December 12, 1986
The Assembly met at 10 a.m.
Prayers
ORAL QUESTIONS
PCS Lanigan Dispute

Mr. Koskie: -- Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question was to be to the minister in charge of the Potash
Corporation of Saskatchewan, but in his absence I’d like to direct the question to the Premier. And, Mr.
Premier, it has to do with the dispute at PCS Lanigan.

It’s the longest strike in the history of a Saskatchewan Crown corporation; 290 workers at PCS Lanigan
division have been off the job since March 10th — 10 months this week. They’ve been without a contract
since January 31, 1985 — almost, in fact, two years next month.

I ask you, Mr. Premier, when is your government and the Potash Corporation of Saskatchewan going to
quit playing games with the lives of these potash workers and get back to the bargaining table and make a
serious effort to arrive at a fair and reasonable contract?

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As my hon. colleague knows, I met with the potash
employees this summer; I believe it was in Watrous. And on more than one occasion I met with them and
they, for example, asked if I would help get both sides back to the table. And I did that, Mr. Speaker, I put
them back to the table, and I said we will make sure that there is a good offer for the employees.

And I don’t recall what it is but I’'m sure the minister would. But it was something like 3 per cent over the
first year and 3 per cent over the next year. It was definitely a raise. If not 6 per cent, it was 5, over the two-
or three-year period. And it was employment and it was an increase. And as I understand it, Mr. Speaker, it
was rejected by the employees.

Now I can understand why they might want 10 per cent or they might want more than that. But, Mr.
Speaker, under these general economic times, if you can have your work and you can have a raise in line
with generally what’s going on throughout the economy and the industry, that’s . . . I believe the public see
that as fair.

So when we went back to the table on the request of the miners who visited with me while I was on my
summer tour, I said, we will give you a fair offer, and [ mean that. And they received what I believe is a fair
offer. And they voted to reject the raise and to reject the offer, and as a result they’re still not working.

Now I’ve talked to many people in the community and surrounding areas, and I’'m sure that the member
has, and at some point the point are going to say, look, we know that prices are down in potash and prices
are down in wheat and prices are down in this. I believe that you’ve got to be reasonable.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would say that that offer has been there and it’s been rejected. I point out again, it was a
raise and it was for over more than one year. I can get the information — I don’t have it with me — and it was
as a result of them meeting with me and asking them to do it again.



Mr. Koskie: -- Supplemental, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Premier, I do want the details of what you have in fact
offered the miners, because certainly the impression that you have given to this House is a far cry from
what the miners indicate in Lanigan. So I ask you: one, are you satisfied that what you have placed before
the miners of this province is fair and reasonable, and is it the last offer?

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Well, Mr. Speaker, I, and I’m sure the hon. member knows, I don’t know or can’t
recall right now all the details of that offer. Okay?

An Hon. Member: -- But you leave the impression . . .

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Well I leave the impression that I visited with the miners, and I did, and I asked the
potash corporation to go back to the table and present a reasonable offer. And from my recollection, they
did. And obviously, or I guess history will speak for itself, the union, or the members, or the miners, or
whatever, voted on it and rejected it. Rejected the offer, and it was a raise. I know that it was a raise . . .
And it had over some period of time . . . And I will get those details.

Obviously as well, Mr. Speaker, the hon. member knows that we don’t negotiate on the floor of the
legislature with respect to whether it’s public employees. I mean we have free collective bargaining. They
want the confidentiality and we want the confidentiality. That’s the way it should be. But I can say that it
was a raise, and it was a reasonable offer. The percentages I don’t recall exactly, but it was certainly within
reason, given what the industry is doing and what the rate of inflation is, and given the prices in the potash
industry, and given changes over the last six months and six months before that and so forth, from the
information that [ have received.

Mr. Koskie: -- Supplemental. Mr. Premier, you indicated that you got involved, as you indicated when you
spoke to the miners either in Humboldt or Watrous. I want to ask you: was the rejection by the union on the
basis of the monetary package, or was it in respect to job security?

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Mr. Speaker, I was not there when they voted on their package. I can take notice of
that question and I can get the minister to provide me with the information. But they rejected it, and for
whatever reason, their reasons are their own, I would guess.

Mr. Koskie: -- Supplemental, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Premier, are you aware of the kind of hurt that the long
strike has brought to the community of Lanigan and surrounding municipalities, the small-business people
in that community? As one small-business man told reporters recently, “We’re struggling, we’re bleeding.”
I ask you: what hope can you hold out to the people of the community of Lanigan that this very important
source of revenue will be restored by a reasonable and fair settlement.

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Mr. Speaker, I believe the word is “reasonable.” That’s what it is, and if you walk
through the streets of Lanigan, that’s what they’re asking for — reasonable people — reasonable. And the
business men that I talked to, and the farmers in there, and the miners, and . . . (inaudible interjection) . . .
I’ve talked to a lot of them, and they’ve talked to me, and they want to see people, they want to see them
spending the money in the stores, and they want to see them buying Christmas presents. And they say, here
is an offer with a raise and longevity, and it’s been rejected. Now you can talk to people across the province
of Saskatchewan and say, I believe we should be reasonable. Well there was a reasonable offer on the table
and it was rejected by the union.

Mr. Speaker, I can’t speak for the people who rejected it. They turned down a raise, and they turned down a
contract when other people across the province have signed. Now that’s their responsibility, Mr. Speaker. It



will be unfortunate, obviously, for the community, for stores, shopkeepers, small businesses, if the money
isn’t spent.

Campus Employment Centre Funding Cut-backs

Mr. Prebble: -- My question is for the Minister of Advanced Education and Manpower. The minister will
be aware that the Mulroney government recently implemented major cut-backs to Canada employment
centres across this country, including a 30 per cent cut-back to the campus employment centre at the
University of Saskatchewan. And that’s meant, Mr. Minister, that 22 large employers over the last two
months have either had great difficulty or have not been able at all to conduct job interviews on the
campus. And there have been dozens and dozens of lost job opportunities and lost interview opportunities
for students.

My question is: what action has the minister taken to try to convince his federal counterpart that the
funding cut-backs at the campus employment centre at the University of Saskatchewan are short-sighted
and unwarranted? Have you asked the minister to reverse those cut-backs, and if so, can you table the
correspondence that indicates that you’ve done that?

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Hepworth: -- Mr. Speaker, I think it was just two days ago that I met with the members of the
students’ union at the University of Saskatchewan. This issue was raised with me by them. It’s one that
concerns them; it’s one that concerns me and our government. And I gave them my undertaking that I
would raise it, not only with the appropriate minister in Ottawa, but as well, with others of our colleagues
in the federal caucus.

What will come of that—and I have no letters or anything like that to be tabled for the member at this point
in time — what comes of that, I cannot say. But clearly we’re interested in having job opportunities and
knowledge of possible job opportunities made available to those students on an equal basis, and fairly, as
they might be made to those living in Ontario, for example.

I recognize that in an office where you had 10 people, a 30 per cent cut-back, if in fact the hon. member’s
numbers are right, the removal of three has a more serious implication than if you have an office of 100 and
you eliminate 30, because you’ve still got 70 people to pick up the task. And I suspect when the cut-backs
were made, if in fact they were to the degree the hon. member states, then that eminent sense of fairness the
government often employs . . . We tend to do these in a horizontal basis and not always look at individual
staffing requirements in individual offices, and it’s the smaller ones sometimes that get hurt. Now that may
not be the case, but it may well be the case, and it’s something I will be raising with my federal colleagues.

Mr. Prebble: -- New question, Mr. Speaker. I want to ask the minister about a troubling comment in the
throne speech which seems to suggest further cut-backs at our universities and technical institutes. The
speech says, and I quote: “Because resources are scarce, this will involve determining areas of
specialization and avoiding unnecessary duplication.” I’d like the minister’s assurance that this statement
does not foreshadow cut-backs in funding to our universities or cuts in financial support for our technical
institute programs. I’d like to ask the minister just what is meant by those words.

Hon. Mr. Hepworth: -- I think, Mr. Speaker, I can best answer the question by restating some of what I
said last night in my throne speech remarks. Because really the question asks: what are our goals relative to
post secondary education? As I said last night, our goal is simply this, to provide the best quality, period.
And I think our track records speaks for itself, Mr. Speaker, because between 1982 and ’86 this government
increased total funding to the post secondary education sector by a greater percentage than any other
province in Canada, Mr. Speaker. The record speaks for itself, as it has in the past and it will in the future.



Now if the hon. member is suggesting that if there’s duplication in the system that we should let that
continue, the public of Saskatchewan, the taxpayers of Saskatchewan, and we, as the public trustees of the
public purse, would have difficulty with that.

So I’'m never in favour of unnecessary duplication. And certainly in the economic realities that we live
with, we must never, ever have unnecessary duplication, nor must we commit the error of omission, Mr.
Speaker. That is our goal.

Mr. Prebble: -- Supplementary, Mr. Speaker. The minister may say that things are fine at our universities
and technical institutes, but that’s simply not the case. We had a day of protest this week, Mr. Minister, at
the University of Saskatchewan. The faculty there were expressing their frustration with the fact that, while
there’s been record enrolment increases, there has been no additional money to hire permanent new faculty
or permanent new staff. The libraries at the universities are in a desperate situation and have been ranked
98th out of 104.

Mr. Speaker: -- Order, order!

Mr. Prebble: -- My question for the minister is: do you not see that this kind of protest, like the one on
Wednesday at the University of Saskatchewan, is more evidence that, rather than further tight budgets at
our university, what’s called for urgently is improved funding by your government for post-secondary
educational institutions?

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Hepworth: -- The demonstration the hon. member refers to, I really have no comment on except
to say that the university administration, who I have a great deal of confidence in, and in fact had a chance
to meet informally with the board of governors on Wednesday night, and I leave that matter in their hands.
I merely reiterate that, despite the sweeping statements, no other jurisdiction in the country increased
funding like our government did this past four years when it comes to post-secondary education.

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!
PCS Lanigan Dispute

Mr. Upshall: -- Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to the Premier. A group of concerned citizens
from Lanigan has asked for a meeting with you to discuss the impact of the strike. Because of the very
urgency of this situation, Mr. Speaker, have you agreed to meet with the Lanigan committee? And, if so,
when is that meeting?

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Mr. Speaker, I have not agreed to meet, as I recall, with anybody from Lanigan
specifically in the last few days. If there’s correspondence on the way to me or letters or something else, I’d
be glad to take notice and respond to it when it gets to my desk. I won’t say I wouldn’t meet; I may, but I
have not agreed to meet with a specific group in recent date.

Mr. Upshall: -- Final supplementary, Mr. Premier, when the doctors of this province were recently
involved in a current contract dispute with your Minister of Health, you personally intervened to help get
the dispute settled. You were prepared to come to the aid of Saskatchewan doctors. Will you now come to
the aid of workers in this province and personally get involved in bringing the PCS Lanigan dispute to
quick and fair settlement?

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!



Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Mr. Speaker, I was involved when we made the move to remove extra billing in the
province of Saskatchewan, not because of any particular profession but because of the public of
Saskatchewan. And I did become involved, and with the former minister of health we struck a deal with the
medical profession which they’re happy with and we’re happy with, and there’s no more extra billing in the
province of Saskatchewan. It’s removed. And it was about time.

With respect to the Lanigan potash people, I have met with them and I’ve put the potash corporation under
a directive to go back to the table and present a reasonable offer, and they did that. And the union rejected it
— rejected it. Now they voted to reject an offer that was there, and the people of Lanigan and those that I
talked to say: well, as long as it’s reasonable, we could all be going on with our life; money could be spent
in the stores; Christmas could be a lot better. But the union will not agree to a raise; it will not agree to the
contract.

So, Mr. Speaker, I’ve been involved. I asked them to go back to the table, and they did, and they rejected
the offer.

Building of Power Transmission Line in Northern Saskatchewan

Mr. Thompson: -- Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I direct my question to the minister responsible for the
Saskatchewan Power Corporation, and it deals with the announcement last March and the re-announcement
in September of plans to build a power transmission line in northern Saskatchewan. In March you said the
project would employ 150 people during construction; that construction would begin immediately and take
two years.

Can the minister explain why there are now crews working this winter along the route and why some
contracts for the clearing of trees and bush along the power line right of way have been cancelled or
postponed in recent months?

Hon. Mr. Berntson: -- Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is right. We have announced a power line that will
go from Beaver Lodge and take in eight communities along the way, plus the Rabbit Lake mine, all the way
to Wollaston Post across Wollaston Lake through, island hopping, to get that additional, I think about five
or six kilometres, to get to Wollaston Post.

I don’t recall the total capital cost or the total number of employees during the project. And as it relates to
current activity, there is no doubt we’re committed to completing the line within the two year period. |
believe that Camsell Portage is . . . the work has already been done to get the line through there, the
surveying and the clearing. And that’s my belief.

If that’s not accurate, I will take notice of the question and get the information that I know the hon. member
sincerely wants. And I’ll get that information for the hon. member, and if he wants he can share it with the
member for Quill Lakes to see if that will settle him down.

High-Tech Strategy

Mr. Koenker: -- My question is to the Acting Minister for Science and Technology. During the recent
election campaign, the Premier announced what he called a new high-tech strategy and committed $50
million over the next five years to high-tech firms in Saskatchewan to develop new products and to do
research.



During the throne speech, however, we learned that this $50 million will not go to high-tech firms but will
rather be some sort of grant to help businesses buy small computers and other equipment. Can the minister
confirm that this will, in fact, be the case?

Hon. Mr. Andrew: -- Well, Mr. Speaker, the question posed by the hon. member will be addressed over
the next four years, and that type of policy being developed is generally found when the budget is
announced and the minister responsible for science and technology outlines the new initiatives that he and
his department and this government will pursue in the field of science and technology.

Mr. Koenker: -- Supplementary, Mr. Speaker. Will the new policy in fact be for small business purchase
of high-technical equipment, or will it be direct assistance to high-tech firms themselves?

Hon. Mr. Andrew: -- Well the way the policy will be pursued is a round of consultation with the industry
with people involved in science and technology. It is not the view of this government that we should
somehow simply superimpose policies on small business and tell them to like it or lump it. We will consult
with them. We believe in that process of listening and co-operating with the industry. You can get the best
mileage out of the dollars that are going to be allocated to that, and we have a great deal of faith in the
high-technology industry both in Saskatoon and the rest of the province.

SaskExpo Tower

Mr. Solomon: -- Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My question is to the minister responsible for the SaskExpo *86
Corporation, and it deals with the decision to junk the Saskatchewan pavilion at Expo. Mr. Minister, a few
days prior to the election, October 10th to be exact, the head of SaskExpo ’86, Gord Staseson, told the news
media that it would cost a half million dollars to relocate the pavilion to Saskatchewan.

A month later, 30 days later when you announced that relocation would be too costly, you said the cost
would be more than $1 million. Four or five days prior to the announcement, Saskatchewan Expo
Corporation ’86 officials met with the Park Place group, one of the groups that made the bid from Moose
Jaw on the tower, and according to officials there, there was no indication that the decision was contrary to
what they believed it to be.

Mr. Minister, what changed between October 10th and November 14th to more than double the cost of
relocating the Expo tower?

Hon. Mr. Berntson: -- Mr. Speaker, I guess one thing positive that flows from this discussion is that I can
admit now that it was a tough decision, but it was a decision that would never had to have been made had
members opposite been sitting on this side when the decision was made to go to Expo in the first place.

And I know, I’ve talked to some of the members opposite, Mr. Speaker, that were out to Vancouver and
visited our pavilion at Expo and every one of them talked about what a great monument it was.

I don’t remember precisely the dates that were set out by the hon. member in the question as it relates to an
announced cost. I don’t accept at face value the comments that he attributes to the commissioner of
SaskExpo, Gord Staseson, who I might add did a very, very good job in representing Saskatchewan to the
world.

Mr. Speaker: -- Order, order. Would the minister please. . .

Mr. Solomon: -- I have a Leader-Post article which says on Friday, October 10th, it’ll cost $500,000 to
bring the SaskExpo tower to Saskatchewan.



In a news release dated November 14th the minister says it’s going to cost $1 million. And I’d like to ask
the minister why there was a discrepancy, and what was the basis for the increase in that period of time
from $500,00 to $1 million?

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Berntson: -- Mr. Speaker, I have a great deal of confidence in the people at SaskExpo, including
Gordon Staseson and Jim Ebbels, the architect and project manager. I kind of suspect that the original
estimates had to be adjusted somewhat when the bids came in for dismantling and transportation. I’'m not
entirely sure of that, but I do know that the final estimate of dismantling and transportation and re-assembly
and all of that was in the neighbourhood of $1.2 million.

Based on that information, Mr. Speaker, and in consultation with the people in Moose Jaw, including His
Worship, Mayor Scoop Lewry, they agreed with us that we ought not to try and bring it back. You can
build an exact replica for less than that. Our preference would have been, Mr. Speaker, to have the
Saskatchewan pavilion stay where it was as a monument to Saskatchewan at the gateway from the Pacific
rim, Mr. Speaker.

That wasn’t to be the case. The people in Vancouver and the new government in Vancouver decided they
were going to redevelop that area.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS
Bill No. 5 — An Act respecting the Organization of the Executive Government of Saskatchewan

Hon. Mr. Berntson: -- Mr. Speaker, I move first reading of a Bill respecting the Organization of the
Executive Government of Saskatchewan.

Motion agreed to and the Bill ordered to be read a second time at the next sitting.

STATEMENT BY MR. SPEAKER
Mr. Speaker: -- Before orders of the day, yesterday the member for Saskatoon Riversdale rose on a point
of order stating that the Minister of Health, during oral question period, had referred to a letter, and that the

minister be required to table the letter. I deferred my ruling at that time.

I refer all hon. members to Beauchesne’s Parliamentary Rules and Forms, Fifth Edition, pages 115 to 116,
paragraph 327(1), (3), and (5) as follows:

A Minister of the Crown is not at liberty to read or quote from a dispatch or other state paper not
before the House, unless he be prepared to lay it upon the Table. This restraint is similar to the rule
of evidence in courts of law, which prevent counsel from citing documents which have not been
produced in evidence. The principle is so reasonable that it has not been contested; and when the
objection has been made in time, it has been generally acquiesced in.

Subsection (3):

A public document referred to but not cited or quoted by a Minister need not be tabled.

And subsection (5):



To be cited, a document must be quoted or specifically used to influence debate. The admission that
a document exists, or the reading of the salutation or address of a letter does not constitute citing.

I have had an opportunity to review the Debates and Proceedings for yesterday. I note that the minister did

refer to a letter he wrote, but he did not quote from the letter. I rule, therefore, that the minister need not
table the letter referred to.

Further, I want to refer all hon. members to rule 35, subsection (3), which states:

Mr. Speaker shall not entertain points of order during the Oral Question Period. Points of Order
may be raised later on Orders of the Day.

I would ask all members to remember that points of order arising out of the oral question period should be
raised before orders of the day.

POINT OF PRIVILEGE
Mr. Goulet: -- Before the orders of the day, I rise on a point of personal privilege. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the member from Regina South was concerned about the use of my own aboriginal language, which is
Cree, and was wondering about the translation. Mr. Speaker, I would like to read what I said on both days,
so I could set the record straight.

On December 10, Mr. Speaker, I said:

I will therefore, Mr. Speaker, (and I quote) deal with the issues of the throne speech and also of the
North and also of aboriginal people, in my own language. I will provide the translation for it, right
after.

Mr. Speaker, I proceeded to do the oral translation of it right after.

On the second day, Mr. Speaker, I said, and I quote:

When [ talked in Cree, I mentioned that I would be presenting the translation in English. So the
presentation that [ am making right now is a translation of yesterday’s talk in Cree.

Mr. Speaker, I therefore stand to pay due respects to the language of my people and the language of the
House.

Hon. Mr. Andrew: -- | wonder if perhaps the hon. member could clarify more succinctly for us exactly
what is the point of order that he raised.

Mr. Speaker: -- The member has raised a point of privilege, the way I recall it, not a point of order.

The member has raised, in my opinion, not a real point of privilege, but an explanation of what happened in
the House the previous day. Under those circumstances, I feel that the House accept the member’s
explanation, and I don’t see at this time a specific ruling on a point of privilege.

Mr. Goulet: -- Mr. Speaker, I think I may not have made myself clear. I raised the point of privilege
basically because the member from Regina south, in regards to the situation, accused me of misleading the

House to the legislature by not providing the translation. But, Mr. Speaker, I did provide the translation.

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!



Mr. Speaker: -- Order, please, order! Order, please! I thank the member for clarifying his position. And
having done that, I now refer hon. members to paragraph 19, page 12 in . . . Order, please, order! Order,
please! I thank the member for clarifying his position. And having done that, I now refer hon. members to
paragraph 19, page 12, in Beauchesne’s which reads as follows:

A dispute arising between two Members as to allegations of facts, does not fulfil the conditions of
parliamentary privilege.

And I feel that we will have to now leave that issue at this point.
ORDERS OF THE DAY
MOTIONS FOR RETURNS (Not Debatable)

Hon. Mr. Andrew: -- Mr. Speaker, I wonder if we could on Motions for Returns (Not Debatable), 1
through 43, if we could make those debatable.

Mr. Speaker: -- Debate.
SPECIAL ORDER
ADJOURNED DEBATES
ADDRESS IN REPLY

The Assembly resumed the adjourned debate on the address in reply which was moved by Mr. Martineau
and the amendment thereto moved by the Hon. Mr. Blakeney.

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Mr. Speaker, [ want to take this opportunity to congratulate you in your new position.
I know the people of Saskatchewan hold your Chair and your position with a high degree of respect and the
people that sit in that Chair. I want to congratulate you for having the opportunity to serve the public of
Saskatchewan.

I want to take a few moments to elaborate on a few things that were in the Speech from the Throne. And I
will certainly be in support, Mr. Speaker, of the Speech from the Throne and will be obviously voting in
favour of it when the appropriate time comes.

I want to point out to the members of the legislature and to the people of Saskatchewan that this
government has received a new mandate — a new mandate from the people of Saskatchewan — a mandate to
build, to diversify, manufacture and process, to create new businesses, to invite people into the province of
Saskatchewan to make their home.

We have a mandate as well, Mr. Speaker, to protect people, to make sure that we protect families,
particularly our growing families; and senior citizens — senior citizens across this province who have built
this great province of Saskatchewan; to protect women and to protect children; farmers; to make sure that
the government can stand there to protect them against international events or climatic events or others
when they need to be protected.

And, Mr. Speaker, we have a mandate from the people of Saskatchewan, a new mandate to manage the
province’s resources and the taxpayers’ dollars well. And that mandate says to us that we should be as



efficient and as effective as we can as we build this province and as we protect families and as we carve out
a future.

And finally, Mr. Speaker, the people of Saskatchewan have given this government a mandate to lead — to
lead this province, provide leadership to the country where possible, and provide leadership on an
international plane where it has Saskatchewan interests at stake.

We have developed, for example, a local agricultural strategy; it’s been extended to a national agricultural
strategy. And I believe, Mr. Speaker, one of the responsibilities we have in the mandate we have is to do
our part in designing a rural agricultural strategy. Our pension legislation, Mr. Speaker, is an example of
where leadership is needed. This jurisdiction in this province has provided that enabling legislation which
is pioneering, not only in Saskatchewan and in Canada but in North America, trade relationships, public
participation in Crown corporations, that kind of leadership I believe that the people of Saskatchewan have
given this government in its new mandate. And I want to refer to those four mandates — to build, to protect,
to manage, and to lead — in a little bit more detail in the next few minutes, Mr. Speaker.

With respect to building, the people of Saskatchewan want their government to build and develop this
province. And frankly, Mr. Speaker, any politician who doesn’t want to build and doesn’t want to see
Saskatchewan communities develop is out of step with Saskatchewan people. What the people have told us,
from the north, south, east and west, rural and urban, is to develop our communities, build on the strengths
of the resources and the energy of the people in the towns and the villages and put them together and create
an environment here, not only for tomorrow, not only for next year, but for generations to come. And |
want to give some examples that the people have suggested to us.

One, Mr. Speaker, is becoming increasingly evident. In the whole area of agriculture we find Saskatchewan
in a leadership role, partly because we have almost half the farm land in Canada, but partly as a result of
our very productive agricultural community. We know now that farmers spend something like $250 million
every year on farm chemicals. And the people of Saskatchewan have said to me and have said to this
government and said to the members of this Assembly: we should be manufacturing the farm chemicals
here in the province of Saskatchewan. We import $250 million worth of farm chemicals every year from
Ontario, from Germany, from the United States. The jobs aren’t here, the jobs are some place else. We pay
for the transportation costs, and, Mr. Speaker, we don’t create the jobs here as a result.

People have said to me and they’ve said to the members of this government: wherever possible we should
be manufacturing those farm chemicals here; we should make sure that wherever possible, cut the costs to
farmers. And I’ve talked to people across this province and, Mr. Speaker, everyone agrees — the farmers
agree, the people in towns and villages agree, the people of North Battleford, Regina, Estevan, the small
communities on the east and the west side of this province agree that we should be manufacturing farm
chemicals in this province. It’s diversification, it’s processing, it’s manufacturing and it’s creating the jobs
here. You’re taking that natural demand in agriculture, combining it with the talents and the energy of
people in towns and villages and cities, putting it together and creating jobs, creating jobs right in the
province of Saskatchewan, cutting the cost to the farms, and we’re breaking that dependency on Ontario
and Quebec.

And for an awful long time this province, Mr. Speaker, and in western Canada, have had to pay the freight
both ways from the central part of this nation, pay the transportation out, pay the transportation for goods
back and forth. Somebody in Ontario would manufacture a farm chemical or some other good, add a certain
margin; we’d pay the transportation freight out here. The next year they’d add another r15 or 20 per cent.
We’d pay the transportation out here and people in Saskatchewan are saying, why don’t we manufacture it
here and break that dependency?



Ontario may want to live behind tariff walls. Ontario may like to see Westerners pay that transportation
both ways, but that doesn’t necessarily mean it’s good for us. And the mandate that we have received, Mr.
Speaker, in this last election is to manufacture farm inputs — whether they’re farm chemicals or farm
fertilizers — right here in the province to save the transportation costs, create the jobs here and to break that
dependency on either international firms or central Canadians, or in fact whole parts of national firms like
those we see in Germany or France and the United States and others that sell products here.

What I want to say, Mr. Speaker, is everybody in Saskatchewan agrees with that. Nobody disagrees.
They’re all saying that we should manufacture those goods and those services right here. They have a little
question mark in their mind. Why wasn’t it done before? This province was started in 1905. Why wasn’t
this manufacturing and this processing encouraged before? We’ve had other administrations. We’ve had
other governments, but always we were left dependent on Ontario and dependent on Quebec. Why couldn’t
we manufacture agricultural goods and services here to a very large extent?

We spend the money every year. Farmers religiously year after year after year spend $250 million in
Saskatchewan alone buying farm chemicals, and not one drop was manufactured here. And not one
administration ever gave any incentives to have it manufactured here. Well, Mr. Speaker, the mandate that
we have received from the people of Saskatchewan, rural and urban, is to manufacture and process here and
break that dependency.
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Let me give you a second example, Mr. Speaker. In this province we spend in the neighbourhood of a
billion dollars plus — I believe it’s close now to $1,200 per man, woman and child — on health care. Every
year! It is an annual megaproject in its own right. Every year the taxpayers of this province spend over $1
billion —over a thousand dollars per man, woman and child — in health care provision. And, Mr. Speaker, do
you know how much of the goods that we use in the health care system are manufactured here in
Saskatchewan? Virtually none. Whether it is the supplies, whether it is the medical equipment, whether it’s
the linen, whatever it is, all that money — hundreds of millions of dollars — we buy from somebody else. We
buy from Ontario; we buy from the United States; we buy from Germany.

And when you ask people, should we manufacture health care equipment and supplies in Saskatchewan?
Everyone agrees. They all agree, whether they’re in Prince Albert, whether they’re in Moose Jaw, Estevan,
Weyburn, it doesn’t matter. They all agree we should manufacture those health care supplies here.

There’s a manufacturer’s intravenous solution being manufactured in Wolseley, Saskatchewan, and it just
developed recently. That plant will mean 50 new jobs in the province of Saskatchewan with an infinite
demand here in the Saskatchewan because we spent a billion dollars. It will save the hospital in Melfort a
quarter of a million dollars over the next five years because it’s manufactured here. A quarter of a million
dollars in health care and we get the jobs and we’ve broken the link with eastern Canada — central Canada.
The people agree, whether they’re in Melfort, or in Swift Current, that we should be doing this. They have
a question. Why wasn’t it done before? Where was the vision? Where was the leadership? We’re spending
all this money on health care. Why wasn’t there the incentives? Why weren’t there incentives to
manufacture and process and diversify and build here at home?

Well the vision wasn’t there, Mr. Speaker, but I’ll say this. As a result of the last election we have a
mandate from the people of Saskatchewan — a new mandate — to manufacture and process as much health
care equipment as we can in the province of Saskatchewan, to make sure that we do what is good for this
province, not just what’s good for Ontario, or not just what’s good for Quebec or some other country. Keep
the jobs here. Take the strength of our huge demand in health care, the talents of people in towns and
villages, put them together and say, we can manufacture here. We can manufacture the linen in Swift
Current. Why not?



And, Mr. Speaker, there is another benefit to these. Why can’t we manufacture and process and export into
the United States, or to the Pacific rim, or to central Canada if we build the economies of scale in
intravenous solution manufacturing and packaging right here? We have now got contracts in many other
countries — more contracts — that we are now manufacturing for the rest of the world, and it started here in
health care.

Well, Mr. Speaker, if we don’t want to be tied to the whip-saws of prices of oil or timber or wheat or
international speculators or interest rates or whatever, we need to diversify and broaden and deepen our
economy so that we can be here protecting ourselves against those kinds of conditions and manufacturing
here.

Let me give you a third example, Mr. Speaker. Tourism. For the longest time people in this province never
heard much about the beauty of Saskatchewan. And certainly people outside the province didn’t hear about
Saskatchewan. It’s been said in various parts of Canada, Saskatchewan was the best kept secret in North
America. People did not talk about Saskatchewan as a place to go to visit, to see the lakes, to visit the
people, to see the beautiful scenery, to experience the outdoors. Tourism is a very, very powerful industry,
Mr. Speaker. Some say it could be the largest renewable industry in the world by the year 2000.

And when we talk about promoting Saskatchewan, and when we see what we could do at Expo, letting the
whole world know about us, and when we talk about doing that in community after community after
community across this province, everyone agrees. Nobody disagrees.

They say let’s take Lloydminster and show the world what Lloydminster’s about. We’re proud of that
heritage. Let’s take Maple Creek, and the community there wants to show the world what Maple Creek is
like — whether it’s the fowl suppers, whether it’s the ranch land; whether it’s the oilmen, whether it’s the
schools, the communities — whatever it is, they’re proud of their heritage and they’re proud of their
community.

And if we can build on that, Mr. Speaker, and invite people all over Canada and North America and the
world to come to Saskatchewan and visit us and see us and spend their money, it’s hundreds of millions of
dollars a year to see and visit with the people of Saskatchewan, as we did at Expo. And people all over the
world ranked us at Expo -- Saskatchewan at Expo — among the top 10 of any of the people that were or any
of the countries that were there. They said that spirit of Saskatchewan was absolutely magnificent; it was
unique. And they want to come to this province.

When we say we’re going to diversify and encourage tourism here, encourage conferences, encourage
skiing, encourage golfing, encourage the exploration of our lakes and the enjoyment of the fishing — the
best fresh water fishing any place in the world — people agree. And they say, that makes sense. It’s a
renewable industry, and no one disagrees with it. No one.

They’ll ask the question, what was going on before? Why weren’t previous administrations promoting this
beautiful province? Why were some politicians saying, don’t go to Expo? They’ve even looked at various
jurisdictions to our east that didn’t even show up at Expo, not wanting to be proud of Canada and proud of
their province and do the kinds of things that we know that we’re capable of.

Well 1 just . . . I point out, Mr. Speaker, we have a mandate. People of Saskatchewan have given this
government a mandate to promote this province, to allow the world to see what this province is and what it
can be, to invite them in. And everyone agrees. The only question they ask: why wasn’t it done before?
What was holding them up? What was the political philosophy that was keeping the people that were
running this province before from opening up to the world?



Well I'll give you another example, Mr. Speaker. It was raised in question period today. And that is the
development and the use of technology for Saskatchewan people — not only Saskatchewan businesses and
Saskatchewan firms, but Saskatchewan families. And as I travel across this province and people have
talked to me, they said, let’s make the best and most efficient and effective use of technology that we can.

We are known, Mr. Speaker, for our ability to manage and our ability to take technology and use it well.
Agriculture is the best example that I know. I mean, we’re taken a country and an area, a hundred years ago
when the average farm would harvest a few hundred bushels a day, and today, Mr. Speaker, with
technology, we can know that a man and his wife and a child, sitting in the cab of a combine, can harvest a
thousand bushels an hour. Technology, Mr. Speaker.

The Chinese are here to see our technology; the Japanese are here to see our technology; Europeans are
here; the Soviet Union is here — people from around the world to watch us use our technology.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we don’t want to be left behind in any technology. Communications, management
training skills, are one of the most important things that we can do and use and enforce, so this province
will be on the forefront and on the frontier of all kinds of new national and international markets that are
going to be developed.

Our children need to be educated with the technology. Our managers need to be able to use the technology.
And there is a mandate to this government, Mr. Speaker, to make sure that we help all of society, whether
they’re in schools, whether they’re in hospitals, whether they’re at universities, whether they’re in business,
to have access to the very best training and the very best technology that we can get hold of.

And do you know who disagrees with that, Mr. Speaker? Nobody. Everybody in this province says yes,
let’s take the best management skills and the best technology we can, and let’s train our people so that we
can use them wisely.

The only question they will ask, why wasn’t it done before? Where were the incentives? And it’s a
legitimate question. The mandate for this government and the mandate that was read in the Speech from the
Throne is develop, use our management skills and our technology wherever you can find it around the
world, and don’t be second, or don’t be third. Wherever possible be in first place on the world scene. And
we will, Mr. Speaker, because we can, if we have the leadership and if we have the support, as we have
now, from the people of Saskatchewan.

Well, Mr. Speaker, I can go through and I’m going to touch on several items that the people of
Saskatchewan have suggested that they agree with. When we have an opportunity to make paper in this
province as opposed to fence posts, and selling posts nationally and internationally, if we can make fine
quality paper and sell it world-wide and create more jobs, everybody agrees. Nobody disagrees with that.

Let’s take our resources, the rural, the timber, combine it with the talents and the strengths of men and
women in towns, and let’s manufacture and process — make the finest value-added product we can and
market it all over the world. And no matter where you go in this province they say, right on, I agree. They
may ask, why wasn’t it done before? What was going on before? Why didn’t it happen” But they’ll say, its’
time to do it now. And we have that mandate.

When it comes to marketing livestock, Mr. Speaker, people in this province agree that we shouldn’t just
sell hogs and beef. We should process that product, sell the finest Canadian bacon that you can make — a
great quality product, great reputation — and market that world-wide. Manufacture that product. Take the
strength of the agriculture, the talents of the men and women in towns and villages, put them together
whether in Saskatoon or North Battleford and say, let’s create those jobs here and manufacture that product
and sell it internationally.



And do you know who disagrees with that, Mr. Speaker? Nobody. They all say, let’s do it. It makes sense.
You’re taking the rural and the urban and combining them together; taking the strength of agriculture and
the talents of people in towns and villages and putting them together and creating new value-added
products. Do you know the only question they ask: why wasn’t it being done before? Well we now have a
mandate, Mr. Speaker, to do this.

If you look at turbine manufacturing, everybody agrees that we should encourage others to come in here
and manufacture as opposed to just buying it from Japan or China.

If you look at oil and gas production and marketing, Mr. Speaker, the people of Saskatchewan have said to
us, let’s make our own diesel fuel. Let’s make our own fuel oil. Why should we have to buy it from Alberta
or buy it from some place else when we have oil here? We could be self-sufficient in oil and gas, taking our
own refineries and taking the oil from Saskatchewan — not the oil form Alberta or the oil from some place
else, but taking it here and processing it, Mr. Speaker, and making our own diesel fuel and our own
gasoline so we could be in control of our destiny. And we can sell heavy crude in the United States; we can
sell synthetic crude; we could sell diesel fuel if we wanted to.

And when we talk about taking our own refinery or having a stand-alone upgrader or various combinations,
everyone in the province agrees. Nobody disagrees. They’re saying, you have a mandate to go build that.
They’1l ask, what was going on before? Why did it take so long? What did previous governments do? Why
couldn’t we have been making our own gasoline and diesel fuel for years? That’s the only question. But
everybody agrees that we should be doing it.

When it comes to water management, Mr. Speaker — water management — people in this province want to
see that resource well managed. They see in many cases the water going right through on an annual basis
into the ocean and we take very little use of it. The water on a seasonal basis goes through this province.
They want to see that water managed, they want to see electrical power projects, they want to see recreation
developments, and they want to see irrigation developments. And everybody, and all political persuasions
are saying, yes, manage those resources to get the most use out of them, whether it’s power projects or
recreation or tourism or, indeed, drought-proofing Saskatchewan so we don’t have to import feed in dry
years from southern Alberta or southern Ontario. It just makes sense. Everyone agrees.

Mr. Speaker, in the opening of the initial round of Rafferty dam, I’ve had a quote and I just want to share it
with you this morning. This is a quote about water management and irrigation and water projects by a
former premier of this province. And I quote:

The project is multi-purpose. Neither the electricity nor the irrigation nor the water supply made
available would be sufficiently valuable alone to warrant the cost of construction, but together they
make it worth while.

And it goes on:
This project will mean a great deal to Saskatchewan in terms of crop diversification through
irrigation, the generation of hydro-electric power, the provision of adequate water supplies, flood
control, and recreational benefits.

Mr. Speaker, those words were spoken 28 years ago by Tommy Douglas about Gardiner dam.

Mr. Speaker, I believe people in this province want to see building. They want to see creation. They want to

see development, whether it’s in water or whether it’s in paper or whether it’s in oil or whether it’s in rural
communities — wherever it is. And people of all political jurisdictions — and I could haul them out, from



Jimmy Gardiner to every political persuasion — when you talk to the people across this province they want
to see that strategy developed.
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And water is one of them. The only thing that they will ask is, where have we been? Why has it taken 50
years to develop a Rafferty project? Why is it going to take so long to see this irrigation development when
we can have water available — not imposed on people as they want to see it happen. They can use it.
Drought-proof this southern part of the province. Well, Mr. Speaker, we have a mandate. We have a
mandate in this province to manufacture where we can here, to “Buy Saskatchewan” where it’s at all
efficient and effective to do so, make sure Saskatchewan firms can compete and tender for huge projects
that we have here. The corporations . . . The major public corporations we have in this province spend
hundreds of millions of dollars, and when we came into power, Mr. Speaker, virtually none of that was
purchased in Saskatchewan, virtually none of it.

We have said, Buy Saskatchewan. We’ve asked the power corporation — not asked, we’ve told them —
power corporation, SaskTel and others, you make sure you source Saskatchewan wherever possible to
provide the jobs here and make sure that Saskatchewan people are allowed to compete for those. And
people across this province, one corner to the other, agree, Mr. Speaker. They all agree. Nobody disagrees
with that. The members opposite wouldn’t disagree with it. Buy Saskatchewan if it’s efficient, if you can
cut your costs, and you allow that economic activity to take place at home.

The only question they’d ask is: what was going on before? Why wasn’t it done before? Why would these
huge corporations, spending hundreds of millions of dollars, managed by the government, not addressing
local initiatives, not providing local people with an opportunity to compete? And, Mr. Speaker, we have a
long ways to go on that, and the mandate we have is, wherever possible allow Saskatchewan people to
compete for those goods and services, whether it’s in health care manufacturing, whether it’s in the . . .
whatever they’re going to use as motors or equipment or wire or whatever it is. In this province we’ve
started, but we’ve got a long ways to go.

I will say, Mr. Speaker, the mandate that we have received will be taken very, very seriously, and we are
going to make sure that that manufacturing and that process and that access to those hundreds of millions of
dollars will take place in the province of Saskatchewan and not in the province of Ontario.

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- Mr. Speaker, I want to give a couple more examples because they’re important — and
this is just in the “builds” part of our mandate, just building, developing. When I travel across the province
and I ask people about a new agriculture college, everybody agrees we should have one. Nobody disagrees
with that. A science centre of excellence for this province so that we can have the best research and the best
management and the best varieties, the best kinds and qualities and types of animals, we should have it
here. And to have that centre of excellence is universally accepted, and I suspect even by the members of
the opposition. The only question again, Mr. Speaker, people will ask time and time again: why hasn’t it
been here before? What’s been the hold-up? What were the priorities?

We can go on, Mr. Speaker, and look at expansion of facilities for people. And particularly I’d like to point
out the massive expansion in the development of facilities for senior citizens. And I know, Mr. Speaker,
that the televised debates in this House is watched by an audience — a very unique audience — and to a very
large extent by senior citizens. They watch the debates in this legislature because they want to know how
their province is run and they have a great deal of experience, and in some cases they have the time.



Mr. Speaker, we have a mandate. We had a mandate in ’82, and we have a mandate now to provide as
many new facilities for senior citizens as we possibly can. That mandate, Mr. Speaker, is to say, whether
the price of potash goes up or down or whether the price of wheat goes up or down or whether the price of
oil goes up or down, our senior citizens are going to need increasing, and an ever increasing share of
housing and facilities.

And, Mr. Speaker, we have a mandate to make sure that we would provide. And we are, Mr. Speaker. We
are going to make sure. And I’ll tell you, as we’ve developed 1,500 new spaces for senior citizens in the
last four years in this province, no one disagrees with that. Every community I go to, every single
community as I go across this province would say, I agree. Let us create more and more senior citizen
accommodations of several varieties to make sure that our seniors are comfortable and protected and in
comfort.

Well, Mr. Speaker, no one disagrees with that. Some would ask, why wasn’t it done before? Some would
ask, why was there a five-year freeze on the development of new nursing home facilities? Some would ask.
Well the answer’s becoming evident, Mr. Speaker. The mandate that we have is to build for senior citizens.
And I will say to senior citizens, that mandate will be taken very, very seriously by this administration and
we will not put a freeze on nursing home construction in this province.

Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Hon. Mr. Devine: -- The development and the building, Mr. Speaker, of a new entrepreneurial spirit to
create jobs in this province is also very much part of our mandate. Now you could take, Mr. Speaker, the
classic economic levers of development and you can look at them. You can say that they’re land and labour
and capital, and you can put them together and you say you’ll have economic development.

It really, Mr. Speaker, when you look at those three, they missed one important element, one important
element, and that’s that entrepreneurial spirit that will create something new — create something new. I'm
advised, Mr. Speaker, that half of the jobs at the turn of the century win this country, half of all the jobs in
this country, will be provided by firms that aren’t even created yet today — aren’t even created yet today.

New businesses, men and women who will create processing and manufacturing, supply health care
equipment, supply this, supply agricultural chemicals, supply clothing, supply services and goods. That
entrepreneurial spirit, Mr. Speaker, built this province and built this country. Well we have a mandate, Mr.
Speaker, to encourage and help small business develop and that entrepreneurial spirit across this province,
and everybody agrees. The opposition agrees. The public agrees.

Help those people create new businesses and new jobs and new processing and new manufacturing and
new, services linked to tourism — that entrepreneurial spirit needs to be developed and encouraged. And in
fact, Mr. Speaker, we’re going to do that: an entrepreneurial institute; an entrepreneurial training program;
help our young people be good managers; know how to deal in international markets; know how to manage
funds.

But the drive, Mr. Speaker, the drive, that spirit that can take land and labour and capital and put it together
in a new form, is the magic — is the magic of the western world. We have sent every other jurisdiction in
the world behind us so far, whether it’s in the Soviet Union or whether it’s in South America or wherever it
is.

That entrepreneurial spirit, the spirit of men and women to create new, to be free to create, is so powerful.
The changes that we have made in the last hundred years in this continent dwarf anything else in the history
of the world. And we’ve had the same land and the same labour and the same capital. And other
jurisdictions in South America and other jurisdictions behind the great eastern wall have had the same land



and labour and capital, but they’ve missed one thing — that entrepreneurial spirit and that freedom to create
new.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we have a mandate in this province to help men and women and children be creative, to
use their God-given talents in every single possible way they can, to build their communities, to
manufacture, to process, to develop, to be out there in the arts, to be in there in music, to be there in sports
— all that spirit, Mr. Speaker. And everyone agrees. There’s only one question it raises: what was happening
to it before? Where was the encouragement? Where were the incentives? Where was the freedom? It wasn’t
there.

Mr. Speaker, I will only say this: that entrepreneurial spirit that is in the heart and soul of every
Saskatchewan person will be defended 