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Standing Committee on Public Accounts
Friday, February 11, 2005

1:30 p.m.

Guest: Honourable Mitch Murphy, Provincial Treasurer

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    It’s 1:30. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): What’s the agenda?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Honourable Mitch
Murphy. I’d like to call the Honourable Mitch
Murphy. That’s what’s on the agenda.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    (Indistinct)

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Not yet.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    Why not?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:     We got Mitch coming
here and then we’ll schedule after we’re done with
him.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    We didn’t do it at the
last meeting so let’s schedule something for next
meeting.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    If you guys would
stop adjourning the meetings and learn some
rules.  Mitch Murphy’s here before us. We invited
Mitch before us and Mitch doesn’t have time to
listen to you guys put on a show.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    No show.   I want to
schedule meetings.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    It will be done at a
later date.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    That’s what you said
last meeting.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    But do you
understand?  Do you read that?  Schedule next
meeting after Mitch is done.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):     Didn’t do that last
meeting.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    You adjourned it.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    I didn’t adjourn it.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    You did.  Not you, but
your party.  Come on up, Mitch.  We don’t go with
districts anymore.  Good to see you, Mr. Murphy,
that you’re here before us and we’ll try and make
it as short as possible for you.  I’m sure with $125
million debt you have very important things to be
doing besides being here.  Some of your members
want to get into an argument but that will be after
you leave unless there’s some arguments during
the debate here.  So with that, Mr. Murphy, how
would you like to proceed?  Would you like to
make a brief thing or do you want to go into
questions or what?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Well, I have just a minute or
so opening remarks and then it’s up to you, Mr.
Chair, to open the floor for questions,  if that’s
acceptable.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    That’s fine.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Well, first of all thank you
very much for the invitation to appear this
afternoon.  I’m not going to have a lengthily
statement on the facts and the details of this file.
Both the Premier and Minister Currie went into
some detail in their statements before the
committee and I don’t think there’s any need for
me to reiterate or restate what they said. But I
know the committee is interested in pursuing some
lines of questioning on the file for me in my role as
Provincial Treasurer and I’d be happy to answer
questions that committee members have to the
best of my ability.  And with that, Mr. Chair, I’ll turn
it over to you to proceed the way you wish.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    All right.  Cletus Dunn
has his hand up.

Cletus Dunn (PC):    I guess, Mr. Minister, just
give us a brief background on your involvement
regarding the file, the different roles you played
within the government.
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Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Well, my initial involvement
would be as a member of Treasury Board when
the file was started back and the company was
formed back in 1998.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    If I could interrupt you
for one second.  Were you a member of Treasury
Board in ‘98?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Yes, I was.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    All right.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Continue.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   So my involvement has
started in 1998 as a member of Treasury Board
and obviously as a member of Executive Council
as well.  There was a period of time following the
2000 election where my Cabinet Committee role
was shifted to Strategic Planning but then I was
back on Treasury Board in 2002 and, of course,
following the election of 2003 I assumed the
position of President of Treasury Board through
my role as Provincial Treasurer.

Cletus Dunn (PC):    Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Robert.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very
much for appearing before the committee today.
I found it interesting so far what your role has been
in this whole process and I understand the first day
when the Auditor General’s Report got released it
was yourself and the Minister of Development
doing the briefing on it, and as you said your role
has been fairly limited besides the fact you were in
Executive Council and on Treasury Board until you
became Provincial Treasurer.  

And then I believe the Premier’s office, according
to the Guardian, sent you over to do an editorial, a
Board meeting at the Guardian to which you
claimed you didn’t really know that there was any
problems at Polar Foods until the fall of 2003. 
And I just want to quote what you said.  “ In the fall
of 2003 I think that’s when the bells and whistles
started to go off.  People said, well, it’s just not a
matter any more of trying to support this company.
We better start looking around to see what the
other options are.”    Now, Mr. Minister, as I

believe I think you have, you’ve read this
document from the Auditor General and
throughout the whole document starting in ‘98 I
believe it shows that there was problems with
Polar Foods.  So I’m not sure if perhaps you
weren’t paying that close attention to the file at the
time or perhaps you were misquoted with what you
were saying to the Guardian at that time.  

So I’m going to ask a couple of brief questions
here just to see exactly what your involvement was
with Polar Foods and there’s some areas where  I
believe you do become more intricately involved
and that comes around the time when you became
Provincial Treasurer after the election when you
were more involved in the receivership process.
But in 2002, and it’s in here in Section 6.30, if
you’ve got the document in front of you it’ll help
you  go through that, that Cabinet insisted that
directors’ fees be stopped in October of that year.
You were a member of Cabinet at that time, I
understand, so therefore you must have been part
of that decision.   So I’m wondering wouldn’t you
consider that somewhat of a telling sign that there
might have been something going wrong with
Polar Foods if director’s fees were ordered to be
stopped by yourself and I’m just wondering why
then did you decide to stop directors’ fees being
paid in October of 2002?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   A couple of questions.  First
you raised the Guardian interview so I wish to
speak to that first.  Yes, you’re quite correct.  I did
go over and appear before the editorial board at
the Guardian.  I think we were there for
approximately two hours and talked about the
complete file.  I did indicate during that interview
that the major challenges  emerged in 2003 and
that’s when the company had experienced, what I
felt,  was their biggest challenge to date.  That is
not to indicate that they did not have challenges
before that.  But we must remember this was a
amalgamation of a group of companies who had
grown significantly and were making a significant
contribution to the economy - a company that I
think at one point had $159 million worth of sales.
So there were a sizeable force, a major player in
the seafood industry on PEI.  And when you have
that type of a business and doing that volume of
business, yes, there were years when they had
experienced some losses.  But given the assets
and the potential capabilities the company had,
were we concerned?  Yes, government was
always concerned when it’s taxpayer’s money at
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risk but the major concerns emerged in 2003.
That was the information that I provided to the
Guardian.  

With regards to the director fees, I believe when
Minister Currie had appeared before the
committee he had indicated that negotiations with
BDI staff and some of the principles involved in the
company regarding the director’s fees, BDI had
made decisions with regards to trying to help with
the internal workings of the company with regards
to the director’s fees.  And they had made some
decisions to waive director’s fees in some
circumstances but also as in Exhibit 6.3 of the
Auditor General’s Report there’s an outline  or . . .
sorry, this is a guarantee fees.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): What page are you
on there?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   I’m on page 41.  On the
directors’ fees there were certain circumstances
that business professionals at BDI felt it was in the
best interest of the business to waive those fees.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay.  And you’re
right.  Those fees, you were in Cabinet, you
decided at that time to stop, to tell them that
directors’ fees were to be stopped.  But if you were
in Cabinet at the time then  why in the Auditor
General’s Report, in Section 11.8, does it say that
fees continued to be paid until January 2004.  I’m
wondering if you were in Cabinet at the time why
didn’t you put a stop to it?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   As I explained earlier, when
Minister Currie was here he had explained to the
committee that officials working in Business
Development who had the file were trying to work
with the shareholders of the company at the time
and they determined through the process of their
negotiations and their ongoing work with the
company that it was prudent in some cases to
waive the payment of directors’ fees to help with
the internal workings within the company.  I really
can’t give you much more detail than that
Honourable Member.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    I’ve got a question for
you.  Mr. Murphy, you’ve been following . . . have
you followed these hearings, like in the
newspapers or by the transcripts?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   I have a copy of the

transcript, Honourable Member, when the Premier
appeared and when the Minister of Development
appeared.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Have you followed
any of the other information in the papers?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Just what has been
reported in the media, yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    And you only got the
two transcripts.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   That’s correct.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    I would like you to get
me a copy of a Demand Debenture dated May 4,
1998, registered on May 4th, 1998 in Prince County
Registrar of Deeds, in Book 644, page 28, as
document 1494 and registered in Kings County
Registrar of Deeds on May 4th, 1998 as document
854 and registered pursuant to the Real Properties
Security Act Prince Edward Island on May 4th,
1998 as document 6932 - amended on June 8th,
1999 by document 91437.  And I can give you a
copy of the documents I’m looking after to save
you trying to jot it down.  I just want it to get read
into the records.   Bank Act, Section 427, Security
- registered April 29, 1998 as document 01000593,
renewal on April 26th, 2001 as document no.
01087156.  Then a Central General Security
Agreement dated April 30, 1998 and registered
pursuant to the Personal Properties Security Act ,
Province of Prince Edward Island on May 4th, 1998
as document 6932, amended on June 9th, 1999 by
document 19437.  And then a general assignment
of book debts, dated April 30th, 1998 and
registered pursuant to the Personal Properties
Security Act Prince Edward Island on May 4th,
1998 as document 6932, amended on June 9th,
1999 by document 191437.  If you could get me
those documents, you being the Treasurer.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   What I can say, Honourable
Member, is I will provide what I’m legally allowed
to provide.  I’m not sure if there are some
restrictions under some statutes where I may not
be able to make that information available.  But
what I am able to legally provide, I can provide.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Mr. Murphy, you are
the Minister of Finance.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   That’s correct.
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Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Those documents
would be registered in Georgetown or Prince
County Court.  If we took the time, any documents
registered becomes public.  So there’s no hiding
behind lawyers in these. As soon as you took,
soon as you bought out, you as treasurer or the
government bought out the Bank of Nova Scotia,
those documents were assigned to the
Government of Prince Edward Island as
represented by the Provincial Treasurer.  You
should know that now before you come in.  That’s
why I asked you these questions.  And you’ve got
to tell the truth when you’re before these
committees.  It’s very important that that happen.
Now, you are the Provincial Treasurer and that
document became yours when you appointed
Ernst and Young as Receiver or whoever did.
That became property of the province. 

 So I’m asking you,  and I’ll get you a copy of the
documents I want to make it easier, but you have
all them just at your fingertips, just like that.  I
figured you would have had them here today
because we’ve been questioning the bank or Mr.
Younker and them about these documents and
what documents he can get for us from the,
registered at the Bank of Canada there.  I couldn’t
believe you’d come in here today to explain this,
being part of the Receiver who was involved in
receiver - I don’t mean the first part of the deal but
the receivership - that those documents you would
have been familiar with some of them.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   I’m familiar with the
documents you referred to and as I answered in
my first response I can provide documents to the
committee that I can legally provide.  So if that
includes all the documents you requested,  that’s
fine.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Anyway, I’ll get you a
copy of it.  Now, who’s got a . . . Robert?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Just on a little
clarification out there,  I believe you were talking
the directors’ fees and you were talking about
bureaucrats monitoring things over at the BDI - but
just for your knowledge - I’m not sure if you read
Section 6.16 in the report on page 28 but it says :
In addition at that time on the request of Polar
Foods, the annual audited financial statements of
the company were being provided only to the
Deputy Minister.    So really at that time it was in
the political level and bureaucrats weren’t able to

do their jobs.  But I just want to touch now on page
38, Section 6.46 which I’m sure you’re well aware
of.  And this is the section that really tweaks the
interest of many people and it’s in the July 2003
when Cabinet approved the secret $14 million at
that time and according to what the Auditor said,
the Minister of Development provided weekly
updates to Cabinet.   I’m just wondering, at that
time, what was the Minister of Development . . .
first of all did he come back and provide the
weekly updates.  Our understanding is he did until
the election was over and then those weekly
briefings stopped.  But what exactly was he
providing briefings on?  And didn’t he let you know
- and to quote you again - that perhaps the bells
and whistles had already started to go off?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Honourable Member, you’re
referring to the time period under 6.46  - I’m in the
correct section?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yes.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Where is says “A loan
guarantee of $14 was approved by a Decision in
Council on July 10th” and then the conditions that
you just went through following that.  And there
were requirements or conditions attached to that
guarantee of a 30 day plan, six month plan, weekly
meetings, etc.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I was just asking
you about the 5th one there - the Minister of
Development and Technology to provide a weekly
update to Cabinet.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   It’s my recollection that the
Minister had fulfilled this requirement, yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, I didn’t ask for
that.  I asked what was he coming back and telling
you at that time?  Was he saying -  listen we’re still
doing well.  We’ve got everything in wraps, the $14
million is still secret, it’s not going to get out.
Premier Binns, we know you’ve got an election,
you’re trying to make political history.  So
everything is still going well, let’s keep this under
wraps as long as possible.  Was that what he was
coming back telling you or was he coming back
saying - okay, we know the bank was going to pull
out of Polar Foods here, that’s why we had to
secure this extra $14 million.  If we can just keep
this quiet until after the election then we can pull it
after the election and put Polar Foods into
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bankruptcy.   Like, what kind of stuff was he
coming back and telling you?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   I think the answer is in 6.47.
It says that weekly meetings were held from July
‘03 to September ‘03 with representative of Polar,
BDI and the bank.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So right until after
the election.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   No.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, election time.
The election was in September ‘03.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   I won’t interrupt if you won’t
interrupt.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay, keep going.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   And monthly financial
statements and margin calculations were obtained
- so that’s what the Minister of Development would
be reporting to Executive Council during that time
period.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Was he saying that
everything was fine with Polar Foods at that time?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Well, I don’t think he would
make that statement.  Obviously there would be,
you know, some concerns what the details of that
were.  Have to back and check on but I do
remember the Minister providing updates to
Cabinet.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So were bells and
whistles going off then?  Did you have any concern
over it then?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   I think the concern
heightened as we moved into the fall as some of
the product was being held by FBI.  And our
concern, of course, was that that product had been
purchased from Island fishers who were waiting for
payments.  And as the Auditor notes in his report
it’s not unusual, in 6.44 he says the need for large
amounts of working capital to finance high value
inventory during and subsequent to peak
processing times.  And of course this would be
following the spring season and prior to the fall
season opening where they were holding a lot of

inventory.  So it was not unusual that the request
would come and we subsequently have learned -
as the Auditor has stated in his report - some of
that product was being held through the marketing
agreement that had been signed.  Our concern, I
think at that time, was making sure that there was
adequate resources to pay the fishermen who had
provided the lobsters.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I’m just wondering.
That FPI was a deal that this government
approved but I’m just wondering why did the
government at that time -  and you’ve done it in
three previous times - in December 2001 Cabinet
secretly approved an additional guarantee of 3
million.  In 2002 Cabinet did another Decision in
Council.  Again that’s another secret one. And then
six weeks before the general election is when you
issued the $14 million Decision in Council which
increased taxpayer exposure up to $33 million.
And I’m just wondering why you decided,  with the
Premier and the rest of Cabinet, to do that in
secret?  You know, why wouldn’t you let Islanders
know how much money the provincial Tory
government was putting at risk?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   I disagree with the
categorization as it was done in secret.  Under the
Financial Administration Act certain decisions by
certain bodies can either be issued as an Order in
Council or they may be issued as a Decision in
Council.  So in all those aspects requirements of
the Financial Administration Act was followed.  But
as the Auditor points out in his report in 7.7.  He
says, “ In the case of both an Order in Council and
a Decision in Council the approval is provided by
Executive Council.  However, an Order in Council
is a public document whereas a Decision in
Council is not.  The requirement for an Order in
Council relates to the delegation of powers under
a specific statute.”  So whether it’s an order or
whether it’s a decision, it  goes with the statute. 
What we have agreed to do as a result of the
Auditor’s Report recommendation is to make sure
that those are Orders in Council henceforth so
they are public documents.  Which means we’ll
have to go back and change some of the statutory
requirements which we’re quite prepared to do.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, I’ll agree to
disagree with you there that a Decision in Council
is, in fact, a secret decision considering you don’t
have to make it public right off the bat.  And it
could follow the statutes but at the end of the day
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it still is secret.  Why did you decide as a Cabinet
at that time, those three times - but especially with
the $14 million six weeks before a general election
- to do a Decision in Council.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Well, all the Decisions are
public because all the Decisions have to be tabled
in the Legislature either through a Special Warrant
or through Public Accounts.  We don’t decide
whether it’s an Order in Council or a Decision in
Council.  We don’t sit down around Cabinet and
say, well, this is going to be an Order in Council
and this is going to be a Decision in Council.  It
depends under what statute that it comes forward
that determines that.  What we’ve said as a result
of the Auditor’s recommendations is that we agree.
So we will go to Orders in Council as opposed to
Decisions in Council so the information is made
available immediately.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   Why was it a
Decision in Council?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Because it’s a statutory
governance.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Can you explain
that please?

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   Yes, under certain acts of
certain legislation in the province when money is
approved it’s determined whether it be an Order in
Council or a Decision in Council.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): It was a working
capital guarantee of $14 issued by BDI.  In 1999
you had a working capital guarantee of 3.5 million
issued by BDI as well.  That was done in an Order
in Council.  The 14 million was done by a Decision
in Council.   I believe you did the Decision in
Council because it was six weeks before an
election and basically so do pretty much every
other Islander.  I’m asking you just to confirm that.

Hon. Mitch Murphy:   You may not recollect this
but I know the Chair may recollect this, that there
was a new Business Development Act that was
tabled and passed in the Legislature following
1999 which gave the statutory authority to BDI to
do Decisions in Council.  And that’s why in 1999 it
was an Order in Council.  The Act was introduced
and it was changed to allow them to do that.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:     The only thing . . .

you’re correct on that part of it, Mr. Chairman . . .
but I remember when the spring session before the
election of asking, not you, but the Provincial
Treasurer, Pat Mella and Mike Currie about
whether they had to extend more money to Polar
Foods and they both denied it and Mella looked
like she was guilty.  Like she, you know how she
looks.  And we were looking for that, our office, but
we couldn’t find it because it would be a Special
Warrant.  But the fact was it was a Decision in
Council.  We were told you had extended another
loan.  Everything was there but we couldn’t prove
it because there was nowheres - because I talked
about it being registered - that we could find it or
we didn’t know where to look.  And what it looks
like . . . I can see Mella’s picture yet.  I asked Mike
about it and he just walked around it.  You can
check the transcripts.  Then he said, no, not that
he knew.  And then I went to Mella and Mella you
could just look, after she answered that question
she was burning.  She took a look at Mike and the
Premier as if to say who told him that.  So I mean,
it is . . . it was a crafty move on your part or the
Premier’s part to do it that way because you did
keep it covered up until after the vote. And you
were smart.  I mean I will give you full credit for
that.  I wouldn’t say it was your idea.   I’d say it
was Peter McQuaid’s idea or some of the political
guy’s idea.  But you kept her covered up until after
the vote.   You weren’t worrying about . . . that’s
when you should have pulled the plug, is at that
time.

“On March 14, 2003 in the House MacKinley urges
more scrutiny of the loan guarantee to Polar
Foods.”  At that time the Provincial Treasurer -
which wasn’t you - got up and said that things
were never better and that it reduced the
taxpayer’s exposure to Polar Foods, etc., etc., etc.
That’s March 14, 2003. 

Richard Brown (L):   Pre-election.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    Yes, pre-election.  But
the thing was, was the Provincial Treasurer  out to
lunch when she said those, made those
statements or was she misleading the House or
what was going on there?  I mean I’ve got this right
here, the transcript.  

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): No, I don’t think
that she was misleading anybody. I’m just looking
for . . .  the Auditor has a chart on that. If you look,
honourable member, on page 23 of the Auditor’s
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report where he talks about the province’s
exposure in Polar Foods International, and the
date that you referenced - March 14, 2003 - it
doesn’t give the exact date here. It just says March
2003.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: What page, 23? 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Page 23, yes.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: So where are you
reading that?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): From the chart
at the top of the page.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Preferred shares?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes. 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: All right.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): The province’s
exposure of Polar Foods International, and it has
dollar amounts.  So I think what she was saying
that if you look in April of 2002, the exposure was
$21 million and the exposure had been decreased
to $19 million in March of 2003. I think that’s
probably what she was referring to when she said
there was reduced exposure of $2 million.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: By $2 million, that’s
correct.

Richard Brown (L):   Three months later, they
added (Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, but this was in
March.

Jim Bagnall (PC):  (Indistinct) 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah. Yeah, I know it,
but it’s a lie if it’s $33 million, so in March, April,
May, June and July . . .  within four months, you’d
almost doubled again. In other words, nobody had
the foresight, nobody knew what was going on.

Richard Brown (L): But you had the foresight.
(Indistinct)

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Well, we had it
because we were getting the rumours and inklings,

but what she said was there was $2 million less
exposure.  But if you look at - you started at 14
million in 1998 - 14.5 million in 1998 in August;
July 1999, it was 18 million; December, it was 21
million; April, 21.  Then in April,  2002, if you go to
April 2002, but when I asked the question was in
March and she said 19.  But within four months
later, it went to $33 million, which is - that’s 14
million more, and that’s the money we’re looking
for that you hid under the table that you hid from
us. 

It’s right there.  So I mean, we were looking for
that. We couldn’t - honest to God, you covered it
up so good. I’ll give you credit for it. I was
watching. I had the information. I had confirmed it.
We couldn’t prove it, so we couldn’t really go to the
press with it because we couldn’t prove it other
than ask questions, but yet it was there, and if we
had this book then, we could have seen it, see? 

Fourteen million bucks. They covered up the best -
look, the best - better than anything I ever saw in
Ottawa. I mean, you were smooth. Whoever was
running your election campaign  and I don’t blame
you, Mr. Murphy, because you would never be this
close to thinking of something like that. It was a
well, somebody in political . . . 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Devious.  You’ve
got to be devious.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, but I mean in your
case, you wouldn’t have the gall to cover up 14
million. Unbelievable. I mean, from March 2003 to
July. Three months, 14 million,  right here.  And
the Provincial Treasurer knew at that time that this
14 million was going into here, I would say at that
time.

Richard Brown (L): That’s why she cleared out.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yes, go ahead. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): I’d like to . . .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:    No, let him respond.
Does he want to respond?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, yes. In
defense of my colleague, the former Provincial
Treasurer, she would not know in March of 03
about the 14 million or the additional money that
went in July.
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As we know from the statements about fishing
season would not have commenced, the spring
season would not have commenced in March. Of
course, that would be in May and June and the
inventory buildup would occur during that season.
And we know that FPI was holding product,
presumably on the notion of putting it on the
market when prices were more favourable and the
company had not received their money because
the assets had not been sold and so they were
looking for a short-term guarantee until that asset
was liquidated so they could pay off the fishermen
who had provided the product.  So I think in
defense of my former colleague, I’d have to
disagree with yourself that she would be aware in
March of that additional loan guarantee.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: A question for you. 
When did they write-down or write-off of the
preferred shares? Remember, you had preferred
shares in it? When was the first write-down of
that?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Preferred
shares would be in the public accounts in 02 and
03. There would be an entry to account for the
write-down of those.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: So if you look at - on
this page 23, exhibit 6.1, is that the preferred
shares BDI, the 7 million they came across there
with? Is  that what they talked about?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct,
yes.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: So there were 7
million, and what were they to start with, 7 million?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct,
yes.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Well, right off the bat,
there’s another, your preferred shares aren’t wrote
off there, either, at that particular time, but yet they
were wrote off in - didn’t you say 2002, 2001?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I believe there’s
an accounting entry made in the public accounts to
account for those preferred shares. They would
still be on the books although they would have no
value.  But there’s an entry in the public accounts
to account for that.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, but they’ve got
no value.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: So you were really out
of that much.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: So in theory, you lost
2 or 3 million at that time, dollars. Anyway, it’s an
awful mess. Go ahead.

Jim Bagnall (PC):   Mr. Minister, you know I’ve
read over this Auditor General’s report and gone
through it. I noticed . . .  and there’s a lot of
recommendations dealing with this file and this
report. To what extent have you . . .  are you the
president of Treasury Board? 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So as such, what have you
done with these recommendations or what has
your department done with the recommendations
that the Auditor General has made with this
report?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, as part of
government’s response to the file and to the
recommendations that the Auditor General made,
the Premier asked me to monitor the
implementation of the recommendations to make
sure that they were fulfilled. Government has
supported all the recommendations that the
Auditor General has made, so it would be my job
as chair of Treasury Board to make sure the
recommendations are implemented in a timely
fashion, and that process has begun.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So was it your job before to see
that these were done?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC):   Yes.  I’ve
been asked by the Premier,  as a result of the
report,  to make sure that the recommendations
are implemented, and so we have identified . . . of
course, the Auditor has identified the
recommendations but we’ve put the processes and
time lines in place so these recommendations will
be fully implemented.



9

Jim Bagnall (PC): The view that I’m hearing and
people are telling and questions is that this
company in 2004, lost $31 million or there was a
shortfall of $31 million.  Whether it was lost or
what, we don’t know, which we, as government,
was a shortfall.  So I guess what I’m asking is did
this happen all at once? Was that actual amount
lost in 2004 or is that the total amount? There’s
going to be three questions or four questions here
for you. The other part is that the gross loss or is
that a net loss in this file?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Are you
finished?

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes. I might have more after
you answer this.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): The first
question the Auditor stated in his report what  the
loss was   $31 million. His report does not cover
one year. I mean, it’s the loss over the life of the
company. I guess another way to answer that is
how we accounted for the loss. Some of the loss
was accounted for in the 02-03 Public Accounts.
The remainder of the loss was accounted for in 03-
04 Public Accounts.  So was $31 million lost in one
fiscal year? No. It was lost over the life of the
company and it’s been accounted for over three
fiscal years.

The gross loss, net loss question -  I guess I could
answer it this way.   We know that there was $31
million lost on the file. I guess if you’re asking me -
and I think you are, but you can clarify your
question if you’re not - if you’re asking me did the
province receive revenues over the life span of the
company as a result of economic activity
generated by the company, yes, we did. We would
receive sales tax, personal income tax, etc. All
economic activities that are generated by any
company.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So what did we receive?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I think the total
over the six and a half or seven years that the
company was in operation. If you take - it’s a
difficult question to answer, and I’ll tell you why. If
you take payroll, sales taxes, and the spinoff
economic activity and apply that, we would
receive, on an annual basis, depending on what
type of year the company had, but on average, $2
million to $3 million in revenue.  So you could -

over the life of the company, I guess, if you did the
simple math - you could do from $15 million to $18
million worth of revenue, but the answer’s not that
simple and I don’t want to be convoluted or
complicated. 

The question is how much economic activity would
have come in if government had not supported the
company, etc., and that would be pure speculation
and I don’t know if anybody has the answer to that
question.  But in trying to be as direct as I can in
answering your question, that’s what the province
received from revenue.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So what was the actual loss in
2004?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, the
breakdown in 2004 was $17.7 million.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Okay, I guess - and I’m getting
back to this economic part of this company and the
economic spinoff from it for the province. Do we
supply or does government request that we supply
personal guarantees to all of these major
companies that are coming in to do business with -
let’s say fish industry business? Has it been the
practice of government to ask every company that
comes in to borrow money for personal
guarantees, and if so, why weren’t they asked for
it  here?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): My
understanding is that the nature of the support to
the fish processing sector over the years is that
has not been a requirement for the simple reasons
that you’re dealing with a mixture of companies,
co-ops, other types of companies that are
involved.

And I think in this case, obviously guarantees were
not asked for. In other types of government
lending, yes, I think that it   is relatively standard
practice that you would ask for some personal
guarantees in terms of financing of loans being
requested. It’s not been the history of the fish
processing sector that has been the case, with the
exception, of course, as we move forward with the
Ocean Choice agreement. There are personal
guarantees in place. That was one of the
requirements of Ocean Choice taking over the
assets.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So what’s our exposure with
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Ocean Choice at the present time?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, our
exposure with Ocean Choice is the agreement is
that we do not have any financing into the
company at Ocean Choice. They have an
agreement with us to pay us an annual payment
over a 10-year period and  a lump sum payment at
the end as part of their acquisition cost of receiving
the Polar assets, and on those, we have personal
guarantees.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Okay.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: In your receivership,
the unsecured creditors, did they get any money
out of that?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I don’t know the
answer to your question, honourable member. I
can answer it this way. I know that I’ve had some
suppliers and fishermen in my area who did not
receive what was owed them, but I can - that’s just
in some cases.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Well, you were an
unsecured creditor yourself as being Provincial
Treasurer. Did you people get paid?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, we were
an unsecured creditor in the fact that’s why we
wanted to acquire the assets, so we could have an
orderly disposition.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, but you also were
an unsecured creditor under the Unsecured
Creditor Act.  Like must have been taxes or
something. I don’t know. The Provincial Treasurer
of PEI, Provincial Treasurer of PEI, Provincial
Treasurer of PEI - I’m looking at the unsecured
creditor list.  So I’m wondering if the unsecured
creditors get 25 cents to the dollar or 10 cents or
$2 or whatever? There’s about $460,000 of
unsecured creditors.  So if you could check with
your department, find out if you got paid. I’m not
talking your main taking it all.  I’m talking
unsecured creditor list.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Yeah, I
understand the question and I can get that
information and give it back to the committee.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Cletus Dunn.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Mr. Minister, when you’re
talking about the $31 million that was lost over
three or four years, can you give us a breakdown
of what departments or what corporations were,
had to pay this back or had losses?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, the - it’s
really in two main areas and it’s outlined on page
23 of the Auditor’s report. There was a preferred
share from BDI of 7 million, there was a working
capital guarantee from BDI of 14 million, and there
was a term loan guarantee from Treasury of 12
million. 

I would say this is that it’s all taxpayers’ money
and what department it comes from, you know  at
the end of the day, it doesn’t matter what
department it comes from because it’s all
taxpayers’ money.

Cletus Dunn (PC): I guess I’m leading to the
leading question, I guess, is that will there be any
future entries for Polar payouts in the next year?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): No, the
accounting on the terms of Polar has been put in
the public accounts. We don’t anticipate any
further entries on the file.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Robert?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very
much, Mr. Chair. On March 2003, were you a
member of Treasury Board then?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes, I was.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay. In that year,
March 2003, the Provincial Treasurer waived a
guarantees fee that should have been paid by
Polar. I believe that cost that year was $120,000.
According to the Auditor, the waiving of the
$120,000 was consistent with Treasury Board
policy. 

The $120,000 was waived with Cabinet approval.
You were also in Cabinet at that time, and I’m just
wondering why you agreed to waive that money
and also, like you said in that interview at the
Guardian, the bells and whistles weren’t going off,
but yet you were still willing to waive the $120,000.
Why was that?
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Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, we were
lending money to the company from government,
so I can’t remember the particulars around that
particular situation, whether it had to do with an
extra percentage of interest that we were charging
or whatever the case may be, but from time to
time, those fees are waived. They’re usually
incorporated into the condition of a loan in some
other manner. I can’t recollect off the top of my
head what the fee charged on that loan would be.
To illustrate . . . 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I think it’s one per
cent, isn’t it?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Excuse me?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): One percent?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Yeah. There is
an administrative fee on some loans, and that’s set
by Treasury Board depending on the size and the
type of loan that’s going, and in some cases, the
additional fees that are associated with those
loans are waived, and in some cases, they’re not.
I would have to get the particulars of why it was
waived in that case.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Oh, okay. So you
don’t know why the fee was waived there. I want to
go back to this secret approvals that your
government implemented in 1999, and I’m just
wondering since you were saying you changed the
legislation at that time, why did you change the
legislation so that you would be able to do secret
Cabinet decisions?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Now I think if
people would go back and look at the new
Business Development Act that had been
introduced in the House, I believe it was in 2000 or
perhaps 2001, it was a very extensive document
covering a number of aspects of Business
Development and a number of changes that were
being made at that time. 

I don’t think it had anything to do with approvals in
secrecy or not, and nothing can be approved in
secrecy. Whether it’s an Order in Council or
whether it’s a Decision in Council, it has to appear
in the public accounts.  If it’s done in the form
outside the appropriation given in the legislature,
then it has to appear in the form of a Special
Warrant.  So your categorization of  secret, I don’t

think, is  accurate because everything has to go
back to the legislature in some way of reporting.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, I believe it is
accurate for that period of time. It’s accurate until
it has to come out in the Legislature. You don’t
have to put forward a special warrant, so it is a
secret approval, and I’m just wondering why you
decided, as a government, whatever year it was, to
allow secret decisions . . .

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: To get the election
over with.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): . . . to go ahead.
So that, at the end of the day, ended up being the
cause or the effect of the whole event.  But I’m
wondering why you allowed that to happen? What
was your reasoning? 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, I don’t
think that is the case at all. If we followed that line
of logic and questioning, then everything that we
approved could be Decisions in Council. In 2000,
we would have went back and changed all the acts
to say that there could only be Decisions in
Council. 

It’s done that way because it’s a statutory
requirement of the various acts, so I don’t accept
the fact that this was done secretly. It was done
because it was a statutory requirement, but as the
Auditor pointed out, for the interest of transparency
in the future, we should make sure that these fiscal
decisions are Orders in Council and I think when
the Premier was here, and I’ve also stated this, we
will do this as we move forward. However, we do
need to have some legislative changes in order to
allow this to happen, and of course, those will be
introduced in the spring sitting.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Why did you put
forth that statutory requirement at the time that
enabled your government to do deals in secrecy
without Islanders being able to find out, and the
$14 million six weeks before the election is the
prime example of that, but you’re saying it was a
statutory environment that your government put in
place through legislation? Well, why would you put
anything in legislation that withholds information
from Islanders, especially in the amount of $14
million?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, see, that’s
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where we disagree. I don’t think it was withholding
information from Islanders at all because all of that
information has to be public. We can have this
argument if we go to exhibit 7.1 on page 43. Why
would we issue a $12 million term loan in 2003
through an Order in Council? Why didn’t we just
have BDI do that through a Decision in Council? 

They certainly had the authority to do that, but I
would say that the term loan would be the most
appropriate financing mechanism at the time, the
same as a working capital loan would be, and
that’s why they were financed through those
various interest groups.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: That’s a term loan.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, wait one
second, Mr. Chairman. 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: I can tell you why he
did the term loan.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I can answer that
question for you quite simply. That’s when you
lowered down the total exposure for Polar Foods
six months before a general election, and you
wanted to do up a press release. That’s why you
did an Order in Council, but let’s forget about that.

You’re claiming that the $14 million six weeks
before a general election was because of a
statute. I want to know why you put that statute in
place in the first place and it was a secret up until
it had to come out in the Legislature. You can’t
disagree with that. If not, where’s the special
warrant? 

Why didn’t Islanders know about the $14 million
prior to the election? When you made the decision
to issue $14 million of working capital guarantee
six weeks before the general election, why didn’t
Islanders know about it? Why didn’t you issue a
press release on it like you did with the $12 million
six months prior to the election?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): It says - if we go
to page 38 in the Auditor’s report at 6.44, he says:
The need for large amounts of working capital to
finance high value inventories during and
subsequent to peak processing times is the nature
of the lobster processing industry. 

Alright, if we go back to page 43, it saysL: this is a

working capital guarantee of $14 million issued by
BDI. Alright, BDI is in the business of issuing
working capital guarantees. That would be the
most appropriate agency or method the
government have to do the funding at this time. 

Let’s remember, this was a short term funding to
allow the liquidation of the inventory that was being
held by FPI. In turn, they would repay Polar for the
product and Polar would repay the fishermen.
Because the product was being held presumably
to gain better value on the market, BDI issued the
guarantee to Polar so they could look after paying
the fishermen who had provided them with the
lobsters.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): You still didn’t
answer why you did it in secrecy, why you didn’t
allow Islanders to know, and I just want to point out
that it was this $14 million that was ultimately
responsible for Polar Foods going bankrupt when
this government wouldn’t renew it, and this was
the $14 million that this government did in secrecy
before the election. You’re claiming that it wasn’t in
secret. Well, if it wasn’t in secret, why didn’t you
tell Islanders about it?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): It wasn’t done in
secret, as I don’t know how many times or how
many different ways I can say this -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, you’re wrong.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Whether it’s an
Order in Council or a Decision in Council, they
both will become public documents or public
information, et cetera. I also disagree with your
categorization that it was this $14 million that
made the difference. The company came and said:
We have outstanding obligations to our fishermen.

I’m sure that they were probably also interested,
as they had in the past, of acquiring lobster during
the fall season, and processing that as well.
Through no fault of their own, FPI was holding the
product. They had supplied the product. They were
waiting to get paid for the product. They, if I
understand the nature of the fishing business, they
certainly would want to be able to go. What
position would it have put them in if all of a
sudden, the spring fishermen said: Well, you know
we’re not getting paid. We’re not getting paid.
What position would they be in to prepare a
product during the fall season?
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So they came with a request for a short-term top-
up or financing to allow them to look after their
obligations in the spring, presumably so they could
prepare product in the fall for the fall processing
season.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): That is a great
explanation. My question to you is why didn’t you
just put all of that in a press release and issue a
press release stating that you extended a working
capital guarantee for $14 million to Polar Foods in
July 2003? 

I believe you didn’t do it because there was an
election coming and you didn’t want to let anybody
know that you were extending loans because the
Leader of the Opposition was starting to get close
on how much trouble Polar Foods was in at that
time, and that’s why you didn’t choose to do it, so
I want to know plain and simple. Why didn’t you
issue a press release? 

Cletus Dunn (PC): (Indistinct) Royal Star.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Fourteen million
dollars is a lot of - I’m not asking you. You should
be asking difficult questions to this minister instead
of trying to defend government. I’m asking the
minister questions.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, you’re trying to
defend this government. 

Cletus Dunn (PC): I am (Indistinct) this
government.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: You’re not government.
You’re a member of the Legislative Assembly.
There’s government there. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah, you aren’t
government. That’s correct.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Okay, the - I’ve
answered this, I guess, to the best of my ability.
First of all, you’re making some assumptions.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): (Indistinct) 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, anyway,
we’ll disagree on that. I think the Premier has
stated this as well. It’s he who decides when
there’s going to be an election. He stated publicly

in 2003 he did not know when the election was
going to be called.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, that’s not true.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, I mean
that’s a point of dispute that you can have with
him.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: How come you don’t
(Indistinct)?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Go ahead and say
that. Islanders don’t believe that anyway, so go
ahead and say it.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): With regards to
working capital, a guarantee -  if you want to check
the legislation of a province, when BDI provided
the working capital guarantee, that would be by a
Decision in Council, so were the statutory
requirements of the Financial Administration Act
followed?  Yes, they were. If it had been a $14
million additional loan issued by Provincial
Treasury, it would have been an Order in Council
because statutory, that’s what their requirements
are. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay. Well, I’ve got
another simple question because you’re right. You
are responsible for the Financial Administration
Act, are you not, as Provincial Treasurer?

Mitch Murphy (PC): I would expect all ministers to
abide by the Financial Administration Act.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay.  Well, the act
says that no payment can be made from the
operating fund without the approval of the
Legislature, correct?

Mitch Murphy (PC): I think there’s a little bit more
to that.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, this can, it can
be done with a Special Warrant.

Mitch Murphy (PC): If you want to keep reading -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): According to the
Auditor General, you used a section of the act that
allows you as Treasurer to make loans or
advances to any person under the security of the
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first mortgage on real property.  The payment
made to the bank was not a loan or advance to the
bank.  The payment to the bank was not approved
in advance by Executive Council.  That, I’m talking
section 8.10 and 8.11 there.  

In my opinion, you were in the driver’s seat at that
point.  The Auditor says the requirements of the
Financial Administration Act should have been
followed. Was it your decision not to follow the
Financial Administration Act in that case?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, let’s read the whole
section, okay.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Sure, great!  We
love reading what the Auditor says.

Mitch Murphy (PC): It says that no payments to
be made out of the operating fund without the
authority of the Assembly.  The Budget Estimates
are presented and voted on and payments are
made by government based on these approved
appropriations.  

Sec. 37 of the Financial Administration Act allows
for payments to be made that have not been
previously appropriated where the Legislative
Assembly is not in session and the payment is
required for the public good.  When this occurs, a
Special Warrant is issued by Order-in-Council,
which is a public document, and a Special Warrant
is submitted for approval at the next session of the
Legislative Assembly.  So was there statutory
authority under the Financial Administration Act to
make the payment and then put a Special Warrant
in at the next sitting of the Assembly?  Was that
done?  Yes, it was.  

Richard Brown (L): Not for $51 million.  You
made the payment for $51 million.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): The payment to the
bank was not approved in advance by Executive
Council, was it?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes, it was and if you go
back to the - 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, how come the
Auditor doesn’t say that?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, the Auditor ...

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): ...is wrong.

Mitch Murphy (PC): No.  Let’s go to where the
Auditor comments on that, okay, and I’ll just find
that section, sec. 9.3.  What the Auditor says - and
I’ll have to find that section - but from memory
what he said on the section that he was advised
that Executive Council had met and approved the
expenditure to acquire the assets.  The Premier, in
his testimony, I think, highlighted it very well.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah.  That was the
Cabinet meeting where the Clerk wasn’t there, was
it?

Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s right.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): That’s not a
Cabinet meeting.

Mitch Murphy (PC): And to quote from his
testimony, he says: For example, in relation to the
decision to buy out the bank for a price that was
negotiated at 51.5, the Auditor General reports that
there was not a Cabinet agreement to do that.
That’s not the exact wording but the Auditor said
was that there was not Cabinet documentation, no.
I’m not looking at the text but I can tell you - and
this is still quoting the Premier - that I was in the
Cabinet room when they made the decision that
we would go ahead with that and so there was a
conscious decision by Cabinet to make that
expenditure at that time.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): (Indistinct) decision
got to be made when the Clerk is there?  Like if
you Cabinet ministers sit around the table, can you
meet - can you make decisions in Cabinet behind
closed doors without the Clerk of the Cabinet or
Clerk of Executive Council being there to
document everything?

Mitch Murphy (PC): The Clerk is a recording
secretary of Executive Council.  On that particular
time of year, as I recollect, we were in the middle
of the Budget Cabinet process and at 5 o’clock we
had not kept the Clerk for the evening.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Yeah, but the thing is
is it legal for the Cabinet to make?  Like we know
what the Premier said.  The Premier said that the
Clerk went home.  You guys were working so late.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): They were playing
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government (Indistinct).  They were playing
cabinet.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): (Indistinct) forgot to
mark it down, et cetera, et cetera, but the question
I have: Is it legal to do that if you don’t have the
Clerk of Executive Council there?

Mitch Murphy (PC): I think, yes, I think that the
Cabinet can make decisions and report to the
Clerk on the decision that has been made and the
Clerk can record it.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): But the Clerk never
got to record it.

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, the Clerk would record
it after the decision was made even though they
were not there.  The Clerk would be informed of
the decision and when he or she returned the next
day.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): So she did record it.
Did the Clerk record that decision?

Mitch Murphy (PC): I don’t know that that
particular - 

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, that’s what we have to
find out or were you guys just in there partying on
taxpayers’ money like we don’t know what you
were doing.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I’ve got one other
question on this subject.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Go ahead.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): On sec. 8.9, first of
all, on February 27th is when you paid out the
bank, is that correct?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes, security held by the
bank was assigned to the province.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay, but on March
3rd, I believe, is when Treasury Board provided the
authorization for you to go and pay the $51.5
million.

Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct, yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So basically, they

provided authorization after you had already gone
out and paid the money.

Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So how can that
happen?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, it relates back to the
Executive Council decision.  The, I can’t, I’m just
going by memory of the timelines.  We received or
I had received authority in the Cabinet meeting to -
and I’m the only one that is available or can under
the Financial Administration Act make the
transaction on behalf of the government so had
received authority to do that.  There were some
timelines involved in terms of the bank calling in
the loans or not renew -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, we knew what
was going to happen.

Mitch Murphy (PC):  - not renewing the loans.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah.  They gave
a 10-day warning.

Mitch Murphy (PC): So there was, you know,
discussions were being held at that time, officials
in BDI, I guess, and the banking officials, et cetera,
but we received permission from Executive
Council I believe on - I can’t recollect if it was a
Thursday or Friday.  Treasury Board would not
meet until the following Wednesday and so the
agreement had to be signed in advance of a
Treasury Board meeting.  The Auditor is quite right
when he says that though at the next meeting of
Treasury Board, the information was taken back to
Treasury Board and presented for information
purposes, the agreement had already been
executed with the bank.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So it was your
decision to backdate it.

Mitch Murphy (PC): No.  It was not backdated.  It
was provided to Treasury Board for information
purposes.  The agreement had already been
signed off and approved by Executive Council and
signed off at the bank.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, approved by
Executive Council without the Clerk there.
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Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct. Treasury
Board, it was not a decision for Treasury Board.  It
was for information purposes to provide them with
the information.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Is it normal
practice, do you know, across the country for
Cabinet decisions of important issues in the
relation of $51.5 million to be making Cabinet
decisions without the Clerk of the Privy, or of the
Executive Council there?  Is that a normal practice
of this Government of PEI because if it is, I think
you’re more concerned with playing government
than acting like government?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, let’s see what the
difference would have been.  If Cabinet made the
decision and the Clerk would have been there to
write down the decision.  Would it have changed
the decision?  Would it have changed the course
of action that happened after the decision was
made?  No, it wouldn’t have.  The Clerk of
Executive Council has no input into Cabinet
decisions.  They’re simply there to record the
decisions of Cabinet.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): You just indicated,
in my opinion, the number one problem with this
government.  You don’t care about the rules.  You
just like to play government yourself.  That’s true.

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, I disagree with that.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): He can make
decisions without the Clerk there is what you’re
saying.

Mitch Murphy (PC): The Clerk of Executive
Council is not an elected member.  They’re not a
member of Cabinet.  They’re there to record
decisions.  From time to time, they will provide
advice on certain matters, procedural matters, et
cetera, but they have no input nor I think would
Islanders expect them to have any input into the
decisions that Cabinet make.  Simply stated in this
case, if the decision, if the Clerk had of been there
and the decision had of been recorded, it would
not have changed the course of action.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Is there a signed
copy of that transaction by the Clerk?

Mitch Murphy (PC): I would have to check.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): To spend the $51
million.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):     David.

Dr. McKenna (PC): Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have two quick questions.  The first I want to go
to, Mr. Murphy, is the sec. 10 of the Public
Accounts, page 27, the new - I want you to just
take me through the Polar Foods when the
province took over Polar Foods, how these
numbers were arrived at.  I see down here, page
27 on the new Public Accounts: Funds advanced -
$51,500.

Richard Brown (L): Fifty-one million.

Dr. McKenna (PC): Fifty-one million, sorry, not to
belittle it.  Procedures from the sale of assets - can
you give me a little more detail of what that is
about or have you got that information with you?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, they would have some
assets that would be liquidated upon Ernst &
Young, receiver.  I’m not sure exactly what assets
those would be referring to.  It may be in materials
and supplies.  I don’t think it’s inventory in terms of
lobsters but they would have various assets that
they would sell.

Dr. McKenna (PC): But then we go down a little
further there - less proceeds received from the
sale of assets.  That could be inventory there,
would it?  Would that be inventory?

Mitch Murphy (PC): It may be.  Like it doesn’t
define in here what assets they are.  I would say
that the second proceeds received from the sale of
assets of the $14 million, they may be capital
assets.  They may be accounts receivable.  I’m not
sure.  That’s not broken out here.

Dr. McKenna (PC): There’s probably more details
someplace else on that.

Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes and I think that
information, Minister Currie had provided that.

Dr. McKenna (PC): So the bottom line then is that
at the end of this, it was $23.7 that you wrote off
for that year, is that correct?



17

Richard Brown (L):    Since the year before
(Indistinct) .

Dr. McKenna (PC): Yeah.

Mitch Murphy (PC): The provision, no, there’s a
difference.

Dr. McKenna (PC): That’s what I want, yeah,
that’s what I wanted to hear.

Mitch Murphy (PC): It says at the bottom the
provision for loss.  It does not say the actual loss.
That was a provision for loss.  As I detailed in an
earlier answer, there had been a write-off of the $7
million preferred shares.  There had been an entry
in the ‘02/’03 Public Accounts, a provision for loss
of $6 million.  We had actually put an entry in the
Budget of ‘04 of $20 million, that was later
changed to $17.7 when the actual loss was
realized.

Dr. McKenna (PC): I have one other question
here.  I want to go back to page 66, Exhibit 11.1
and it lists all the shareholders here and my
understanding is by 2002, a number of
shareholders had by that time left the company.
That’s correct, eh?

Mitch Murphy (PC):   What page are you on?

Dr. McKenna (PC): Page 65, Exhibit 11.1.

Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes, right.

Dr. McKenna (PC): They sold their shares back to
the owners, is that correct, to the other
shareholders? Is it my understanding that there
was only about two shareholders left at the end of
the day?  That’s correct, isn’t it?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Two shareholders in the
company at the end of the day.

Dr. McKenna (PC): Three, well, three.  I just keep
- I just - what I wonder, I don’t know why some of
the shareholders were still getting a director’s fee
if they sold their shares back to the company.  Can
you, do you have any explanation for that?

Mitch Murphy (PC): I think that Minister Currie
answered that when he was here and I alluded to
that earlier is that it was the opinion of some of the

gentlemen at BDI that were handling the file, in
order to have smoother internal workings of the
company, that they felt it was necessary to
continue to provide that.  That’s the best
explanation I have.  As I said, you know, I’m just
going by what the minister and others have said
about it.  I had, you know, I wasn’t involved in that
on a day-to-day basis so I have to rely on others
for those answers.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):     Wayne.

Wayne Collins (PC)(Chair): Thank you, Mr.
Chair.  Provincial Treasurer, as you know,
hindsight is a wonderful thing and I think from time
to time we’ve got to, in this forum, remind
ourselves once in awhile of the initial reasons why
we’re here today and I’m going to go back to the
executive summary of the business plan, a quarter
million dollar document was put together to put this
company in motion and I’m quoting here: Following
the 1997 season, it became clear to the six
participants that the status quo was no longer an
option.  The companies by themselves could not
remain viable in the long run by simply sustaining
current operations.  Given that - It’s right there on
page one of the business plan. 

Could you reflect, if you will in terms about wisdom
of hindsight, Provincial Treasurer, on government’s
intent here.  Was it the right thing to do to get
involved like this?

Mitch Murphy (PC): I certainly think it was the
right thing to do given the circumstances.  Now,
could have some things been done differently?  As
you said, hindsight is a wonderful thing.  We can
all go back and do that but, you know, it’s my
feeling that governments over the years in the
province when they have invested, especially in
the primary sector, they have done so for a
reason.  

As I said when I was at the editorial board at The
Guardian and, you know, and somebody asked me
the question: Well, government had a choice.  You
could have said: Well, we’re not going to get
involved with these groups of companies or these
companies coming together to form one company
in the seafood industry but you have to put it into
context, I believe, of the time, the importance of
the industry and to the province.  We knew that
there was big players on the mainland who were
interested in coming in and buying PEI lobster,
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having it leave the province to have it processed
there.  The negative or the detrimental impacts
that have on those parts of the province that had
people working in those plants and also, as
Treasurer, you know, today when I look back, I
look at the economic importance and spinoff of
those industries coming in. 

You know, I remember when I was in agriculture
and you talk to people who had less of a
knowledge of the industry, I often would be out and
about and you get criticized for some of the
investments we made in the agriculture sector.
Well, what people have to understand is also the
return that we get from the agriculture sector and
how that revenue drives the economy and helps us
to deliver public services.  The fishery is not that
much different so when government was
considering this, some of the discussions around
the table at the time were that, well, you know, you
can leave these plants on their own.  Now what
would happen if that was the case?  

Well, that would be speculation on what would
have happened but one of the possible
consequences that we would have saw a lot of
jobs in those rural communities disappear.  I think
we would have lost a good amount of lobster out of
the province to other processing industries on the
mainland, et cetera.  So that’s why I think, not only
in this case, not only this government but other
governments over the years, especially when it
comes to the primary sector, have made those
investments because of the importance of those
sectors to the provincial economy.  

Wayne Collins (PC)(Chair): It’s a bit ironic
though, isn’t it, when you look at it that I mean had
government decided to let these companies sink or
swim back in ‘98, I guess effectively it would have
resulted in some form of rationalization of the
industry.  Ultimately, through all of the rigamaroles
here, that’s what we ended up with I suppose, was
a rationalization of the industry some might
contend.

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, I guess, you know, I
would make the point that this, you know, at the
end of the day, you know, the Polar group of
companies had good assets and we were able to
attract a good company in to acquire those assets
and continue in the seafood lobster processing
business on the Island who are continuing to
employ hundreds of Islanders in this case.  Would

that have happened anyway?  I think not, possibly,
but I think not so this, even though Polar did not
continue, I don’t think people should see, you
know, the amalgamation of those companies -
They left very valuable asset which is still now in
the form of Ocean Choice is contributing to the
industry on PEI.  
You know, the other side of that is, you know, say
government in ‘98 made the decision that, well,
sorry, you know, we’ll let the market determine
what happens here.  And if there’s a loss of, you
know, several hundred jobs in rural parts of the
province, that’s certainly not desirable.
Government would have been criticized for that at
the time as well, so this was a genuine attempt to
help an industry that’s extremely important to the
province.

Wayne Collins (PC)(Chair): Still with the wisdom
of hindsight, Provincial Treasurer, I’d like to know
as you reflect on it, how well do you think
government conducted itself in relation to this
overall effort of trying to preserve the Island’s fish
processing industry or a major part of it?

Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, you know, fish
processing is, you know, fish processing is not
unlike, in my opinion, a lot of the primary sectors.
You know, what we’ve seen, not only in PEI but
across Canada, indeed, you know, on a
continental and international scale is that players
in the business tend to get fewer but they also
intend to get larger.  I know the chair can relate to
that through agriculture and you have some very
large players that are controlling a lot of the market
so in order for us to compete, we felt that these
companies coming together would give PEI, PEI
lobsters a better chance to compete out there in
the global marketplace.  

Indeed, if we look at, you know, some of the things
that the company did, you know, growing their
sales significantly - I can’t remember the exact
numbers but I think started at 165 and at the
height at $158 million, payroll of $12 million - so
they accomplished a lot of things in terms of the
seafood industry, part of the industry on PEI and
it’s very important to rural parts of the province.
You know, in any one given year, (Indistinct) of
lobster landing, seafood industry, it’s somewhere
around the third largest contributor to the provincial
economy.  And if you look around rural PEI, is, you
know, it and agriculture are the major employers.
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If you look at some of our communities, especially
our cultural communities in the rural part of the
province, they depend very heavily on the fishery
and, you know, I think it’s incumbent upon
government because of that importance, not only
economic importance but the other importance that
they have in the province to have intervened in this
case and try and work with the company to make
it go.  

You know, at the end of the day, it didn’t work as
well as everybody would have helped or hoped it
did but there was an asset that was left, an
attractive asset for a company to come in and take
that over and continue to employ hundreds of
Islanders. 

Wayne Collins (PC):    Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Now before we go to
Wes over here, you got to face the facts.  You get
an accounting firm comes out with a program -
$250,000.  The government pays for that program.
You got a bunch of people probably wanting to get
out of the fish business getting up in age working
8, 10 hours a day or longer and they get the
government to pay for the program and they, all of
a sudden, with 5.5 years or whatever it is are out -
$31 million.  

I think and people know and the minister knows
this too, that anybody with some business sense
would tell you that those plants if you hadn’t of
touched them, you still would have been there to
assist them.  There would have been probably four
or five of them still going today.  All that happened
was you downsized the number of plants and a lot
of people are out of work and that’s what’s come
out of this and the province, the taxpayers are left
with the bill for $31 million.  I’m not criticizing this
government.  It happened in the previous
government too.  There’s too many times that
somebody gets an idea and they come up with a
report that the government is paying for it to buy
out a bunch of people that probably want to get out
of the business in the first place and make them
millionaires and the taxpayers are left paying the
bills.  

That’s what it is and that’s one of the problems you
have here with some of this province and you’ve
got a big mess on your hand, Mr. Murphy, and
you’ve got a $125 million deficit.  There’s more
than just hiring people and giving money and

hoping that things are going to work.  That’s why
we’re in debt the way we are.  This government
has wasted millions of dollars.  

Now we’ll go to Wes MacAleer, Wes.

Mitch Murphy (PC): Can I respond to that?

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Yes, go ahead.

Mitch Murphy (PC): Thank you, thank you for the
opportunity.   But if we follow that, okay then, let’s
look at another primary industry alright, agriculture,
alright.  Now you’re on the floor of the Legislature,
and rightfully so, in your capacity as an elected
member and agriculture critic, lobbying and
advocating for these programs, alright, but I know
over a six year period from 1997 to 2003 -
provincial dollars only, we invested $122 million in
the potato sector.  Why do we do that?  Well, they
were experiencing some significant challenges
during that time - potato wart, there’s drought,
there’s support payments.  There’s a lot of money
that’s invested, waste treatment, et cetera.  Why
do we do that?   You know you can’t follow the line
of logic to say that: don’t invest and support the
primary sectors or pick and choose when you’re
going to do that.  

Like I guess my question to you is that in - that’s
another point that the honourable member raised.
We invested significantly in the beef plant.  We
could have said to the beef producers, no, you’re
going to have to ship your animals up country, to
Upper Canada to have them processed.  That
wouldn’t have worked so we have, not just us,
governments you’ve been a part of and
governments before that, have traditionally
invested in the primary sector.  I could tell you from
the Lending Agency, we have significant loans and
investments out to the primary sector of this
province.  Did I wish we didn’t have that exposure?
Yes, I wish we didn’t have that exposure but that’s
part and parcel of supporting those industries.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Now Mr. Murphy, you
know a lot of money went into agriculture came
from the feds from some of the mistakes the
federal government made and a lot of it came from
you guys.

Mitch Murphy (PC): We’re not talking about
federal dollars.
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Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): You fenced the cattle
out of the brooks so it’s provincial.  You’re giving
assistance of bringing the cattle out of the brooks.
You brought crop rotation in.  You put money into
seed industry.  You wouldn’t help the processing
sector.  You went to open every small packing
house up in the province of PEI and most of them
are all closed.  Your seed dealers are in bad
trouble.  Mr. Murphy, your ideas aren’t working in
agriculture.  There’s more than throwing money at
a project.  Like you think you just throw money.
Throw $122 million at this; throw $31 million at
this.  Mr. Murphy, you’ve got a mess in the potato
industry right now and you know that.

Mitch Murphy (PC): Are you a processing
grower?

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Let me finish.  Now I
have the floor.  You’ve made a mess.  You have
made a mess.  It’s a mess.  You understand that,
Mr. Minister, and you went - Now you got to go to
Irving’s and say: Well, we’re going to maybe help
you process.  You should have been in helping
with the line last year when the Canadian dollar
was higher than it is now and now, all of a sudden,
Irving’s know you got to come running.  You
badmouthed them all through the community on
the potatoes.  Now you got to go to them to help to
bail you out again.  Mr. Murphy, your government
has made a mess in agriculture.  You made a
mess in fisheries, everything you touch.

Do you not understand that your government, your
government has raised the deficit to $1.3 billion?
Every time you think you just throw money at it, fix
it.  You got to use your head and you got to be
able to think and make good, logical decisions.
That’s where your problem is, Mr. Murphy.  You
raised the taxes to farmers by five cents a litre on
their gasoline and their diesel fuel that you use and
you have increased more user fees and everything
in the Province of Prince Edward Island, Mr.
Murphy, and yet you got $125 million deficit that
you hid from us for what?  Two years.  Now you
did that, two years.  It was $11 million.  

I remember being at Compass doing an interview
with the Provincial Treasurer saying that it’s $58
million here, I think, in debt.  No, no, it’s went from
8 to 11.  Your government has been more
deceitful, made more mess than all the other
governments counting Liberals and Conservatives
in the history of the province and you people are

going to go down as records of that and the reason
you ran, you were a disgruntled Liberal.  Well, look
at the mess you got now with your own Tories.
Take a look at it.  Mr. MacAleer.

Mitch Murphy (PC): No, I’d like to respond.  

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Well you can respond
to this.

Unidentified: Here, here.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Is it true he got millions of
dollars on those agricultural programs or not?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Do I have the
floor to respond to this?

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Give Mr. Murphy the
floor. 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Thank you for
that recognition Now several errors in -

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): there’s no errors.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): - what you said.
The help to the processing says no help to the
processing sector. You would know yourself as a
processing grower that there was assistance as I
believe you probably received some yourself that
you are entitled to - not knocking you as receiver
as a potato farmer you are entitled to do that.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    Millions, millions.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): So that is
incorrect in classifying as at - If we want to go back
and get into a discussion about the seed sector.
It’s because when you were in power you let the
seed industry go wild and get out of hand. You had
no control, you had no post harvest testing, you
had no virus strategy, you had no nothing in place.
In fact you made the farmers go sue the federal
government to see if they could get some
compensation out of PVYN. Now we can have a
long discussion about agriculture, however, I know
that there are other members of the committee
who want to talk about the file in hand.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Well I don’t know
what you did for processing? But I will tell you one
thing, Mr. Murphy, we’re talking processing plants.



21

Our government brought McCains here, we
brought the Irving plant. That plant expanded. Your
government said no, no, you won’t - then you go
on saying you didn’t know anything about the
Irving expansion, yet you sat with the Potato
Marketing Board and them. Cabinet was briefed a
year and a half ago. That plant could of been
expanded now. 

All I’m saying is it’s a good idea to get Irving’s to
expand and to help them. But if you had did it a
year and a half ago, you would of saved quite a bit
of millions of dollars. Like you seem to be putting
the cart before the horse. In other words you made
a mess, you came in and make allegations the
processing industry was helped out. I just don’t
know where the processing industry was helped
out. You guys were guess processing. You spent
millions of dollars on GMO foods exported down to
Ukraine, you know all that, Mr. Murphy. We know
where the mess was made, so let’s go with Wes.

No sense arguing here anymore. 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Can I have the
floor to respond?

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Yes you can have the
floor. And explain out your $19,000 expenses for
your vehicle that year too.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Thank you very
much, Mr. Chair.  

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): It’s not out yet, I
never got it yet.

Richard Brown (L): Loan guarantee.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Go ahead. Murphy’s
got the floor.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well thank you
very much. Yes I can remember when we came
into government with regards to potato processing.
McCain’s are a very good company. Glad to have
them in the province as are Cavendish Farm
making a contribution to the economy and to the
potato industry in the province. But we shouldn’t
forget some other processing companies that we
have in the province. 

In the Souris Food Park for example, now I know
it’s not a Dim Sum plant, turned out to be a potato

dehydration plant and thank goodness, we came
along to put those people to Souris back to work
because you fellows were holding them out in the
cold for a couple of years, promising them this,
promising them that. But we came in and we were
able to get that plant in place to provide
employment down there. I believe they are in the
midst of a big expansion or they are just
completing that expansion as well.

So as I said earlier we can debate agriculture, but
I know that there are members of the committee
that have questions on this file.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Anyway. Mr.
MacAleer, will you start it because we can go to
the (Indistinct) plant in a good year it pays two or
three cents a pound. It did create jobs down there
but he hasn’t put any money in farmers’ pockets.
But let’s go with Mr. MacAleer, you go ahead.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): No, may I have
the floor to respond, Honourable Chair.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Well when I finish.
Your processing plant in Souris pays maybe two
cents, three cents a pound on a good year. Where
the processing like Irving’s, and the McCain’s pay
eight, nine, ten dollars. It’s a good idea, AgraWest
I will say that and it’s good to create jobs but a
farmer would go broke supplying strictly to
AgraWest I’ll tell you that. 

You have no foresight. You got to face it. Go
ahead.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well the two or
three cents a pound, I think, is a lot better than
putting them out in the field or dumping them or
getting nothing for them. I’m wondering what
you’re getting for your over contract prices from
the over contract potatoes from the processor?
Are you getting eight or nine cents a pound for
them. Are you hauling any of the potatoes to
AgraWest?  I think there’s a lot of farmers who are
taking advantage of the AgraWest plant because
it’s a different -

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): I’ve got no problem.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): - type of potato
that is down there.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): You just can’t live on
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it.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): So I think that
we should be supportive of that plant and
recognize the contribution they are making to the
economy and in particular to the Souris area.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): We’re not arguing
that, Mr. Murphy. They’re paying a $1.25 the other
day I hear. Mr. MacAleer. That’s why you’re broke
eh, Mr. Murphy. Anyway go ahead Mr. MacAleer.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Well jeez am I ever pleased
to be able to ask a question, Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Well you started the
mess in the first place. You’re the one that signed
the deal with no personal guarantees. So you
should be able to ask a question.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I’m just so pleased but
getting back to the reason why we’re here.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): All right. You started
it. That’s why we’re here.

Wes MacAleer (PC):  I must admire though how
cleverly how you are diverting the issue to another
sector, being - you seem to be losing in terms or
debate on this. But I was going to ask Mr. Murphy
concerning the Auditors report and I’ll make
reference to it, because I think it’s important that
the public be assured that some steps are being
taken to act on some of the recommendations that
he’s made and my experience with respect to the
Treasurer that he has been an advocate for
ensuring that the procedures are being followed
with respect to the authorization of funds within
government. 

But I’d like to refer to - his recommendation at 7.5,
7.11 and 8.12 and you want to go to those
recommendations and I’m not asking so much with
respect to each one of those recommendations but
they all involve procedures with respect to the
authorization of monies. Would you explain to the
committee how you see the current procedural
program being carried out within government with
respect to the authorization of money as
particularly as it relates to business development?
Because it seems that some of the
recommendations that are currently being made in
his report have been in place for some time. I don’t
know how long it’s been. 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): If we deal with
recommendation 7.5 initially. Request for
substantial financial support through PEI Business
Development Inc. should be approved by the
Board of Directors with a recommendation to
Treasury Board and Executive Council where
appropriate.

I believe the procedures have been in place for
quite some time. I think what the Auditor was
pointing out here is that the importance of the
process. It’s a question of cheques and balances.
If you look at what he’s saying there is that
financial support through PEI Business
Development should be approved by the Board of
Directors, okay, who should be meeting on a
regular basis. I believe the Minister of
Development indicated when he was here that
they are now meeting quarterly after. 

So the process you’d have officials in the
department look at it, the Board of Directors would
look at it than it would go on to Treasury Board.
It’s important for Treasury Board to look at it and it
would be analyzed by Budget Officers and
Financial Officers who are there and finally go on
to Executive Council. So he’s making the
recommendation to make sure that that process is
followed and it’s really a recommendation about
cheques and balances.

The other two recommendations honourable
member you referred to were in 7.9. 

Wes MacAleer (PC): Seven eleven.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Seven eleven.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Are there not limits now on
what -

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Government -

Wes MacAleer (PC): -BDI can approve and the
Lending Agency can approve of in terms of -

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Seven eleven
for the record says. Government should consider
establishing Regulations to the PEI Business
Development Inc. Act which require Lieutenant-
Governor in Council approval for financial
assistance over an established maximum. Well
those are in place and there are maximums that
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are established. Once the decision reaches a
certain amount of money. BDI does not have
authority to approve it on it’s own. It has to go on
to either Treasury Board or Executive Council for
approvals. 

That is the case also with the other lending arm of
government, the Lending Agency, they also have
those maximums in place and the last one that you
had referred me to.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Well it’s concerning 8.12 and
it’s a prior authorization by Executive Council prior
to government agencies making commitments. 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes, I believe
this is what the Leader of the Opposition had been
referring to earlier, that there had not been a
recorded or a documented decision of Executive
Councils and what the Auditor is saying there is
that documentation is required. 

Wes MacAleer (PC): Do you have a problem with
any of these?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): None
whatsoever, no.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Okay.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Just a quick question, Wes.
Consequential decision - If one decision is made
by BDI, does the rules change for consequential
decisions that happen after that?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): What do you
mean by consequential decisions?

Cletus Dunn (PC): Well if they were allowed to
put up so much money up front and than the next
decision they were allowed to put up so much
more. Is it both totals come together? Do they
have to go to Executive Council or they can stay
on the maximum and keep approving money?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): They stay on,
It’s not aggregate okay. 

Cletus Dunn (PC): Okay that’s my question.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): It’s the amount
when they come forward, although there are

requirements for example, BDI is required to report
- now they are required to report to Treasury Board
on a monthly basis of those loans in excess of a
certain amounts as is the Lending Agency. 

Cletus Dunn (PC): Okay. Thank you Mr. Chair for
butting in there.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Richard Brown.

Richard Brown (L): Thank you Mr. Chairman.
First of all there was comments made here that in
1997 when the report was put in that the industry
was in dire straits and that everything was going to
be lost if nothing was done. I continue to hear this
from these committee members and it continues to
upset me because you know we have great co-ops
out there in the lobster processing business and I
think this is an attack on these co-ops, Royal Star,
Acadian and North Lake. These are great co-ops
Mr. Chairman, and we shouldn’t be attacking them
because they do a good job and I think that to say
that the industry would of failed if this deal won’t of
been done and that these co-ops and everything
would of went down the tubes is wrong. I don’t
think we should be doing that, Mr. Chairman,
because I firmly believe in the co-ops.

First of all the Baker Report that was done in 1997
for you recommended certain things.
Recommended rationalization and recommended
some things be done. A marketing board be put in
place for lobster processing. That wasn’t followed.
So we didn’t follow the recommendations of the
reports that were done. We decided upon a course
of action that costed the taxpayers of Prince
Edward Island $31 million. 

But what concerns me is that you - Minister of
Finance took over this file, when you became
minister and you took over the receivership or the
disposition of these assets and in 9.1 right off the
bat on February 27th a Receiver was engaged by
the province to liquidate the assets of Polar Foods
that were assigned to the province on the
purchase of the debt of Polar Foods. The firm
engaged to act was Ernst & Young. There is a
Treasury Board Policy governing the acquisition of
professional services. This law was not followed.
Right off the bat, you started breaking the laws
again. Like the policy says you should of went out
and got at least a competitive bid on that process.

Secondly, you directed what assets were to be
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sold. Government advises the Receiver as to what
properties to include in the request for proposal.
Your original request concerns the plant at Souris
and Beach Point inventory, patents, the lease is on
the head office and office equipment and supplies
located at the head office.

Why were you directing the Receiver? What
recommendations or what report can you show us
that on that request for proposal call why you left
out the plants up west? Why didn’t you just open it
up for all plants? And why did you chose these two
to go? 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Good question.

Richard Brown (L): And the ones up west were to
go by the wayside?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well there’s
several  -

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): (Indistinct) in his own
riding.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): What’s that?

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Go ahead.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): It’s open now.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): There’s several
-

Richard Brown (L): Not as lobster processors,
anyway, sorry.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Several
comments made by the Honourable Member from
Charlottetown-King Square - first with regards to
the co-ops. I don’t think I ever indicated in my
comments. 

Richard Brown (L): Not you, committee
members.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Okay, you are
referring to somebody else.

Unidentified: (Indistinct) nothing to do with co-
ops.

Richard Brown (L): Other members.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): The -

Richard Brown (L): Why do you treat the co-ops
so bad boys. I don’t know why. Not you minister.

Unidentified: That’s not true. 

Wayne Collins (PC):  (Indistinct) would you like
me to read it to you.

Richard Brown (L): Yes, read it again.

Wayne Collins (PC): I’ll read it to you again. 

Richard Brown (L): In financial trouble.

Wayne Collins (PC): (Indistinct) summary. The
word co-op. 

Richard Brown (L): Yes.

Wayne Collins (PC): It says: following the 1997
season it became clear to the six participants of
what would be Polar that the status quo was no
longer an option. For them the status quo was no
longer an option -

Richard Brown (L): You didn’t think the co-op
would pick up the slack. 

Wayne Collins (PC): - the companies  by
themselves could not remain viable in the long run
by simply sustaining the current operations.

Richard Brown (L): You didn’t think the co-ops
could pick up the slack.. 

Wayne Collins (PC): It’s related to the six
companies, the co-op, where does the word co-op
crop up there?

Richard Brown (L): The co-op’s could of picked
up the slack.

Wayne Collins (PC): You’re dreaming. In your
dreams.

Richard Brown (L): Oh so now your saying the
co-ops can’t pick up the  - I believe in the co-ops.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): He did ask, just hold
it now. He did ask Mr. Collins to read it and Mr.
Collins has the opportunity to respond.
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Richard Brown (L): I don’t know why we are
attacking the co-ops?  

[UPROAR.]

Richard Brown (L): You guys are saying they
couldn’t do their job. 

Wayne Collins (PC):    It’s related to the six
companies.

Richard Brown (L):     Why are you attacking
Royal Star so much?  

Wayne Collins (PC): Do you have trouble
understanding English? 

Richard Brown (L): You are attacking them.
Anyway continue.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Mr. Murphy then,
would you answer whatever it was.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): The Honourable
Member raised under 9.1 in the Auditor’s Report
says that October 27th the Receiver was engaged
by the province to liquidate the assets of Polar that
were assigned to the province on the purchase of
the debt of Polar Foods. The firm engaged to act
as Receiver was Ernst & Young. There is a
Treasury Board Policy governing the acquisition of
professional services.

The Auditor goes on to say under 9.2. We noted
there was no competitive process used in
acquiring these services, however, the same firm
had been engaged by BDI in 2002 to carry out a
review of the financial affairs of Polar Foods
International Inc. and were therefore familiar with
the organization. We were advised they were also
the firm identified by the Bank and put on standby
to act as Receiver.

So there was justification for using Ernst & Young.
The second question that the Honourable Member
had raised and asked concerns the I think, if I’m
referring to it correctly on page 54 of the report
that’s where he was referring to the appraised
value estimated realizable value of the capital
assets and his question was - why were some
assets indicated for sale and others were not if I
understand you correctly, what your question was.

I think that what government will be trying to do

would probably maximize the value of return on
the assets. The thinking behind what assets could
be sold or could not be sold I guess I’m not in a
position to answer that question. There was an
assessment done I think that perhaps there had
been some interested people who were looking at
business opportunities to acquire the assets and
had indicated certainly what assets they might be
interested in. However, I really can’t answer your
question because I wasn’t involved in the process
of identifying what assets were to be sold or what
was not to be sold. So that’s just a personal
observation. 

Richard Brown (L): Just one question.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes.

Richard Brown (L): Here’s what confuses me.
Here’s your RFP, your first RFP for Polar Foods
International. Okay, now this is what the public will
see. Now according to this RFP, some re-financial
information page 7 of the RFP. Now here’s the
company they were selling. Here’s the company
that went into receivership, Polar Foods
International, 2000, December 28, here’s the
financial statements that are in this document.
Sales $130, 294,000 that reconciles with the
Auditor’s Report, that sale. Okay. That year the
company earns or loss from operation and they
have recorded a $5.7 million income that year. So
here is a company that made $5.7 million
according to these set of financial statements.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes.

Richard Brown (L): In 2001 they lost a million,
2002 they made a million and 2003 they lost 3
million. But over the term over that term according
to these financial statements that were submitted,
they made $2.8 million profit. So why would you
put a company in receivership - and you put the
company in receivership because you bought the
debt.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Yes.

Richard Brown (L): And you appointed the
Receiver. So why would you put a company in
receivership with those kinds of numbers?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Good question.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): That’s a good
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question.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well I don’t
have the document that the Honourable -

Richard Brown (L): It was your document?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): - member is
referring to. 

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): We can give you a
copy of it.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I will obtain a
copy of it.  A couple of questions I guess I would
have further before I answer the question. So
you’re saying that does not reconcile with the
Auditor General’s assessment of the financial
statements?

Richard Brown (L): That’s correct.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Okay well I’m
basing my information on the information that the
Auditor General has provided. The province was
guaranteeing working capital and operating line at
the bank. What the province was not willing to do
in early 2004 was increase that guarantee as we
had been requested to do by the banks. So to say
that the province put the company in receivership
in so much that we were not willing to increase any
guarantee and as a result of that the bank called
the loans of the company which they could not
repay. So to have an orderly transition and I think,
if we had said to the bank: we’re not going to
provide a guarantee in and they had, was hired,
the Receiver and went ahead with the liquidation.

Our concern was we weren’t that far away from the
opening of the spring lobster season and that was
uppermost in government’s mind that we had to
have some plants open and places for Island
lobster to be processed that spring. So that’s one
of the reasons why government acquired the debts
so that they could control the speed of that, so that
the plants could be up and open in the spring.

Richard Brown (L): Okay right after - so you put
the company into receivership because you bought
the debt. You bought the debt. 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): We were
unwilling. . .

Richard Brown (L): Everybody thinks the bank
put them into receivership. When you bought the
debt, you owned the debt of the company. So who
appointed the Receiver? 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): We had
informed the bank that we were not willing to
provide additional security. The bank was requiring
additional security.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Continuing security
wasn’t it. The $14 million that was coming up to
amend it.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s correct.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Now with that
okay, obviously the bank called the loans. All right,
now we bought the debt that the company had for
the fact that we wanted to ensure that some of
those plants would be available to process lobsters
in the spring of the year.

Richard Brown (L): Again. So now we’re blaming
the banks that would’t do a due diligence on it. 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well the banks
could of decided to keep their financing
themselves.

Richard Brown (L): Yes. 

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): They could of
decided to keep on financing despite the
government not willing to provide the guarantee.
They weren’t willing to do that. 

Richard Brown (L): But you put the company into
receivership?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I guess if we
had of been willing to continue the guarantee, the
bank may have kept their line of credit or their
money in-place. I don’t know that, because our
response to the bank was that we weren’t willing to
do that. 

Richard Brown (L): Just one final question. It’s
the - concerning the Souris plant and I just want to
clarify some stuff here okay. 



27

The Souris plant was valued at $2 million, 8.16,
okay and that private company was issued $2
million in preferred shares for its interests in the
Souris plant. But the Souris Food Park
Development Corporation still owned the plant,
they had the mortgage, they owned the plant, they
owned the property. So they were issued $2
million for that - the private company that was
operating that plant was issued $2 million so they
had preferred shares and they had an agreement
that in January of 2004, that if the company
couldn’t come up with the money, those preferred
shares would move from the equity account into
the debt account making it more secure. 

Let’s make no mistake about it, in July of 2003
when the additional money was ordered, the $14
million. The government gave them a guarantee
until after the election. After the election they
extended it a bit more and they started going out
and looking for people right away to buy the
company. 

If the company - if we would of took the company
out in December of 2003 when that private
investors still had preferred shares in the
company. It was a preferred share at that time and
not a mortgage. Only in January 2004 did it move
into a mortgage.  Would we have saved the
taxpayers $2 million?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): No, I don’t
believe so. 

Richard Brown (L): So the preferred shares was
secured. Like - that’s the first I’ve ever heard of
that.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): If you look at
8.16 and what the Auditor says and the
Honourable Member is right. He says that during
the formation of Polar in 1998, well I’ll go back
earlier. In 1997, a private corporation entered into
a lease agreement for $1 per year with
government whereby it could purchase a plant for
a nominal amount after operating the plant for five
years. During the formation of Polar in 1998, the
owner of this private corporation was approached
to become part of the new company. The
shareholders through negotiations, arrived at the
value of $2 million for the private corporation’s
interest in the plant. Because Souris Food Park
Development Corporation -

Richard Brown (L): Still had title to the plant

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): -still had title to
the plant, a series of agreements were  entered
into whereby the private corporation was issued
Class B preferred shares in Polar Foods  which
were to be redeemed for $2 million in January
2002. The Souris Food Park Development
Corporation would transfer the plant to Polar in
exchange for a mortgage which would be null and
void when the shares were redeemed in 2002. So
if Polar did not redeem the shares as promised,
the mortgage would be assumed by the private
corporation.

Then it goes to say in 8.17 . In 2002 when the
shares were due to be redeemed, Polar did not
have the cash. BDI, the private corporation and
Polar agreed to extend the date for redemption of
the shares and the mortgage to January 2004. So
in addition to the Class B shares were exchanged
for Class F of the same amount with the addition of
a cumulative dividend of 6 per cent. We were
advised that the dividends were agreed to in place
of interest on the amount owing.

Now my understanding and the Chair may help us
out here, my understanding is that the construction
of the plant in Souris was a response to, I believe,
the fire at Usen’s, to try and replace some capacity
in that area of the province in the lobster industry.
And the agreements were entered into at that time
I believe, it was financed, I don’t know jointly, I
don’t know what the breakdown was, but I know
the federal and provincial governments both had
money into the lobster plant in Souris. And I
believe there were agreements that were entered
into at that time which would guide the disposition
of the Souris plant and as a result of those
agreements the plant ended up where it ended up
at. 

Now I’m not clear on that. I don’t know that for
certain. That’s just my understanding. Perhaps the
Chair has a different understanding or he knows
the details better than I do. 

Richard Brown (L): Just one final question than.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): All right.

Richard Brown (L): Just on the final sale to
Ocean’s Choice which is a big multinational
company, and you indicated earlier that we are not
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financing that company in any way, no financing
with Ocean Choice, so we have an $8 million
receivable on our books for Ocean Choice, so
where would that be on Ocean Choice’s books? If
Ocean Choice owes the government of Prince
Edward Island $8 million, where would they record
that in their books?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Future liabilities.

Richard Brown (L): Yes, and that’s financing.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): What’s that?

Richard Brown (L): That’s financing.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): No, it’s a liability
on their behalf that they owe us so much per year
in a lump sum agreement at the end if the terms
and the conditions of the agreement are lived up to
by both parties. I mean, we cannot show on our
books future assets. We can only show the assets
that we receive.

Richard Brown (L): And also, we’ve learned that
you also gave the receivables to Ocean Choice
that weren’t in the original agreement, and those
fishermen’s receivables, which I consider very
good receivables because I believe in the
fishermen of Prince Edward Island, are worth $3.1
million - sorry, $3.069 million.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC):    What page
are you on?

Richard Brown (L):     That’s page 55: All
fishermen’s accounts receivable were given to
Ocean Choice, and we’ve learned from the Auditor
that those receivables were worth $3.069 million.

So Ocean Choice passed you a check for $4
million, you gave them $3 million in cash - what I
would call cash. So really, Ocean Choice, right up
front, paid less than $1 million up front for all of
these plants, and another question, I guess, is if
the company is so big, why did government have
to finance the $8 million? Why didn’t we just get
the $8 million out of this company right from day
one and not worry about it?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, two
questions, the first one on the accounts receivable.
Of course, Ocean Choice would want to have
accounts receivable because the accounts

receivable would be to relationship with fishermen.
They would want to develop those relationships so
they could have procurement of product on that. 

What the Auditor said is that those accounts had a
value. What value the Ocean Choice negotiated
with the fishermen, I don’t know. With regards to
the second part of the question on the $8 million of
financing, we have an agreement with the plant,
Ocean Choice - they pay so much up-front for the
asset. It’s an annual payment, I believe, for 10
years, and then a lump sum payment at the end of
that time period, and that was a negotiated
agreement as a result of the tender call, and that
was the agreement reached. I suppose that it’s for
investment cash flow, etc. 

I know I was down in the area the other day, and
certainly glad to see, I believe, that a $7 million
expansion happening at the Ocean Choice plant in
Souris, which, of course, is all private money, but
it’s a good question, and we do have the comfort
of having an independent appraisal of the
shareholders of Ocean Choice net worth by the
receivers and have a comfort level that our assets
certainly protected.

Richard Brown (L): Do we have a mortgage on
them? Did we take out a mortgage to really protect
us on Souris plant? On Gaspereaux plant? The
Beach Point plant? Do we have a mortgage?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I believe it’s in
the agreement.

Richard Brown (L): No, was there a mortgage
filed on those three plants?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): What our
security is, and I believe if there is default on the
agreement on their part, we have first charge them
the assets.

Richard Brown (L): But did you file a mortgage?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): We have first
charge on the assets which is following the
agreement.

Richard Brown (L): Is that filed? Is that filed in the
personal property registry? Is it filed, anyway?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I would have to
check that. Yeah, it’s a registered document. I’m
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not sure where it’s filed.

Richard Brown (L): Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Robert?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you, Mr.
Chair. I found it unbelievable that the Member from
Winsloe-West Royalty is so concerned that the
government of Prince Edward Island was helping
out the potato industry, but I don’t think, Mr. Chair,
you can compare the potato industry in Prince
Edward Island to what’s happened here in the fish
processing industry over the last number of years,
and I believe our farmers on Prince Edward Island
are hard-working, contribute to the economy, and
if it wasn’t for (Indistinct)-

Cletus Dunn (PC): (Indistinct) 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): What’s that? 

Cletus Dunn (PC): Are you saying (Indistinct)?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No, we’re
comparing what happened with Polar Foods,
which was owned by six owners. It’s not
fishermen. There’s a big difference between
comparing it to six owners of Polar Foods and
shareholders. 

[Too many speaking at once.]

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No, that’s exactly
what they say about you. That’s exactly what they
say about you. If you want to have a debate any
day of the week, I’ve got -

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Let’s give Mr. Ghiz the
floor (Indistinct).

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you. I’ve got
one question for you. 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: I don’t know why you’re
so touchy about this. Mr. Ghiz, you’ve got the floor.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you.
Estimated - on page 58, exhibit 9.3 - estimated net
proceeds on receivership: $29.4 million. Can you
tell us how much of that you’ve received so far?

And while you’re looking it up, I just want to run

through this scenario for you. The bank had
guaranteed with a $26 million from the government
of Prince Edward Island. If they had to foreclose
themselves - and in fact, there was $29.4 million -
that means that the bank could have received
$55.4 million if they had of been the ones to have
put Polar Foods into receivership, so are you
saying that the Bank of Nova Scotia threw away
about $5 million by allowing you to take over Polar
Foods?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): No. What I’m
saying is that we had, at the time, there was $26
million. One was a working capital guarantee, one
was another guarantee, so there was $26 million
of government guarantees that were there, and we
had two concerns.

First of all, the liquidation of the assets - we
thought that the cost to government, or the return
to government, our guarantees were on the line,
and in order to have an orderly liquidation and the
best - cut your losses if you will - for government
was that we buy the debt. 

The other factor in there was we were getting on to
the spring fishing season and we wanted this to
happen really quickly so we could have some
markets open. With regards - if you go to - and I
wouldn’t expect you to have (Indistinct), but on
page 27 of the public accounts 2003-2004, it says:
Proceeds received from the sale of assets.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah, I saw that.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Okay, so it’s
broken down on what government has received to
date there, and at this point in time - and there
would be additional receivables - but up until this
point in time, there would be $26,000,726.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): How much did we
receive for the Howard’s Cove plant?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I’m not sure
what was paid for it.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah, sure. What
about - I’m just wondering - back in Cabinet in
1998, when you were sitting in Cabinet and they
came to you with the original proposal and you
received the original proposal and you looked at
evaluations of all the plants, did you go around
Prince Edward Island to see if you thought the
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evaluation of the plants were accurate?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): No, and I would
certainly have no expertise to know whether they
were accurate or not.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, you’d be able
to tell if something was worth $100,000 compared
to $2 million, wouldn’t you?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): I think that we
were depending on the two appraisals that
government had from people who were experts in
the field. I mean, common knowledge, I guess -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Two appraisals for
two different things.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Common
knowledge would dictate that some of the plants
were newer or more modern, and therefore were
more valuable as an asset, but I would be a bad
person to ask to go in and assess the value of a
fish plant because that’s - I just don’t have
expertise.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, it’s hard to
believe that basically according to the Auditor
General, the Souris Food Park was valued at $2
million, whereas the other Souris plant and the
Morell plants were worth $5.4 million; it might have
been $5.2 million.

Cletus Dunn (PC):    (Indistinct)

Richard Brown (L): It went on the books as $2
million.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): It went on the
books as $2 million.

Cletus Dunn (PC): (Indistinct) according to the
Auditor General.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Two million.

Cletus Dunn (PC): But the Auditor General
(Indistinct)

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah (Indistinct)
exactly, but the other plants were $5.4 million
worth.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Now I mean - I
understand your question, but I’m a poor person to
answer that. I don’t know what the value of a fish
plant would. . .

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay. Well, exactly.
You didn’t know what they valued at. Why didn’t
you then suggest in Cabinet that you go out and
do your own appraisals from a government
perspective?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, I think we
had an appraisal of the plants that the new
company wanted to bring into the company. We
had a couple of independent appraisals and that’s
the information that was provided to us and what
we (Indistinct).

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): You didn’t think of
doing it (Indistinct)?  There was one appraisal for
each. . .

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, there were
two appraisals that valued the assets.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah, just a quick
question. If you’re going to buy a house, do you
just take the appraisal that the owner of the house
has or would you go out and do your own
appraisal on the house, too?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): No, I would look
for an independent appraisal and that’s what was
provided in this case.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No, they went out
and hired the appraisal.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, it’s a well-
respected name who does the appraisal in the
industry.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Anyway, I think you
should have went out and hired (Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: You’re great. Look, I
would love to get a deal with your government.
You give me the money to set up a company. It
would be great. You’d give us the money to set up
the company. You’d let us do our own independent
appraisal. We take (Indistinct). You’re a great
government for giving out money.  Wait now, we
have Jim on the floor.
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Jim Bagnall (PC): Minister, just one question.
How much money did the owners of Polar Foods
walk away with in their pocket?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Well, I can’t
answer that question. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): You wouldn’t know?

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): That’s not
outlined in the report. I know there’s been a lot of
speculation in there. The information that is
provided in this report talks about where the
company was when it was formed. 

I think it’s important that people understand a
couple of things. When the company was formed,
yes, they had an appraised value of the assets that
they brought into the company. Wait until I find the
chart that it’s on. Anyway, the point being is this, is
that they have an appraised value. 

The shareholders also left equity in the company.
It says in the Auditor’s report, in fact, they’ve left
54 per cent of the appraised value, and I think
what anybody who’s been in business would
understand is that when you’re forming a new
company and assets are coming in, there would
also be outstanding obligations and liabilities
associated with all companies that would have to
be paid in the proceeds, and to ask me to say what
Shareholder A got or Shareholder B got, the
honest answer is I don’t know.

Jim Bagnall (PC): One other thing: We all know
that the fishing industry in the last number of
years, all governments have thrown thousands
and millions and millions of dollars into the industry
to keep it going, and I look back on 1995 and
1996, there were $11.3 million in grants given to
the fish industry processors on PEI. 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: (Indistinct) table the
information.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I look back in 1993 under the
Ghiz government and they wrote off $13.6 million
to the fish industry.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Hey, hey. Just hold it
now. Ghiz, I don’t think was in power in 1993. Was
he?

Jim Bagnall (PC): Callbeck, okay. I got the wrong

-  Anyway.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Why don’t you just
table some of this stuff you don’t understand.
Yeah.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): (Indistinct) was left
over from the Lee government.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Anyway, to make a long story
short - are you done roaring?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No.

Jim Bagnall (PC): When you fellows finish, I’ll
continue on.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: You have the floor but
you’ve got to keep to the facts. You can’t - you’ve
got to make (Indistinct).

Richard Brown (L): They continue to bring it up -
They continue to bring up these numbers, Mr.
Chairman. We continue in asking them to table
them, Mr. Chairman. They will never table them,
Mr. Chairman.  I want these documents tabled. 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: (Indistinct) I wish you’d
table. . .

Richard Brown (L): You will learn from the tabling
of these document, Mr. Chairman. . .

Jim Bagnall (PC):    You’re not on the committee,
will you be quiet.

Richard Brown (L):     . . . lobsters were left over
from the Lee government. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Anyway, continue, Mr.
Bagnall.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Thank you. It seems like -

Ron MacKinley (L): No, Mr. Bagnall has the floor.

Jim Bagnall (PC): It seems like every time we talk
about what the opposition did when they were in
power that they go right  (Indistinct). They interrupt
everybody like a bunch of schoolkids, and I
understand they’re immature, but that’s fine, but
what I want to find out here, Mr. Minister, is with
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this company and when it was (Indistinct), if they
had been given the access to the fishing industries
that they were looking for like the groundfish
industry was taken away, the shrimp industry and
the crab industry. If they had of been able to deal
with these issues, would these extra species have
made this company profitable? Shawn Murphy
didn’t do anything for us, and hasn’t, and won’t, so
how are we going to keep the fish industry viable
when we can’t even get the support from our
federal people? 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Pat Binns should
have (Indistinct)

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Wait, Mr. Bagnall has
the floor. If you want to - let Mr. Murphy answer.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Obviously,
access to additional resources would be beneficial.
I don’t think that it’s necessarily a surprise that
some of the largest companies in the region come
from areas that have access to resources, and I
think it’s allowed some of those companies to grow
and be profitable and be able to expand into areas
that traditionally haven’t been you know, their core
type of business, so it’s just basic logic that if
you’ve got access to more quota or different
species, it should benefit the region where the
access is granted.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Wes MacAleer. Just a
second. Yeah, we’ll get it tabled. Wes MacAleer,
we’ve got to give Wes a chance.  He’s been
waiting there. . .

Wes MacAleer (PC): I just wanted to -

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: He wants to make a
statement.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Without being facetious, I
wanted to congratulate the Member from
Charlottetown-Kings Square for making this
observation and I wanted to add to a possible
explanation as to why the condition existed. 

He noted that there was a difference between the
financial picture as created by the provincial
Auditor, and that as created by Ernst and Young.
He noted that the financial condition of Polar was
more optimistic, as presented by Ernst and Young,
the receiver, and I’m going to give him a possible
explanation of why that condition existed. I

wondered whether you’d like to know that or
should I just (Indistinct)?

Richard Brown (L):    Carry on, carry on.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Can we wait until
he comes back and testifies next week? 

Richard Brown (L): There were double sets of
books here: One that the government had and one
that the Auditor had.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Oh, you go ahead. I’ll
let you go ahead. You’ve got five minutes.

Wes MacAleer (PC): When you’re selling a
company, or selling an item, as opposed to buying
it, you want it stated in a more optimistic
framework, and the receiver was using what they
call in accounting terms Ibid DOT.

For those of you who may not know what Ibid DOT
is, you make a statement of the company’s
financial condition, taking into consideration the
elimination of earnings before interest, taxes,
appreciation and amortization. That’s why the
financial condition of Polar, as stated by Ernst and
Young, was more optimistic than that of the
Auditor.

Richard Brown (L): Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Now we’ve got Wayne
Collins, unless Mitch would like to react to the
statement.

Richard Brown (L): Well, the government put out
a set of financial statements.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: All right. Let’s go with
Wayne next, and we’ll wrap it up with Richard.

Richard Brown (L): Well, I want to table
something.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, we’ll just wrap it
up.

Wayne Collins (PC): Well, I want to say I want to
make a motion.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Oh, but have you got a
question here?
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Wayne Collins (PC): No.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Oh, all right. Richard,
what have you got?

Richard Brown (L): Okay, a lot of discussion has
been on about if we were allowed access to
different species, Mr. Chairman. That does not
preclude Polar from going out and buying. They
went to Maine, bought six million pounds of
lobsters in 2002, five million in 2001, two million to
five million pounds - no, no. 

Yeah, but okay - now also they processed, in
2002, three million pounds of crab. In 2001, they
processed 3.3 million in crab; in 2000, they
processed 3.3 million, and their target for 2003
was four million, so to have access to other
species, they did. They had mackerel; they were
processing mackerel here, six million pounds.
They were processing other stuff, so they had
access to it, so they had access to all those
resources.

Jim Bagnall (PC):     That proves you don’t
understand the industry.

Richard Brown (L): Well, so are these numbers
wrong? So are you saying that the lobster -

Jim Bagnall (PC):    You just don’t understand it.

Richard Brown (L):     Oh, yes,I do.  Well table it.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Now, listen. Just before
you go, is there anybody with any more questions
for (Indistinct)? Listen, could I have order in here?
Does anybody have questions for Mitch Murphy?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Mitch Murphy, you’re
excused. Thank you for coming before the
committee.

Honourable Mitch Murphy (PC): Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: The Clerk will give you
the information that I would like a follow-up on. The
committee will let you know if they’d like you back
or not. Now that Mitch has left, let’s give him time
to leave. No, just excused. He’s excused. 

Now the next thing here we have is Richard has
tabled that. You tabled that. The next thing is
scheduled for next meeting. Committee will recall
the agreement motion to have Wes MacAleer
appear as a witness at the next meeting. So Wes,
I guess you’re on for the next meeting. When are
we going to have the next meeting?  And then
there was talk about extending the hour longer
than two hours, so what we’ll do is - number one is
Wes will appear before the next meeting. When
have we -

Jim Bagnall (PC): Hold it now. The committee
hasn’t agreed to that.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: What do you mean?

Jim Bagnall (PC): That’s what I mean.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: The committee will
recall that they agreed to a motion that Wes
MacAleer appear for the next meeting.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Wes MacAleer would be the
next person our committee would call.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Listen, listen. Here’s
what it says: The committee members recall - they
agreed by a motion to have Wes MacAleer appear
as a witness at the next meeting.

Jim Bagnall (PC): No, that’s (Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Are you calling the
Clerk - Do you have a problem with the Clerk here
and what she said?

Jim Bagnall (PC): No.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Do you have a problem
with the agenda that’s in front of you?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Why are you so
argumentative?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, why are you so
argumentative? Now listen -

Jim Bagnall (PC):     (Indistinct) Do we have the
transcript of the last meeting?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Hey, listen. We’re done
checking. I rely on the Clerk or the assistant Clerk.
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Marian, is that what was agreed to?

Marian Johnston(Committee Clerk): I’ll have to
go back to the transcripts, Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: But you wrote that
down.

Marian Johnston(Committee Clerk): Oh, I will
have to go back to the transcripts.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, so let’s get -
listen now. We’re going to schedule - we’re
scheduling it. Forget about this. The next meeting
is what day have we got clear days? Could you
look that up for us? I believe it was Thursday.
When is it?

Marian Johnston(Committee Clerk): There’s no
public accounts meeting scheduled after this one.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, but when have we
got the time cleared here?

Marian Johnston(Committee Clerk): Tuesday
morning, Thursday morning, Thursday afternoon,
Friday morning, Friday afternoon.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: All right. How many
days would you like to meet next week?

Wayne Collins (PC): I would like to make a
motion.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Just wait now till we
get this one cleared up? Wayne, we’re going to
work on a schedule together. 

Wayne Collins (PC): (Indistinct) my motion
(Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Now listen, Wayne.
You - how many hours? Agriculture’s got 70
people meeting. We meet for a couple of hours a
day.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    Yeah, but you don’t even
show up.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Now the thing is -
anyway, that’s not the point. The point is -

Jim Bagnall (PC): You’re the agriculture critic.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, that’s all right. I
have business to do with people consistently. Now
what we’ve got to do is try to come to a
consensus. We’re going two hours. How many
extended of the two hours would you like to go?
Now we’ve got to see if we can work that among
the committee here. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): Okay, so can the committee
respond to this? 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, people can
respond to this.

Wayne Collins (PC): Alright, Tuesday, February
15, 9 to 12 a.m. Thursday, February 17, 9 to 4, a
half-hour break for lunch.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: On when?

Wayne Collins (PC): On the 17th, Thursday.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I can’t, Mr.
Chairman, I’ve got a doctor’s appointment.

Wayne Collins (PC): Tuesday, 9 to 12 a.m.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Tuesday, 9 to 12:00.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Get somebody else could fill in
for you.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No, this is a very
important thing and the Leader of the Opposition.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Then be here. If it was that
important, you’d be here.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, no.

Jim Bagnall (PC): We’re going to. We have to
change our schedules every week. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Well, you don’t
have to. 

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):     Thursday, I’m tied
up in the mornings.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Generally, when
you set a committee hearing, you try to work with
the committee to find out when we’re all available
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to meet.

Richard Brown (L): You’re being shanghaied.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah, we’re being
shanghaied is what you’re trying to do here.

Jim Bagnall (PC): No, you’re not. It’s not my fault
you don’t want to be at the meetings. It’s not my
fault you’ve got things that you’d sooner do than
get to the bottom of this.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Well, what are you
doing Monday? Why don’t we meet on Monday?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I can meet on
Monday.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Why can’t we meet
Mondays?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I can meet on
Monday.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: What? Well, make up
your mind. Now we’ve got to work together here.

Richard Brown (L): Oh, he’s all right for that. 

Jim Bagnall (PC):    I’ve got a committee meeting
already on Monday, sorry.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah. Well, anyway, a
lot of you have got a lot of bull here. Now let’s get
this straightened out. What day - 

(An Unidentified Member): Bull. It’s called bull.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Tuesday.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Tuesday, 9 a.m. until 12 p.m. 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: On Tuesday -

Wayne Collins (PC): He wasn’t even entertaining
it as a motion.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. Yes,
Tuesday, 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. I’m okay on Tuesday
on 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. That’s a three-hour meeting.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I’m okay on
Tuesday as well.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: All right, so we’ll go 9
to 12 on Tuesday. What was the other date? 

Richard Brown (L): Thursday, 9 a.m. until 4 p.m.

Wayne Collins (PC): Thursday, 9 a.m. until 4 p.m.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I can’t do an all day
meeting.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Thursday, I can’t make
it. I’m tied up.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Well, you had four people here
the other day, so surely you could have two here?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, I’m not here in the
mornings. I’ve already got a commitment from 9
until 12:30. I can meet from 1 until 4 p.m.,
whatever you want.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Well, let’s go 1 to 9 p.m., then.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, I’m tied up in the
morning. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): No, 1:00 in the afternoon until
9:00 at night.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: We don’t work past -

Jim Bagnall (PC): Who says we don’t? Why?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Because I’m tied up.
I’ve got things at the curling club to go to. People
invited me.  

Unidentified:  We have the best curling club
(Indistinct) 

Jim Bagnall (PC): I mean, curling’s more
important than this committee?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): This is ridiculous,
Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Well, I mean I have to
do - well, you ask (Indistinct).

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): (Indistinct) a
democracy.
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Jim Bagnall (PC): You’re being ridiculous.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: I mean, I’m not curling
myself personally, but I’ve got to attend the event.
We have events (Indistinct) to support (Indistinct).

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Mr. Chair, didn’t
you ask these members if they wanted to extend
the hour at one point earlier in the committee?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yes, they did. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): And they didn’t do
it. I don’t know how many times I’ve sat here and
I’ve asked for meetings on Tuesdays. I’ve asked
for meetings on Mondays. I’ve asked for meetings
on Fridays. They say: No, sorry. We have
Executive Council days. No, sorry. We have
caucus days. No, sorry. We have constituency
days. Well, how come there’s a double standard
here?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, you can’t have
a double standard. I mean, it’s as simple as that.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Every meeting I’ve
ever sat down to, Mr. Speaker, that’s been chaired
by the Member from Winsloe-West Royalty,
chaired by this member, we sit down and we
decide when our schedules are free and when
we’re able to meet. Generally, what we do is we try
to aim, if there’s something on, two meetings a
week at two hours a meeting. 

Now why these members here are trying to rush
this through the process is beyond me. You and I
have just indicated we’re free on Tuesday from 9
a.m. to 12 p.m. That’s extending the hour,
something that these members didn’t want to do.
Now we’re saying that we’re free for another three-
hour meeting on Thursday. I don’t see what the big
deal is.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: But it would be 1:00
o’clock before I’m free because I am tied up with
constituency and meetings before that.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So what about Thursday night?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: I’m tied up Thursday
night.

Jim Bagnall (PC): What time?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: I’m tied up Thursday
night.

Jim Bagnall (PC): What time?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: I’m tied up from
probably 6:30 until 8:30 at night.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Okay, let’s meet from 1 until 6
p.m., then.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I’m free on
Sundays. No, but I am. I’m free on Sundays. 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Monday, what about
Monday? If that’s what you want to do.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    If that’s what you want to do.
Make a motion.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No, you don’t have
to make a motion on this. This is in the scheduling
here.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, we don’t make a
motion (Indistinct). 

Jim Bagnall (PC): You don’t want to hear this file
get through. You’re prolonging it.

Wayne Collins (PC): Thursday, 1 to 5 p.m.? 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thursday from 1 to
5 p.m. We’ll compromise. You’re the one that
wanted to bring in your spin doctors.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    No problem.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: All right. What about
Thursday, 1:00  to 5 p.m. Thursday? Just wait
now. Is that all right with you, Robert?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Alright, Thursday, 1:00
to 5:00.  Well, now we’re going to decide - we have
the meetings arranged for the meetings. Now Wes
MacAleer is the next one that the motion was
made that we have him -

Jim Bagnall (PC): A motion was made that Wes
MacAleer would be the next minister, 
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Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):     He’s not a minister.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    or the next person that we
invite to appear before this committee.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair:  To have Wes appear
before the next meeting.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    Or do you want the
Auditor back because (Indistinct). 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, we’ll bring Wes -

Jim Bagnall (PC):     I’d prefer to bring the Auditor
back. Let’s get through the Auditor’s report.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): We’d hardly have Wes
MacAleer in for the three hours. Why don’t we go
with the Auditor General?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: How do you know we
won’t have him? I didn’t think we’d have Wes
(Indistinct). You were assuming what (Indistinct).
You’ve got to remember this. I’m going to tell you.
You don’t assume it. I assumed myself, and I
talked to some of them, that we wouldn’t have
Mitch for three hours. We could use him another
two hours, so I think we’ve got to look at having
Wes for at least three hours because it seems the
way the questions (Indistinct). 

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Let’s go to the Auditor’s
Report, let’s continue with the Auditor’s Report.  

Jim Bagnall (PC): Okay, so what we’re going to
decide - we’ve got our next two meetings we have
decided on, Mr. Chair? Is that correct?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, we have the
times decided.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Okay, so we have to decide
what we’re doing on Tuesday. I say we bring in the
Auditor General for Tuesday and Thursday of next
week and deal with his report as much as we can.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Well, what about
calling the motion that we already have for Wes
MacAleer?

Jim Bagnall (PC): We could still bring in Wes
MacAleer.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, but we’re on a
motion. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): The motion actually said that
Wes MacAleer would be the next person that we
brought in.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: The committee
members recall they agreed to a motion that Wes
MacAleer appear as a witness, so let’s bring Wes
MacAleer in as a witness next Thursday.

Richard Brown (L): Have you confirmed with him
that he can be here? Has anyone confirmed with
him that he can be here?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Yeah, next Thursday.
Can you be here next Thursday? 

Richard Brown (L):    Oh, he’s here, oh.  

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):     Listen, I have the
floor. I’m the chairman. Let’s see what’s going on.
We’ve already approved the motion, so we go with
the Auditor from 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. on Tuesday.
Thursday afternoon, 1 to 5 p.m., is free. We bring
in Wes MacAleer 1 to 2 p.m. and who do we bring
in after or 2:00 or 3:00?

Jim Bagnall (PC): My opinion is that we bring the
Auditor General in next week and deal with his
report, and with seven hours on this report that we
will (Indistinct)

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: So you’re changing the
motion (Indistinct).

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Then we can bring
the shareholders the week after. That’s a good
idea.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: And when are we
bringing in Don MacKinnon, then?

Jim Bagnall (PC): (Indistinct) get through this
report first, right? 

Richard Brown (L): But you said on the radio the
other morning he made a mistake. (Indistinct)
might have made a mistake, and that you’d
reconsider bringing Wes in.
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Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Wes, is on for next
week. 

Wayne Collins (PC): (Indistinct) the Auditor
General.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Why is it you don’t
want Wes MacAleer to come before us?

Wayne Collins (PC): No, Wes is going to appear.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: You already made a
motion to have him in. Listen, he’s supposed to be
at the next meeting. 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): Ask the committee what
they want to do. The committee says that we want
to have the Auditor General next week.

Wayne Collins (PC): We want the Auditor
General for the two meetings next week.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: See, what you have
done here -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Are they overruling
their motions (Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: No, you did. You made
a motion to have Wes MacAleer here at the next
meeting.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Obviously you don’t
care what the opposition thinks, so -

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Hey, let’s just take a
look here. Listen, Wayne, we know you’re run by
the fifth floor. We know you’re looking to get to
Cabinet, but there was a motion agreed to, to have
Wes MacAleer appear at the next meeting - next
week as a witness. It’s right here. This is your own
motion, and you made the motion, and the Clerk -
I have full faith in the Clerk that’s what it was. Now
Wes should, by theory, come next Tuesday, but
I’m prepared to leave him until Thursday, so we’ll
bring him in Thursday. 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): For an hour or two
hours? 

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: An hour and a half.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): And then we bring in the

Auditor General.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: And then we bring the
Auditor in afterwards.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): Why not?

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair: Why not? Yes.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): Okay.

Wayne Collins (PC): I want to see the transcripts
first - I want to get an understanding of that.

Richard Brown (L):     Well, you should read the
transcripts. You should know what you did at these
meetings.  You don’t even have a clue what’s
going on.  

Wayne Collins (PC): (Indistinct) before I agree, I
haven’t seen the transcript.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair:  You can’t even run
your own meetings. Two-hour meeting, it’s just a
shame, that climate control stuff. So what we have
decided is this, that we bring the Auditor in from 9
a.m. until 12 p.m., then we bring Wes in from 1 to
2:30 p.m., and then we bring the Auditor in after
that.

Jim Bagnall (PC): That’s not what we have
decided.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Yes, that’s what we
had decided.   It was Wilbur that decided it.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    No, it isn’t.

Wayne Collins (PC): No, no.  It’s not the
committee (Indistinct) .

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Wilbur, don’t leave.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC):  I’ve got to get going.  I
have to go to a wake.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): We got to vote here.

Dr. McKenna (PC): I’ve got a meeting too.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): We got to vote here.
The vote is this.  The vote is this so Wilbur can
leave, that next Thursday, we bring in Wes for an
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hour and a half and after that we bring in the
Auditor.  All in favour of that raise your right hand.

Richard Brown (L):     One.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): So you’re not in
favour of it.

Wes MacAleer (PC):  (Indistinct) at the table.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): You were at the table.
You were sitting at the table.  Yes, you can be.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    No, he can’t.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): He’s volunteered to
come before us.  He’s sitting on the committee.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): My question is,
listen, they’re going to dominate whatever the
committee wants.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Hey!  Hey!

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Why doesn’t the
fifth floor just tell us what you want and that’s what
we’re going to do.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): And that’s, so Wes,
are you in favour of coming next Thursday or not?

Unidentified: It is not. 

Unidentified:   It is too (Indistinct) .

Wes MacAleer (PC): I’m available at any time.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): So you’re in favour.
Alright, so all those opposed to it.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Actually, what we want here is
the Auditor General(Indistinct) .

(Several people speaking at once.)

Jim Bagnall (PC): You’re not going to bully this
through.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): There’s no bullying.
I’ve got a motion  - there’s a motion on the floor. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): No, you haven’t got a motion.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Is there a motion on
the floor?

Jim Bagnall (PC):     No, there isn’t.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Let them do
whatever they want, Chair, because (Indistinct) 

Wayne Collins (PC):   You wouldn’t allow me a
motion on scheduling.  You wouldn’t allow me a
motion on scheduling.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Well, your motion
was this, hey!  Your motion was this: A motion that
Wes MacAleer appear before at the next meeting.
That’s your Tory motion.

Wayne Collins (PC): No, it wasn’t.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    Where is that?

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): It’s right here.  The
Clerk has it wrote down in front of me.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Well, then you’d better get the
facts straight.  I think it was Robert that made the
motion.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): It was but you all
voted in favour of it.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): You voted in favour of
it.  I don’t care who made it.

Jim Bagnall (PC): You said that the next person
that we called in as a witness would be, the next
minister would be Wes MacAleer. We will call Wes
MacAleer in as our next minister.  The person that
we’re calling in this week, next week is the Auditor
General.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Wilbur agrees to
bring him in.  I’m trying to get a consensus.
Wilbur, you agree to come in, that he comes in
next Thursday.  Robert agrees to come in next
Thursday.  Wes agreed to come in next Thursday
so that, without a motion, is three in favour.
There’s three against.  I’m the Chairman.  I rule
with it. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): Hold it now.  Whoa!  Whoa!
Whoa!
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Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): I’m just telling you
how it works.  

Wayne Collins (PC): Back up the vote.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Let’s have a look at the
(Indistinct) .  Let’s have the vote.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): You’re supposed to
make a motion first so, Robert, can you make a
motion?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): They’re going to
decide whatever they want.  I’m tired of fighting
with this.  They’re pushing their way around.
They’ve got the fifth floor telling them what to do.
Jim Bagnall and Wayne Collins are leading the
fight.  Let them decide what they want to do.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): So have you got a
motion, Wilbur?

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): No, I have no motion.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): You’re not making
any motion.  (Indistinct) 

Jim Bagnall (PC): I’ll make one, sir, as a
committee member.  

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Alright.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I move that on our two
meetings next week that we bring in the Auditor
General and we deal with the Auditor General’s
report for our next two meetings.

Richard Brown (L): Agreed.

Wayne Collins (PC): Agreed.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Thank you.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    All in favour?

Jim Bagnall (PC): Meeting adjourned.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair): Fifth floor again,
cover up.  We would have won that vote. 


