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always characterized our party and I believe it will still be the 
case in the future.

If I am not mistaken, my colleague said he was in favour of the 
project, and so is his party, but he also pointed out that Friends 
of the Island had some concerns about possible environmental 
impacts.

Does my colleague think that these concerns are so serious— 
of course we will be careful but just the same—as to warrant 
stopping the project? Has enough been done so far, with 90 
analyses and the 80-odd meetings? Is there enough evidence to 
allow us to proceed with the project with some assurance that it 
will go well, that it is not too risky?

Mr. Guimond: Mr. Speaker, the answer is no, the project 
must not be stopped, it must go forward. I think that our stand is 
clear on that. On the other hand, if the project has no impact on 
local lobster and scallop fishermen, why did the government 
feel the need to compensate them? This would mean that 
compensation is paid for nothing.

I am not saying that the concerns of the group were futile, just 
this: even if its action was dismissed by the courts, the group 
will have to keep a watchful eye on things to make sure that the 
project will be as environment friendly in reality as studies 
claimed it will be. That is the point I was making about the 
environment.
• (1400)

[English]

The Speaker: Order. It being two o’clock p.m., pursuant to 
Standing Order 30(5), the House will now proceed to statements 
by members.

I said that I stand with my party; we are for the project, but 
I simply said that when it comes to megaprojects, we must be 
cautious and take some principles or prerequisites into account. 
I referred to the questioning and the whole process that had 
been followed before. I mentioned the environmental concerns 
of Friends of the Earth and others.

• (1355)

In conclusion, I am not against the project; I do not say that it 
is a bad deal. All I am saying is that we must be cautious about 
investing 1.47 billion in 1992 dollars in a difficult period like 
this. It is simply a message of caution that I was getting across. I 
am not against the project and neither is my party nor was my 
leader this morning.

About the temporary jobs, it is the same reasoning as for the 
present infrastructure program. Once the street is paved or the 
sidewalk is built, there is nothing more to do. The street will not 
be repaved for years.

What I said is that once the bridge is built, only 60 permanent 
jobs will be created to operate the bridge and the jobs of the 360 
ferry workers will be lost. You mention tourism development on 
Prince Edward Island and I agree with you that it—

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Kilger): I would just like to 
remind the hon. member and all our colleagues in the House to 
avoid addressing one another directly and to go through the 
Chair, please.

Mr. Guimond: Mr. Speaker, I was in full oratorical flight, 
since I am a passionate man, but you are right to call me to order.

Yes, we agree that tourism will develop on Prince Edward 
Island as a result. The question is, given that it is an island, is the 
tourism structure limited by geography? I agree with the hon. 
member that there will be development, no argument on that 
point, but I was talking about the temporary jobs building the 
bridge.

As for open-mindedness, I am sure that my colleague under
stood what I meant. When the time comes to discuss in this 
House or in committee the need for a high speed train between 
Quebec City and Windsor and to give the MIL Davie shipyard 
the contract to the Magdalen Island ferry, which will maintain 
10,000 direct and indirect jobs in the Quebec City region—we 
are talking about maintaining jobs. It is important to create jobs, 
but it is also important to maintain them. The Official Opposi
tion has shown that it is not narrow minded. It has shown 
openness and I am sure that hon. members opposite will show 
the same openness when the time comes to discuss the two 
issues that I mentioned, the high speed train and the ferry.

Mr. Ronald J. Duhamel (Parliamentary Secretary to Min
ister of Public Works and Government Services): Just a point 
of clarification, Mr. Speaker. I think that you can count on the 
Liberal Party to be very open minded. Open mindedness has
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TEACHING EXCELLENCE IN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY 
AND MATHEMATICS

Mr. Larry McCormick (Hastings—Frontenac—Lennox 
and Addington): Mr. Speaker, this morning the recipients of the 
Prime Minister’s Award for Teaching Excellence in Science, 
Technology and Mathematics were honoured. The 17 recipients, 
coming from all parts of Canada, are all exceptional teachers. 
They have formulated and put into practice innovative teaching 
methods.

In my riding, Mr. Richard Hopkins, a teacher at Napanee 
District Secondary School, is cited for creating an applied 
science and technology program which responds to local com
munity needs. The students gain invaluable practical experi
ence. There can be no greater testimony to Mr. Hopkins’ ability 
than the fact that it was his students who nominated him for the 
award.


