April 2/90

EVENING SITTING

SPECIAL ORDER

ADJOURNED DEBATES

MOTION FOR COMMITTEE OF FINANCE
(BUDGET DEBATE)

The Assembly resumed the adjourned debate on the proposed motion by the
Hon. Mr. Hepworth that the Assembly resolve itself into the Committee of
Finance.

Hon. Mr. Martin: -- Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. When I finished off
at 5 o'clock, Mr. Speaker, I was speaking about the success that we'wve had
with the family forums around the province. We've had so far about 44, Mr.
Speaker. There'll be another one tomorrow -- will it be number 45? -- in
the Gull Lake area, Mr. Speaker. There'll be something like 5 to 600
people attending from a variety of communities in that area of the
province.

We expect to have about 150, Mr. Speaker, before the season is out. The
beauty of the family forums, Mr. Speaker, is that the community does the
organizing. The community picks the subjects they want to talk about, the
subjects that affect their community, whether they be family stress,
whether they be drugs and alcohol, whether they be sexual abuse, whether
they be teen parenting skills, whether they be communication -- whatever
they want to speak about, Mr. Speaker.

And the communities organize them; they bring in the speakers; and they run
the show. All we do from a government point of view, Mr. Speaker, is
provide some financial help, whether it be for paying for some of the
speakers coming in, the travel, perhaps a little food, whatever. But it is
a community organization.

And really the beauty of that is, and the underlying theme, Mr. Speaker, of
these family forums is, is that because communities, all communities, have
problems, family problems, Mr. Speaker, it goes right across political
lines. This is a non-political subject, goes right across political lines
because all political parties and families have to have family problems.

But the beauty of it is, and I suppose really the underlying theme is, is
that you want the community to start establishing a network within the
community for people to talk about their problems with each other.

Because, Mr. Speaker, when people talk about their problems with other
people, when they share their problems with other people, it has the effect
of strengthening that particular person, because everyone wants to talk
about their problems, and if they have problems they should speak about
them, Mr. Speaker.

One of the things we find is that everybody should have a best buddy.
Everyone should have someone that they can talk to; someone that they can



share their problems with and discuss their problems, Mr. Speaker. It has
a feeling of self-awareness and self-strengthening, Mr. Speaker. So as I
said, these family forums have been very successful; successful not because
of anything that I've done, particularly, Mr. Speaker, but because the
communities themselves have done them.

The other thing I spoke about just before breaking at 5 o'clock, Mr.
Speaker, had to do with the hunger problem. And I talked about the 3,000
students, or the 3,000 young people in the province who are being fed every
day in this province. And I reminded the members of the House that these
feeding programs go back to 1972 when they were started by the then
government, the NDP government in 1972, to respond to the need of hunger in
those days.

And the program was delivered through the community schools program. And I
think that perhaps some people don't know what a community school is and I
will try to explain as best I can. Community schools for the most part
exist in the core areas of the city. And these are schools that have
particular needs outside of education needs, and often this is where the
food programs are delivered.

The Government of Saskatchewan, since 1972, has been funding meals in the
city of Regina, and I will speak specifically of the city of Regina because
I know that situation best. But as I said, there are 3,000 young people
who receive meals in this province every day. In Regina alone there are
2,000 students who receive a meal of some description, either a hot
breakfast like they deliver at Kitchener School in Regina or a muffin and
milk program that they have in Moose Jaw or larger programs like the
program that Theresa Stevenson runs, which is Chili for Children. She
feeds up to 250, 300 children at noon at Scott Collegiate in Regina. And
that's an excellent program. The government puts up about 1,600 meals of
those a day; the other 400 come from community organizations.

But let me say once again, Mr. Speaker, that I want to commend the people
of this city, not only this city but the people of the province, who are
involved as volunteers delivering these food programs to children around
the province. Because these people recognize and they have for many years,
long before it became more or less politically highlighted in this
province, that there was a need for these programs. And I say it goes back
to 1972, and I commend the government of the day for organizing and getting
started in those programs. It's a needed program then; it's needed today.

So having said that, Mr. Speaker, I said that I will be addressing these
particular hunger programs in specific ways. And those specific ways will
depend on what the community themselves want. Now I'm not sure if I said
this, Mr. Speaker. Let me repeat it if I did say it, and that is that the
people around the province tell me, specifically those people who are in
the feeding programs with a few exceptions, Mr. Speaker, with a few
exceptions, but generally the people I've spoken to -- the mayors, the
municipality people, the schoolteachers, and community workers around the
province, is that what we do not want and what we do not need in this
province is a massive feeding program. That would cost somewhere in the
neighbourhood of . . . well it's estimated somewhere between 26 and $40



million a year. They say we don't need that. We need to target it, we need
to target it to specific areas. And that's what we will do, Mr. Speaker.

So in the incoming weeks I will be responding to each of these communities
where there is a hunger situation, in the way that they want it to be. And
I think in the next few days . . . Well it may take a week or so before we
get some of them settled, but I'm looking forward to that.

Now, Mr. Speaker, as the Minister of the Family, if I'm to be effective in
building stronger families in Saskatchewan, then the issue of child hunger
must be seriously addressed because it undermines the potential of the
families of tomorrow. Community stability and human potential are two
major aspects of what the initiatives that we're running, Mr. Speaker.

To paraphrase Mayor Henry Dayday of Saskatoon, if you allow something to
undermine the family unit, then there is no support system left. And I
think we all agree with that, Mr. Speaker. It's basically fundamental.

One of the major factors which undermines a family and is related to the
issue of hunger is unemployment. As the minister responsible for the New
Careers Corporation, I am proud of this government's insight and creativity
in establishing this corporation and, through this budget, allowing it to
continue to do its fine work.

New careers is a unique program, probably the most advanced and successful
job training program in North America. Since it was introduced six years
ago, we've had almost 700 trainees in the program. In a survey of former
trainees, an independent evaluation has found that two-thirds of new
careers participants found steady employment after some time with the
corporation. An additional 5 per cent left new careers to further their
studies. Mr. Speaker, of those trainees who completed the full 18-month
career plan with the corporation, new careers, over 90 per cent are fully
employed. The results are unsurpassed among similar programs in North
America.

Let me give you an example, Mr. Speaker, of what I'm talking about. It's a
young fellow, a native chap, who came into Saskatchewan, brought his

rather into Regina, brought his family into Regina because he wanted to be
involved in new careers. Now here's a chap who didn't have the opportunity
to receive the education that many of us have had, and that's unfortunate,
but it happens. And it's unfortunate. He came to Regina -- had a great
pair of hands, Mr. Speaker; the fellow could build anything. He was a fine
finishing carpenter, a marvellous carpenter, quite frankly. Beautiful
work. But he had the problem with mathematics. He couldn't do mathematics
because of the poor education that he had had from where he came from.

So he got involved with new careers . . . (inaudible interjection)
Well I will speak to that. The member just mentioned from Saskatoon
wherever, that . . . one of the Saskatoon seats, that it's our problem.

And I'll speak to that in a minute, Mr. Speaker.

But let me finish this story about this chap, the young carpenter. This
young carpenter had problems with mathematics. He got into new careers and



part of the 18-month training program in new careers involves education
upgrading where it's required, whether it be at the public school level,
the high school level, or the university level. There's also counselling
as he proceeds through the 18-month period. Well at the end of the
18-month period, he was fully qualified through new careers, had got his
mathematics training at school and wrote his carpenter's journeyman's
papers -- which he couldn't qualify before because he couldn't do the math
-- got his journeyman's paper and the day that I handed him his certificate
from new careers, he also had a job in his hand to go to work for a builder
in Regina where he's now making in the neighbourhood of 18 to $22 an hour,
Mr. Speaker, as a finishing carpenter. And that's because he came into the
city, got involved in new careers, had the opportunity, and now he can go
home every night and his children are very proud of him. That's the sort
of thing that new careers does. It's a good feeling, Mr. Speaker, to see
that.

As I said, of those trainees who completed their full 18-month career with
new corporation, over 90 per cent are employed. The results are
unsurpassed among similar programs in North America.

I've had the opportunity, Mr. Speaker, to visit such locations. I was
recently up in Cumberland House. I was in Cumberland House, Mr. Speaker,
to visit a project that new careers had been doing there. New careers is
going to be involved in two projects in Cumberland House. Now as we all
know, Cumberland House is an area where there's a high level of
unemployment. There is not a great deal of economic development in
Cumberland House. But by building a new recreation centre in Cumberland
House, Mr. Speaker, new careers will be supplying all the labour for this
recreation centre in Cumberland House. There'll be a new hockey rink and a
facility for children to play in, and that will be starting very shortly.

The other thing that we're going to be doing in Cumberland House, Mr.
Speaker, is building some cabins on an island out in the Cumberland House
delta flats area there. The people have asked that we build some cabins on
this island -- that new careers build the cabins on the island -- so they
can take these young children who will be undergoing . . . who will have an
opportunity to undergo drug and alcohol treatment, and get them isolated
from the community, to work and to live in these cabins. And therefore,
Mr. Speaker, they'll have an opportunity to really understand the need to
be drug and alcohol free.

While I was in Cumberland House back in, I think it was January, I had an
opportunity to visit the treatment centre in Cumberland House. As you
know, Mr. Speaker, the Department of Health, or SADAC (Saskatchewan Alcohol
and Drug Abuse Commission) in the Department of Health has introduced a new
program and, working with the native alcoholic association in Regina and
throughout the province, they now take the treatment centre facility right
into the community.

Heretofore, Mr. Speaker, we've taken natives or people from other areas

into centres like Regina or Saskatoon or Mandan, and into a drug treatment

or alcohol treatment centre. The difficulty of that would be, Mr. Speaker
I certainly don't speak with any authority as a native, but natives



tell me that it is extremely difficult to be taken from a community -- a
reserve or their community -- and put into what might be termed a white
man's treatment centre. And I say that with all respect to the natives,
the reason being because their spirituality is so different. And there's a
big difference there, Mr. Speaker.

The programs have been notably unsuccessful in the past, Mr. Speaker,
notably unsuccessful in the past. 2And I know that the member from
Cumberland House will agree with me that in the past these kinds of
treatments have not worked well for the native community. And so it was a
wise decision by SADAC, as well as the native alcoholic treatment
organization, to take the treatment centre right into Cumberland House.

So I went into Cumberland House, Mr. Speaker, and I had an opportunity to
sit around the room with all these young people, ages 18 to 24, I suspect,
who had undergone this alcoholic treatment opportunity. And it was
fascinating because I had a very strong feeling, Mr. Speaker, that all
these young people, these native people in Cumberland House, had decided
that now is the time to make a decision in their lives, that they no longer
wanted to live the way they had been living in Cumberland House. They
wanted a better way of life.

And I don't know whether that has anything to do with the television that's
available, an opportunity to see what's going around the world, or just
whatever that initiative was, or that spark of enthusiasm that occurred --
the light going on as it were, Mr. Speaker. But it became very clear to me
as I listened to them talk, as I looked into their eyes and heard what they
said, and it had a profound effect on me, Mr. Speaker, because I saw that
the future of Cumberland House lay in these young people -- not in the
older people, not people my age or in their 50s or beyond that in
Cumberland House, but in these young people of Cumberland House who decided
that there's a better way of life than what they had up to now. So I
applaud those young people of Cumberland House, and I know that a second
treatment centre has gone into Cumberland House and another 40 or 25 or 30
young people have gone through the treatment centre.

I understand from a young lady that runs the treatment house up there
treatment centre, that they're lined up to take this treatment centre at
Cumberland House. And they're not people my age, Mr. Speaker, or older
people. It's the young people. And whatever it is, whatever it was that
turned them on, whatever it was that they decided is a better way of life
than what they've been living all these years -- whatever it was, they've
found it. And I wish them the very best of luck, because it was an
eye-opener for me and a wonderful experience to be there and see this, and
I hope it works well for them.

(1915)

Getting back to new careers, it's a long-term program that provides
trainees with honest work, reasonable benefits, counselling services, and
educational opportunities. It is designed to equip trainees with skills
they need to get off social assistance and do steady jobs with good career
prospects.



When a trainee enters the program, he or she develops an individual career
plan that sets out the kind of work they want to do and the training
courses that they require. As well as institutional study and on-the-job
training, trainees receive on-the-site courses about alcoholism and drug
abuse; about first aid; about defensive driving, occupational safety, money
management, and job search and retention techniques -- life skills, Mr.
Speaker, that many of these people need.

When they enter new careers, trainees start out at the minimum wage, which
is 4.75 today. By the time they leave, 18 months later, they can be
earning up to 9.68 per hour. But that doesn't mean that all of them start
. They all start at 4.75, Mr. Speaker, but within two months they could
be graded up to 7 or $8 an hour, depending on the skills that they have.

New Careers has had a profound impact on the lives of families and many
trainees. Throughout the development of career plans, trade skills, and by
securing permanent work, many men and women have successfully beat the
welfare trap.

And most importantly, Mr. Speaker, they develop some self-confidence and
they develop self-esteem. They start doing more for themselves, taking
charge of their careers and of their lives. And that has had a very
positive impact on their families. As one trainee said to me, new careers
is the best thing that could happen to anybody on provincial assistance.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the budget for this excellent corporation
has been maintained at last year's level so that it can carry on with this
important work.

Proceeding with our future . . . Protecting our future, Mr. Speaker, is
something that is vital to the people of Saskatchewan. I recently had the
opportunity last week, as a matter of fact, to be in Moose Jaw to announce
that the Wakamow Valley in Moose Jaw will be receiving a crew of 10 people,
and also I think it's 100 . . . around $195,000 for the work that they want
to do improving the Wakamow Valley, working on the river area, the parks
area, and I was delighted to be part of that. And I must say that the
Wakamow Valley people of Moose Jaw were delighted to have that opportunity.
Helping people to become productive members of society, as we're doing
through new careers, Mr. Speaker, is what we're speaking of.

Ensuring that our seniors live healthier, more independent, and satisfying
lives as we are doing through the programs of Seniors' Secretariat; feeding
our hungry children as funds have been allocated from this budget; and
working to strengthen families, as we're doing through the Family
Foundation with such things as the family forums -- these are all important
steps to protect our future, Mr. Speaker.

The people of Saskatchewan have been telling us that these are among the
priority areas where we should be placing our emphasis financially, and I'm

honoured to have responsibility for each of these areas under my purview.

Mr. Speaker, I'm proud of this budget which has responded so positively of



the recommendations of the people of this province. I'm proud to support
this budget, and the Minister of Finance and the Premier of the province,
in the direction it takes to build Saskatchewan families of today and
tomorrow. Thank you very much.

Some Hon. Members: mHear, hear!

Ms. Atkinson: -- Mr. Speaker, I listened very closely to the minister
responsible to the family. He has spoken in this legislature for over one
hour, outlining his various travels across Saskatchewan speaking to these
family forums, along with the 25 letters that he has received from some
citizens in Saskatchewan expressing their views on the need for child
hunger programs.

Now, Mr. Minister, it's quite obvious to us that you gave us a travelogue
this afternoon. We know where you've been. We know you've been to
Humboldt and Estevan and North Battleford and Regina and Saskatoon. We
know that you have suggested that one of the things that parents do is take
a 1l5-minute walk with their child each day to assist in their parenting
skills and communication skills.

And we also know that what you have found on your travels is that most
people apparently are telling you that hunger is not a problem in
Saskatchewan. Well, Mr. Minister, what you did this afternoon and this
evening was build a case to take absolutely no responsibility for the fact
that there is child hunger in this province and there is poverty in this
province.

Some Hon. Members: mHear, hear!

Ms. Atkinson: -- It's also quite obvious that the minister responsible for
the family does not understand the relationship between jobs or lack of
jobs, employment or the lack of employment, and poverty.

Mr. Minister, it's quite clear if you look at the statistics in this
province, that Saskatchewan has the second highest level of poverty in the
country. We have over 64,000 children living in poverty. The last time we
had feeding programs in this province -- and the minister this afternoon
said that he can recall these feeding programs -- was under a Tory
government in the 1930s. That's the last time we had child feeding
programs in Saskatchewan.

Now my colleagues this morning in the city of Saskatoon, the member who is
the critic for Social Services and our member who is the critic for the
family, outlined in some detail a New Democrat response to the outrageous
levels of poverty and hunger in Saskatchewan.

There's no question, if you look through the budget that this Minister of
the Family has just decided to defend, you will see that the effect of this
latest budget, this 1990-91 Conservative Party budget, will lead to an
increase in poverty and hunger in the province of Saskatchewan. It will do
nothing to eliminate or reduce poverty and hunger in Saskatchewan.



The cuts in real terms to income security programs in the province, and the
cuts to employment creation programs, will have the result of creating even
more hardships on the very poor and the poor in our province, both in rural
Saskatchewan and urban Saskatchewan.

For instance, the family income plan which was introduced under a New
Democratic government in the 1970s has been frozen at last year's
allocation of $13.1 million and that is a cut, Mr. Speaker, from the
allocation in the 1986-87 year of $20.8 million.

Now the purpose of the family income plan is to provide income supplement
to working families with children. And there are numerous people living in
the constituency that I represent who work as waitresses or they work in
the service sector as minimum wage workers, or workers barely above minimum
wage, or they are women whose husbands have been killed in accidents, who
are living on the Canada Pension Plan benefit for spouses. And these
people have been able to take advantage of the family income plan in this
province.

The family income plan is a supplement for working families or families
with some income from other sources, with children. The supplement is
based on your income and the number of children in your family.

Well this reduction that we have seen occur in the family income plan means
that the plan will not be paying any benefits, any new benefits to families
with children, unless they earn less than 70 per cent of the poverty line.

And you will know, Mr. Speaker, that university students -- single-parent
women who are attending university, who are on student loans and were
eligible for the family income plan, are no longer eligible for that plan.
And that, in fact, is a cut.

Thousands of families who need help right now are ineligible and are being
made ineligible by this government, and this government says that it has
this great warmth for Saskatchewan families. They've even set up a
minister responsible for the family. But this minister goes on road shows
across Saskatchewan and this minister's budget does absolutely nothing to
deal with the problems facing Saskatchewan families, particularly families
who are unemployed or disabled or who are living in hard times. And the
budget also means the benefits paid out per child, Mr. Speaker, under the
family income plan, will be frozen for a fifth year in a row.

Furthermore, it's clear from the budget that the government intends to
continue its policy of not advertising the existence of the family income
plan. And I know that there are thousands of Saskatchewan people who would
be eligible for the family income plan but they don't know about it because
this government would much rather advertise Consensus Saskatchewan, which
we see in every daily newspaper in this province and every weekly
newspaper. It would rather advertise its wvarious programs that they think
are politically popular, but they have not chosen to advertise the family
income plan which would really lead to increased money available for low
income working Saskatchewan families.



The other point that the Minister of the Family did not recognize in his
response today to the budget is that day-care subsidies paid to low income
parents whose children are in day care while they work or pursue an
education have also been frozen for the ninth year in a row as a result of
this budget.

The maximum subsidy available, no doubt, will be $235 a month, the same as
it was in 1982 when an NDP government left office. This is despite the
fact that day-care costs have risen dramatically in the province. This is
despite the fact that more and more people require day care. But they've
decided to leave the allocation for day care at the same as last year's
allocation of $13.2 million. The freeze in the day-care subsidy for the
last nine years is putting day care out of the reach of more and more poor
people, and they are often the ones that are forced to remain at home and
on social assistance because they can't get access to subsidized day care.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if you are a single woman living . . . single parent
family with two children, two children under the age of five years, and you
need to put your children in day care, and the cost of that day care is 390
or $400 a month, and you're only receiving $235, and you have to come up
with $165 for two children, and you're not earning very much, you're not
going to put your children in subsidized day care. And even if you do have
a little bit of income and you can find . . . and you are prepared to pay
for that space, often you can't find subsidized day-care spaces.

As I said, Mr. Speaker, the social assistance payments are also going to
stay frozen for virtually another year. And this budget allocation for the
Saskatchewan assistance plan has risen from 194.5 million in 1989-90 to
195.5 million in this year's budget. This too marks the ninth straight year
in a row when social assistance payments to families have remained
virtually frozen.

In real dollar terms, there has been a 40 per cent cut in social assistance
benefits paid to families with children since 1982. This cut is one of the
largest single contributors to the child hunger problem in this province,
this cut in social assistance benefits to the poorest of the poor, and
those are the people that have to rely on social assistance. That's why we
have poverty in the province of Saskatchewan, and we have children going to
bed hungry and going to school hungry, because this government has left
social assistance benefits at virtually the same rate since 1982.

And if this government genuinely wanted to do something about hunger, they
wouldn't appoint a Minister of the Family to travel across Saskatchewan,
basically rationalizing their sort of argument that there isn't such a
thing as hunger in Saskatchewan, building a case to take no responsibility
for the fact that there is hunger. What this government would be doing
would be increasing social assistance benefits for poor people in this
province and this government surely would begin to create employment
opportunities and job opportunities for Saskatchewan citizens.

(1930)

If they genuinely wanted to do something about hunger, if they genuinely



wanted to do something about it, they would have increased the family
income plan benefits, they would have increased Saskatchewan assistance
plan benefits, and surely those increases would have led to reductions in
food bank line-ups in our province. And all of us who live in the city of
Saskatoon, members who represent the city of Saskatoon, and I'm sure that
the members in Regina, have seen people literally lined up by the tens and
the hundreds at the end of the month waiting to get into the food bank
because their social assistance cheque has run out and they require food.

My colleague, the critic, the member for Saskatoon University, has spent a
great deal of time on a hunger and poverty report, along with numerous
other people in our caucus, Mr. Speaker. And we have outlined in detail
how a New Democrat government would go about in an attempt to reduce
poverty in the province of Saskatchewan. And one of the first things we
would do, one of the first things we would do, is come to terms with the
fact that there are hungry people in Saskatchewan and we would increase
social assistance benefits to people to ensure that they could have enough
food to feed their children. That's one of the first things we'd do.

Another thing that we would do is we would make sure that there are
employment opportunities and we certainly wouldn't be cutting back in job
creation opportunities for the people of this province. And if you look at
the budget, it contained absolutely no employment creation initiatives and,
in fact, they cut back on the two employment creation programs currently in
place. Funds for the Saskatchewan Works were virtually frozen at $11.1
million, the same amount as for 1989-90. This in fact represents a cut
from the 1987-88 expenditures of $13.5 million. Funds have also been cut,
Mr. Speaker, for the Saskatchewan Opportunities '90 student employment
program which has dropped from $13.1 million in the summer of 1989 to

or pardon me, $3.1 million in the summer of 1989 to $2.6 million in the
summer of 1990.

And if we look at 1986, an election year, they had $10.5 million available
for summer opportunities programs, but because we're not in an election
mode, obviously, we've seen numerous cut-backs and slashing to summer
employment opportunities for students, and this no doubt will increase or
lead to an increase in more and more students having to rely more and more
on student aid programs.

Now the only source of relief that we saw in the budget presented by this
government in the form of social services is the announcement of $740,000
which is to be allocated to help relieve the crisis of child hunger in the
province of Saskatchewan. This amount no doubt will be cost-shared by the
federal government, so in fact the province is only putting up $370,000.

While any amount of money, while small, is helpful -- it will provide a bit
of relief to hungry kids in Saskatchewan -- this sum of money is not at all
sufficient to mount the kind of school breakfast and school lunch program
that is needed in schools where hunger is a demonstrated problem. With
over 22,000 children relying on food banks in the last year in
Saskatchewan, a program of $740,000 will at best put a small dent in the
crisis. The government's announcement boils down to a proposal to spend
about $2.85 per child per month, and that is to help 22,000 children.



Hardly enough money; hardly enough money. But the Minister of the family
spent one hour justifying, building a case to take absolutely no
responsibility.

He didn't talk about jobs and employment opportunities. He did talk about
new careers for a few moments. New careers has been useful in many
communities; there's no question about that. But new careers is not the
answer to permanent employment opportunities for the people of this
province.

He did not talk about the fact that his government has cut back on summer
opportunities programs for our students, and many of those students are
parents of children. He did not talk about the fact that he cut back on a
summer works program or Saskatchewan Works.

He didn't talk about the need to increase social assistance benefits. He
didn't talk about the need to increase the family income plan benefits for
poor working families. All he did was talk about a 15-minute walk with
your child, and somehow this was going to resolve the crisis of poverty in
the province of Saskatchewan.

The minister obviously has to go back to school. He has to go somewhere
and understand that poverty is associated with a lack of employment and the
lack of job opportunities on the part of the people of Saskatchewan. And
poverty has come about as a result of this government's mean-spirited cuts
to social spending in this province.

They have money for Cargill Grain, one of the largest multinational
corporations in the world; they have money for the Husky upgrader; they
have money for the Millar Western; they have money for Weyerhaeuser; they
have money for Rafferty-Alameda. They have money for megaprojects, but
they don't have money to assist children. They don't have money to assist
children.

And what they want to do is blame the victim, that somehow if these parents
would communicate with their children, their children wouldn't be hungry.
Well kids are hungry because of unemployment and poverty and the lack of
job opportunities.

And the minister talked about a woman who had some hygiene problems
apparently and she wasn't washing her hair and bathing. And once she
started to do this, this assisted in her chances of becoming employed.
There's nothing worse . . . There's nothing that could happen to a person's
self-esteem and self-concept other than to lose your job.

And I know that there are some members over there that think people don't
want to work. Lots of people want to work if they could only find a job.
And as you spend longer and longer and longer on the unemployment lines, or
on your couch because you're unemployed, you begin to lose your sense of
self-worth, Mr. Speaker, and you become depressed, and you become more and
more dysfunctional.

And sometimes it's hard, Mr. Speaker, to get out of bed. And sometimes



it's hard to look after your children. There's no question about that.
But what people really need is not a 15-minute walk; what people really
need is hope and employment opportunities in the province of Saskatchewan.

Some Hon. Members: mHear, hear!

Ms. Atkinson: -- And did this budget contain any hope? This is the fourth
occasion that I have had the opportunity to respond to the budget delivered
by the Conservative government that we elected in 1986. And each time I
have entered into this debate, I have done so on behalf of the 10,000
people in the constituency of Saskatoon Nutana.

Now obviously, Mr. Speaker, not all of those people voted for me in 1986.
There was a good number that didn't. And obviously I cannot speak on
behalf of all of the people living in Saskatoon Nutana, but I think I can
speak on behalf of the majority of the people living in Saskatoon Nutana.

I won't pretend to represent everybody, but I will attempt tonight to enter
into this debate and try and outline what I believe to be the major
concerns of the people of Saskatoon Nutana, the people I represent.

If there was one thing that I heard over the winter, there was one thing I
heard over and over again, was the need for integrity and honesty in
government -- integrity and honesty. You know, politicians aren't very
popular people these days, they're not very popular. There are more and
more citizens in our province who are becoming very, very cynical about
people like us, the people that sit in the desks in this legislature, the
people who were elected in 1986.

The people want some leadership. They want leadership. They don't want

Consensus Saskatchewan. They think Consensus Saskatchewan is a major joke.
In fact, I've had several people say to me, why did we elect all 64 of you?
We thought we elected you to represent us, to bring ideas and solutions to
problems to the legislature of Saskatchewan and present ideas and solutions
in the House, in this House of Assembly. That's what they elected us to do.

They think that Consensus Saskatchewan is something that has been conjured
up in the minds of a few pollsters and presented to the Premier, and then
to his cabinet, and now the caucus, and it's nothing more than a
smoke-screen or a ruse. It's a way to get themselves out of their
unpopularity and get themselves into a position where they can run in the
next provincial election, and I suppose win.

Well people are on to the members opposite. They are on to you. And in
fact, people are telling me that they are writing in and saying, call an
election. Or they're writing in and nominating the meanest person that they
know to go and tell these people what to do. That's right. Every street
in the province has someone, and every community has someone who's
extremely angry with the members opposite. And they've had enough.

And what people are doing is nominating people who they think will go and
tell them a thing or two. That's what they're doing, because they've had it
with the people opposite. They want people who are honest representing
them. That's what they want. And every time we have another scandal, every



time we have a STC (Saskatchewan Transportation Company) fiasco in Dallas,
Texas, every time we have a Supercart or a Joytec or a gigabus, every time
we have a scandal, that reflects on all of us.

Well I want to tell the people tonight that the people who have had the
most scandals in this province are the members opposite. They're the
people that have had the Joytecs and the Supercarts and the STC and the
Weyerhaeusers and the Pocklingtons and all of the give-aways. They're the
people -- not the members of the opposition, not the members of the
opposition.

I don't know how you bring honesty, integrity to that side of the
legislature. I have no idea. I have no idea, other than to possibly change
the people that are sitting in those desks. That may be the only way to do
it.

Some Hon. Members: mHear, hear!

Ms. Atkinson: -- It may be the only way to do it. Because the people of
this province have lost faith in the members opposite. They have had it up
to here. They have had it up to here with waste and mismanagement, and
there is a sense developing in this province that they are a joke. 1In
fact, people are laughing all the time about the government. They're
laughing at them. They are the laughing-stock of this province. And
Consensus Saskatchewan does nothing more than confirm what the people
already think -- that they're a joke, that they're a joke.

Now this government talks about fiscal responsibility and how they have cut
spending; that they have cut waste and mismanagement, and cut ministers'
salaries, and cut this and cut that. But I think there's one thing that we
need to know. The one thing that we need to know is that there has been a
$332 million increase in expenditures since last year's budget and they are
projecting a $195 million increase in revenues. So how much cuts have
there been? I didn't see any cuts in all the staff that are running around
this building, supporting the ministers, the political ministers. I
haven't seen a lot of cuts in advertising. We have ConSask, Consensus
Saskatchewan, being advertised in virtually every newspaper in
Saskatchewan, every day of the week.

I note that the Minister of Education has sent a letter out to every parent
in the province.

An Hon. Member: -- What's wrong with that?

Ms. Atkinson: -- Well, you know, what's wrong with that? At a time when we
don't have money to feed hungry children; at a time when we don't have
enough money to pay school boards, Mr. Minister of Education: why, why
spend 200 or $300,000 on a letter to parents when it will go in the
garbage? Why would we do that?

An Hon. Member: -- What did he put in it?

Ms. Atkinson: -- And what did he put in it? P.S. It's a form letter; it's




a direct mail letter. Everybody's name's on it: Dear Mr. Hagel, Dear Mr.
Solomon, Dear . . . You know, why would you do that? A two-page letter
with a little form, postage paid, I presume. Why would you do that, by the
people of this province, asking, asking questions?

They elected us to provide some leadership. They have school trustees in
this province, they have teachers, and they have superintendents, and they
have parents that go to the school, and they elected us to provide some
leadership in this province, and instead we waste their money. And I think
the people of this province are tired of being taxed and they're tired of
having their money spent stupidly.

(1945)

Some Hon. Members: mHear, hear!

Ms. Atkinson: -- And the other gquestion that people ask -- the women of
this province ask -- why was it sent to every father, every father, but not
to the mother? There are many families where there are two parents, a
mother and a father, but we note, we note that most of the letters were
sent to the male parent.

Now we have had nine straight deficit budgets. This year we have a deficit
of $363 million.

An Hon. Member: -- Maybe.

Ms. Atkinson: -- Maybe. There is a possibility that they've overestimated
some of this revenue. We have a combined deficit, we think; but, you know,
we can't really get access to the audited books. We think it's $4.36
million. That amounts to $4,360 for every man, woman, and child. That is
a deficit that has come about by this Conservative government -- entirely,
every red cent. We have the highest per capita debt in the country.

We have gone, from 1982 to 1990, from having balanced budgets and a surplus
of $139 million to a debt, a total debt of $4.36 billion, we think; we're
not sure, but we think. The interest on that debt is $493 million a year.
We spend about $1.5 billion, I believe, on health. We spend about $888
million on education. And what is this government's next priority? The
next priority is to service the debt -- interest to the bond dealers and
the bankers in New York city and Tokyo.

That's $135 million a day that leaves our province because of the fiscal
irresponsibility and mismanagement of these members opposite. That's
$56,000 an hour that leaves this province to Tokyo and New York for ever.
That's $493 million a year that could be put to work in our province to
eliminate poverty, to properly fund our schools and universities, to
properly fund our health care system, to properly ensure that we have
highways in this province that are safe. But where is that money going?
It's going out of this province because of the irresponsibility of the
members opposite.

Some Hon. Members: mHear, hear!




Ms. Atkinson: -- You know, I was really proud of this province in 1982. We
were a have province. We had gone from a have-not province under the
Liberal government to a have province. We didn't need welfare payments
from Ottawa. We didn't need equalization payments. But since this
government's been in office we now get equalization payments from Ottawa.
We are a poor province.

We have gone from a province that had the highest economic growth rate, the
highest employment rate, in this country, lowest unemployment rate, the
best credit rating in the country. We have gone from being the best to one
of the worst. We now get welfare payments from Ottawa in the tune of $510
million. In fact, this is the third largest revenue source if you look at
the money that will be brought in by this government in the next fiscal
year.

Under the Tories, the Tories that were supposed to bring us prosperity, and
bring all the children home, and bring us good times, have brought us
nothing but sorry times, unemployment, bankruptcy, high welfare rates,
debt, embarrassment, embarrassment. We have two civil servants down in
Dallas, Texas fighting corruption charges and there's some indication that
the money was to be used for political purposes up in Canada, some
allegation to that effect. And it's embarrassing to the people of the
province because the people of this province are basically honest, decent,
hard-working people.

Now this government says that there were no tax increases in this budget.
The government, however, failed to mention that they eliminated the gas tax
rebate a few weeks ago, 10 cents a litre. That amounts to about $68
million per year that has been taken out of taxpayers' pockets. That means
that about $200 a year will be lost on the part of the average driver. My
next door neighbours and the people in the community I represent, they
think that's a tax increase.

The people in the constituency I represent also realize that they are the
highest taxed individuals in the country. If you have an average income in
the province of Saskatchewan of $40,000, you pay the highest personal
income taxes in the country. And quite frankly, people are sick and tired
of paying taxes when they don't see their taxes going into needed services,
but see their taxes going into waste and mismanagement.

If you are a person with two children and earn $25,000 a year, you have the
second highest personal income taxes in the country. If you're a person
with two children, grossing $25,000 a year, that's not very much. In fact,
that's poverty level wages according to Statistics Canada. And you pay the
second highest personal income taxes in the province.

Now since this government came to office in 1982, we used to have something
that was called the property improvement grant. I think people got $230 a
year. And this money was used to offset their local property taxes --
their municipal taxes and their school taxes. Well the Government of
Saskatchewan got rid of that, got rid of that. They introduced a flat tax.
I think they've increased that three times and we're now 2 per cent of net.



So if you're just a working person and don't have all of these business
deductions, you're pretty well paying 2 per cent on your gross. And people
are sick and tired of that.

And then the sales tax. And this is the government that promised to
eliminate the sales tax. They were going to eliminate the 5 per cent E&H
(education and health) tax. And did they eliminate it? No. Increased it
40 per cent, to 7 per cent.

And then, of course, what I find so hilarious is the government saying that
they are committed to funding education. And that was in the budget
address. And in fact, the Minister of Finance, who was the former Minister
of Education said, and I quote:

Those who are looking to this Budget for significant new programs and new
initiatives may be disappointed.

We have acted responsibly. We have strengthened our commitment to
education, health care and agriculture -- the priorities of the people of
Saskatchewan.

The Government has listened to the people.
The Government has responded.

Well how did the government respond? How has the government responded to
the funding of education in this province in the last eight years? What
they have done is they have not adequately funded the education system,
particularly the K to 12 education system. And what we have seen is a
steady transfer of responsibility of funding from the province onto the
backs of the local property taxpayers.

What this has meant is that school boards, in order to provide education
for students, have had to significantly increase property taxes.

So when this government announces a 3 per cent increase in operating grants
to school boards when inflation is running at 5 per cent, and using their
own figures that they fund approximately 50-50 -- 50 per cent from the
provincial government and 50 per cent at the local level -- this means that
local schools are going to have to raise 7 per cent, $7 out of every $10.
There's a $10 increase in inflation. The province will kick in 3 per cent,
and the local school boards are going to have to kick in $7.

And what does that mean? That means that they are going to have to
increase school property taxes or, Mr. Speaker, they are going to have to
cut teachers, close schools, cut programs, increase class sizes.

Now school trustees in this province tell me that they have done as much
cutting as they possibly can; that they are running at the bare minimum
level if they are going to provide any kind of quality education in this
province. They have increased class sizes. They have closed some schools.
They have amalgamated different schools. They have cut teachers.



But they have to provide a core curriculum to the students of this province
and they have to provide a bare minimum of education. And they tell me
that they have cut as much as they can cut. But, Mr. Speaker, we have
another problem in this province and that is that people simply can't
afford to pay more taxes -- they can't pay more. And school trustees are
cognizant of that. And school trustees will be extremely reluctant to
increase school taxes at the local property taxpayer level.

And so what are our trustees going to do? They somehow have to balance the
requirements of the Department of Education core curriculum, meeting a
minimum standard of education for the young people in our province, with
the need to deal with a very real problem of taxpayers not being able to
afford more, particularly taxpayers in rural Saskatchewan and taxpayers in
urban Saskatchewan who are unemployed.

Now the Minister of Education in his throne speech response said, everyone
in this province has a stake in education. Everyone has a stake in what
transpires in education. He said that there are over 300,000 students. I
presume he's talking about K to 12 students and post-secondary education
students. You add on the parents, the trustees, the teachers, and the
staff, he said; everyone has a stake in education. He also said, if we are
going to . . . Young people are going to be the strength of society and the
economy in the 1990s. He says that this government's going to provide
learning opportunities. He says that we have a knowledge-intensive work;
the role of our school is more important than ever.

Well if the role of the school is more important than ever, tell me why
this Government of Saskatchewan, with all of the challenges and
opportunities in education, and all of the curriculum work that's being
done in education, and all of the textbooks that need to be bought to meet
the requirements of core curriculum, why it is that we had an increase in
Education of only 3 per cent, 2 per cent less than the rate of inflation?
Now why would that be? Why would a minister say that education is so
important? This is the Minister of Education we're talking about.
Education is important. In order to meet the challenges of the 1990s and
the 21st century, we have to have a well educated population. We have to
have kids that are getting the very best access to quality education.

Well quality of education is not new schools. And we see there are lots of
new schools that are being built around the province. Quality of education
is having the teachers and the programs and the commitment from the
Government of Saskatchewan to education to ensure that those kids have
access to excellence. Three per cent is not enough; it's not enough.

Now this government says that education was the big winner in this budget.
Something like a 5.7 per cent increase in educational spending. But if you
look at the $47 million increase, $22.5 million came in the form of student
aid fund. That's 58 per cent of the increase.

Now the student aid fund is loan money. It's money that has to be repaid.
It's not free money for anybody. It's not money that's going to be going
to students and they won't have to pay it back. They have to pay it back.



So it's a fund; it's a fund. It's not money that will be going into the K
to 12 system. It's money that students may have access to in order to pay
their rent and transportation, maybe some tuition and books.

So there was a $24 million increase in the educational budget of over $800
million. That's not very much money, Mr. Speaker. It's not much money.

(2000)

Operating grant increases to the schools, 2.9 per cent; I'll say 3 per
cent. Operating grants for the universities, 2.9 per cent; 3 per cent.
Operating grant increases for SIAST (Saskatchewan Institute of Applied
Science and Technology), 2.9 per cent.

Native training projects. The Minister of the Family talked about native
people coming into Regina and having access to the New Careers Corporation,
but if you look at the money available for native training projects, there
was a cut of 7.1 per cent. So the minister's words don't match the reality
of what's taken place in this budget. Grant increases to libraries, 1.9
per cent. And over the last four years, grants to libraries have increased
by less than one-half of one per cent. That's it. That's it; that's all.

Libraries are important. If kids are to have access to information -- and
the minister talks about a knowledge-intensive information age;
knowledge-intensive work the minister talks about -- kids have to have
access to books and materials that are up to date. And a 1.9 per cent
increase in grants to libraries isn't going to do it, Mr. Speaker; it's
simply not going to do it.

Now, Mr. Minister, this is a budget that is an indictment of the past.

It's an indictment of the past history of this government -- the past eight
years, soon to be nine years . . . or eight years, I guess; 1982, eight
years. This budget does nothing to come to grips with some of the very
real economic problems in this province. It does absolutely nothing; it's
not even a very good band-aid.

There are structural changes that are occurring in this country and in this
province, structural changes that I don't think the government is even
aware of. We have a major, major shifting in population out of this
province and from rural Saskatchewan to urban Saskatchewan . . . (inaudible
interjection) . . . Yes, we do, we have a major shifting in population.

There is a major depopulation occurring in rural Saskatchewan. Those are
people who are leaving. This government says that they are committed to

agriculture. Farmers at this stage don't need more loans. They don't need
more loans. What they need is some sort of assistance to help them
restructure their farm debt of some $6 billion -- $6 billion in farm debt.

That's more than the provincial debt that we presently have, our government
debt.

So do we have a government that talked anywhere in the throne speech, or
the budget, about the need to restructure farm debt? Not a bit. Do we
have a government that talked about rural depopulation and the need to



Even though rural Saskatchewan is depopulating, kids in rural
Saskatchewan still have to have access to an education; they still have to
go to school if they are going to be able to compete in the world, as the
former minister of Education used to talk about.

People in rural Saskatchewan still need access to health services and

educational services, mental health services, social services. And as the
population shifts out of rural Saskatchewan into urban Saskatchewan, there
will still be an expectation that those services will have to be provided.

But instead of coming to grips with a strategy to repopulate rural
Saskatchewan -- we didn't see any of that. Instead of developing a
strategy to provide employment opportunities in rural Saskatchewan -- we
didn't see any of that. Instead of developing an educational strategy to
ensure that young people in rural Saskatchewan don't have to go by bus 70
or 80 kilometres, or 70 or 80 miles a day -- we didn't see any of that.

Rural school units all over Saskatchewan are closing rural schools. I am
literally getting dozens of letters from parents who are concerned that
their school is going to be closed. And why is that happening? Because of
underfunding of education in rural Saskatchewan, as well as depopulation.

Now there's no magic solution to any of these problems. I acknowledge
that. But it requires some leadership -- leadership that we have not seen
coming from those benches. Not at all. Leadership that would not ask 100
citizens their opinions, but leadership that would start to address some of
the very real problems in this province.

Mr. Speaker, this government said that it was committed to health,
education, and agriculture. If you look at the budget address, they didn't
make it in education -- 3 per cent increases. It's simply not there.

In health care, Dr. Murray, who's a constituent of mine and is the
chairperson of the directions in health care, said that he hadn't been
consulted on how the Government of Saskatchewan devised its budget in
Health, but that, had he been consulted he would have suggested more
funding for home care and mental health services; not more money into some
of these other programs, but redirecting money into mental health services
and home care.

Home care is a lot cheaper than hospital care; it's a lot cheaper than
nursing home care. And you know what? It's not only cheaper, it provides
better care for people, Mr. Speaker. It makes people feel better. It's
better for the people that are starting to age, or are frail and elderly.
It's better care. They'll survive longer. And I think most of us want the
very best kind of care for our ageing parent or disabled brother or sister.

Home care is simply better. But the Minister of Health obviously didn't
consult with the chairperson or the task force on directions in education.
This government's record in health has not been a very fine one. They
privatized the school-based children's dental program. They did in the
prescription drug program. There are people that literally waited years on
hospital waiting lists for hip replacement surgery or knee surgery, and



some of them are still waiting. We don't have quite the problem we had
with hospital waiting lists.

You know, there are problems, there are problems, and the budget says
they're going to deal with. The priorities are health, education, and
agriculture. And it's simply a smoke-screen. We still have the problems
in education, of underfunding. We still have some major problems in
health, particularly in the field of mental health and home care.

I represent an ageing constituency. Many, many people in my constituency
can't get access to home care because the money's simply not available;
it's simply not available . . . (inaudible interjection) . . . The member
over there asks me for how much longer. Well I would 1like to think that
I've done a fairly decent job of representing those people and that I will
be able to represent them after the next provincial election.

Some Hon. Members: mHear, hear!

Ms. Atkinson: -- And it may be a bit longer than the member who asked the
question, because I would like to think that the New Democratic Party has
been 