.
Although I agree with some of Lhe
things the Minister just said, and
I obviously concur with some of
his comments about Cthe need For
the glut fishery to be taken care
of, the plant in Witless Ray which
is badly needed, if you talk to
individual workaers who are
displaced at National Sea Products
this week, they will say they are
not 1in wvery much agreement with
what the Minister has said or with
what the Provincial Government has
done. In fact, almost euary
worker I have spoken to, some of
whom live 1in my Districkt, 1in Ray
Bulls, Petty Harbour and the
Goulds, and some of the people who

No. 52 R28



live on Shea Heights, are
absolutely disgusted, because they
feel they have been deserted,

absolutely deserted by the
Provincial Government in this
Province. That is the reality of
what the workers feel. Now, we

all know the fishing dindustry is
in trouble, but these individuals
who live on Shea Heights, and who
live in my District, honest to God
believe that the Provincial
Government did not stand up and
fight for them as individual
workaers 1in this Province. Thay
really believe the Newfoundland
Government concurred with a large
international company which says
it dis better to lay off some
people in St. John's than to 1lay
of f people in Burgeo or Gaultois.

Now, I want to say ko the
Newfoundland Government and to the
Minister, if that 1is the attitude
you have, you are going to find it
very, very difficult to get
re—-elected, to get any support in
St. John's or the other urban
areas of this Province; when you
look at the problems 1in Grand
Falls and the problems in St.
John's. If anybody thinks it 1is
easy or easier or less diffdicult
to make a mortgage payment on Shea
Heights than 1t 1s to make one in
Burgeo when you are not working,
if anybody thinks it is easier to
pay on a pilckup in Burgeo when you
are not working than it is 1in St.
John's when you are not working,
then all I can say is, the
Minister of Social Services 1is
going to have an awful 1lot of
people on his doorstaep. Because
the reality dis that it dis probably
more difficult to nake your
payments, to keep your family
together in an urban area when you
are unemployed than it 1s din a
rural area when you are
unemployed . Now, 1t is not easier
in either place, but anybody who
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thinks 1t 1is easier in an urban
area does not understand the way
people have to live in an urban
centre. And I will tell you there
is an awful lot of people at that
plant on the Southside who are

saying, why did not Lhe
Newfoundland Government demand of
National Sea, demand - now you can

say we have no control over them
because they are a big company and
it is the Federal Gouvernment's
fault, and the fish quotas are 1in
trouble - but why did Lhe
Newfoundland Government not demand
instead of closing down H00
individuals, 500 families in St

John's and allowing twelue months
work in Burgeo, why did the
Newfoundland Government naot
demand, order, direct that vou
must keep the St. John's plant
open For six monlkhs and keap
Burgeo open for six months, and
let it work that way until the
fish stocks rebound. NoW, why
could you not do that?

Now with all due credil to oy
differences with Brian Peckford
over the last couple of years, I
guarantee 1if he was sitlking over
in that seat he would not have sat
there chairing a Cabinet Commiltees
and listening to National s
Products saying, "we are Jjust
going to do this.' And Lthe othaer
part is that this has happened so
quickly and so easily, wilkh so
much concurrence by Lthe Federal
Government and by Lhe Provincial
Government, that it now seems that
when these international companies
come 1n, they know they are not
going to be in (for a hard time:
they know they are going Lo be 1in
For a logical, sequential,
rational analysis of why they have
ko close down plants.

And the other thing I wanlk Lo say,
Mr. Chairman, ds that T an sick
and tired, also, as a Member
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representing an inshore fishing
District, of listening to the
sanctimonious FPI and National Sea
Products. If you listen to those
two companies, the only culprits
in the fish stock problem are the
Portugese, the Spanish, and the
poor o0ld scientists up in Ottawa
who did not have enough money to
do research. Talk to some of the
draggermen who worked with
National Sea and FPI, and five
years ago, when they finished
dragging up off the coast of
Labrador, the sea was white,
absolutely white with fish that
was thrown away because it was not
big enough to be really profitable
Fish. National Sea and FPI
deserve to take some of the blame
for the destruction of the fish
stocks in this Province, but when
you listen to them, they did not
do anything wrong, they were
always concerned about the stocks.

‘I find in National Sea's comments
this week almost the same
disregard for their employees; the
way they let the announcement gqo
on, almost trying to gelt the
Minister of Fisheries and the
Provincial Government Lo make the
dirty announcement for them. They
treated their workers with the
same disregard they treated the
Fish stocks. No wonder their
company 1s 1in trouble, and their
company 1s going to be in more and
more trouble,

And when I hear the Minister of
Fisheries saying today that maybe
some of the solution for the plant
on the Southside is to open it up
as a seasonal plant, the
Provincial Government betker be
very, very careful of trying to do
these things in an ad hoc manner.
How can you open up that large
plant on the Southside of St.
John's and say you are going to be
able to satisfy your Uu.I.
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requirements, ten weeks work or
twelve weeks work, and you are
going to be able to do ikt on Lhe
inshore fishery, when already on
the Avalon Peninsula you have an
awful 1lot of small inshore fish
plants which are not going Lo get
resource short plant fish because
of the cutbhacks in quota? Where
are all those fish plants along
the southern shore and in
Conception Bay going to find fish
stocks to satisfy their workers?

So all you are going to be doing
if you open up that large plant on
the Southside that only has access
to a couple of million pounds of
fish, 1is you are going Lto have 700
workers trying to satisfy their
U.I. out of 1t, you are going to
find that all you will do is
displace. Somebody on Lhe
Southside may get u.I., but
somebody in other parts of the
Avalon Peninsula will not. So you
have to be very, very careful.

And I say to the Minister, as Lhis
thing starts, and as 1t unfolds
with FPI doing the same thing, our
Provincial Government and our
Federal Government has Lo start
saying to these companies that
they have a responsibility Lo
these workers. It is not just Lhe
Minister of Social Services who
has to worry about these people

now. I found 1in the National Sea
announcement this we ek & vary
callous disregard For a lot of

long-term employees, and I also
Find a very poor understanding of
the social demographics of trying
to live in a city as opposed to
living in rural Newfoundland.

A1l T can say is 1 want Lo
encourage tLhe Minislaer ofF
Fisheries, when FPI comes 1in and
when National Sea comes back with
S Ome more bhad nNews , to start

putting up a real Fight. At least
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let them know when they go back to
their corporate bhoard room that
they cannot come into Newfoundland
and take us for granted, that we
do have control over fish
processing Tlicences, if nothing
else, and there are things we can
do, and to not start those
meetings and negotiations and
discussions with the attitude that
we really cannot do anything, the
fish stocks are in bad repair, and
the people are going to get 1laid
ofFf anyway. I can only encourage
the Minister of Fisheries and the
Government to take very hard
stance with these companies when
they come in with some very bad
news for us over the next few
months.

MR. W. CARTER:

Mr. Chairman, I am only going to
take a moment, because I already
cverextended my time in my
previous remarks. My colleague
from Port de Grave wants to take
part in this debate, but I think,
while it dis fresh on our minds, I
have to respond to some of the
things that wmy hon. friend and
colleague across the way just said.

First of all, he talked about
Government taking responsibility
For the closure of the NatSea
plant. Mr. Chairman, that dis not
correct, and I think the hon.
Member knows that. Looking at all
the facts, then he must know that
this Province, even though, I
suppose, we can demand anything
and we can insist on anything and
we can cajole and we can beg and
we can do everything else. But
Lhe decision to <c¢lose the St.
John's plant was that of the
officials of Lhe National Sea
Produclts Company. That decision
was a corporate decision made in
the board room of that company.

Now, Mr, Chairman, there are two
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situations in the
Province. National Sea was not
subject to a restructuring
agreement, it was not Lhe subject
of a privatization arrangement, as
is the —case with FPI. Fishery
Products International, as we all

different

know, was restructured,
subsequently privatized. Under
Lhe Act privatizing Fishery
Products International, they

undertook to do certain things,
one being that they would e
required to give the Province
three months notice of their
intentions to <c¢lose a plant or
plants, and that once that notice
was served, then either or both
Governments had it within their
power to do certain things,
namely, to carefully assess Lhe
financial clrcumstances
surrounding the caompany  and Lo
of Fer the company a subsidy bthat
would offset any losses dncurred
by that company by virtue of
having to continue in operation by
order of the Governments. Mat is
part of the Privatization Bill.
In fact, T helieve I have a copy
here. If I do, 1 shall read 1t
into the record of Lthe House,
because it does setl up quite

clearly a different situation
vis—-a-vis the situation wi th
NatSea.

The Government does have Lhat
right, Mr. Chairman, 1n the case
of NatSea, to offer a subsidy to
keep the plant operational, bhut
that 1s not as simple a&as it might
sound . Because 1f thalt were Lo be
undertaken by Lhe Governmant,
then, of course, there is Lhe

possibility of the countervail
raising its head . There are
people who say Lhat maybe Uhe

countervalil threat 1s being used
as an excuse For not taking some
action, bhut, Mr. Chailirman, we have
been told that it is a very real
tLhreat, and, in faclk, 1f we were

No. b2 R3 1



to provide subsidizes under
certain circumstances, that not
only would the countervail affect
the company concerned, but it
would affect the whole Atlantic
east coast fishery, Therefore,
any actions taken 1in that regard
with that kind of a threat hanging
over, Mr. Chairman, would have to
be wvery carefully assessed as to
the consequences it would have on
the future of the Canadian fishing
industry as a whole.

Yes, I have it here. This 1is a
section of the FPI privatization
agreement, February 17, 1987

Clause 5. It states, 'If the
Board of Directors of FPIL at any
time approves the permanent

closure of a plant, the approved
action shall not be proceeded with
for ninety days after notice of
the approved action 1is given to
Canada and Newfoundland. In" the
event that either or both of
Canada and Newfoundland oppose the
approved actions, then FPIL,
Fishery Products, shall continue
operations at the existing levels
and the party or parties SO
opposing that action shall assume
the additional cost associated

with the continuation of the
existing levels of operations
which are incurred after the
ninety day period. The cost so
assumed, including the loss of
income to FPIL, shall be

determined by reference to a Firm
of chartered accountants agreed to
by Canada and Newfoundland and
FPIL or, 1in the absence of such

agreement, as determined by
reference to arbitration as set
out below. If both CcCanrada and
Newfoundland oppose the action
contemplated, the cost associated

therewith shall be borne equally.
If any disagreement arises between
Canada and Newfoundland and FPIL
with reference to, or any matter
arising thereunder upon which the

.32 December 12, 1989 Uol XLI

parties cannot agree, then any
such disagreement shall he
referred to arbitration by a
single arbiter in accordance with
The Arbitration Act, which
decision shall be binding and
conclusive on the parties to this
agreement.'

So, therein, Mr. Chairman, is what
makes NatSea different from FPI,
Now, then, let us assume Ffor a
moment that +the Province, either
working alone or din conjunction
with the Federal Government, chose
to oppose or to invoke this Clause
of the Privatization Agreement.
We have been btold that all kinds
of possibilities exist For
problems, the main one, of course,
being the countervail. The Member
for Kilbride (Mr R. Aylward)
shakes his head. I am not a
lawyer. I am nobt an expert on
such matters.

AN HON. MEMBER:
(Inaudible).

MR. W. CARTER:
Mr. Chairman, the whole hbusiness

of countervailing tarifrs are
becoming much more sensitive now
that we have free trade. Mare 1is
a lot more attention being focused
on the countervail than there was
before the Free Trade Agreement
became effective. There is
another problem, of course, Mr,
Chairman. s desirable as it is

to provide that kind of & subsidy
ko keep a fish plant, or a number
of fish plants in operation, where
does it end? There was hardly a
fish plant in Newfoundland last
year that made money. I can name
at least a half dozen Mmajor
inshore fish plants that lost
money, and, I suspect, 1if they
continue next year, will continue
to lose money.

MR. MATTHEWS:
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May I say something, Mr. Chairman?

MR. W. CARTER:
Yes, of course.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The hon. the Member for Grand Bank.

MR. MATTHEWS:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
appreciate the hon. Minister
giving me this opportunity. In
discussions with both fish

campanies, but in particular with
Fishery Products International,
since you refer to what I call the
key Clause in the FPI agreement,
where either party can object to
referral to chartered accountants
and then pick up the losses
jointly, or individually, as
Governments, Has Fishery Products
International shown the Government
what 1t would cost? Have they
given you any preliminary figures
or gquesstimates on, say, what it
would cost to keep a plant, or
two, or three or four plants
open? They are saying they would
lose money. You have inferred
that they would 1lose money. I
know there would have to be a
referral to a reputable chartered
accountant's firm, that is
understood, but has someone looked

at a bottom-line figure? If the
Harbour Breton plant, for
instance, 1is to operate next year
at the same capacity, or at

reduced capacity, let wus say at
reduced capacity, what would that
do ko the bottom-line figure? Has
anyone come up with that so that
we would have some rough idea as
to what we might be talking about
in the way of a subsidy?

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The hon. the Minister of Fisheries.

MR. W. CARTER:
I suppose 1in the past month we
have had more than a dozen
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meetings with FPI and almost as
many with National Sea, and those
questions, by-the-way, have come
up, as to what extent Government
would have to subsidize a plant,
or plants, to make them viable
from FPI's point of view. I do
not want to start throwing around

figures, because they are still
being worked on. I should inform
the House that we have - I believe

we have already done dit, by the
way - engaged people who are
specialists in that Field,
chartered accountants, to check
the figures, check any Ffigures we
get  from the two companies .
Because while we are not
suggesting that these men are
going to pad the books, or lie, or
deceive the Government, certainly
we want to bhe satisfied, we want

to satisfy ourselves, by
professionals, that the figures we
get are accurate and can I e

substantiated.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The hon. Member's time has elapsed.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
By leave.

MR. W. CARTER:

We dintend to do that. Yesterday
in the House one of the genklemaen
opposite, 1t might have been the

Member for St. Mary's - The Capes,
asked our position on the Fish
going Lo Nova Scotia. I replied
that we would do whatever we could
Lo prevent that Fron happening,

that we would not take toao kindly
Lo seeing vessels sailing past $t.
John's and maybe Burgeo or some

other plants that wenre baing
underutilized, and Fish being
caught in our waters and taken to
Nova Scotia for processing. - And

that 1is true.

My, Chairman, We mak e that
statement and we hase our
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arguments on four very fundamental
principles. We believe that if
those principles are applied and
adhered to, the principle of
adjacency, the principle of
historic usage, for example, the
principle of economic efficiency,
and the principle of economic
dependency, who can argue that
fish caught on the Funk Island
Banks, an the principle of
adjacency, should be taken Lo Nova
Scotia and not landed 1in the
plants adjacent to or near the
Funk Island Banks or the Northern
Grand Banks?

Who can argue that we do not have
basis under the historic usage
principle? I mean, our
forefathers fished those waters, I
suppose while +the buffalo were
running wild on what is Nnow
Halifax.

Who can argue that econoimic
efficiency is not a sound
principle on which to base the
fact that that fish should be
landed in Newfoundland? Surely it
is more economical to land that
fish 1in otherwise underutilized
plants in Newfoundland, as opposed
to taking it all the way to
Louisburg or Lunenburg or Canso
fFor processing, greater distances
that are costly and jeopardize the
quality of the product,

And who can arque, of course, Mr.
Chairman, that economic need or
dependency 1is not a good principle
on which to base that argument?
Who can arqgue that Newfoundland
does not have greater economic
dependency on that fish than do
the fish plants in Nova Scotia or
any other part of the world?

So, in answer to the hon.
gentleman's question - I did not
get a chance during Question

Period, because I try to keep my
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answers short - we are making a
strong case that fish caught in
our waters be landed in our
Newfoundland owned and operated
fish plants. We do it on these
four principles.

Now, conversely, if these
principles are adopted, as we hope
they will be, there are some
downsides to it, as well. While
the Province would repatriate
probably 8,000 or 9,000 metric
tons of fish from Nova Scotia by
virtue of applying those Four
principles, 1t would have some
downsides in Lthe Province, because
what you are saying then is last
in, first out, pretty well. So it

might well be that the
mid-distance, the Scandinavian
longliner quota would be on the
block. [t might well be that a

very substantial reduction would
occur in the Resource Short Plant
Program.

AN HON. MEMBER:

That is a strong likelihood.

MR. W. CARTER:

A very strong likelihood. But 1f
we can repatriate 8,000 or 10,000
pounds of fish from Nova Scotia,
then that 1is greater, of course,
than these two programs put
together. And, hopefully, 41if we
could do that, then ik might well
be that with the proper kind of
negotiations, Lhe NewFoundland
Government would have the right,
maybe, to reallocate some of Lthat
fish to a mid-distance fishery or
Lo a Resource Short Plant
Program. T say maybe, and I
underline the word 'maybe' becausae
we do not have at this point 1in
time the legislative authorikty to
take that kind of action.. But,
certainly, 1it 1s a case Lthat we
would make and make strongly.

AN _HON. MEMBER:
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(Inaudible) position on that?

MR. W. CARTER:

Mr. Chairman, vyes, I suppose 1in
the history of Newfoundland,
certainly since 1949 - I can say
this with all honesty -~ there has
never been a more concentrated
effort on any given set of
circumstances or problems than is
being given to this problem. We
have had a Committee now since
shortly after we were sworn in as

Government, and the Federal
Government, to their credit,
recognized the dimpending c¢risis

and dimmediately set up a Cabinet
Committee, headed by a man whom I
know very well, The Right
Honourable Joe Clark, and on which
Mr. Crosbie is serving and several
other -

AN HON. MEMBER:
You supported them?

MR. W. CARTER:

I supported them, vyes, and I was
very proud to do 1it. Very, wvery
proud to do it. I probably would
have done it today if he was
running. I have a lot of respect
For him, and I give him credit.
The Premier and I met with him on
Augqust 23, and I can tell you now
that we would not have received a

better reception or a moire
attentive ear from a
Newfoundlander or from a Liberal
Member of a Federal Cabinet. The

man  was very sympathetic, very
understanding, and expressed a
great deal of interest in doing
something to help Newfoundland
over this critical period.

But, Mr. Chairman, I was pointing
out, and I am going to take my
seat now, that there has been a
massive effort made in the past
number of months by officials 1in
my Department -
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AN HON. MEMBER:
Did you say (inaudible)?

MR. W. CARTER:

Yes, and he did a very good job
for me, too. I lost that one
through no fault of his.

But, Mr. Chairman, we have mada a
massive effort and I give a lot of
credit, as the Premier did
vesterday at the press conference,
to officials on both sides, and to
the Federal Task Force. Mr. Ken
Stein, on a daily basis, 1is 1in
this Province meeting with my
officials, working hard day and
night. There 1is no regard for
time or effort, Sunday, Saturday,
it does not matter what time of
the week or what time of the day.
But there has been a very big
effort made, and I repeat what I
said a moment ago, that I doubt if
there has been such a concentrated
effort made on any single dssues
since Confederation as we have
seen made on this dssue. And it
is working very well. I think the
fact that vyesterday Mr. Croshie
could stand up and announce a
number of programs in response Lo
the c¢risis that dis dimminent From
the closing of Lthe NatSea plant, 1
think the Federal Task Force will
have to agree that most of Lhe
initiatives that have been taken
to date, and most of the
initiatives that will be takan,
emanated from the Provincial Task
Force. And [ think it is to their
credit and +to the credit of tLthe
Federal Task Force Lthat Cthey were
willing to listen and to work with

the Provincial Task Force, and
when they saw a good didea, 1L did
not matker where 1t came From,
obviously they were willing Lo

adopkt that idea and that course of
action and incorporate it in Lhedir
overall plan. So T give Full
credit to both Task Forces, and I
can only hope that they will
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continue to work in co-operation raised it a couple of days ago, is

with each other and, at some point the fact that a wmwajor plant 1is
in time not too far distant down being closed here in St. John's,
the road, we will be able to in Newfoundland, a plant that
announce other programs that will ordinarily processed between 30
have even far greater impact on million and 40 millien pounds of
the future economic product. That product is notk
diversification of our Province. going to be dispersed to other
parts of the Province. Some of it
MR. HEARN: will, but a large percentage of it
Mr. Chairman. is going to be brought outside the
Province. Unfortunately, when FPI
MR. CHAIRMAN: comes down with its decision,
The hon. the Member for St. Mary's undoubtedly there will be plant
- The Capes, closures, at least that is what we
are being told, there will be
MR. HEARN: consolidation, there will ba
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. people put out of work. And even
if things start turning around as
This 1s certainly an dissue with of now, hopefully we have hit rock
which we could have a lot of fun bottom, and if we have learned
playing politics, but it is little anything at all from tLhe
consolation today to the people experiences of the past, we would
who work over on the Southside, think, we would hope that the
and to many others who will be future of the fishery 1is not a
affected in the next few weeks, thing of the past, that there is a
that we are in here blaming each future, Because if there is not,
other for what is happening in the then a lot of us are going to have
fishery. pretty hard times aheah, and a 1lot
of people in the Province are 1in
I listened with interest to the for some pretty desperate times.
hon. Minister's comments and agree
with many of them certainly, as we I am not sure, Mr Chairman,
all do as Newfoundlanders, but as whether or not we are playing into
he finished wup he was talking the hands of the companies, and
about the Task Forces, both of For awhile I am going to put on my
which are made up of very N.D.P. hat, the one wikh which the
qualified people, and I am sure Member for Pleasantuille (M,
will do a c¢redible job. However, Noel) should be Familiar, and I am
their job 1is not a pleasant one, sure he will agree with me. We
because their main job is to react have two major companies, both of
to what: is happening in the whom are now playing bhoth sides
Fishery, to put in place support against the middle. Nhere are
programs, etc., and that, in going to bhe winners on two
itself, is a poor substitution For Fronts. The consolidation is
a steady job, So the point dis, I going to enable them to operate
suppose, that where at all - fewer plants fFor a larger
possible, governments can play a percentage of the time. Right now
part to try to keep as many of the they are operating at mayhe
plants open as possible. anywhere from 40 - 70 per cent
efficiency. By closing a number
What we are seeing here with the of plants and eliminating a number
closure of National Sea, and I of trawlers and workers and people
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in wmanagement, and what have you,
their operations become
consolidated to the time where
hopefully they will be efficient.

Now, what happens as the
turnaround comes, and hopefully
there will be a turnaround? The
quotas increase, © the companies
pick up more product, and the
efficient plants that they will be
operating now will become more
efficient, so the companies become
richer. Can you see them five
years down the road taking some of
the excess product they have
gotten and bringing it down to
Burgeo or Grand Bank or re-opening
the St. John's plant, or
whatever? I would suggest to you
that the answer is no, they will
not. If they are let close plants
- I said, if they are let close

plants - these plants will not
re-open, The company 1is looking
at the bottom 1line, as perhaps

companies should,. That 1s why
they are in the business, and that
is why we are not. We are in here
to look after people, they are out
there to 1look after profits and
there 1is quite a difference. We
are supposed to be concerned with
the people, their bottom line 1is
profits. And if they consolidate
to make their companies wviable,
those companies will become richer
and richer,

If Newfoundlanders out around
today have any dollars to invest,
I would suggest to them that they
run out and huy shares in FPI and
National Sea, which are now at a
pretty low price. Because these
companies, five or six years down
the road, if there is a turnaround
to any degree in the fishery, will
become extremely viable
operations, and the price will be
paid by the communities, including
St. John's and the surrounding
comnunities here, who are affected
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by step one. The price has boen
paid by these people.

What do you do about it? That 1is
where the social conscience has to
come 1in, and that 1is +the part
Governments have to play. We do
have a say din what will happen
with FPI. If FPI <closes plants,
this Government and the Federal
Government can go to them and say
no, you do not. You keep that
plant open, and we will worry
about the price to pay afterwards.

National Sea: Perhaps the
Provincial Government does not
have much clout with National Sea,
bhut the Federal Government does.
Because 1if National Sea 1s not
allowed to transfer Lthe 30 wmillion
or the 40 million pound of product
which it generally processes Lo
any other of dits facilities, then
it might not rush to back away
from the Southside.

If I were sitting in the seat of
the hon. Member for Sk. John's
South, I would be putting pressure
on my colleagques to talk Lo Lthe
Federal Government, to suggest Lo
them that they not let National

Sea transfer dits quota From the
plant. That 1is the only saviour
at present. Because once Che jobs
are gone, once Lthe plants are
downgraded, the chances of
rebuilding are very slim. We have
two very rich companies, one
operating mainly outside the
Province, using Newfoundland
Product, and the other operating
at least within the Province. In

the meantime, we have a numbaer of
Newfoundlanders who are oul ofF
work with no other alternative
except to accept social programs
put 1in place, or to pack up and

head for the mainland. That is
not a very bright Future for Lthe
people. I hope that dnternally,

within Government, within Cabinet,
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that the rumors coming ocut are not
true, that there are not power
plays taking place, that the
Member for St. John's South has
not paid the price because he was
not 1in Cabinet and because the
Member for Burgeo was, as we are
going to see with the university,
where we s2e the university, if
there 1is one -~ there should not be
one established, by the way. I
will say that. There should not
be a central university. But 1iF
there is one established, we will
see 1t in Gander. We will not see
it din Lewisporte, where all the
original support for the
university came from, by the way,
and the people who have lobbied
and worked and put the whole thing
in place came from Lewisporte, but
I would suggest to the Member that
the university will be 1in GCander
because he is not in Cabinet and
his colleague 1is. It would have
been din Grand Falls, but I am
afraid it will not be now. So, I
would hedge my bets that it will
be in Gander, simply because of
the power plays.

I certainly hope that the rumor is
not true, that the pressure 1is

being put on the Federal
Government and FPI Lto make changes
in their program SO as to

selectively, to the desires of
this Government, close plants that
this Government wants to see
closed, and leave open plants that
sit in Districts belonging to
certain Members on the Opposite
side. I hope it 1is not factual.
It is only a rumor, but it 1is a
very, very strong rumor. In fact,
I can go a little bit further than
that, but we might have more to
say on that later on. If that 1is
fFactual and if you think that
politics has been played so far
wikth this dissue, then ‘'you ain't
seen nothing yet. ' Because if
this Government is going to try to
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manipulate the situation that is
as bad as it 1is, then we are 1in
for a real racket. Hopefully, as
I say, this 1is not true, because
this 1is too seriocus an issue to
play politics with.

As I say, our bottom line 1is
people. We should be interested
in keeping jobs alive, We can

only do that iF we work
collectively, provincially,
federally, and whatever else,
because we are being taken for a
ride by the companies, number one,
in relation to the consolidation
and the effect it will have down
the road, but secondly, din the
pressure to get Governments Lo
bend, and this Government is
starting to move, and I guess auan
some of wus are, saying, well, we
can keep an extra plant alive
perhaps if we let them have the
resource short, 1if we let them
have the middle distance, if we
let them have the extra quotas
that have been given out mainly to
Nova Scotian firms, by Lhe way, in
the last few vyears, and if we let
them cut into the inshore
allowance, which we should not.
But if they get Lhis extra grab,
which they are after, it depends

upon how the quotas come down. We
might be able to keep an extra
plant or two open 1ifF we gelk Lthis
extra product. If we give 1t to
them, and some of Lhem maybe we
should, whatever is more
beneficial. We have to make Lhe

best use of the resource, there ig
no doubt about that. But they are
coming at it from both sides.

They are looking For Lhe extra
allocations and, in the meantime,
they are consolidating Lheir
efforts. If they get any exbra

help, they should be made keep all
plants alive in the interim,
Because 1if Lthe Fishery does turn

around, hopefully there 1is hope
that we can mouve out ofF the
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present c¢risis and Newfoundland
can stay alive as Newfoundland
is. But if we hide our heads in
the sand, then it is g¢going to be
too late, in a few years down the
road, when we have too small very
viable companies stay alive, doing
exceptionally well to the
detriment of, not only rural, bhut
we also have urban Newfoundland
affected. The ball 1is in our
court, and it depends on how we
play it whether we will be the
winners or losers. Right now the
score 1is companies one, and the
people of Newfoundland nothing.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The hon. +the Minister of Social
Services,

MR. EFFORD:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

MR. EFFORD:
We did not make an agreement, but
I was told to be nice and I am

going to be nice for a change. I
am not going to tell about all the
wrong doings of the former
Administration for seventeen

years, but, I am going to point
out that the hon. Member For
Ferryland (Mr Power) stood to his
feet and he really said what I
said over there when I was in the
Opposition about FPI, the
sanctimonious attitude that FPI
would take when becoming
privatized. I ask to refer back
to 1987, and would ask all hon.
Members to dig out Hansard, vyou
should dig out Hansard 1987, when
FPI was being privatized and look
at myself, Lthe Member for Fogo at
the time, Mr. Tulk, the Member for
St. Barbe, the Member for Burgeo -
Bay d'Espoir, the then critic for
Fisheries, Mr. Carter and myself,
look at Hansard and see exactly
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what we said about the
privatization of FPI, sometime
down the road when the situation
is taking place, and it 1is taking
place today, the impact and the
callous way in which private
companies would have towards tCthe
effect on the fishery of
Newfoundland and Labrador. Just
look at it and you will see again
how wrong you were in allowing and
supporting, the privatization of
companies like FPI.

AN HON. MEMBER:
(Inaudible) the clause -

MR. EFFORD:

Never mind the clauses. You can
skate around it and you can do all
you like but the fact remains, dig
it out, and you will go back again
and say, well, why was I so stupid
not to listen to Lthe Opposition of
the day, and to predict and to
agree that the privatization of

FPI - would cause the Province .
Facts remain. You can get your
research officers to dig it out
and it 1is there. Day afFter day,

day after day, FPI, Vic Young. We
stated 1it. What was he doing? He
was running a hydro company, a
hydro company with a pocket Full
of money. You do not need any
administrative ability Lto run a
company with multi-millions of
dollars. We knew Uthe dmpact that
if ever tLthe day came when Lhe
Fishery would go on Lhe decline,
and quotas would be cut, what &
private company would have to do.
As the Minister of Fisheries said
this afternoon, they have Lo show
a profit, they have to pay off
their investors, they have Lo pay
their expenses. Private companies
have to go by the balance sheet on
the books . The Member far
Ferryland today criticiczed them
for it but he was a Member of Lhe
Cabinet of the day that supported
the privatization of FPI. He also
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pointed out what the hon. Brian
Peckford, the Premier of the day,
would have done if he were here
today. Well, we are very glad
that he 1is not here today because
if he were here today and did the
same things that he did din those
days, and he was the one, he was
the Premier when FPI was
privatized, and that is the
penalty we are paying today. At
that same time we were talking
about free trade. He was the
Premier and he was talking about
the dimpact it would have on the
fishery of Newfoundland and
Labrador. Now, I read a document
just today, it is not yet public,
but I read a document today where
the former Government had an
income security study done in
Newfoundland and Labrador, and one
of the recommendations in that
study to that former Government
was a paragraph having the impact,
tLhe negative impact that free
trade would have on the fishery of
Newfoundland and Labrador and
fishery related jaobs. It was 1in
the study that was recommended,
that was done by this former
Government. And they are the
Government that wvoted for free
trade and stood in this House of
Assembly and misled the people on
the impact that free trade would
have on the Province of
Newfoundland and l.abrador, and
that will be tabled in the House
of Assembly when the time comes.
That is what we have to sit in the
House of Assembly and listen to
the other side, the now
ineffective Opposition.

AN HON. MEMBER:

(Inaudible).
MR. EFFORD:
The former Minister Ffor Ferryland
(Mr. Power), he was &the one who

spoke on it today. He was the one
who stood in Cthe House, but he was
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a part of the Cabinet who made
that decision. Now this did not
happen yesterday, this did not
happen last week, this did not
happen in 1989, and it did not
happen in the last six or eight
months, the problem had to be
accumulated over the last number
of years.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

MR. EFFORD:

But 1in the last seventeen years,
in the last ten years, forget the
last seventeen years, the last ten
years we had a fighting Premier,
he went to Ottawa with baseball
bats, as I said yesterday, went to
Ottawa fighting continuously to
keap the NewfFoundland Fishery.
But if he had to sit down and done
soine suggestive thinking,
suggestive, constructive ideas on
how to solve the problems of the
day because they were happening
then, number one, we talk about
overfishing. Overfishing was the
problem, it has been one ofF Lhe
major problems, the destruction of
the fishery. Privatization and
FPI was a major problem.

Factory freezer trawlers were a
major problem. Free trade a major
problem, all dmplemented by the
Former Government.

MR. R. AYLWARD:
(Inaudible).

MR. EFFORD:

The Member Ffor Kilbride (Mr. R.
Aylward) 1is going to speak next.
Now if he can stand up and Lell me
that all of those things were not
brought in .and not supported by
the former Government then I will
change my mind and say [ will
apologize and say I am saying the
wrong thing. Go back bthrough the
baooks in Hansard. Everything that
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is said din the House of Assembly
whether it be right or wrong is
recorded. All you have to do 1is
go back to the privatization of
1987 of FPI and you can see, The
factory freezer trawlers were on
the same dicussions in the House
of Assembly. And just after that
so was free trade and the effect
the subsidizes would have on jobs
in Newfoundland. But you totally
supported it. You now have to pay
the consequences for it.

MR. R. AYLWARD:
Do you support free trade?

MR. EFFORD:

Do I support free trade?
Absolutely not. Not that free
trade.

MR. R. AYLWARD:
(Inaudible).

MR. EFFORD:

I said it at the time, and I will
say it again. But, Mr. Chairman,
it is time for us all to wake up.
It 1s +time for all of wus to
realize that the problem was
caused and the problem 1is not
going to go away.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

MR. PARSONS:
(Inaudible).

MR. EFFORD:
Of course, 1if we 1listen to the
Member for St. John's East Extern
(Mr. Parsons) we would not have to
worry about a free trade agreemant
with Canada or the United States
because we would be a part of the
United States. Anti-Confederate.
The whole anti-Confederate
themselues sitting down there in
the corner. We would not have any
worry, Sir, about free trade. We
would be totally -
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MR. PARSONS:
(Inaudible).

MR. EFFORD:

I am going to tell you one thing
we are no worse off today, it is
not because we joined Canada. It
is because of the Government Gthe
lJast seventeen years in Ottawa and
combined with Newfoundland. That
is why we are worse off today.
And the Member For Grand Falls
(Mr. Simms) can smile, but when he
goes back to his constituents and
he looks at his constituents that
he 1is now losing 275 workers and
escalating, as he sald vyesterday
in the House, to 420 in the Housa
blame that on free trade and you
will be telling the truth for a

change, You cannot blame it on
this Government. You can blame it
on free trade. You blame it on

your own Governmenkt For agreeing
with it today. Can you actually
face up to that fact in your
District? Or do you go bhack din
your District and hide your head
in the sand?

MR. SIMMS:
I do not blame it on anyone.
(Inaudible).

MR. EFFORD:
Oh, oh! Stand up in the House of

Assembly and say what you like.
But when you go bhack to your
District and you look at your
people, Mr., Chairman, going in Lhe
unemployment lines and you know in
your own conscience and your own
mind. But I would love Lo be at
the polls when he goes there the
next election, and I do not Uthink
the majority —

AN HON. MEMBER:

He 1s gone! He is gone!
MR. EFFORD:
He 1s a worried man these days I

do not know, but does he have
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enough years for his pension? Do
you really, does your age and the
number of years you served total
sixty. It sure better. It sure
better be there because you are
going to need it, you are going to
need it because you know very well
that the people of Grand Falls are
very educated, a wvery educated
constituent, you cannot -

AN HON. MEMBER:
(Inaudible),

MR. EFFORD:

But I was not, I was being nice
until old anti- confederate, old
anti-confederate back over there
had to stand up and start
talking. I still +think he 1is
spending confederate money, I
really, really do. I still think
he 1is spending confederate money,

no question about that. Mr .
Chairman, let us talk about
something that is happening in the
Province. When vyou talk about

fishing, fishing this day and age,
fishing was worked at all their
life, fishing was worked at all
their 1life 1in the fishing boats,
who now have to resort to the
Department of Social Services and
to try to get enough money to at
least give their kids some decent
food owver the Christmas holidays,
I mean that 1s heart breaking.
That is disgraceful, that is
taking away the dignity From the
human factor of our
Newfoundlanders and l.abradorians
who lived on a tradition. Now,
can the old anti-confederate stand
on his feet and say that this side
caused 1it. Honest to goodness,
now, look in the mirror, talk to
yourself, talk to yourself before
you come to the House of Assembly,
once in awhile, lLook in the
mirror and look at it and say to
yourself, okay you have got the
conscience and face to stand up in
Lhe House of Assembly this
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afternoon and really blame it on
bhis side, we caused these
problems in six months, we caused
free trade, we caused the
privatization of FPI, we caused
factory freezer trawlers to come
to Newfoundland, we caused all of
that in six months. My God, can
we ever accomplish, can we ever
accomplish, come on.

MR. CHAIRMAN:

Order!

MR. EFFORD:

My friend there for - where is the
Member from, the former Minister

of Social Services, Burin -
Placentia West, do not get me
talking about what he did, when he
was campaigning, about how we got
around to the doors, and how we
supported the fishing industry.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Order please!

The hon. the Member for Kilbride.

MR. R. AYLWARD:

I was willing to give him leave,
Mr. Chairman, but the Member for
St. John's South, said no. Mr .
Chairman, I Jjust want Lo have &
fFew words on this Bill, I do not
want to let this Bill go past

without raising some of my
concerns on what 1s happening in
this Province generally hut

particularly what 1is happening to
a lot of wvery good Friends of
mine, people, who only a few years
aqgo, I represented on Shea
Heights, people who are going to
be thrown out on the streeks, Mr.
Speaker, because this Govermnent,

the Government of this Province
are sitting on their hands and
doing nothing. Mr. Chairman, the
hon. Member Ffor Port de Grave

just spoke and he raised sonme
issues, but there i1s one Lhing
that I heard in this House since I
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have been here ten vyears or so
now, was one person in this House
who always use to say: what we
need in this Province to help us
out of the hole which we are in,
to help us out of the bad
situation, what we need is more
say 1in the management of our
fishery. Now, who wused to say
that, I wonder, how many of us can
remember who was the person who
kept saying that and kept saying
that to the objection of the
people over there, Mr. Chairman,
the people who are now in our
position, Brian Peckford kept
saying it and the hon. Member for
Port de Grave was very adamant
then that Brian Peckford caused
most of the problems that are
happening in our Province. But
what did he say yesterday, I think
it was, Hansard for Monday, vyes,
the hon. Member for Port de Grave
said, we must have more say 1in the
management of our fish stocks.
Newfoundland and Labrador, the
people of this Province must have
more say. Mr. Chairman, that 1is a
direct policy, a direct policy
from Brian Peckford, Mr. Speaker,
that he 1is trying to take credit
for now.

AN HON. MEMBER:
Read what he said last vyear, the
other Hansard (inaudible).

MR. R. AYLWARD:

I do not have the other Hansard.
But, Mr. Chairman, one other thing
that I want to comment on, the
hon. Member for St. John's South
did have a few words of wisdom
yesterday on this, he did have a
few words of wisdom to say on this
Bill yesterday, and I do not envy
the man, I really do not enuy
him. He seems to be a nice fella,
I never knew him very much before
he got elected, but -

AN HON. MEMBER:
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He would not ask a question in Lhe
House for two days, three days.

MR. R. AYLWARD:

He does not seem to be too bad,
Mr. Chairman, but he idis either
muzzled by the Cabinet and his
Premier, he is not allowed to say,
he is not allowed to stand up and
fight for his constituents or the
other Members in the Cabinet, M™Mr.
Chairman, from St. John's are not
giving him the hand, like we used
to do, The St. John's Cabinet
Ministers would try to do For any
Members who are not 1in Cabinel
from St. John's, iF  they had
problems, we tried to give Cthem a
hand, Mr. Chairman, but the weak
St. John's Members we have in the
Cabinet now, will not help the
Member for St. John's South. They
are leaving him oul on his own,
Mr. Chairman, but -

AN HON. MEMBER:
He never asked a question in the
House (inaudible).

MR. R. AYLWARD:

- I was surprised and I felt
fairly bad for him. I feel bad, 1
suppose for Lthe people that I
represented one time in Shea
Heights who are going Lo b
desolate. I mean a lot of these
people have two of the Family, Lthe
husband and the wife, working down
in that fish plant, and there is
quite a few of them had three +n
the family working in Lthat Fish

plant. And it dis bad enough for
one person to lose his job. [t is
bad enough for one person in a
household whether it ba - the
primary bread winner, whoever that
might be 1in the Family, or LCthe
secondary person working in that
Family, Mr. Chairman,. But a lot
of the people down in National Sea
are going to - both people in bthe
household are going to Jlose Ltheir
jobhs. And that is what makes it
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so tragic, Mr. Chairman, that this
Government would not stand up and
help them, they would not do
anything for them.

Doug House gave the comment
vesterday that they should move
away, and that 1is +the way he
thinks, probably. It is the way
that the Premier thinks, I know
that.

AN HON. MEMBER:
No it 1is not.
thinks.

(Inaudible) really

MR. R. AYLWARD:

It is the way that a lot of the
Federal bureaucrats think, in
Ottawa, they want the fishery
downsized, There is no doubt
about that. They wanted it while
we were there, the 17 vyears of

mismanagement that you keep
talking about. They wanted this
years ago, They wanted Lo
downsize the fishery, Mr,
Chairman. We would not put up
with it. We want them to manage

the stocks properly, Mr. Chairman,
we want them to get the fish that
is caught in Newfoundland's
waters, Mr . Chairman. We want
them to get that fish and bring it
into Newfoundland, not send it off
to Nova Scotia or anywhere else to
be processed, Mr. Chairman, unless
we have no use for it in this
Province. We should have all the
fish 1in the Grand Banks, and all
the fish, especially the Northern
cod, shipped to this Province and
put in -

AN HON. MEMBER:
Read the quote.

MR. R. AYLWARD:

That 1is the quote for Dr. House.
We are after reading that a dozen
times. Everyone knows that he
wants us all to move away because
it will 1look 1like he is doing a
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great job. IF we all move away,
if 30 per cent of Newfoundlanders
moved out tomorrow, Mr. Chairman,
the employment rate would be great
because everyone is gone away. It
would look like the Wells
Government or the Commission of
Government are after doing a great
job. That is why he wants them to

move away. It is no trouble to
know why.

But, Mr. Chairman, I want Lo just
make mention of oneg of Lhe
comments. Now, he made a lol of

other comments, and I do nobt want
to take this out of context, I was
not here when he said it, I just
read it. When I picked up Hansard
today, I read 1it, and he referrad
to me then as the last paragraph.
I do not think it 1is the Tlast
paragraph, but it 1is close to the
last. The hon. Member For St.
John's South said yesterday, 'Mr.
Chairman, remember this, 1iF tLhis
Government starts to put dits hand
into the public purse Lo
subsidize, and I say this in all
sincerity, to pick up everything
that is going to fall next year or
the the next year and a half, it
is impossible.' Why is pALE
impossible? I am reading the hon.
Member's comment from yesterday,
it is not really a speech. Why is
it dimpossible? I do not know if
the hon. Member was working at

Fishery Products when Lhe Lax
payers of Canada and Lhe  tax
payers of Newfoundland put their
hand 1in their pocket and helped
restructure it They could do 1t

for National Sea, they could do it
for the fish plant down - I do not
see any problem with it at all.
This is not a wasted industry, Mr.

Chairman. We are Ltrying to keep
the fish plant open until the
stocks rebuild. That 1is what we
are trying to do. We are not
trying to subsidize the industry
forever. It 1is shocking. You
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should be ashamed of yourself, Mr,
Chairman. And I am upset, not For
you, Mr. Chairman, but I am upset
For the people of Shea Heights,
for the people up there who are
going to hurt because of this. It
is shocking.

Mr . Chairman, I believe the
political plan of this Government,
and I sincerely believe this,
there is a political plan in this
Government, Mr. Chairman, and I
believe that the Premier is - I do
not know if I can say devious
enough, I will not say it.

AN HON. MEMBER:
Yes, you can say devious,

MR. R. AYLWARD:

But the Premier would probably be
cunning enough to put this
political plan in place. Mr,
Chairman, if I could shut it down,

and shut it down, and shut it down?®

any time, any business for the
first two years, and I will get it
down to rock bottom and blame the
last 17 years to the Tory
Government, and 1in the next 2
years, Mr. Chairman, there can be
nothing but dimprovement, and I
will go around and tap my chest,

Mr . Chairman. That is the
political plan of this
Government . They are going to

bring us right to our knees, Mr.
Chairman, and then hope that they
will get <credit for trying to
bring it back. It is not fair.

Mr . Chairman, I will give you
comparison of a back bencher in
our Government, din the Government
of the 1last 17 years who had the
exact same problem as the Member
For St. John's South He had a
fish plant that was going to close
in his District. He was not 1in
Cabinet. He was a backbencher at
the time. Did he give wup on
them? Did he say, no subsidy?

L45 December 12, 1989 Vol XI.I

Did he just wash his hands of it
and walk away from then? No, he
did not, Mr. Chairamn. He kept
after the Government at the time
and the Government at the time
listened to him and we have a fish
plant now in Burin which has quite
a bit of activity in secondary

processing now, We have no
initiatives coming From this
Government. Where are all the
under-utilized species oult there
that we could be trying Lo get
into St. John's, Mr. Chairman. We

should he taking them in here.

Mr. Chairman, I am now going to
say to this Government now, the
hon. the Member for Bellevue (Mr.
Barrett) because he is Fairly
content that his fish plant in
Arnold's Cove 1is open, and I am
glad it is because Arnold's cove
neads that fish plant, bubt it is
not safe yet. I will tell you why
it is not safe, because the union
is not through with what is going
to happen 1in this plant in St.
John's, There will be obther
things that will happen and that
is going to affect Arnold's Couve
and the hon. Member should keep on
top of 1it. When you try to land
fish in St. John's and ship it to
Arnold's Cove the wunion members
are going to have something to say
about that. I know the people of
Shea Heights, Mr. Chairman, they
will not be pushed around. The
people in Shea Heights did not get
pushed around when they buill Chat
road out through Southside Hills.
They were well heard Ffron when
that road was going through. They
were not pushed around when the
urban renewal was in their area.
They stood up for their rights and
they got what was deserving of

them. They gokt a good urban
renewal rather than the bulldozer
tactics when the Liberal

Government went 1in and tried Lo
flatten their houses and take all
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their land. That 1is what was
happening at Shea Heights but the
people on Shea Heights stood up
For themselves and they will stand
up for themseluves now, Mr,
Chairman. They willl not let this
fish plant close without a fight.
I can assure you of that, Mr.
Chairman. I also say to the
Member For St. John's South,
Burgeo 1is saved. The Member for
Burgeo - Bay d'Espoir (Mr.
Gilbert) is very pleased that his
fish plant 1is saved and I am,
too. I admit 1it. I am glad the
fish plant is going to stay open
in Burgeo, If they could all stay
open For twelve months a year it
would be great. I would prefer
that they would share their fish
with the people in Shea Heights
and the people over on the
Southside Road so both of them
could open For half a year. There
would be no fish plant in Burgeo
without this Government because we
subsidized it for years, but he
will not subsidize St. John's
South. Burgeo was left to be
open, Mr. Chairman, without Brian
Peckford keeping it there until it
was sold. ,

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Hear, hear!

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Order, please!

MR. R. AYLWARD:

Mr . Chairman, this dis not the
fFirst time in our recent history
that fish plants were supposed to
be closed.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Time 1is up.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
By leave.

MR. R. AYLWARD:
Just a couple of more minutes, Mr.
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Chairman,

MR. CHAIRMAN:

The Chailr feels that we have not
sufficient support to allow leave
in order for the speaker to carry
on. I have a speaker behind me
who still waves me to recognize
him because I called order.

The Member for Bonavista South,

MR. GOVER:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It gives me great pleasure Lo
participate in this particular

debate here today. I guess, given
the fact that Bonavista South is
basically the place whera

everything got underway, where the
famous basket got lowered down
almost five hundred years ago.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

MR. GOVER:

It 1is basically where it  got
started. Now, we have to Face a

fundamental reality, I suppose,
with respect to this debate on
plant closures., Plants are
closing because the raesource, due
to scientific errors in the
assessment of the stocks, 1is not
what 1t was thought Lo be. At ane

time it was Forecast that by this
date there would be 400,000 metric
tons of fish and we Find wmuch Lo
our displeasure that there is only
200,000 metric tons of Fish, or
less, and that 1is an dindisputable

fact. What does the Opposition
propose as the solution to this
problem? Well, we should have

more say and more management in
the Fishery, and we should have a
greater jurisdiction. The
Fighting Newfoundlander went up Lo
Ottawa and he Fought and he
fought. The Meech lake Accord was
brought in and every demand Quebec
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had was accommodated. All demands
Quebec had were accommodated.
And, what did he get for us?
Well, we put in on the agenda for
the next time around. It can be
on the agenda from now until dooms
day and unless there is a
consensus to change the
constitution, to change the
jurisdiction, then what does that
commitment in the Meech Lake
Accord meand to Newfoundland?
Absolutely, zero, nothing.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
Order, please!

I am having difficulty hearing the
speaker. I request that hon.
Members on both sides not do so
much talking among themselves.

The hon. the Member for Bonavista
South,

MR. GOVER:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Now, M™Mr. Chairman, I am happy to
some extent that we did not get
that jurisdiction then because on
what basis could we have managed
the fishery? A former deputy
Premier of the last Administration
in February of this year said the
biclogical expertise of the
Federal Government was scant and
it was practically nonexistent at

the provincial level. So what was
the Provincial Government going to
use to manage the increased

jurisdiction that they never got
in the fishery if they had no
biological expertise? What were
they going to wuse to manage 1t?
It is absurd. Their whole
position is absurd.

Now there dis no doubt that there
was increased employment in the
fishery due to the fact that
everyone expeclted gquotas to go
up. From 1975 to 1987 the number
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of plant workers increased from
10,000 to 30,000 the number of
fishermen increased from 15,000 to
30, 000. Well, if it is not
factual we can talk to the Federal
Minister of Internatiocnal Trade
who used those figures this
morning, that the number of plant
workers increased three fold and
the number of fishermen increased
two fold. Now there was no doubt
that was due to an expectation
that the quota would rise, but
there is also no doubt that it was
due to the fact that this fishery
was seen as Lthe employer of last
resort, due to the failure of the

previous Administration ko
diversify the economy of rural
NewFoundland.

We are still waiting for that
famous day whean the sun will
shine, and have not will he no
more, It is yelt to come. And it
is because of that fact that 1if
anything happens Lo Lthe fishery in
Bonavista South there will be no
alternate employment because For
seventeen years they failed to
diversify the economy of rural
Newfoundland.

In fact, d1if you took all the
initiatives of the pravious
Administration, I would say that
you would put them in a very small
salad bowl and have lots of roomn
for cucumbers and you could season
it with oil and vinegar, and the
01l 1is still in the ground since
1979, 1982, 1985, and 1t 1s still
out there in Hibernia. OF course,
the vinegar 1s all the people who
left this Province 1in the last
seventeen years. Now we have
inherited a mess.

Who owns the 0117 Peckford
decided that we own the oil and he
fought and he argued and he took
it to the Supreme Court and Lthe
Supreme Court said that you do not
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own it. So we fought for
bargaining powers, and when we
could have made a deal - he did
not make a deal.

This is the reason that this
Government has set up the Economic
Recovery Commission, to try to
diversify the economy of rural
Newfoundland so that there will be
employment opportunities in rural
Newfoundland independant of the
fishery. It may fail, but at
least we tried.

As the Minister of Fisheries has
said, the time has come to raise
the status of the Fishermen 1in
this Province, to make them
superior to the doctor or the
lawyer or the teacher, to raise
his income to an acceptable level,
to give him proper status in this
Province.

In 1986, the average family income
from the fishery in Newfdundland
was $20,000, In Nova Scotia, it
was $35,000 and on the family
farm, it was $32,000, half of that
coming from unemployment insurance
payments. And the hon. Member for
St. John's East Extern (Mr .
Parsons) says we would be better
off outside Confederation. Where
would the unemployment payments
come from? Where would the Canada
Pension Plan payments come from?
Where would the old age pension
plan payments come from? Where
would Medicare come From? We
would be much better off, there 1is
no doubt about that at all!

Now, the Opposition says, keep all
the plants open. Subsidize,
subsidize, subsidize. The answer
to that 1is, what about the free
trade agreement? What about
GATT? What about countervail?
Destroy the whole fishery.
Subsidize and raise the price of
fFish across the board, destroy the
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whole fishery so that all plants
can stay open. Well, certainly,
if there were any economical way
and legal way to subsidize these
plants so they could all stay
open, I am sure this Government
would do it, but we have to take a
responsible position.

And the analysis fFrom . the
Opposition is weak on almost every
issue, not only the fisheries
issue, but any issue. My good
friend from Burin - Placentia West
(Mr. Tobin) says we are out Lo

NewfFoundland with
amalgamation, that that is a
resettlement program when, in
fact, resettlement means vyou take
people from A and move them to B,
but amalgamation means you leave
them in A and you wmake thatkt unit
more viabhle. That is our
commitment to rural NewfFoundland.

destroy rural

Now, 1if we follow the proposals
that have been put Forward ovaer
there, we should start Lo
construct immediately a new museum
in Newfoundland, the fishermen's
museum, because 1f we went along
with the proposals being proposed
by the Opposition I am sure that
in five years time the fishermen
would be an obsolete species 1in
Newfoundland and Labrador.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Hear, hear!

MR. R. AYLWARD:
Mr. Chairman.

MR. CHAIRMAN:
The hon. the Member For Kilbride.

MR. R..AYLWARD:
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

M. Chairman, I Jjust have a few
more words ko say on this
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SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

MR. R. AYLWARD:
I do not have 1t written on
anything, I cannot.

MR. SIMMS:
(Inaudible) .

MR. R. AYLWARD:

Mr. Chairman, I understand there
was an agreement here today when
the hon. the Member for -

AN HON., MEMBER:
The hon. Member for Port de Grave.

MR. R. AYLWARD:

Yes, the hon. the Member for Port
de Grave was to speak, and then I
was, and the Government obviously
has broken that agreement again by
putting up another speaker. But T
do not mind, ™r. Chairman, if
anyone has something on their mind
with this Bill and the serious
situation that the people on Shea
Heights and the people in St.
John's generally who work in the
fish plant find themselves today
they should bhe up. Every one in
this House, euery St. John's
Member -

AN HON. MEMBER:
St. John's Centre.

MR. R. AYLWARD:

Every one of them over there
except one of them are sitting on
their hands ever since this debate
started, Mr. Chairman. And the
thing that pisses me off more than
everything else, Mr. Chairman, 1is
the Member right there laughing at
them, Mr. Chairman, Lthe Minister
of Finance (Dr. Kitchen) has been
laughing at this debate ever since
it started. He 1s still laughing
at it, Mr. Chairman. And that is
a shame.
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SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Hear, hear!

MR. R. AYLWARD:

Mr. Chairman, he dis laughing at
the people on Shea Heights and he
is laughing at the people who lase
their jobs at National Sea, Mr.

Chairman. And he should bhe
ashamed of himself.
Mr Chairman, there are meny

people who will comment on LChe
situation of our fishery in the
next 1little while and there are
people with many different views

and there are people wi th
different expertise. The Minister
of Fisheries (Mr, Carter) has a
certain expertise that he
elaborates and the Premier has a
certain expertise ., But, Mr
Chairman, there 1¢ a person in
this Province who should e

considered an expert, [ guess,
also in +the fishing dndustry dn
his reign, Mr. Chairman, and he
would be the Leader of the
Fishermen's Union, Mr . Richard
Cashin. And what does he have to
say about this situation, M~
Chairman?. He is the person who 1s

very knowledgeable in  what is
happening in the fishery din this
Province and he is also

knowledgeable about countervails
and free trade and he has been
involved in this since day one.

One thing I noticed that he said
in the paper Saturday, Dacember 9,

The Evening Telegram, M,
Chairman, '"Both levels oF
Government should staop National

Sea Limited from closing Lthe St.
John's plant.' Now, Mr. Chalirman,
he 1is a knowledgeable parson in
this business. Why would he say
something like that 1l he did not
believe it Lo bhe Lrue, M,
Chairman? He also said, Mr .
Chairman, on free trade which the
Premier and Members opposite seem
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to want to slough this off that
free trade 1s going to shut down
our whole fishing dindustry on the
East Coast 1if we go with some
subsidies. Mr. Chairman, Mr .
Cashin says that the fish plants
should be kept open. All of them
should be kept open for part of
the vyear. Mr. Cashin dismisses
the arguments that direct
financial assistance to the Ffish
companies would wviolate the terms

of the Free Trade Agreement. He
is an expert 1in this field the
same as people over there,

certainly, as much as they are,
and probably a lot more than most
of them, and he does not seem to
think that the free trade between
Canada and the United States would
be affected if we put direct
financial aid.

What I would 1like to do today is
plead to the Cabinet Ministers
from the City of St. John's to try
to protect the 500 jobs that are
going to be thrown away when
National Sea <closes this March.
Let them get up and represent
their constituents. We had a call
today from a person on Gooduiew
Street. Is that in the District
of  Kilbride, I wonder? Where
would Goodview Street be? Which
district would that be in 1in St.
John's? I am not sure about all
the District boundaries in this
city, Mr. Chairman, but I think
Goodview Street 1s in St. John's
Centre and the Member for St.
John's Centre (Dr. Kitchen) has
been laughing at this debate since
it started. He should be ashamed
of himself. The Member for St.
John's North (Dr. Warren) should
be up speaking on this. He has a
responsibility to get up and speak
in this debate. The Member For
St. John's West (Dr. Gibbons) has
a responsibility. The Member for
Pleasantville (Mr. Noel) has a
responsibility. The Member for
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Mount Scio - Bell Island (Mr.
Walsh) has a responsibility to
speak in this debate and come up
with some suggestions they might
have to keep the fish plant open.
I have suggestions. Whatever has
to be done to keep it open should
be done. That 1is my suggestion.
You should do it. I think the
Member for St. John's South (Mr.
Murphy) will agree with that, Mr.
Chairman. I still believe, what
he said in debate and what is
recorded in Hansard, is not
actually what he meant. I think
that he would support this side of
the House, when we say that it
would not hurt to subsidize, or to
share the fish between all the
fish plants to keep them open for
part of the year. That would not
be a big problem, Mr. CcChairman.
We are only trying to do it for
two or three years so that the
fish plant does not close and
disappear and when the fish stocks
come back there will be no Ffish
plant, there will be no fish plant
workers, and there will be no
trawlers working out of St. John's.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Hear, hear!

On motion, <c¢lauses 1 through 35
without amendment, carried.

Motion, that the Commitlee report
having passed Bill No. 26 without
amendment, carried.

MR. BAKER:
I mmove thalk the Commitktee rise and
report passage of the Bill,

Oon motion, that the Committee
rise, report progress and ask
leave to sit again, Mr. Speaker
returned to the Chair.

MR. SPEAKER:
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The hon. the Member for Bellevue.

MR. CHAIRMAN:

Mr. Speaker, the Committee of the
Whole have considered the matters
to them referred, and have
directed me to report Bills No.
30, 31, 48, 33, 34 and 26, without
amendment, and ask leave to sit
again.

On motion, report received and
adopted, Bills ordered read a
third time on tomorrow, Comnittee
ordered to sit again on tomorrow.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon. the
Leader,

Government House

MR. BAKER:

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. It being
within a minute or so of 5:00, I
would first of all like kLo
announce to Members that on

tomorrow, the Private Member's
resolution has been decided. The
Member For Grand Bank (Mr.
Matthews), I believe, has a

Private Member's resolution that
he is going to bring forward.

On Thursday, we will be bringing
in the second reading of Bill No.
44, and then, we will be doing
some third readings first, then,
second reading of Bill No. 44,
and, .depending on how that goes,
perhaps the Committee stage on

Bill No. 40.

MR. SIMMS:

(Inaudible) second reading?

MR. BAKER:

Depending on how that goes,
perhaps into Committee on Bill No.
40, and some third readings,
first. There will be a number of

third readings we want to get
through.

MR. SIMMS:
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Mr. Speaker.

MR. SPEAKER:
The hon, the
Leader.,

Opposition House

MR. SIMMS:

Okay, so we know about the Private
Member's resolution by the Member
For Grand Bank Lomorrow, we also
know about the amendment, I
guess., That 1¢ probably going to
be coming to us.

The Government is going to
proceed, then, on Thursday, Lo
call Bill No. 44, the Public
Utilities Boanrd changes . Mha
Public Utilities Bill ds going to
Committee prior to Thursday, 15
it, as I understand 1t? It 1is not?

MR. BAKER:
L will
Finished.

respond  when vou - are

MR. SIMMS:
I mean, the reason [ am asking is
because it ds a fairly lengthy

Bill. There werae a lot ofF
changes. The report was tabled by
the Premier in June. There do not

appear to be emergencies there.
Maybe it might be wise, and Lthe
Committee might want Lo have &
look at 1it. They might want to
recommend some  hearings Lo get
people's dinput into changes Lo Lhe
Public Utilities RBoard. It is
very significant. That is the
reason I asked.

The other thing ds, I talked to
the Government House lLeader
earlier about Bills 36 and 37,
which have gone bthrough Committee,
as I understand it, The Fisheries
Loan Act and The Public Service

Pensions Act. So 1t might be an
idea to try to do those at Uthe
beginning if he will accept
suggestions. He probably will not

from me, but I will make Uhem
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anyway .

The other one that I would like to
make mention of dis the Act To
Amend The Day Care and Home Makers
Services Act which at the present
time has not had first reading
yet. And I gather the Committee
has dealt with that it is -

MR. EFFORD:

You cannot find your Chairman.

MR. SIMMS:

I gather it dis dealt with. It 1is
your Chairman. It 1is not our
Chairman. But I gather it has
been dealt with. You might want

to do first reading on it, and
move that one through, I gather
that one might be one of
interest. Then you are going to
go 1into Committee on the Economic
Recovery Commission.

So we can bring on the eggnog at
least for next Thursday or

Friday. A fair bit of subject.

MR. BAKER:

Yes, the dinterpretation of the
Opposition House Leader is
correct, There are a fair number

of pieces of legislation here that
need to be dealt with. And I am
just dindicating on Thursday what
we would 1ike to deal with or
partially deal with depending on
how far we get with the first
one. And we will see how it goes
from there.

MR. SIMMS.:

What happened to Bill 54 which we
agreed to adjourn today to carry
on Thursday?

MS VERGE:
Bill 54, where are you?

MR. SIMMS:

Pardon?
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No, we had discussions and we said
the Minister would give the
introduction. We let him give the
introduction today, we will qgo
along with that. Not that we had

to. But then we agreed to adjourn
the debate and carry on the debate
on Thursday. But the Minister

(inaudible).

MR. SPEAKER:
Order, please! Before the hon.
the Government House Leader speaks

MR. SIMMS:

Stop the clock.

MR. SPEAKER:
Yes, I wanted direction as to what
to do at 5:00 o'clock.

MR. SIMMS:
Agreed.

MR. SPEAKER:
Okay . The hon, the Government
House Leader.

MR. BAKER:
Thank you, Mr. Speakear.

There are so many things said,
maybe I should not react Lo Lthemn
because we might getl into &
lengthy haggle.

MR. SIMMS:
Not with me, boy!

MR. BAKER:

It dis my understanding that the
second reading of that Bill, the
Bill was introduced, the hon .
Member who responded, the hon. the
Member for Green Bay (Mr. Hewlettl)
needs some time to prepare For the

Bill and we will give him some
time, We do not mind giving hin
some time, and I did not think
there was any absolute urgency to
deal with that on Thursday. So 1

have inFormed the House as to what
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the Government is going to call as
Government Orders on Thursday and
we will see how things go.

MR. SIMMS:

It is SO easy to see the
Government House Leader break that
many agreements, you cannot
believe anything.

SOME HON. MEMBERS:
Oh, oh!

MR. BAKER:
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
at its rising do adjourn until
tomorrow.

On motion, the House at its rising
adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday at 2:00 p.m.

MR. SIMMS:

Mr. Speaker, just before you qo I
forgot to mention that that for a
select few over there that the
Opposition has its party on this
afternoon. So they know who they
are,

MR. SPEAKER:
This House stands adjourned until
tomorrow, Wednesday at 2:00 p.m.
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QUESTION

Mr. Bob Aylward (Kilbride) to ask the Honourable the
Minister of Works, Services and Transpertation to place on the

tabel of the House the following information:

1. The number of tendered contracts which were extended

beyond the accepted tender price. !?

- What were the extra costs to Government for extending

these contracts?

- Also, provide a list of the contracts which were
extended and the location and description of the

work provided.



ANSWER
PROJECT A

Merrits Cove Road and Back Harbour Road
Extension to 23-89

Paving Loop Road at Hillview Extension
to 66-88

Paving 120 m of road, Portugal Cove Road,
Extension to 16-89

Project 56-89 extended by 700 m off Route 70
to the end of Salmon Cove because tendered costs
were lower than estimated.

Project 39-89 extended by 360 m to include bad
section of Bareneed Road.

Project 103-88 extended to include paving of
Department's roads in communities in Southern
Labrador.

Additional Costs of Government For Extending
Above Contracts $367,500

Tabled by the Honourable David S. Gilbert, Minister of Works,
Services and Transportation, December 11, 1989



EXTENSIONS TO CONTRACTS

1989 /90
Cate
Prcject Contractor Approved

Merrits Cove Rocad and Back
Barbour Road, Extension to
21-89% Western 09/29
Paving lcep rcad at Hillview
Exrension to 66-88 Shannen O0R/01
Paving 120 m of road, Portugal
Cnve Road, Fxtension to 16-389 Shanncn . 10/25
Preoject 56-89 extended by 700 m
cf€ Route 70 to the end of
Salmon Cove because tendered
costs were lower than estimated Shannon c8/1S
Prcject 39-89 extended by 360 m
to include bad section of
Bareneed Recad Pennecon 07/086
Projoct 103-88 extended to
include paving of department's
roads in communities in
Sauthern Labrador H.J.0'Connell 07/04
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TO: Minister v
FROM: Roberta Bustard, Public Relations Specialist
RE: Question in House December 11th
DATE: December 12, 1989
Question:

I want to ask the Minister which parts of the Province,
which communities or which isolated areas of the Island part
of the Province would qualify to have the Department of
Transportation equipment and staff work on private property?

Further to the same question, I want to ask the Hon.
Minister to be more definte to them. Would he tell me if the
St. David's, St. Fintan's area would qualify wunder the
Provincial Policy on Equipment use on Private Property?

Answer:

Mr. Aylward was recently provided with the Department's
policy on the Use of Equipment within the Province on private
property. He is now asking which parts of the Province
specifically qualify under this policy. It is impossible to
identify these areas at any given point in time because
circumstances are constantly changing. An isolated area
which does not have access to any privately owned piece of
equipment today, might have access to such equipment next
week. These requests are dealt with as they come into the
Department and are assessed as per our policy. -



Question:

I want to tell the Hon. Minister that, I guess, the

most important part of the policy is that equipment cannot be
used at all unless there is no equipment available in that
immediate area. And I know for a fact that the St. David's,
St. Fintan's area does have this type of equipment available.
So probably it would qualify.
But Mr. Speaker, I want the Hon. Minister to confirm to this
House that the Departmental staff and equipment were seen
Nov. 9th doing work on private commercial property owned by
the Member for St. George's (Mr. Short).

Answer:

Government equipment was not wused on the private
property owned by the member for St. George's on November 9th
or any other date.

As a routine maintenance activity, Departmental staff
are constantly reshaping shoulders along all paved roads. On
Nov. 9, 1989, the Department placed a tandem 1load of
shouldering material along Route 404 which passes in front of
property owned the Member for St. Georges, and if this is the
incident to which the Hon. Member for Kilbride refers I
cannot see how this could be inferred as work on private
property. The material was spread using a Department grader
which is considered to be a normal maintenance operation.

In fact, the Robinson's unit placed and spread
approximately 3,100 cubic metre of shouldering material on
this and other roads in their maintenance area.





