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ment statistics that some program had to be introduced.
They were finaily convinced we were going to be in for a
serious winter unempioyment probiem. Ail the directors
of the various departments were issued orders by the
government to dust out their drawers, bring their pro-
grains forward and the government wouid throw in some
money. What they threw together was the LIP program.
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0f ail the people who applied, and mainiy from the
communities which were the most structured in terms of
formai organizations, a very smail number were seiected
for approvai. They were seiected by the government's
appointees. Today the minister is admitting that these
same project co-ordinators have set themselves up as
some great omnipotent body and they have decided that
of the projects which were seiected a few have made a
particular contribution and they wiil be refunded. What
has happened to ail the projects which were rejected
between October and the deadline for acceptmng projects
in January? Ail those Canadians, thousands of them, com-
munity leaders, church leaders, Lions clubs, community
councils, municipalities, who submitted projects have
automaticaily been eliminated from any further consider-
ation by the government. This is unfair. Certainiy the
projects which were submitted in October, November,
Deceniber and January and were rejected should be given
some consideration. Those people were encouraged and
activated. Their informai leaders were given some hope.
The government rejected them in January and they have
rejected theni automaticaiiy again. This is a very serious
matter. I say there are thousands of Canadians across this
country today who are frustrated by the haphazard way
in which the government has gone about project selection,
and again we are seeing a contmnuance of it.

The government today is admitting once again that it
has been able to make a significant impression on uneni-
pioyment. They applied a band-aid in October with their
Local Initiatives Program. We weicomed that because we
realized there was a need for some sort of short-term
program. Today we are getting another band-aid appiied
to the band-aid they appiied in October. This is exactiy
what it is. There is no indication of any iong-term pro-
grami which can be built on and which wiil resuit i the
recurrence of empioyment opportunities ini another year.
The government has a responsibiiity to the Canadian
people to come through with much more than this type of
short-terni, ad hoc program. Certainiy, on the eve of
Monday, May 8, we are iookmng forward to the unveiling
of a much more comprehensive government prograni
which wiil take care of unempioyment i a significant
way. This action is not goig to resoive the probieni. It will
resuit in a tremendous amount of bad feeling among
Canadians across this country who have been automati-
caily eiiminated from the program as a resuit of the
restrictiveness announced by the minister today.

Mr. Darvid Lewis (York South): Mr. Speaker, it is obvi-
ously impossible not to welcome even the iittie that the
minister has announced. But I wish to say to the hon.
gentleman and to the government that it is difficuit to
think of anything iess that could have been done.

Local Initiatives Pro gram

I understand that there are about 3,800 private pro-
grams approved under LIP and about 1,800 municipal
programs, making a total of 5,600. Apparentiy the goverfi-
ment has already decided that oniy about 1,200 of them
are to be extended to September 30.

The original Local Initiatives Program as an answer to
the unempioyment probieni was obviousiy ridicuious,
obviousiy nothmng. The present answer to the unemploy-
ment probiem this summer is even iess than that: 1,200
projects will probably provide less than 10,000 jobs at a
time when there are weil over 600,000 unempioyed and the
University of Toronto Institute, to which I referred yester-
day, has forecast unempioyment rates of over 6 per cent,
seasonaily adjusted, throughout this year and 1972. There-
fore I want to make it very clear that while my coileagues
and I are giad that at ieast 10,000 more Canadians wiil be
able to have three or four months' work with pay, we
cannot help but condemn the government for its lack of
imagination in deaiing with a problem s0 pervasive
throughout the country.

If the Local Initiatives Program was of hardiy any heip
at ail in soiving unempioyment, it was imaginative and it
stili is imaginative to the extent that it has enabied local
people to decide on their own programs and to participate
i a meaningfui way in doing something for the communi-
ty in which they live. But many communities have been
left out. Many applications have been refused. Many
municipalîties have not had what they believe they shouid
have had; many of the provices have flot; had what they
believe they should have had.

Instead of extending the entire program for a few
months to give the government time to think of a perma-
nent prograni of this kid to invoive young people and
others i an ongoing way i providig not oniy work for
theniseives but service to the communities in which they
live, the government has come down with what is typicai
of this government-and I say this with regret-somethig
more about which they can boast on the election hustigs
either this summer or whenever the Prime Miister (Mr.
Trudeau) decides to cail an eiection. Therefore I suggest
to the minister that this is totaily unacceptabie as a solu-
tion, even i the narrow range of LIP. There are about
4,000 or more projects now under way that wiil have to be
dumped on May 31. The criteria proposed by the minister
i his statement are, to me, aimost incomprehensibie. I do
not know what he is taiking about in any one of the three
criteria. I do not know what they mean i the language he
has used, and to the extent that they have meaning it
seems to me that they are the wrong criteria on which to
base the program.

The people invoived in LIP have co-ordinated them-
selves ito a commîttee and there was a meeting ini Toron-
to iast night. Some of these people visited Ottawa today
and met with members of parliament. They have pleaded
that their programs be extended and that the program be
made a permanent part of government action ivolimg
local people. I think it is shameful that the minister has
flot been able to announce more than this minuscule of a
prograni.
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