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RRAP prograrn to rehabilitate older bousing, are very sensible
frorn a job and labour intensive point of view.

The Hon. Member for Karnloops-Sbuswap (Mr. Ruis) men-
tioned the importance of these prograrns to srnall businesses. I
would bave thougbt tbe Tories would bave been concerned
about small business. Tbey certainly say tbey are. But wben it
comes right down to it, tbey are willing to wback tbe small
businesses in local communities wbo are providing the kinds of
services wbicb borne owners need tbrougb these two prograrns.
Tbey are not willing to whack tbe big businesses, tbe large ail
companies and the grants they receive from the National
Energy Prograrn.

I tbink those are my main rernarks at this point, Mr.
Speaker. These two prograrns save on beating costs for con-
surners, tbey conserve energy and will help to improve our
older bousing stock. Tbey create jobs, are labour intensive and
are supports for small businesses, rnany of whicb are close to
bankruptcy. We do not feel that this Bill should go forward.
We want to bave a delay of at least six rnontbs, because even if
the Hon. Member for Western Arctic does flot, we feel some
concern for the people in the nortbern communities wbo have
not had a chance to maxîmize their use of this prograrn. We
also have serious concerns about the economic, social and
conservational values of these prograrns and wbat would be the
result of cutting back on tbem altogether. We do ask for
a six-rnonth delay witb the option to go abead and continue
these programs.

[Translation]
Ms. Sheila Copps (Hamilton East): Mr. Speaker, I welcome

this opportunity to join otber Hon. Members in asking the
Government to postpone consideration of this Bill for at least
six montbs. As you know, Mr. Speaker, I have already had an
opportunity to speak to this subject, and 1 said that up to now,
ail Governrnent spokesmen had agreed these programns were
good programns and bad been truly beneficial to Canadians.

* (1210)

[English]
1 had an opportunity of speaking once on this Bill and I arn

happy to be able to join with other Members wbo bave called
on the Governrnent to accept at least a six-montb delay in the
implementation of this cut. The record is clear. We bave heard
Members from alI sides of the House, including the Govern-
ment side, state time and again that these programns bave
belped considerably in the conservation of energy. It is clear
that in the first few years of this prograrn the reduction in
energy consumption by Canadians bas been drarnatic, but we
know that we still bave a long way to go. In fact, we are
among the bigbest consurners of energy in the world.

The particular concern met by this prograrn was the use of
non-renewable energy resources. We bave to get off oil if we
are to utilize Canada's renewable energy resources. However,
at the saine time as Government Members stood in the House
to say wbat a great prograrn this was and bow it belped
Canadians of ail incorne levels but particularly those of lesser
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means to develop conservation in their own bornes, the Govern-
ment insists on cutting it off.

There is one fallacy 1 would like to address whicb 1 think
bas rnuddied the waters regarding the Government's participa-
tion in this debate. Member after Member on the Governrnent
side bas stood to say that this prograrn was utilized only by
wealthy Canadians. 1 can tell you, Mr. Speaker, that in my
riding of Harnilton East, wbicb bappens to be the most indus-
trialized riding in Canada, the average wage is well below
wbat you would consider upper class living in Canada. 1
represent working people wbo, in rnany cases, are struggling to
make ends meet. You know that primary industries like steel
have been particularly bard bit in the last few years, and many
of the workers in rny riding were able to take advantage of the
financial incentive of these prograrns to get off oil. So I ask
those Governrnent Members wbo dlaim that this was a pro-
grarn for tbe rich to table the figures because they will show
that communities wbicb are not seen to be rich communities,
like certain rernote areas of Newfoundland, were effective
users of the prograrn. People in ridings like Hamilton East
were able to get a boost of, in sorne cases, up to $800 to assist
tbem to get off tbe non-renewable oil wbicb bas been a banc in
the world market-place since the mid-1970s. Unfortunately, at
the sarne time the Government is cutting the program off.

Wbat bave we seen in its place? We bave not seen an
over-ail global approacb to Conservative energy policy. In fact,
this legisiation is typical of the Government's non-governing
approacb since September 4. No one would argue that the
Conservatives bave been given a massive mandate to govern
and make tougb decisions. But tbe tough decisions do not
involve moving in piecerneal on prograrns like COSP witbout
offering a panoramic vision of wbat we want to do to encour-
age Canadian-based renewable energy resource consumption.
In fact, it bas been a shooting gallery approacb to econornic
reform. 1 feel like I arn watcbing the ducks fail one by one and
at the saine tirne there is notbing corning up to replace tbern.
Therefore, I would ask the Governrnent to look at a six-montb
delay of tbis measure so that it can corne back to the House
witb an over-ail strategy for renewable energy consumption
and conservation for aIl Canadians.

I know that Members on the Government side must get
tired of bearing their own words thrown back at tbem, but I
refer to the bundreds of promises made by the Conservatives
during the election campaign in wbicb they made energy a top
priority. Tbere were 39 promises made to the Canadian people
dealing wîtb everytbing frorn a kind of nirvana-like panacea
that they would achieve witb the Province of Alberta-and we
bave seen wbere that bas gone-to support for the develop-
ment of renewable energy sources for Canadian home owners.
But as soon as tbey were elected we saw that the promises tbey
made to get that little "X" on the ballot meant very little and
tbey are now prepared to cut the very programn whîch tbey said
was of sucb belp to mniddle and lower-income Canadians.

I frankly cannot belp but support the statements made by
my colleague frorn Cochrane-Superior (Mr. Penner) wben bie
said that this Bill discriminates against people in the north,
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