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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ACCOUNTS
Tuesday, March 9, 2004

10:00 a.m.

Tape 1

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:   Approval of agenda.
Any addition of any new items. Anybody got any
new items?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): We might have something
new to introduce under number 4. We should know
by 11:00 o’clock..

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You don’t know yet?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): No.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So you might have one,
you should have one.

Mr. R. Brown: We might have one.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Then we should put that off till
next week and our next meeting.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Whatever.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Put what off?

Jim Bagnall (PC): Whatever, if it’s not on the
agenda.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: If you just have might,
you must have one. We can’t deal in might.

Jim Bagnall (PC): No, has to be postponed.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Can we introduce one
motion and we might have two?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Well I’ll say we’ll have one
motion then to introduce.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The other one we’ll
have to put off till the next.

Wayne Collins(PC): This is not a fish pond Mr.
Chair.  This isn’t where you throw the nickel in and
you tick up something on the other side of the wall.
. I mean we’re dealing here with issues, right. And

we’re dealing here with topics. To say you got one
or two motions possibly coming before the end of
the meeting.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Well that’s because there’s
things going on right now.  Issues taking place
right here and we might have to bring them up.  

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Order,  order. We’ll start
with Mr. Collins. Mr. Ghiz says he has one motion
to come. If I stand to be corrected, approval of
agenda, addition to any new items. He says he
has one motion that will come on new other
business. He said he might have another one. We
already dealt with the word might. We don’t deal
with might until the next election, until the next
motion. Now that’s where it’s at Mr. Collins. So . .
. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): We haven’t voted on whether
we’re accepting anything. Each one has to be
brought forward as it  is.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Call to Order. Approval
of Agenda. Now this, Mr. Vice-Chairman, Junior
Chairman.–Approval of Agenda, Addition of
Adding New Items. I understood that Mr. Ghiz has
a motion that will look after other business. When
we get the other business we’ll decide whether we
want to hear it or reject it like we did before. That’s
how it works. He said he might have two. Well we’ll
deal with the second one at another meeting
because we can’t deal with might. That was the
thing. I know you’re awful fishy after 53 million
going down the tubes. But you shouldn’t be
bringing that up here unless you bring it up with
the Auditor. Like if your conscious is guilty over
that I mean . .. we’re not talking about your
conscious.

Wayne Collins(PC): Am I to intimate from that,
Mr. Chairman, is that the inference you’re making
here.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I don’t know what the
motion deals with.

Wayne Collins(PC): This is  exactly what I’m
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saying, you don’t know what the motion deals with.
We have no idea what we’re about to dedicate our
time to of this committee. I think in deference  to
this committee and in courtesy to this committee,
I think the Honourable Leader of the Opposition
could at least state what the topic is or what the
issue is going to be (Indistinct)....

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: He knows what it is.

Wayne Collins(PC): . . . at that appropriate time.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I have already ruled
that we will hear it at other business. You put up
your argument at other business. It will come up at
the last and then you guys can shoot it down or
Mr. Ghiz can . . . 

Cletus Dunn(PC): (Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The motion?

Cletus Dunn(PC): It says (Indistinct) resolution on
what?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: We don’t have to deal
what it is, we’ll do it under business. Now you want
to do it now we’ll do it now. Alright I’ll hear the
resolution now then. Bring it up. Make up your
minds.

(To many speaking at once)

No this is the rules of the committee. It’s not your
rules, it’s rules of the committee. You don’t want to
hear it, you want to hear it now. I’m going to ask
Mr. Ghiz,  for the sake of the committee,  would
you present your resolution or whatever other
business you got. I’d like to see the other business
but the committee wants it presented now.  Mr.
Ghiz has the floor.

Jim Bagnall (PC): As soon as he starts  I’ll make
a motion for adjournment right off the bat if you’re
going to conduct the meeting like that. Because
we’re not . . . you either follow the agenda or this
meeting will over right now.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I am following business.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Take your choice.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: If he brings up approval
of agenda, addition any new items should be

brought up under other business, right?

Jim Bagnall (PC): Committee hasn’t really agreed
to hear it.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair:   No there is not such
as thing .  Do  you want to hear it now or do you
want to hear it after other business.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): No, they said they want to
hear it after.

Wayne Collins(PC):   Mr. Chairman, I want to
know the nature of what it is.  If someone wants to
say that they’re going to bring up a resolution or a
motion in relation to A, B, C, D, that’s fine. Then at
least we know that somewhere down the road
we’re going to be dealing with an issue of A, B, C,
D. But to say I want to talk about project X,
whatever that may be,  and then start putting it on
the agenda, it’s like I say, it’s like being at a fish
pond.  

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:  Don’t be talking about
fish. I hear enough trouble about  fish now.

Wayne Collins(PC): (Indistinct) business and I’d
rather this (Indistinct) real issues that we know
what we’re about to deal with.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): (Indistinct) raises issues
that they’re not important issues, when  we raise
issues about looking into Polar Foods and stuff like
that.

(Uproar)

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Vice-Chairman, you
don’t have the floor. No listen, he knows what it is.
We don’t know what it is. Now what we want to
find out is. . . now if I could just have some order
here. I know you’re touchy, I know you’ve had a
bad weekend, but don’t bring it out on Public
Accounts. I mean you’re getting paid as MLA’s to
sit here and face the music. If you can’t face the
music get somebody else to sit in your place here.
Now listen, tell me this. This motion, can we have
it now? Do you want to hear it now?

Marian Johnston(Committee Clerk): It should be
up to the committee Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Do you want to hear it
now? Would you like to hear it now?  



3

Unidentified Members: No. No. No.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright, so we’ll hear it
in other business, right?

Jim Bagnall (PC): If the committee agrees.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, the committee
doesn’t have to agree to hear it.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes we do.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: A motion is always in
order.

Jim Bagnall (PC): No.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You don’t need a
seconder.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: He can make his
motion.

Jim Bagnall (PC): We can defeat it though.

Ron MacKinley (L) Chair:  Yeah, you can do
whatever you want, you can defeat them all.
Alright, you got the floor.

Cletus Dunn(PC): I guess my question is, we’re
asked to approve the agenda.  

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah.

Cletus Dunn(PC): I think when you’re at  number
2. How can we approve an agenda when we don’t
know what these other additional items are. I don’t
have no problem approving an agenda as long as
I know what I’m approving.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well all we’re doing is
approving for him to bring that up in other
business.

Cletus Dunn(PC): I think we need to know what
the other  business is.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You don’t want to know
about it. So we can deal with it right now.  If you
want to deal with it right now, I’ll bring up other
business.

Cletus Dunn(PC): No, no.  

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: When we get to other
business then we’ll deal with it.

Cletus Dunn(PC): I guess I’m just asking . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: If Mr. Collins had a
motion or Mr. McKenna now . . . 

Jim Bagnall (PC):   Don’t we get a chance to
speak on this committee?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Wait now. If they had a
motion now, we could either deal with it now or
wait till other business. So if the committee is in
agreement, you don’t want it now, we’ll hear it at
other business. And if you don’t like it or want to
talk about it, after the person makes their motion,
resolution, whatever he’s going to do, you can
bring up any subject you want too, then the
committee will deal whether we debate it or we
don’t debate it. That’s how the rules work of  the
House, here’s the rule book. I told you to get a
course in rules. You’re getting an extra $5500.  

Unidentified Member: (Indistinct) 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well my rules are right.
I’m with the Clerk here.

Jim Bagnall (PC): You studied three years and
still don’t know them.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Now that’s an
unparliamentary remark. So Mr. Ghiz?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Obviously the government
members are having a lot of difficulty with the
Opposition raising issues before this committee. 

Cletus Dunn (PC): Not at all, not at all.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L):  Now what they’re trying to
do is stone wall the work of the Opposition.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: When I say somebody
has the floor, they got the floor. I don’t like you
people butting in. So Mr. Ghiz has the floor. The
Chairman brings in the rules. Mr. Ghiz go ahead.

Jim Bagnall (PC): That cover  you too.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, but I got to rule
the committee. 
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Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Anyone can introduce a
motion or a resolution because it does not have to
be seconded before this committee, okay. It
wouldn’t matter, they don’t have to know what the
title is. All they’re trying to do is stone wall the
Opposition. Because every time we introduce a
motion it’s something that Islanders want and yet
they are forced to vote it down from their higher
ups and they’re just trying to keep the Opposition
quiet and I’ve had enough of it.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright, Mr. Bagnall has
got the floor now.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I mean that would make great
sense if we knew what your motions were coming
forward. But we don’t even know what your
motions are. So I mean that kind of throws out
your little bit of . . . your political speech that you’re
throwing out there because how could anybody tell
us what to do when we don’t even know what a
motion. . . . if  there is a motion coming forward
and what it would be when it comes into this
committee. We make our own decisions in here. If
you wanted to be interested in things you would
put your motions down on the agenda like most
people do instead of trying to sneak them in the
back door every meeting and throw it out on the
thing. Then you’re saying, oh we vote  you down.
Of course, I mean if you don’t want to put
(Indistinct). 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): (Indistinct)

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Ghiz, hold it, Mr.
Ghiz, Mr. Bagnall has the floor.

 Jim Bagnall (PC):  I think I have the floor.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, you have the
floor. You’re not making much sense but you’re on
the floor.

Jim Bagnall (PC): And if you don’t want to put it
on the agenda, it can’t be very important because
you’re trying to sneak everything in the back door
and come on to the committee so you can get your
great big political speech every time in here. Well
the problem being is, if it’s that important, why
don’t you have it on the agenda like everything
else is, instead of trying to sneak it in every week.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You can’t put it on the
agenda. Like the rules of the House are simple.

We follow the rules of the House. I got the floor. If
you want to hear this motion now. . . see the way
the committee works is, we have an agenda.
Anybody can add to the agenda. Under Call to
Order, Approval of Agenda and then additional any
new items and then you go on to Other Business.
Now if you don’t want to hear it now, I’m not going
to waste Mr. Younker’s time and the other two
Auditors here, time. We can discuss this later
under Other Business. If you want to hear the
motion now, we can hear the motion now if  the
committee decides to hear the motion now.

 If you don’t want to hear the motion now, let’s go
on to the next part of the presentation, Mr.
Younker. Then Mr. Ghiz can bring up his motion
under other business. If you don’t like the motion
and you think you want to run or whatever,
basically what it looks like to me is, you want to
find out what is on his mind right now so you can
get Pat Dorsey and Peter McQuaid to give you the
information we get to other business in about an
hour and a half. But that’s not the way it works.
You’re supposed to be independent of a
committee. You’re members of the Legislative
Assembly. So the rules are clear. We can hear it
now. How many are in favor of hearing the new
motion or whatever, Mr. Ghiz, new items,
additional any new items, at this particular time.
How many are in favor of that? Raise your right
hands.

We got one in favor. How many are against
hearing that right now? It’s been defeated. Let’s go
on to presentation of Mr. Younker, Auditor
General.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Before we start that.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: There’s no more
questions on this,  I’ve already ruled. 

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I’m not talking about
that.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: What have you got a
question on?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I don’t know if the
Rules and Privileges have approved to have lap
top computers at our committee meetings yet. Is
that true?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I have no idea. That’s
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not up to my job.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): You’re the Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: We’re approved to have
lap top computers in the House.

Jim Bagnall (PC): We have our Clerk here . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Wait now, wait now.
We’re approved for the House, Mr. Ballem, Mr.
(Indistinct), we’re an extension of the House. So I
rule lap tops are alright. That’s what you want to
know. Is there anything else?

Jim Bagnall (PC): You  don’t have the choice. It’s
a committee  decision.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No it’s not a committee
decision.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes it is.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: We follow the rules of
the House.

Jim Bagnall (PC): That’s right. We follow and  it’s
committee rules.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: It’s the House.

Jim Bagnall (PC): No.

Marian Johnston(Committee Clerk): The Rules
Committee decided there would be no lap tops in
committee meetings. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The Rules Committee
decided there would be no lap tops so I will rule
with you guys and the lap top’s got to be removed.

Richard Brown(L): Mr. Chairman, I want to say
one thing. Any presenter that comes to this, any
committee from now on that has electronic
equipment will not be allowed to make their
presentations in it too. So if the Cancer Society or
any other group or anybody comes in here with a
lap top....

Jim Bagnall (PC): You can tell them that.

Richard Brown(L): What?

Jim Bagnall (PC): You can tell them that.

Richard Brown(L): You just told them that.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I’m going to cut off the
debate. Like we’re getting into . . . our prime focus
here is to deal with the Auditor General. Any other
business,  Mr. Brown,  can be brought up under
Business. So I think we got to get this thing going.
I mean we don’t want . . . so let’s start with the
Auditor General. What I want you to start with was
the follow up to questions that were  asked you.
Have you got those answers for us?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): We don’t have
the answers yet. We’re working on them and we’re
waiting for the transcript. We still haven’t got the
transcript.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright, that’s fine. Let’s
go on to where you left off.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Okay, we’re on
Infrastructure, page 54.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: What page was that?

Colin Younker (Auditor General):   54. This
deals with the Infrastructure Program Agreement
that was signed in October 2000 between the
Government of Canada and the Government of
PEI. There was $38 million being invested in
Infrastructure over the five years ending in 2005-
06. The Federal and Provincial each provide $12.8
million and the investments from the applicants will
be a minimum of 12.8 million. The Federal and
Provincial contributions also include $200,000 for
administration.

Our examination was performed in accordance
with the value for money auditing standards of the
CICA and accordingly included such tests and
other procedures as we consider necessary in the
circumstances. We include a sample of approved
projects as well as applications on file. We
examined investment targets, project selection,
project changes, claims processing and monitoring
procedures.

Roles and Responsibilities
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The Management Committee is responsible for
administration and management of the Program
Agreement. Members of the Committee consist of
two Federal representatives, two Provincial
representatives and two local government
representatives as observers. The Program
Agreement defines the Management Committee’s
responsibilities including: administration of
guidelines for application, assessment, approval,
reporting, implementation and evaluation;
establishment of a Joint Secretariat to support
administration and sharing of information;
consideration of project changes including cost
overruns; implementation of the communications
protocol and audit framework; and provision of
annual audit plans and reports to Ministers.

To assist the management Committee, a Project
Selection Sub-Committee was established
comprised of federal, provincial and municipal
representatives. They performed a basic
assessment and rating before forwarding projects
to the Management Committee.

The Province processes claims from applicants
and pays the Federal and Provincial share of
funding based on the percentage of approved
project costs. The Province then makes a claim for
the federal share of approved costs. The Province
then makes a claim for the federal share of
approved costs.

The Program Agreement requires the
implementation of an audit framework outlining
provisions for annual auditing of the expenditures
incurred. Its purpose is to provide independent and
objective assurances that: the management
framework ensures compliance with the Program
Agreement; funds are spent for the purpose
intended and with regard to economy, efficiency
and effectiveness; applicants comply with
environmental obligations; and systems are in
place for the collection of information on the results
of the program.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, Mr. Collins?

Wayne Collins (PC): Mr. Younker, I want to come
to 5.5 here. To assist the Management Committee
here which has representatives of the
Federal/Provincial and local government, a Project
Selection Sub-Committee is established again with
Federal/Provincial and municipal representatives
to perform a basic assessment and a rating before

forwarding the projects to the Management
Committee. Do you approve of that kind of sharing
of information and cooperation here. I assume that
this is a very healthy thing to do.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.

Wayne Collins (PC): It is.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It’s a three
party funding.

Wayne Collins (PC): So three parties are involved
for the inception of the projects onward. So no one
party then should be arbitrarily declaring what
projects are going to be approved.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): So there’s a
process they  had in place and they’re all involved
in the process.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Yes, and it seemed to
have worked under this particular scenario, this
particular infrastructure agreement. It’s just a
comment to committee members. I think it’s rather
sad that that same structure isn’t working under
the proposed MRIF Agreement where the federal
government has arbitrarily decided which projects
it’s going to fund. It’s quite obvious that there is an
election fever in the air here across Atlantic
Canada and some people are trying to make their
points. So sorry about that.

(Uproar)

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:   Could I have some
order here?  Mr. Collins has got the floor. So
continue.

Wayne Collins (PC):  I’m fine. I just want to
assure myself through the  Auditor General that
this is indeed the correct framework for
applications and projects to be approved with a
three party cooperation here. Something that’s
sadly lacking today.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Now Mr. Brown with his
hand up. Actually ahead of you,  Mr. Collins, I’ll
give it to Mr. Brown. I’ll give it to Mr. Bagnall and
then Mr. Ghiz.

Richard Brown(L): Mr. Chairman, I think we
should wait. There is a couple of important
sections leading in to this. 5.19. Reasons for
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Management Committee recommending certain
projects were always not clear in the last
agreement,  Mr. Chairman. Also noted in 5.21, Mr.
Chairman, we know that a few projects did not
have sufficient information included with the
application, Mr. Chairman.  So the last program
didn’t work all that efficiently, Mr. Chairman,
according to future remarks  that the Auditor
General  made in his report. So we should wait for
the full extent of this Auditors report comes forward
before we start making political comments here
today, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Now Mr. Bagnall.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So to your knowledge, Auditor
General, this process hasn’t changed?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): For this
program here?

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): To my
knowledge it hasn’t changed,  no.

Jim Bagnall (PC): So how come we’re being
announced that programs are coming through with
the federal government making all the
announcements as who is going to be getting what
projects and is coming through. I mean if this isn’t
. . . where has  it broken down? Where has the
system broken down? Because right now the
MRIF program that we’re talking about, the Feds
are telling us who’s going to be approved and
what’s going to be approved. Is this just the slush
fund for the Liberal Federal Government coming
through.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’m not sure on
the MRIF because I haven’t seen anything on the
MRIF  or the new program. Let’s just continue on
perhaps and we can follow through what . . . 

Richard Brown (L): Mr. Chairman, do we have a
copy of that program that’s being proposed right
now?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:   Just . . .Mr. Ghiz..
You’ll have to wait.  Mr. Ghiz?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very much. I just
want to take issue with something that was said
earlier.

Richard Brown (L): We don’t have it.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Brown, could we
get some order here.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): I just want to take  issue
with something that was said earlier. I was being
criticized for bringing resolutions and motions to
this table and making political speeches when in
fact all I’m doing is trying to represent the people
of Prince Edward Island and now we see the
Member from Winsloe-West Royalty and the
Member from Montague-Kilmuir standing in here
and making political speeches bashing counter
federal counterparts. I just want to let them know
that I take issue with criticizing myself for
representing the people of Prince Edward Island
and yourselves trying to position yourselves  for
the next federal election. So you know, don’t
complain on one hand that I’m making political
speeches based on what’s happened here on
Prince Edward Island and you’re making political
speeches bashing people in Ottawa. It’s just . . .
come on, give us a break.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Brown?

Richard Brown(L):  No, Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the Auditor General. I have numerous
underlines here where the program has  broken
down in the last set of negotiations.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well you were talking
about the Federal Infrastructure Program. I’ll ask
the Auditor. The Federal Infrastructure Program, I
believe you were, probably your former company
was probably assisted through  it too, was it not?
Did you guys ever get any federal infrastructure
out there? You didn’t, alright. I thought I would just
speed up the idea. But it’s a federal program and
the provinces and communities piggyback on it.
That’s how it works.

Cletus Dunn (PC): It’s a three part agreement.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, it’s not that.  It’s a
federal incentive. Now when Brian Mulroney was
there then, Mr. Younker, you’re familiar with  him.
Was there an infrastructure program in place
under Brian Mulroney like the one in place now?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’d have to go
back.
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Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You don’t remember
that. Well check that out. But I can tell you right
now for the committee’s, it was a federal program
that was brought in by the federal Liberal
Government. Whether you like the program or not
it was there. What it did mean, was that they would
put up one-third of the money, the provinces would
put in one-third and the communities would put in
one-third. So it’s a federal program with the
communities piggy backed and the  province on.
That’s the way it works. That’s how it works. 

There was never problems like that because I
know from my days as being in power under the
Liberals. I remember when Mulroney was there,
there was no program. We had like water and
sewage. What we had to do was take a million
dollars, half a million dollars of provincial taxpayers
dollars and what we did with that program, if a
community had a problem with water or sewage or
something, we had it in North River because it was
a mess. The Tories had been in for years and they
didn’t do a thing. We took $1 million of the
taxpayers money over a period of two or three
years and put it right into North River to help out
North River and also Cornwall to get them up to
date. Then the Federal Government came along in
an election and made commitments that they
would have a better....we tried to get an
Infrastructure Program going with the federal
Tories but they wouldn’t give us one. We then
came along and lobbied the Federal Government,
but they weren’t elected, the Federal Liberals and
they came out with a policy for infrastructure and
that means that this million dollars all of a sudden
that we would put in  as a province, not the
government in power, but the province would put
in, would now become $3 million worth of work
being done. Then the program was announced
and then the provinces agreed to it. So there is
your infrastructure program, how it was set up and
how it works.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I don’t think this is a
federal program. I think this is a program cost
shared by all three levels of government. I don’t
know where you read that in the preamble here.
That the Joint Secretariat to support
administration–so  how could that be federal?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well the  federal
program, how it works is . . . I know you’re only
new to  politics. But how it works is this. The
federal government makes an announcement . . .
.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): (Indistinct) 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, the federal
government makes announcements of programs
that the provinces can join.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): If they do their own
program maybe. But we’re talking about a
federal/provincial . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: This is the federal
program which the federal government program,
it’s the federal government  but they also want
commitments from the communities, they want
commitments from the provinces and that’s how it
was. It’s a federal . . . anyway it doesn’t really
matter whose program it is.  I’m right in this
answer.

Jim Bagnall (PC): You misinterpreted it for the
last five minutes. 

Dr. David McKenna (PC): You’re misinterpreting
it. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You go back, you go
back. No I’m not.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): You are. It says your
Canada/Prince Edward Island Infrastructure
Program.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That was a federal
program that was initiated first and  them jumped
off. You go back to Pat Dorsey or Peter McQuaid,
they’ll tell you. Mr. Collins?

Wayne Collins (PC): Quick question to the Chair.
Mr. Chairman, do you think then based upon your
statements here that it is correct and fine for the
federal government to arbitrarily  announce which
projects it is going to support without consultation
with either of the other two partners? Is it correct
for the federal government to arbitrarily do that?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well if I remember right,
the Infrastructure Program. . . . 
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Wayne Collins (PC): Yes or no. Come clean with
the people. Yes or no?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No. Listen would you
just . . . you’re not back at the  CBC covering up
for the PCs.  I’m trying to recall, I was in Stratford
when the last one was announced, over in
Stratford, that’s your riding.  Who was at the table
at that time was Lawrence MacAulay along with
probably the minister responsible for the province
for the announcement and the communities were
all there. It was the federal that decided when to
announce it and they control the program. If the
federal government  said there was no more
infrastructure money coming out of Ottawa, we
wouldn’t have a federal program, we’d have to
have a provincial made in PEI program. Anyway
that’s not on trial.  What’s on trial here . . . 

Wayne Collins (PC): You didn’t answer my
question though after your statement about the
federal government.

Richard Brown(L): Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Brown, go ahead.

Richard Brown(L): Quite an accusation has been
made here today, with four MP’s directing this or
the federal government through the four MP’s are
directing the new Infrastructure Program. I move a
motion, Mr. Chairman, that we call the four MP’s to
this committee.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The motion has been
moved. Have we got a mover and have we got a .
. . we don’t need a seconder. Now let’s bring it up
for discussion. Allegations made here that our four
MP’s are supposed to be directing this money
made by several members of the Legislative
Assembly that they’re choosing where it should go.
I think we should bring them in and let’s find out if
this is what’s going on.

Unidentified Member:    Question?

 Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:  Don’t be in a rush over
the question. You people made the allegations,
this is Public Accounts. If our MPs are into
something like that, I think they should be brought
here and let’s find out and you people bring up
your allegations and we’ll question them. This is
fair and above board. We’re supposed to be non-
partisan here. We’re members of the Legislative

Assembly. If I ever thought that our MP’s were just
going in and saying this job is going and this job is
going. I think they should be brought forward. You
people made the allegations.

So all people in favour of bringing our four MP’s
before the committee raise your hand.

Cletus Dunn: Can we have further discussion on
the motion? 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, he wanted the
question, alright go ahead discuss the motion.
Floor is open. Go ahead,  Mr. Dunn, you’re on.

Cletus Dunn(PC): Thank you,  Mr. Chair. I guess
if it’s a tri-party agreement, the first infrastructure
program which was a five year commitment of $38
million, where all three levels of government sign
on, then it becomes a tri-party agreement. I
understand the new program that we didn’t sign on
as a province so it’s not the tri-party agreement.
It’s an agreement now between the federal
government   and the municipality that is prepared
to meet the requirements to meet with them.

So right now, there is no agreement signed. I don’t
see why–right now it’s between the MP’s and the
municipalities because the province is not part of
the agreement. We weren’t approached by the
agreement. I understand that there was never of
meetings held to discuss the program and that
they have gone ahead and announced the
program without signing on of  the province.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That’s the new
agreement?

Cletus Dunn(PC): That’s the new agreement.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, but we’re talking
about the old agreement.

Cletus Dunn(PC): No, no.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, just wait now. This
summer, apparently the money is still there for this
summer. This is for the year after I believe you are
talking about. I stand to be corrected?

Wayne Collins (PC): Whole new program.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, a whole new
program the year after. But this summer
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apparently I read in the paper. So you’ve had your
say. Is there anybody else?

Cletus Dunn(PC): I just want to finish my
comments.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright,  finish your
comments.

Cletus Dunn(PC): I guess my comment is that, I
think the comment made which Mr. Brown reacted
to was regarding  the new program,  not the old
program.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Mr. Chair, we can’t even vote
on a motion.  It’s not in order.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): I move the motion.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, Robert Ghiz
moves the motion.

Jim Bagnall (PC): What motion did you move? 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): The motion of the four
MP’s coming before the committee.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah.  You don’t
remember the motion? 

Jim Bagnall (PC): I know what the motion is.

 Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well, why did you ask
what was the motion?  Listen we’re getting into a
lot of . .. 

Tape No. 2

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Get real.   Get a life.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Can I get some order
here?  (Uproar)  What we’re doing 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L):   Did you just fall of the
turnip truck or something?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I would hate to accuse
anybody on this committee of trying to slow things
down for some reasons, but (Indistinct) . 

(Too  many speaking at once)

Jim Bagnall (PC): Honourable Leader of the

Opposition, it wasn’t in the rules of this committee.
I just want to (indistinct) of his motion.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Could you could have  just
explained it to me, instead of trying to put me on
the spot there. If you were so concerned, but
anyway.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. McKenna has the
floor.

Dr. David McKenna(PC): Under the present
infrastructure program, the residents of my district
are still waiting for my last agreement to be signed
in Ottawa for the infrastructure work that was done
last summer. The work has been done, the
agreement has not been signed in Ottawa and the
work was done last spring. 

We have a little problem with how Ottawa is
starting to come out with another  program when
we  haven’t even gotten the last programs figured
out right yet. My residents of Stratford are paying
five grand  a month interest payments because the
last agreement wasn’t signed and the work’s been
done.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Why would they do the
work before the agreement was signed?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Don’t ask me.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That’s another scandal.

(Uproar)

Dr. David McKenna (PC): That would be  the
municipality . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That’s what happened
( indistinct)  away.

Richard Brown (L): You know what, Mr.
Chairman, that was his election promise last year.

(Too  many speaking at once).

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:  I’m looking at it from a
point of view that all  dollars before they are
approved should be signed off.  I mean  I hope we
don’t get into this problem we have in Ottawa
where there’s (Indistinct) millions of dollars being
wasted. Why would anybody go ahead and do a
program and then send the application in



11

afterwards?  Anyway, that’s not our concern.  I
think that’s a question   that should be put to these
four MP’s. Mr. Ghiz?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very much.
There seems to be a lot of electioneering, federal
electioneering going on here.

Richard Brown (L): Some of them might be
running in this room.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): But I find it,  obviously the
spin doctors got out this morning. From what I read
in the paper, the reason why the province was
refusing to sign on to the infrastructure deal was
because of a lack of funding and now I guess they
woke up and decided oh we better not be arguing
that way, it looks bad in The Guardian, let’s get
our, I won’t  say the word because obviously the
Honourable Member from Montague-Kilmuir made
me apologize for the last time,  but got their MLA’s
to come out here and start blaming the feds
because the provinces wasn’t allowed . . . with
regards,  to participate in the process. But from my
understanding of the program the municipalities
submit the projects to be done. And from what else
I read in the paper this morning is the province is
now clawing back the GST rebates. So instead of
kicking them once today, they are trying to kick the
municipalities twice. 

Richard Brown (L): And breaking the contract
with the City of Charlottetown. they just signed
before the last election. Clawing back 10 percent
of that too.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So the thing is . . . 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): They’re  trying to change
their story right now from what their Provincial
Treasury was saying this morning, that they
couldn’t afford . . . or no, sorry,  not the Provincial
Treasurer, Peter McQuaid, the chief pumba, said
this morning  . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I don’t want to interrupt
you but we  got to get on. Basically  what they are
doing is, these  people aren’t privy,  these people
aren’t privy to Cabinet, they don’t know what’s
going on in Cabinet and I mean that’s the way it
works.  You’re not in Cabinet.

Mitch Murphy was in the paper today , basically
saying or whoever put that piece in, they can’t

afford it, they don’t have money, like you’re  broke
here. You  lost all that money and they can’t afford
to put their third of the infrastructure money in.
That’s what I read in the paper today. That’s what
I read in the paper today. You are broke, you got
no money. 

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Mr. Chairman, we have
no money because our  money is committed to
highways, and there is nothing in the infrastructure
program. All money is committed to health care.
We don’t see anything in that . . . that’s what we
are waiting for.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Oh the infrastructure
money is health care, is it?  So do you mean to
say that you’re using money . . . 

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    No, we can’t commit
to program..

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:   Listen, I think you are
getting deeper, because if you are saying that
infrastructure money we are talking about here in
the audit . . . 

Dr. David McKenna (PC): We have our priorities
to the province.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: . . . is committed to
health care, I don’t think it is. Is there anybody else
that hasn’t talked on this motion that’s on the floor
to bring the four MP’s to the floor. Has anybody
else to say a word that hasn’t’ spoke. Everybody
has had enough time to speak.

Is the committee in favour of bringing the four MP’s
before us to explain out the infrastructure program,
raise your right hand.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Clarification, the MRIF
Program, the new program.

Richard Brown (L): No. It’s the new program.

Cletus Dunn (PC): The new program.  It’s not
called the . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You can ask whatever
you want when you bring them here.  I don’t care.

Richard Brown (L): You made an accusation
there about the four MP’s
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Cletus Dunn (PC): Let’s just get qualified, the
Infrastructure Program expires in 2006. The MRIF
Program kicks in. That’s the one we are concerned
about.

Richard Brown (L): And have we got a copy of
that?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:   We’re concerned
about the 2007 one. Is that the 2007 one.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Yes, that’s the one we’re
concerned about.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): I’m for having the four MP’s
in.  These members are intent on bashing them.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, bring them in.
Alright, anyway whoever is in favour of bringing the
four MP’s in, you can ask them whatever questions
you want. I really don’t care. I’ll be very loose on it
as chairman, raise your right hand. All in favour
one, two, three, four, five, six. Motion is carried.
Let’s go on to the Auditor General.

You will check and get the four MP’s in here?   Our
Clerk will.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Mark this moment in
history. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That’s the way
democracy works.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): 5.8 We were
advised by the Program Secretariat that no audit
plans were approved by the Management
Committee to the date of our audit.

Our recommendation is the Management
Committee should approve annual audit plans as
outlined in the Program Agreement.

As part of the agreement one of the appendixes in
the agreement is there was to be audits done on
the program and the Management Committee is to
set aside resources for those audits,  establish
audits plans and oversee audits and report on
(Indistinct) . There is supposed to be an audit
process within the infrastructure agreement. 

Cletus Dunn (PC): So there’s no audit being done
now.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): There is no
audit plan before, no audits have been done yet.

Cletus Dunn (PC): I guess I read that the
Program Secretariat had the audit but the
Management Committee didn’t. 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No. They are
not approved by the Management Committee yet.
What they are doing. Our recent follow up is that
they are looking at the audit plan that the ACOA
projects use and they are willing to amend that to
fit the Infrastructure Program.

Investment Targets. The Program Agreement
indicates green municipal infrastructure is the first
priority for PEI with  at least 60 percent approved
project costs are to be directed toward green
municipal projects such as water and wastewater
systems. Secondary priorities include projects
such as, cultural and recreational facilities, tourism
initiatives, and affordable housing.

In addition, a minimum of 46 percent of the total
approved project costs are to be in rural
communities. Rural is defined as areas outside
Charlottetown, Summerside, Cornwall and
Stratford.

The investment targets in the Plan Agreement are
based on a percentage of total approved project
costs, which would be from the three funders.  A
summary of the approvals to March 31, 2002 and
the remaining balance of program funding is
presented in Exhibit 5.1.

It shows that the end of March 31, 2002 there is
total approved projects of 38.6 and the federal and
provincial allocations were 9.3 each and the
remaining  allocations 3.3.

Exhibit 5.2 shows the distribution of projects
approvals to March 31, 2002 for both Urban/Rural
and Green/Non Green. The exhibit indicates that
the project approvals to March 31, 2002 do not
meet the required targets of 60 percent green and
46 percent rural. In order to ensure the investment
targets are met, for the  remaining 9.9 million, 6.9
would have to be used for rural projects and  9
million would have to be allocated to green
projects.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Now, Mr. Chairman,
when you’re  talking green there, it might help
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some of the members here to  understand, one
time this Infrastructure Program was only water,
sewerage, etc. And then they come out . . .  I
remember announced it in the House,  they
announced the Green Projects. Green Projects
means rinks, etc . 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No, the water
and wastewater systems would be your
infrastructure .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well alright. 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Non-Green
would be your cultural.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, your cultural. So
anyway all of a sudden the  federal government
shifted the rules midway through this and said that
rinks would qualify because I remember we were
lobbying Paul Martin and we got a rink with  Sheila
Copps out in North River. And the budget came
down, they shifted. I remember bringing it to the
Premier’s attention. He didn’t know there was such
a thing at that particular time. It’s in the House. So
that would, the  federal government, they lay down
the rules and then the province agrees to them, is
that not correct?  That’s how it works.  The federal
government makes the announcement and then
the provinces agree to these rules, yes or no.  
The federal government makes the changes. It’s a
federal program and they make the changes and
then the province can sign on. Is that correct, Mr.
Chairman?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’m not sure
the negotiation . . . 

(Members talking)

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Listen now.  Is that
correct?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’m not sure
what the negotiation process is between the feds
and the province. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well would you find that
out and bring it back to the next meeting. 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): (Indistinct) .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: For instance, I know
that green. I know that rink thing. We were

lobbying heavily to get a rink in North River and we
had an election here and I remember Paul Martin
was there with John Jeffery right in the rink. He
was there. I got his picture of his kid playing
hockey. Remember that John, you got your picture
taken. You were there just as an independent  . .
. 

Richard Brown (L): (Indistinct) .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, I got a good
memory and he was there. And there was no way
we could get a rink built. All the provinces at that
time would give back was the sales tax on the
rinks like they did in Tyne Valley and that. 

Joe McGuire some way got money for the rink in
Tyne Valley and I remember it wasn’t
Infrastructure Program and we lobbied Martin and
Copps was in and  we lobbied her. I got a phone
call shortly before the budget came down and I
went to Mr. Binns about money for rinks on the
floor of the House. And would he sign on to this as
federal government. He didn’t know a thing about
it.

So the federal government made the
announcement and then the province signed on.
That’s how it works. It’s a federal program. So
would you just find out how that works, Mr.
Younker. And take it back and explain because we
are in infrastructure and explain out the proper
details for the people that are around the table.
Can you do that?

Colin Younker (Auditor General):On the
negotiation process,  is that what you’re saying?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: How it works. Like the
province comes out and says . . . say for instance
the province comes out and says we want bridges
put in this program, infrastructure. Can the
province automatically get bridges put in it. It’s a
federal announced program. That’s what I want to
find out. Find if it’s not a federal driven program.
With the provinces signing on the communities.
Bring that back. Continue.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Because of the
investment targets  there was limited flexibility for
the remaining project approvals if  the minimum
investment targets in the Program Agreement are
to be met.
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At the time of our audit, we were advised by the
Program Manager that the method of calculating
investment targets was being reviewed by federal
officials. Similar concerns to those expressed in
this Province were being raised in other provinces.
The primary concern was that the targets were
related to total project costs. If the targets were
based on the amount on which federal/provincial
funding was calculated, as of March 2002 green
projects and rural projects would be 64 percent
and 48 percent respectively, exceeding the
minimum targets.

Recommendation was the Management
Committee should obtain clarification on the
method for calculating targets.

Project Approvals. The Province set a December
1, 2000 deadline for applications to be considered
during Round 1 of the approval process. In May
2001 a public announcement was made of
approved projects.

The events leading to the approval of projects
were as follows. 

• A total of 145 applications involving over
$200 million in costs were received by
December 2000.

• The Management Committee discussed
the points based ranking system
recommended in the Federal Guidelines
and decided to modify it to allow a more
balanced approach;

• The Project Selection Sub-Committee
reviewed the applications, performed
assessments and prepared project lists;

• The list of federally supported projects
was presented to the Management
Committee;

• Provincial officials prepared a list of
provincially supported projects;

• Executive Council’s direction was sought
and project lists and groupings were
presented by county and a small projects
list was also presented.

• Executive Council received updated
municipality priority information and

suggested the inclusion of certain projects
although a final list was not formally
approved;

• The  Management  Commi t tee
recommended approval of 53 projects at
their April 5, 2001 meeting;

• In May 2001 a total of 56 projects were
publically announced as approved ; 

• one project was approved in September
2001, on an emergency basis, to replace
a rink where the roof collapsed.

Reason for the Management Committee
recommends that certain projects . . . 

Wayne Collins (PC): I wanted to point out again
here that in 5.18 it is the Management Committee
represented by three levels of government that
discussed the points based ranking system. It is
the Project Selection Sub-Committee comprised of
three levels of government that review the
applications. It is the Management Committee
recommending approval of the projects. Three
levels of government. Just wanted to make that
clear.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: It’s a federal program
which they signed on to. If you had your Brian
Mulroney there, you’d never get a change to sign
on to because there wouldn’t of been no program..

Wayne Collins (PC): Just wanted to say it that it
does point to the cooperative efforts of three level
of government in  those projects.

Richard Brown (L): Of course. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: If your government
came out with assistance to the farmers, I’d be the
first one to sign on with the rest of them. They got
to do it first, see. That’s how it works.

Wayne Collins (PC): There’s nothing arbitrarily
done in that particular Infrastructure Program.
There was a process that was followed.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Guidelines.

Wayne Collins (PC): Correct.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Are you saying right now,
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do you know who Ron MacMillan is?

Wayne Collins (PC): I think I do, yes.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Yes, okay. I believe that he
sits on a  joint committee that approves projects
right now. 

Cletus Dunn (PC):   Infrastructure.  Not the new
one.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Yes.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Not the new one.

Richard Brown (L): We don’t know . . . 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Do you have privy to the
new one?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The new one’s in 2006.
You guys wouldn’t even be here then. That’s
another election. 

Richard Brown (L): Do we have the new one on
the table, Mr. Chairman?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: What?

Richard Brown (L): Is the new Infrastructure
Program available, the draft copy?  

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I don’t know.

 Richard Brown (L):  Quite obviously people have
that is  outside of Cabinet. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I don’t know.  We’ll
have to have a look at that too.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): We read about it in the
paper this morning. That’s the first we knew about
it in the  province.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You did, but you’re only
(Indistinct) .

Richard Brown (L): You didn’t see a copy of the
agreement, none of you?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well, how can you
argue about it if  there’s no agreement?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): There’s no agreement.
 
Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, cause you didn’t
sign on.  And your man in the paper said this today
said you’re broke so you can’t afford it. 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): And the feds offered to
(Indistinct) you  for two years. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That’s why we got the
Auditor in here. 

Richard Brown (L): They were going to finance
(indistinct)

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Now, if I could just have
. . .  now if I could just, I want to . . .

Richard Brown (L): (Indistinct)

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I mean we spent a lot of
time on that subject.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Brown.

Richard Brown (L): Sorry Mr. Chairman. I just
(Indistinct) .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The reason we have
the Auditor in here is for one reason – to  go over
the Auditor’s report to  make recommendations to
the Legislative Assembly. His job is to make
suggestions to us in ways we can save money.
That we don’t find ourselves in the $170 million
debt or whatever. And we are here to question him
on that. And we are here then to make a report
back to the House.

If you do have some questions on them. Now you
are looking at some program in  2006-2007. We
don’t even know if that program– we don’t even
know if the federal government is going to get re-
elected. That program could be . . . I have the
floor. That program could never get off the ground.
We know one thing, you don’t have the money to
pay your share. I’m not calling the, the  minister
must be telling the truth, he said it. 

But if you would go through this and go line for
line. I see lots of mistakes that were done here. At
a meeting on April 5th, 2001 the management
added 21 projects.  The reasons for selecting
these projects was not documented. These are our
jobs here. Find out who got in there, was it Ron
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MacMillan and the federal ACOA or whoever was
sitting on these boards. What happened. Continue
Mr. Chairman.

Wes  MacAleer (PC):   Could I ask a question?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes. You haven’t asked
too much so go ahead. (Laughter) No, but you
haven’t. Like go ahead. That’s why I’m allowing
you to ask a question?

Wes  MacAleer (PC): I’m wondering how I should
interpret  the two statements, one is saying that
the Management Committee recommended 53
projects but 56 were announced.  There’s a
discrepancy. Is it a timing difference or is it the fact
that the committee recommended 53 but actually
56 got publicly announced?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): There was four
projects added and one project removed from the
original 53. 

Wes  MacAleer (PC): So do I assume that the
Management Committee approved all 56 projects?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Management
Committee approved all projects.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Just a question, Mr.
Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Go ahead.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): The project emergency
rink, was that an original project or was that
something that came on afterwards?

Colin Younker (Auditor General):Came on
afterwards .

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Okay.

Colin Younker (Auditor General):  5.19 Reasons
for the Management Committee recommending
certain projects were not always clearly indicated.
Informal discussions were held regarding which
projects on each federal or provincial list were to
be approved. For example, at one point 32
projects were on the list as supported by both the
federal and provincial representatives. At the
meeting on April 5th, 2001 the Management
Committee added 21 projects for a total of 53

recommended projects. The reasons for selecting
these projects was not documented.

Our  recommendation is the Management
Committee should ensure that the rationale for
approving projects is documented. 

Jim Bagnall (PC) Vice Chair: Mr. Brown.

Richard Brown (L): Thank you, Mr. Chair. Was
there minutes of all these meetings, committee
meetings? So there is a full set of minutes
available?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes, we are
looking for more information. More documentation.

Richard Brown (L): So in the minutes was there
any indication of how, you know, who  would
promote these?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I looked at one
minute and there  was just some general
discussion. It just said there was general
discussion on the project.

Richard Brown (L): So there was no names like
in the minutes?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes, there is a
list of the names of ones that might be approved in
the minutes. But then it might just be said there
was general discussion on the projects.

Richard Brown (L): So there’s no name to say
this party member put this project ahead and said
let’s go ahead with this–it’s all just general?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.

Richard Brown (L): So was there formal motions
or did it just  . . . 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’d have to
check and go back through more minutes for that
information.

Richard Brown (L): So could you provide this
committee with the minutes? 

Jim Bagnall (PC) Vice Chair: For clarity, are  you
asking for the projects that were changed or are
you asking for all the projects or what are you
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asking for?

Richard Brown (L): Just all the minutes to see
what went on here. Reason for the Management
Committee recommending certain projects was not
always clear. I’d like to see the minutes and see
who submitted the projects and why, how did they
ever get through the process when it wasn’t even
clear? 

Jim Bagnall (PC) Vice Chair: So we’re really
looking at the four that got through without being
cleared.

Richard Brown (L): No, I’d like to see everyone.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Is that under Freedom of
Information?  (Indistinct)

Colin Younker (Auditor General):   We’d have to
check that.

Jim Bagnall (PC) Vice Chair: Could you check to
see if that information could be available for the
committee?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’ll check that.

Jim Bagnall (PC) Vice Chair: Thank you.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Project
Applications. We expected the projects approved
to be supported by complete applications including
detailed descriptions to demonstrate eligibility and
documented support from the communities
involved. We noted a few projects that did not
have sufficient information included with the
application. The information which was not
provided included documentation indicating the
support of the community or indicating priority for
the project by the community; detailed description
of costs; and supporting documentation outlining
the benefit of expanding facilities. In addition, we
found an example where the project application did
not provide sufficient information to demonstrate
that program eligibility criteria were met. 

Jim Bagnall (PC) Vice Chair: Mr. Brown?

Richard Brown (L): Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Can you list the projects. We noted a few projects
did not have sufficient information included with
the application. Could you list those projects?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): On the lack of
community sport was Fort Augustus Rec, Belfast
Rink and on the detailed cost,  Montague Curling
and no documentation indicating public benefit of
expanding Montague Curling and Fort Augustus
Rec. 

Richard Brown (L): So how did they get through
then? Who promoted the project if the community
didn’t promote the project, who promoted the
project according to the minutes?  Or was that just
general too.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Just general.
Senior Housing Cooperative -The project was
approved for 1,359 in project costs based on the
initial application which did not include sufficient
information. The applicant subsequently provided
a business plan including a capital cost summary
and cash flow information. This information should
have been provided before the application was
approved.

The Management Committee delayed signing the
Funding Agreement until August 2001 in order to
obtain clarification that affordable housing rules
would be met and to confirm that the new facility
would to be providing nursing homes services. 

The Infrastructure Program uses Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation’s definition of
affordable housing. Affordable housing is
considered modest in terms of floor area and
amenities, is based on household needs and
community norms, and is priced at or below
average market housing rents for comparable
housing in a community. For simplicity it is
considered that shelter costs must consume less
than 30 percent of before tax household income.
Shelter costs include payments for rent, electricity,
fuel and municipal services.

There was insufficient analysis on file to
demonstrate that the project would meet the
affordable housing rules. The income levels of
residents and the percentage paid toward shelter
costs are key components in determining
compliance with affordable housing rules.

The provision of certain health care services would
make this project ineligible. For example, the
provision of 24 hour nursing care required by low
functioning clients would make the project
ineligible. Documentation provided by the applicant
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indicated that long term nursing care could be one
category of service.

A significant amount of correspondence regarding
the issues of affordable housing and nursing care
was evident from our review of the file. The
Management Committee accepted the applicant’s
contention that they met the program criteria and
the project was approved.

Our recommendation is that all approved projects
should be supported with complete applications
including adequate supporting documentation.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Just a  comment, Mr. Chair.
 
Jim Bagnall (PC) Vice Chair: Mr. Dunn?

Cletus Dunn (PC): I had a number of groups
come to me with the application forms and a lot of
these application forms are put forward by
volunteer community members. Sometimes the
application forms can be very intimidating,
especially sometimes the detailed analysis they
want for the cost break downs, expansion results
and other criteria they’re looking for and I think in
a lot of cases that these people are very
challenged. Like if you look at the City of
Charlottetown or the City of Summerside where
they have professional staff people to put the
application forms in and in the rural areas like rinks
or housing co-ops  are all volunteer based people
and they don’t have the expertise sometimes to
put the information agenda as required with the
application form.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): In our follow
up with the Management Committee continues . .
. trying to strive to educate the applicants on what
would be sufficient documentation and to help
them with that. Make every effort that the
documentation is received.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Just, before, I got one
question and then I’ll let you go, Mr. Ghiz.

5.22 This additional information  . . . the applicant
provided a business plan including a capital cost
summary and cash flow information.  This
additional information  should have been provided
before the application was approved. Like why is
government approving these when they don’t have

the right information?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): That’s why we
have the recommendation. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I know you have a
recommendation, but I mean there seems to be a
lot of problems in this if you read through your
report, that you found out and this is being
administrated by the province and the federal
government, I believe if that’s correct (Indistinct).
Who does the administration on this?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): The Joint
Secretariat. Which has one federal member and
one provincial member on it.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright, but yet, like he
alluded to here where they spent,  how many
millions of dollars over in your area?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): We have funding for
three years, I think it comes to a total of 10.7
million for our Infrastructure Program over there
and  . . . .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: But what are you
waiting for?  How much are you waiting for?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Well the work that  was
done last summer. It was an emergency situation
with E-coli in the wells over there. The work had to
be started right away with the understanding the
project would be signed by the federal
government. It has never been signed yet.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, but the thing is, I
mean you guys –I know it was an emergency and
the way we used to handle that in the province
here before this program came down, I mentioned
that we had to take taxpayers money from BDI to
go in and fix it up and  it was an awful hard job
when you are on limited funds. 

But we got a sample here is, where they started
the work before it was approved. And now we got
another example 5.22. It  was approved before the
information came forward. There seems to be
major problems.  I know that Mr. Bagnall alluded
to, or was it you, to volunteers  but is there nobody
in government can write these up for the
volunteers? Like maybe you should look at our
recommendation that–I know  us that are on the
Agriculture Committee, we got Wayne McKinnon
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there to help us. Like he’s a professional and he’s
there to help us. In Public Accounts we have the
Assistant Clerk here. These are many things . . . 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): In our follow
up to our recommendation the  Management
Committee is continuing to try and educate the
applicants on what they need and to help 

Dr. David McKenna (PC): (Indistinct) 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright.  Mr. Ghiz is
next.  Then Mr. Mooney and then you.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): It’s amazing how great
minds think alike. But I actually had the same point
as Mr. MacKinley with regards to someone in
government being there help them out and the
Member from Alberton-Miminegash is right. A lot of
these community volunteer groups do not have,
let’s say the expertise,  to put together a detailed
proposal and I think that government should be
there to help a lot of them out whether it’s BDI,
that’s a Crown Corp  or some type of organization
like that.  I think that’s something we should look
to. It’s not only going to help the applicants but it’s
going to help the government and your job in terms
of accountability. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Mooney?

Andy Mooney: Just a comment. Eastern Kings
Rec Centre. Now it got approved on the
Infrastructure Program and it was the case where
some of the information was carried into a meeting
where they didn’t have all the supporting
documentation but it was another case where
something had to be done because water and
sewer and the Community Development Officer
that’s the government official in the area, Terry
Campbell, I had asked him to work with the
community group to help them with their proposal.

So that is taking place and although the
information was carried into the meeting, the
supporting documents came after the approval, I
would think. But the bottom line was that it  was
something that had to get approved. There was a
deadline and this had just come on and  this
community rec. centre is a volunteer group in the
area and their Board of Directors are all made of
volunteers and don’t  have all the expertise for all
these different programs but this is the case where
some of our government officials worked with

them. So it does happen.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: But I think these are
programs that got to  be audited and let’s say for
instance the federal auditor  could also go into
these programs. I think that maybe what we should
be looking at is making a recommendation that the
province,  which is the only people we can make
recommendations to,  people we can make
recommendation to have people available so that
the paper work is done correctly before these
applications are approved. Because if this got to
Ottawa, look at the mess there with I’s and T’s not
being crossed. 

Andy Mooney: Let’s say all the information was
all done, but it came in probably just after the
meeting took place . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That’s not what the
Auditor is saying though. What you’re saying is it
was done. But the Auditor is telling us here it
wasn’t done.  The proper paperwork wasn’t done.

Tape 3

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That’s not what the
Auditor is saying though. What you’re saying is it
was done. But the Auditor is telling us here it
wasn’t done.  The proper paperwork wasn’t done.
 Anyway that’s just something else for the meeting.
Did you do 5.26 when I was out?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Now what do you mean
by that? The provision for central health care
services would make this project ineligible. How do
you mean there? What happened there?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Under the
Infrastructure Agreement, the definition of eligible
projects, nursing home care doesn’t qualify.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Right.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Makes the
project ineligible. Part of the application on this
project, they said the provision of 24 hour nursing
care required by . . . sorry,  when they found to be
economically feasible, long term nursing care of
individuals required was part of a business plan,
was a comment in their business plan. So that
would make the project ineligible.  
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Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well did this project get
approved?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes it was
approved. They’ve cleared it  through discussions
with the management committee.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So what you’re saying
is, for example, the division of 24 hour nursing
care, if you didn’t have 24 hour nursing care at this
facility, it could be approved under the assistant
guidelines. Is that what you’re saying?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yeah, if you
have 24 hour nursing care it makes it ineligible.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, ineligible.  

Colin Younker (Auditor General): They put that
in their business (Indistinct). It looks like they’re
tried to clear it off in their negotiations with the
management committee.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So where was this
project at?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It’s in Tignish.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So this was in Tignish.
So is there 24 hour nursing care up there now or
what?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): We haven’t
followed up on that part of it.

Cletus Dunn (PC): It’s a community care facility
rather than a nursing home.  So it’s okay.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So once they took out
the 24 hour nursing care they got infrastructure
money?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yeah.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: What was the name of
that?

Cletus Dunn (PC):  :  Tignish Senior’s Complex.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Tignish Senior’s
Complex. So that got a third from what, the
community? Or a third,  third,  third? How did it
work? Does anybody know?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I don’t have
the breakdown.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Could you get me the
breakdown of that because you know if they’re
getting nursing homes . . . what is it called ?

Cletus Dunn(PC): Community care facility.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Community Care. So
that’s up to a certain level. Like if you can look
after yourself  it’s called community care. So you
got a community care service and then you’ve got
a cooperative one and then the federal/provincial
government and community put in the rest,  did
they?  Is that who paid for it?

Cletus Dunn (PC):   They received  income from
rent to  help pay their share, the other third.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Oh that’s . . . alright. So
the province and the Feds.

Cletus Dunn (PC):  And they borrowed money
too.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: And they borrowed their
. . . whether you borrow the money it doesn’t really
matter. I imagine most of the municipalities would
borrow the money. So that’s a nursing home that
was built.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No, community
care. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Oh, community care.
Alright. You can find out the details because I think
they might have somebody that’s looking for
community care out our way. It might be a good
way to get it done. Mr. MacAleer?

Wes MacAleer (PC): Just a clarification on 5.28.
You’re saying that projects should be supported
with complete applications. Are you talking about
the initial application or the documentation which
would normally follow once a project has been
approved.  One of the challenges you have with
these projects is that when you initially apply there
may be  documentation which you just can’t afford
to provide  such as maybe an architectural drawing
or maybe (Indistinct).

Colin Younker (Auditor General): This is the
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initial.

Wes MacAleer (PC): This is the initial.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): We have
recommendation on the after.

Wes MacAleer (PC): On the after.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): On the next
page here.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Okay.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Funding
Agreements -  A standard Funding Agreement was
developed with legal and other input from both
provincial and federal sources. The Agreement
lists several items the applicant is to provide, after
approval but prior to beginning construction. These
include: a list of funding sources; a detailed project
description including plans, tenders, quotes and
permits; and an updated milestones list. There was
limited documentation to demonstrate follow-up
with applicants who did not provide the required
documentation. Seven projects with $2.1 million of
approved costs did not provide any updated
documentation although they had claims approved
totaling  $843,000.

The Funding Agreement also requires the
applicant to provide other documentation such as
evidence of general liability insurance. Few
applicants provided evidence of their insurance
coverage and there was no follow-up to obtain it.
The Management Committee considered a waiver
for liability insurance for small projects, however,
no changes were made to the Funding Agreement
to reflect this.

Now our recommendation  is the  Program
Manager should follow up with applicants to obtain
the required documentation as outlined in their
Funding Agreement.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So my question goes to
you, a small project, did you find out what they
considered small, Mr. Younker? Like the
Management Committee considered wavering for
liability insurance for small projects.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): They didn’t
define  small projects.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: What?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): They didn’t
define small projects.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright. Could you find
out what defines small projects? Because who’s at
liable if something happens and they got no public
liability? Is the province liable for all that? Is this
Management Committee liable? Would it be split
between the Feds and the province? These are
questions that . . . Funding Agreement also
requires the applicant to provide other
documentation such as evidence of general
liability. Few applicants provided evidence of their
insurance coverage. Like  from a taxpayers point
of view, we’re giving out a third , third,  third and
there in no liability insurance on that, that’s
basically . . . who would that fall back on if
somebody got hurt? Would it fall back on the
Infrastructure Program? If you could find that out
too. Mr. Brown.?

Richard Brown(L): Thank you Mr. Chairman. The
project manager, where does the project manager
reside and who pays it?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): There is
$200,000 from each of the federal and the
province to cover the admin cost.

Richard Brown(L): Yeah.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): The project
manager is John Arsenault.

Richard Brown(L): And who does he work for?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Community
and Cultural Affairs.

Richard Brown(L): So he’s a provincial employee
but the program is administered through the
province. Okay.

Mr. Dunn: Can I ask a follow up  question?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes go ahead.

Cletus Dunn(PC): I understand too that the
provinces put the money up  first and then claims
against the federal.  So it’s the province’s dollars
goes out first and then they put a claim against the
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Feds to get reimbursed? 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.  The
province processes the applications and then pays
both the federal and provincial share and then
makes the claim.

Cletus Dunn(PC): Is there any problem with those
claims? Has it all been claimed and reimbursed?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Not that we’re
aware of. 

Wes MacAleer (PC): Mr. Chairman, can I ask for
clarification. What do you mean by liability
insurance, liability for what? What are we
protecting ourselves against?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Liability
insurance, if something happened during
construction or while the project was being
completed.

Wes MacAleer (PC): You mean the workers?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Workers, or it
could be somebody visiting the site or . . . general
liability insurance. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:  Could be politicians
getting their picture taken at the site.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Against physical loss of
individuals as opposed to property. Are you talking
about protecting the individual or are you talking
about the property loss?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’ll have to
check that, Wes,  to see if it’s both or if it’s one or
the other. We’re getting back some information
there. Have to check that.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Given the insurance climate
that we’re in I’m just wondering whether we even
get any insurance. But anyway . . . 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It was in the
agreement that they  signed so it’s in  there.

Wes MacAleer (PC): But there should be . . .

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Once it’s in
there then they should be following  the

agreement.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: For instance, if a group
of people went on to the site . . . say it was the
Town of Cornwall (Indistinct) and then all of a
sudden somebody came along and got hurt, which
could happen, who pays, that’s the question I
asked. Or if it wasn’t properly fenced around the
construction area and somebody got in, who pays
or whatever?  

Dr. David McKenna (PC): You’re getting into, Mr.
Chairman, who pays the federal programs?
Shouldn’t the federal government pay?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: It’s a federal program
that was announced, you follow the rules, they
make the rules and then you piggy back on it
which you did and you got to follow the rules. But
going by this here, there is a lot of rules haven’t
been followed. Now I’m not blaming the province
on that because the federal government does
administrate it too. But the federal government
incentive program was announced. If your new
party wants to come out,  whatever you call
yourselves now, with a new program announced
then maybe it will better than this. Well then I
would assume the province would agree to it.
Maybe they’re only wanting 10/10 and the rest is
going to be federal. That might be  your idea, see.
You got to look at who was the brain child behind
it. It the federal government. That’s all I’m telling
you. I mean it’s a fact, anyway it doesn’t matter,
whoever was behind it. That’s how it works. . I
mean I know you guys like to get credit for it and
get your picture taken there. But basically it was a
federal program.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Question.

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

Jim Bagnall (PC): You made the comment there
a minute ago that these projects are paid for, and
so  the provincial government pays for the federal
and provincial share up front and then we have to
wait for the federal to reimburse us the money
back.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): So in the project that Mr.
McKenna was talking about a little while ago, so
the municipality and the province have paid their
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shares and have sent the bill to Ottawa and that’s
where the hold up is, they’re not paying that bill?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’m not sure if
it’s a plain hold up or whether it’s  the agreement
is not signed.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The agreement wasn’t
signed. You went ahead without having the
agreement signed.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):  The project was
originally approved but the paperwork had not
been signed because in Ottawa, Mr. Chairman, the
government was on hold because of a leadership
convention for the last four or five months. So
nothing was done and then since that, we all know
what’s going on in Ottawa these days . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Those scandals, yes.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):   So work  is not going
on as usual. So that’s where the hold up is.  But
the  Major of Stratford, both  Mr. Farmer before
Christmas and Mr. Jenkins after, have written a
letter or two each month and there is still no
answer back from Ottawa yet. That’s what we’re
dealing with . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: These are questions we
can ask the MP’s. We really don’t have any
answers.

Unidentified Member: You’ve written a letter?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I’ve seen the letter. I
get a copy of them every week, every one that was
written.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Do you want to know what,
I’ll call Ottawa for the people of Stratford.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I would love if you . . .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Would you do that?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): If you could do it for us,
we would appreciate it.  Right now the taxpayers
are starting to pay five grand a month to carry this
project that should have been paid by  (Indistinct).

Richard Brown(L): If the province paid you, how

is  Stratford (Indistinct). 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, how are they in on
it?

Richard Brown (L):  The Auditor General  just
said that the province paid  and the province
(Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Brown, you’ve got
the floor.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): They didn’t pay the
section yet.

Richard Brown(L): So how are you paying five
thousand bucks?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): We’re waiting for the
federal money.

Richard Brown(L): Hold it, you just said you got
your money through the (indistinct)

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Brown has the floor.
His mike’s not on.

Cletus Dunn (PC): There’s no agreement signed.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): The agreement’s not
signed yet.

Richard Brown(L): Then you went ahead without
an agreement.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): It was a verbal
agreement (Indistinct) 

Richard Brown(L): You can’t be on both sides.
The Auditor just said . . .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Just one second, Mr.
Brown, is your mike on?

Richard Brown(L): Yes sir, thank you. The
Auditor said that it’s a federal/provincial agreement
and we  just mentioned here earlier, Mr. . . .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Just a second. We got
to make sure these mikes are on.   That’s CBC’s
and your, but Mr. Browns.  Which mike is Mr.
Brown’s? Alright.
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Richard Brown(L): Mr. Chairman, it’s quite clear.
The Auditor said the claims go to the province and
the province pay out and then submit that to
Ottawa. So (indistinct) Stratford is  paying $5000
interest. 

Cletus Dunn (PC):  : No agreement.

Richard Brown(L): No agreement. Then why did
they start without an agreement? Then it’s
Stratford’s fault, not the federal government’s fault.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): But why is the federal
government not signing the agreement?  That’s
what we’re waiting for.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:   Well, we don’t know.

Richard Brown(L): Don’t know.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): That’s what I want to find
out.  I’ll just call them and ask.

Richard Brown(L): You made an accusation
earlier that it’s the federal government.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I’m arguing that
people’s lives were at stake.   We had water that
E. coli  in it.   Is that not a risk?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, but the thing is . .
. 

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I think it was pretty
close to your son-in-law and daughter too, if I
recall.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:   Yes, but the thing is .
. .I know why you started it, but why would you
start it without having federal approval?   Like you
started that big memorial over there, that big
building, you started it, why didn’t you put the
money from that building into water and sewage?
What you should have did, if you had of listened to
my son-in-law and daughter and some of the
people over there.  They wanted you to do that first
instead of doing that big building out there, Mr.
Farmer did,  and wasted millions of dollars, you
should have looked after your Infrastructure
Program like we did in Cornwall.    In Cornwall we
did our water and sewage first and they’re looking
to get this big building up. I hope they don’t.  You
went the wrong way. You put up the building first.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): I’ve been to your Town Hall
and, no offence, but it’s nothing compared to
Stratford.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Anyway, the Auditor is
not interested in that.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): 5.32 The
documentation that applicants are required to
provide enables project monitoring and early
identification of project cost issues. We found that
costing documentation was not fully utilized to
monitor projects.

A project to upgrade campground facilities
included the installation of a well, pump and tanks
in addition to other costs. A claim was made for
the total approved costs, however, the well pump
and tanks were not included. A second project by
a different applicant located in the same area
included a claim for the same well pump and tanks
in the amount of $11,400. Had this item been
claimed under the project for which it was
approved, it would not have been paid unless the
project change was approved. More careful
monitoring is required to compare the items
approved against those claims.

A water/wastewater extension was approved for
$463,000. Two claims totaling $48,400 were
approved. However, no documentation was
provided prior to construction as required by the
Funding Agreement to indicate funds source,
permits, tender results or quoted costs. Claim
documentation did not provide sufficient details to
indicate the total contract amounts awarded or
whether the contract amounts were within the
estimates provided with the application.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Brown?

Richard Brown(L): I’ll wait. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright. You’re on next
after him. Continue.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): A project for
seniors housing units was approved at $1,359,800.
The construction tender was subsequently
awarded at approximately $300,000 over the
construction estimate. The applicant did not
provide information to indicate the source of funds
to cover the additional costs or alternative cost
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reductions.

Our recommendation is adequate  cost data
should be obtained from applicants and used as a
basis for processing claims and monitoring
p r o j e c t s .  O u r  f o l l o w  u p  o n  o u r
recommendations–our projects are now being
more closely scrutinized to ensure that tender
documents, quotations, etc.  are supplied by the
project managers.

Richard Brown(L): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. A
project to upgrade a campground facility. Who’s
campground was that?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It was the
L’Exposition Agricole Festival Acadien.

Richard Brown(L): Is it privately held or is . . . 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It’s a
community one.

Richard Brown(L): So it’s a non-profit.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It’s a non-profit
but I can double check that if you like.

Richard Brown(L): 5.35 The construction tender
was subsequently awarded approximately
$300,000 over the construction estimate. Who
awarded the tender?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I don’t have
that. They would have awarded it themselves.

Richard Brown(L): Okay. Did the project manager
. .  .where did they come up with the money? At
the writing of  this report, the applicant did not
provide information to indicate the source of funds
to cover the additional cost or alternative cost
reductions. So what was the resolve of that
$300,000?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): We don’t have
a resolve of that at this point.

Richard Brown(L): When was this audit done?
Like when was this recommendation . . . 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It was done in
the Spring/Fall of 2002.

Richard Brown(L): And now one and a half years
have passed and we still don’t have an update? 

Colin Younker (Auditor General):We don’t have
an update on that one specific. We have an update
on the recommendations in general. 

Richard Brown(L): But on this particular project,
can you get back and say okay, here’s how they
financed this additional cost?  Okay, thank you.

Andy Mooney (PC): Is that the one in
Evangeline?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Mooney’s got  the
floor. Mr. Collins.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It’s Tignish.

Andy Mooney (PC): Oh, it’s Tignish.  Okay, thank
you.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Collins? 

Wayne Collins (PC): Thank you Mr. Chairman. 
Just for the record. I did just a little bit of phoning
around this morning. I spoke to Mr. Arsenault who
is one of the I know, provincial administrators of
the program , a bean counter,  he knows what he’s
checking up on, the numbers and everything. We
talked earlier about the necessity to have so much
of the projects green and so much of it urban and
rural. The figures,  I understand is that over 60
percent, 60.2 something or other per cent is green
at this stage, at the latest report. And that 54 per
cent went to what are considered rural projects
which is well above I believe the recommended 46
per cent.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Forty-six per
cent.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Those rural members.

Wayne Collins (PC): I’m just saying rural did very
well and the green targets were met to this point.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): The next
section is the Verification of the PEI Report on
Common Health Indicators.

In September 2000, the First Ministers agreed to
provide comprehensive and regular public
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reporting on health programs and services, and to
collaborate on the development of a
comprehensive framework using jointly agreed
upon comparable indicators. Each government
was to begin reporting by September 2002 and
have a report verified by a third party.

The Performance Indicators Reporting Committee
was established as a sub-committee of the
Conference of Deputy Ministers of Health. The
Committee defined a comprehensive framework of
67 health indicator measures in 14 broad areas
which were approved by the Conference of Deputy
Ministers. This became the Plan for
Federal/Provincial Territorial Reporting on 14
Indicator Areas.

The 14 indicator areas are organized and reported
under the following categories; health status,
health outcomes and quality of service. Many of
the indicator measures originate from national
databases at Statistics Canada, the Canadian
Institute for Health Information and Health Canada.

In September 2002, the Department of Health and
Social Service issued the Prince Edward Island
Report on Common Health Indicators.

The Department of Health and Social Services
requested that our office verify the Prince Edward
Island Report on Common Health Indicators. Our
work did not constitute an audit and was limited to
applying specified auditing procedures.

We performed the specified audit procedures on
the Report:

•  Verified that reported information
obtained form external sources, such as
Statistics Canada, the CIHI and Health
Canada agreed with the stated sources;

 • Verified that reported information
originating within the Department of
Health and Social Services agreed with
the reports from the systems used to
develop the information;

 • Tested the calculations that converted
source report information into reported
indicator results;

 • Verified that the health indicators were
reported in accordance with the

requirements contained in the
Performance Indicators Reporting
Committee’s Plan for Federal/Provincial
Territorial Reporting on 14 Indicator Areas
as approved by the Conference of Deputy
Minister’s of Health.

The full text of the Report of the AG  on the
Results of Applying Specified Auditing Procedures
is included within the Prince Edward Island Report
on Common Health Indicators -September 2002.
Our report indicates that we found no significant
exceptions.

During our work, issues we noted were brought to
the attention of the Department. The Department
reported on all 14 indicator areas for 58 of the 67
measures. Six could not be reported on because
data was not available from the national databases
at the time of the report. The remaining three; wait
times for cardiac surgery; wait times for hip and
knee replacement; and wait times for radiation
therapy; were not reported because provincial data
was not available or readily accessible. This was
disclosed in the Report.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Dunn?

Cletus Dunn(PC): Just a comment to the Auditor,
was this process to establish benchmarks or the
benchmarks national standards of comparative
studies with other provinces, wait times and  . . . 

Colin Younker (Auditor General):Compare our
province to  the national average.

Cletus Dunn(PC): I guess there’s no benchmark,
just comparative study.. 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): There  was a
report issued in 2002 comparing ours with the
national average.

We reviewed a number of drafts of the Report and
identified a number of problems. These included
deviations from Plan requirements, data errors,
and issues related to presentation. The
Department addressed our concern and made
appropriate changes to the Report.

We recognize that this was a new initiative  for the
department and we expected that a number of
changes would be necessary. Ideally, however,
the Department should have had quality control



27

procedures in place to ensure that the majority of
these errors and inconsistencies were corrected
before the report and submitted to our office for
verification.

The indicator areas and measures defined were
considered important areas for reporting by each
jurisdiction. We understand that the current
intentions for these reports to be produced
biannually by all jurisdictions with the next report
expected in late 2004.

The Prince Edward Island Report on Common
Health Indicators - September 2002 was the result
of a cooperative effort among federal, provincial
and territorial governments to report comparable
indicators to the public related to health care. It
was a new initiative for all jurisdictions. Preparation
of the Report involved substantial time and effort
by department staff and we were pleased with the
quality of the Report issued by the Department.

A Recommendation, just one recommendation–the
Department should ensure that data is collected on
all the measures required to be reported by PEI in
comparable health indicator report.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Mooney?

Andy Mooney(PC): Is that like the accreditation
that  the hospitals and things do?  Is that basically
the same thing on some of these reports when
you’re saying about the man  hours and
everything,  you were required to do it?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No, it didn’t
have any accreditation.

Andy Mooney(PC): I know one thing, I talked to
different staff and everything at the hospital. There
is an awful lot of man hours go in to accreditation
reports and everything for the hospitals. Like the
hospitals run just tickety boo, prior to these
accreditations being done. Is this something that
necessarily has to be done?  Like I know . . . do
you know, like I’m wondering if you get the bang
for your buck. All I know it’s unbelievable the staff
time that is tied up doing these accreditations and
it doesn’t make the hospital run any smoother.

Cletus Dunn(PC): Mr. Chair?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, Mr. Dunn..

Cletus Dunn(PC): Just to comment in that area
because I was on the Health Board for a number
of years, was that every time you get a credit, you
can get a credit of one year or two years or three
years. The better your hospital is run, you meet all
these standards that are set nationally, is that the
higher accreditation they get.  I think it’s just a . . .
I guess two things–it  guarantees us the standard
of health, the quality of health care because we do
have accreditation. If we didn’t have any kind of
accreditation, there would be no  benchmarks, no
evaluation, no comparison. The  accreditation
process allows us to tell people that we have good
quality health care, we do follow procedures, we
do have Management Committees in place, we do
manage risk, all those types of things. It’s like a
guarantee to the patients out there  that they are
getting quality service.

Andy Mooney(PC): I’ll tell you one thing. It comes
with a tremendous cost.

Cletus Dunn(PC): It does come with a
tremendous cost.

Andy Mooney(PC): It makes me wonder if it’s
worth the cost.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Younker or Collins?

Wayne Collins (PC): Thank you Mr. Chairman. I
realize that this doesn’t cover accreditation or
anything like that but you make a good point, Mr.
Mooney. But looking at the health status, health
outcomes,  quality and  service, I know you weren’t
. . . I guess you weren’t mandated to do this, but to
find  out how many man hours, person hours goes
into this from front line workers.  Are they engaged
very much in compiling this information put into the
Stats Can or the Institute of Health, various other
places, Health Canada?  Is it costly on the front
line to keep up with this report I guess?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): We did look at
the time that was involved for them to do the
report.

Wayne Collins (PC): But I imagine this
information, once it’s from the nursing desk or the
emergency department, someone has to record it,
someone has to move it along through the system
so that it actually gets to a place where you can
access it, in terms of looking at it.  Okay, thank
you.
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Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Have we wrapped up
with that part?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes, we’re
done of that part.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:  Now I have talked to
the Clerk and we probably won’t meet next week,
if that’s okay with the committee, we’ll meet the
following week and we’ll try and get you these
transcripts. The Clerk tells me there is Agriculture
and there is other committee meetings, yours and
this one are going on. So we’ll have to look at, see
if we can get more staff. I’ll check with the Clerk
and that and see if we can get these because it’s
hard for you to look up the information without the
transcripts and I agree with that. If it’s okay with
the committee, we won’t meet next week. Is that
okay with the committee? Pardon?

Cletus Dunn (PC): Why don’t we give it three
weeks, allow him more time?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, three  weeks is too
long. We can’t justify it.   The House will be in
session. We got to get a report ready.  If we go
one week . . . we go like the one week.  And
another thing, when you’re looking up . . . when
you’re checking out that mess that we have in
highways with un-tendered, if you look at the un-
tendered and all the millions of dollars being
handed out. If you could check the PC contribution
list. A lot of those contractors are up in 3, $4,000
donations where  the average is probably 500. So
if you could just sort of compare that and make
sure there is no kickbacks or anything like that
being done from the people getting the work to the
people that donate to the party.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Check both lists.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, check both lists.
That’s no problem. And for instance you know,
we’re 53 million in Polar but if you go to the year
2000 when Polar put in $9752 that Polar made,
Polar Food Internationals give the PC Party nearly
$10,000 that one year.  If you look at the Federal
Audit Committee and I’ve sort of got interested in
it because of this BSE and the crisis and how
things are done in Parliament and a lot of people
are cross referencing this stuff.  I think that we
should look at every . . . like for instance the
Roadbuilders, it was explained to us that they
negotiate the contract with the minister. Now you

got to confirm that but that’s basically what came
out. Didn’t go to Treasury Board or anything. Well
if you look at the Roadbuilders, it  was actually the
people doing the construction work negotiating
with the minister, was actually the political person,
but also responsible for the  province,  there’s
nobody in charge of the chicken coop. Like you got
the Roadbuilders coming in and they’re doing
negotiations. Then you go to the Roadbuilders and
you go through the contribution and you would
have to do the same for the Liberals. Check
through to make sure there is no cross reference.
If anything look suspicious  then maybe we should
go further. But this is how we are to do to get value
for our money.

Now Mr. Auditor I’d say we’re done of you. We’re
going to start with the other . . .

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Do we have
access to those lists?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, you can get
them. But your name is here aye,  when you were
in the other business.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I don’t think the Public
Accounts Committee should be delving into
political party’s contributions and information lists.
I don’t think it’s appropriate for what we’re dealing
with.  We’re dealing with these and I just think, I
don’t think that people want to know, want  their
names all over the country,  who contributed to the
Liberal party and who gave to the . . . and I think
probably that’s usually a decision of the committee
whether we want that information back and I don’t
believe that this committee should be asking for
that type of information.  That’s not what our job is
here.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L):   It is public information.
  
Tape No. 4

Jim Bagnall (PC): I know ....I don’t think our
committee should be delving in that and I think it’s
inappropriate for our committee to be asking for
that information. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Just a second now until
we get instruction on this. For instance Meteor
Creek gave $3,000 to the PC party and that gas
well went dry and that was in 2002 or something
like that.
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It creates a precedent for me. It puts like a red
flare or a red flag up when you see–I’ll just use
Meteor Creek here.   Meteor Creek Resource
Incorporate, Toronto, 3,000. That’s a lot of money
for a company that is looking gas drilling rights,
which there was no gas and the Premier and them
were  around promoting it. Like it was on
Disclosure.  So all I’m saying is maybe this
committee, now maybe the committee, and  I’ll
abide by what the committee wants to do. It’s a
majority committee and if you don’t want them to
look into well that’s fine. But if you get the pattern,
there’s a pattern being developed here, if you look
at the President of the Roadbuilders now, is the
Duffy fellow who  owns Duffy Construction or
something. And he gets millions of dollars worth
handed, non negotiated work for the government.

My question is provides what he gives to the party.
You can see $500.00 or $800.00 it doesn’t . . . but
when you see big amounts it goes  up and it puts
a flare out.  So  we got to look at, this committee
should look into whether there are any kick backs
to any party.  I don’t care if they’re  Liberals,
Conservatives or NDP. This is stuff that should be
looked into and maybe, and then we’d look and
see if we want to go farther. But everybody will
have their opinion. Mr. Dunn is on the floor. Did
you have anything to say?  

Cletus Dunn (PC): No comment.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright.  Mr. Collins?

Wayne Collins (PC): I was just going to say at
some other appropriate time at another meeting in
the near future I certainly hope to be able to read
into the record the donations of Islanders to the
Liberal party of Prince Edward Island as well.

I look forward to that opportunity. Thank you.

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

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L):   I’m sure a lot of it’s the
same.  Generally (indistinct) given on both sides.

 Wayne Collins (PC): We’ll find out.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): That’s fine.  I’ll admit.  I’ll
take it and read it in.

Wayne Collins (PC):   We’ll share it.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:   All I’m doing is, there’s
nothing wrong with donating to a party providing
you’re  not getting favoritism back. And this is
where the Auditor can go in where  we can’t.
These are things we got to look into. There is quite
a mess in highways of millions of dollars being
handed out and it’s not going out for tenders.
Breaking all the rules in the book.  Then  we found
out that the Construction Association deals direct
with the minister. There’s no person there,  in other
words,  to make sure the fox don’t eat all the
chickens. Where at least if you have Treasury
Board or another part of the government to look
into. Like we have $25,000, any thing over
$25,000,   I believe it’s suppose to be tendered for
work like that. Is that right, Mr. . . .

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Anything over
$100,000 is supposed to be approved by Treasury
Board. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So if you are doing a
job and it’s below $100,000, the government can,
in power and I’m not going to say Liberal or
Conservative, the  government that’s  in power at
that time can hand out a contract under $100,000
without going out for tender? I’m asking him a
question.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): All contracts
over $100,000 have to be approved by Treasury
Board.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: That’s not the question
I ask you, Mr. Younker. I asked you if any tenders
under $100,000can be just handed out? Without
tender. Any contracts not tender under $100,000.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): For example
the snowplow services by private contractor  are
exempt from the Public Purchasing Act.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: We know that. You told
us that last meeting. So they negotiate, the
snowplow contracts is  negotiated with–who
negotiates that contract?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Roadbuilders
Association.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Along with who?  They
just wouldn’t do it themselves. Who did they do the
negotiating with?



30

Colin Younker (Auditor General): The Director of
Finance and the Deputy Minister.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Of what?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Of the TPW.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Highways.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright. So let’s say for
instances there is $60,000 worth of road
construction to be done, like  road construction.
Does that go out, does that have to go out for
tender under the rules or can that be handed out,
under negotiations?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Has to be
tendered.   I’d have to get back to you because
some of the contracts are exempt. We will get
back to you with the details. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You get back. But if I
stand corrected, the  last time you were here you
told me that anything over $100,000 had to be
Treasury Board approved. 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Right.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Anything over $25,000
for services had to be tendered. That’s what you
told me. Now I just remembered,  if you refresh
your memory there. Do you remember telling me
that or maybe  . . . 

Jim Bagnall (PC): That’s why we need the
minutes.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You have a memory.
My memory could be wrong, but I thought he told
me that.  

Colin Younker (Auditor General): So under the
Public Purchasing Act there is $25,000 limit for
acquisitions have to be approved by Treasury
Board. But there is also exemptions within the
Public Purchasing Act.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So you can bring that
information back to me then. That’s fine then. We
were discussing somebody who didn’t want to look
at the list was it or something like that.

Unidentified Member: Did we have consensus on
that?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, we got to get
consensus on that. Now, Mr. Collins spoke. Mr.
Bagnall.  Does  anybody else want to speak?

Cletus Dunn (PC): I suggest that we do not
request that information.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: And Mr. Ghiz has his
hand up. What’s your opinion?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): With regards to?

Cletus Dunn (PC): The lists.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: To the list of
contributions. Like I’m asking him to look, if  you
see where a department for instances work goes
out, non negotiated work and then all of a sudden
you look through the average $604, $800, $1,000,
but all of a sudden you see a lot of those highway
companies doing the work,  non negotiated,
shooting  up to three, four, five thousand dollars.
I’m just wondering if we should look into it. We’ll
call a vote on it. 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): I think if we see what the
contracts are we can raise the issue, but generally
the Auditor General and I know the Auditor
General in Ottawa at times looks into things like
this. I know that the Auditor General in New
Brunswick is very independent over there and
makes comments to the effect that the province
mislead the public.   So I take it most likely the
Auditor General is probably looking into these
things himself.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, he’s not.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): ..I would presume that an
Auditor General, if he thought there was anything
inappropriate going on,  would be checking into it
because I know that in the independence of the
position that they are in. I’m sure he would be
checking it out if he thought there was anything
there and I’m sure maybe his office once a year
goes through the list. It should be. I’m sure it’s
done in other jurisdictions.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Do you go through the
lists?
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Colin Younker (Auditor General): Of
contributors?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, so the question was
. . . 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Maybe you should take a
look at it. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Probably do in other
provinces. I don’t know if we have to do it publicly
but we could ask the Auditor General just to make
sure that there’s nothing there. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, that’s what I’m
asking you. But now we got it to a vote. We have
to go to vote here. To find out if . . . you didn’t
think the committee should be doing this. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): No.  I don’t think it’s
appropriate.

Wes  MacAleer (PC): Could I get a clarification of
why you’re doing this?  What’s the reason you’re
doing this. You are trying to relate companies who
give money to political parties . . . 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:  No. 

Wes  MacAleer (PC): . . . and the contracts that
they receive from government, is that what you are
trying to do?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, when you look at
this you see a lot of un-tendered work in the
highways. It’s called negotiated. When you find out
the Roadbuilders are dealing directly with the
minister and the deputy. There’s no checks  and
balances that I could see  there. Then you go to
the contribution list and you see a lot of these
construction outfits that are doing the work,
negotiated work. They shoot up to like $3600,
$5600 where the average list is $300, $800.  All
I’m saying is,  I don’t know if there is anything
there, but we should be looking there to see if
there is a pattern of the ones that are . . . like for
me, it’s  the ones that are getting the work handed

to them and all of a sudden the red flag goes up
and says,  hey. These companies here are getting,
delivering  this money back to the company. We
got to make sure that everything is done up and
above the law. And it’s  illegal, something like that.
 That’s what the Auditor can do.  I don’t know.  I’m
just suggesting it here. It looks suspicious to me,
but I’m not an auditor. But if you look at other
provinces, the Auditor General in Ontario, not in
Ontario, the  federal Auditor General looks into
this. If you look into New Brunswick, they look into
it. All I’m asking the Auditor General,  maybe we
should step this audit committee up to a little
farther to check this list.  It won’t  be our opinion. It
make recommendations to the House. If he comes
back and says there is no problems, well then we
got none.  But we are getting ready to vote, go
ahead.

Wayne Collins (PC): Mr. Chair, I’d like to ask the
Auditor General a question. The Chairman has
said that the Auditor General in Ottawa does this.
The Leader of the Opposition says the Auditor
General in New Brunswick does that. Do you
personally know from your associations,
relationships with your counterparts across the
country what  is the accepted procedure or
protocol here when it comes to auditing situations
where your exploring the contributions to political
parties in various  provinces?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I’d have to
check that.  I can check that.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Do you want to put off
the vote until or  we can call the vote now.   It’s
whatever the committee wants.  If you want . . . 

Wayne Collins (PC): I’d just like to say if I could,
while  I still have the floor for a moment here,  that
it’s one thing, we’ve asked the Auditor General to
get these transcripts and come back with this
information regarding the companies, etc.  that
were given these contracts and that. That’s fine
and you got your list over there, I’m sure. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I’m reading it.

Wayne Collins (PC): If you want to . . .  with the
innuendo and smear people like that and I’m  sure
you’ll  take that opportunity when the time comes.
But I don’t think it’s up to the Auditor General to do
that. He’s been requested to come back with
information about these companies and when he
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gets the transcripts, he’ll  to that. 

As far as putting two and two together in any
nefarious manner you want. I rely upon you to do
that, Mr. Chair.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well when I look at this
list. For instances I won’t use any names but . . . 

Wayne Collins (PC): Here we go!

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: . . . there’s dozer . . .
well I could but I’m not going to bother. Truck and
dozer loader, $3284. A lot of these contractors that
are doing the non negotiated work with
government like the freebies, the hand outs, the
non tendered are  putting anywhere’s from $2,500
to $5,000 and that’s puts a red, like it sort of say
what’s going on here. I don’t know. This is why all
I’m asking for the Auditor to look into this and it’s
going to be up to the committee to decide whether
he does or not.

I’m asking this question. It’s been brought to me. I
sort of got the idea about watching as I said the
BSE crisis in Ottawa, people being brought
forward especially this scandal that is going on in
Ottawa, with Martin and the group. The mess that
is in that hundred millions of dollars and I said to
myself well maybe we’re not doing, like  if you look
at the federal committee in Ottawa and you watch
the chairman, I don’t know his name.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L):   Don Williams.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Don Williams, but the
Liberals on that committee and also the
Conservatives, the new Conservative  Party, the
Alliance or whatever.(Indistinct).  Basically how
they do with the committee, they  go through the
Opposition Members first and they give them all
kinds of time to bring up what they want and then
they go to government in power at a later date to
ask questions and the Auditor is bringing this
information out. 

So I’m just saying is maybe we should go a little
step higher with this government to make sure
everything is above the board. Because we don’t
want any of these perception or scandals out there
like they have in Ottawa. Let’s get it caught  here
right now. That’s all it is.

Andy Mooney (PC):  The media published the
lists for the major parties and I know I’ve gone
through the lists and the contributions to both
parties is usually pretty well the same but these
companies it’s, like I don’t know but it doesn’t
make a whole heck of sense to me to drag up
before this committee. It’s all public knowledge and
I know usually once a year people have the
opportunity to sit down and look at it in the
newspaper anyway. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Just before we go to
question. You look at the list. That’s fine. The
media, you say print the list, they might, I’m not
sure probably the Eastern Graphic.   But when
you’re looking at these . . . like another trucking
company here near $5,000 that is doing negotiated
work for the government. That puts up a flare to
me. That’s the only one here, like that puts up a
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red flare to me as being a layperson,  but a farmer
I know enough of my own business if I start seeing
like this something, as the old saying goes, if it
walks like a duck, talks like a duck, acts like a
duck, maybe it is a duck  and this is where we got
to go in and get the Auditor to look into this and . .
. but anyway I’m going to call the vote on this and
it will be up to the committee to decide what they
want to do here. 

So all in favour of the suggestions that the
chairman had raise your right hand. 

Wayne Collins (PC): Would you reiterate that
suggestion, please.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well you were arguing
about it for the last . . . 

Wayne Collins (PC): No, no I want to be clear on
what we are voting on? That’s my right.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I’m asking the Auditor
General when he’s going through ..the Auditor
General of PEI, that he should probably pick up a
list of donations to all political parties in the
province and he should look at that list and if he
thinks there is something fishy there or something
out of place, maybe he should do a further
investigation. 

Alright we have one in favour.  All opposed?  Just
wait now. All opposed raise your right hand. One,
two, . . .  the motion has been defeated. Thank you
very much, Mr. Auditor for coming before us.

Now we’ll deal with next  . . . .

Jim Bagnall (PC): Not allowed to make a motion
on the chair, but that’s alright.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I didn’t, I just put a
suggestion. I never made a motion. 

Cletus Dunn (PC):     It was a consensus vote. It
wasn’t a motion.

Jim Bagnall (PC): But you said all in favour of the
motion, all in favour of , you know.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well it’s the easiest way
for me to figure out rather than everybody roaring
and shouting, put your arm up.

Now we have. . . I’m  going to give the floor, now
the other business and I’m going to start with the
Leader of the Opposition, Robert Ghiz.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very much, Mr.
Chair. Interesting meeting today. I was criticized a
little bit at the beginning of the meeting for wanting
to introduce motions and  not sure how many I
wanted to introduce.  But, you know, I just want to
put it in context that right now there are a lot of
issues going on around Prince Edward Island.
There are things changing in a hurry. I know the
Hon. Member from Souris-Elmira was at a meeting
with myself yesterday and there is still a lot of
uncertainty out there with regards to what’s
happening in our food processing industry. There’s
a lot of organizations that need help and as time
progresses things begin to change and I know as
a prime example I was asked and I believe this is
my duty and my job as the Leader of the
Opposition and as a member of the Legislative
Assembly that if someone comes forward to me
and asks me to introduce a motion that I should be
there to introduce that motion and part of the
problem was,  as why I wanted to introduce a
second motion was that  we were waiting to hear
back from a group that said they would get back to
us this morning to let us know if they wanted us to
introduce a motion . 

I see no reason why these government members
criticize myself for wanting to represent the people
of Prince Edward Island in terms of introducing
motions and resolutions. Luckily enough,  we were
fortunate enough that I don’t believe we did hear
back from the groups so they didn’t want us to
introduce one of the motion.   I still have another
motion here ready to go and I just want to put this
in context. It has to do with regards to Polar Foods
and some of the plants around Prince Edward
Island that are not going to be granted licenses. I
find it amazing that six months ago Polar was
great and there should be six plants and this was
the government’s idea. Now for some reason
government has become clairvoyant and believes
they know how many plants should be operating.
I think we deserve it to the workers and the people
of Prince Edward Island to give them the
opportunity to come forward with a proposal. If the
proposal is not met or if they need money or
whatnot and if they can’t meet the guidelines of the
proposal, well then maybe the government should
then turn them down. But in terms of turning them
down before any debate takes place, I don’t think
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is right at this point.  I don’t understand how the
government today says, there should be two
processing plants on Prince Edward Island. When
the government five months ago said everything is
great with Polar Foods, we should have all these
processing plants. 

Maybe it is and a lot of the workers will admit out
there that there could be an over capacity in the
processing industry. I’m not denying that that could
be valid. But at the same time if you don’t give
these workers and these fishers an opportunity to
submit their proposals, we are really denying them
some due diligence here and, you know, to just
say these are the two plants that should be
operating. How can the government know that
now, when in fact they didn’t know it  six months
ago. If they knew it six months ago, we probably
could of saved taxpayers 14 to $26 million. I don’t
want to get too political here because I think it’s
just a motion that I am introducing now that will
allow these members of the committee and these
members of the Legislative Assembly to say yes,
perhaps someone does have to ...

Wayne Collins (PC): Point of order, Mr. Chair.
Point of order.  There is no motion on the floor
right now.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): This is my preamble. 

Wayne Collins (PC): I mean I  don’t mind you
addressing the motion. I really don’t. 

(Uproar).

Wayne Collins (PC): . . .but I would like to know
what the motion is.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Ghiz.

Wayne Collins (PC): There’s no motion on the
floor.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Ghiz, would you get
to the point then.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): I will. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: We will rule . . . 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): I honestly have a problem
with the member from Winsloe-West Royalty.

Wayne Collins (PC): Good.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): His constant badgering
when we’re  just trying to represent the people on
Prince Edward Island.  But Mr. Chairman, its
something where these..the members of
Legislative Assembly sitting on this committee. I
believe can stand up for the little person on Prince
Edward Island. The one benefit that we had with
this committee, is there is no members of Cabinet
on this committee, therefore it is a independent
thinking committee. Now I will read my motion.

WHEREAS the collapse of Polar Foods is of grave
concern to the many workers and community
throughout PEI who depend upon fish processing
for their livelihood and 
WHEREAS workers in a number of communities
have expressed interest in forming cooperatives as
a means to take over and run former Polar Food
fish plants and
WHEREAS PEI has a strong tradition of
developing co-operatives as a means of insuring
community driven economic development. 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the
government of PEI provide business planning
support–and this goes along with what we where
saying beforehand–through the office of PEI
Business Development to assist various
communities exploring the potential for taking over
former Polar Food plants to run as a cooperatives
and 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that these
community groups be given full access to the
financial information relating to the respective
plants they wish to potentially  turn into
cooperatives and 
THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that
the government of PEI reconsider its decision not
to grant processing licenses to various
communities until after such time it has reviewed
their respective business proposal.

And that is my motion,  Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright.  Could we get a
copy of the motion. So that they can pass it
around.
 
Would you like a five minute break to study the
motion, if you want it. . Are the people in favour of
a five minute break.  

Unidentified Member: (Indistinct) .



35

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: It’s 12 now.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): It’s five to 12. Take a two
minute break. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I think what we will give
up to a five minute break here in order for people
to look at the motion. You can just sit there and
read it.

(Break) 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I’ve got a question for
you, Mr. Ghiz.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Okay.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: What I have here is,
when does the bids close? The government has
put these up for tender. When do they close?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): The bids ..the two plants
that are for tender right now, I believe and I can be
corrected, are Souris and Beach Point,  are the
two plants that are up for tender, is that correct?

Unidentified Member: Far as I know.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Okay as far as you know.
Those tenders have to be in by Friday. The reason
why I was perhaps going to introduce another
motion was there was some cooperatives that are
just trying to get together right now and it doesn’t
leave much time for them. If there was a chance I
was going to ask for a couple of days extension  to
some of these cooperatives getting together.
Because it is a lot to come together, to form one of
these cooperatives. And they are on a time
constraint. Luckily enough I didn’t hear from these
groups. 

But I’m hearing, I’m sure the same as you are,
from  a lot of the other groups where they don’t
even have the chance to make an offer on their
plants. Maybe we do need less processing plants
in the province.  I don’t know, I haven’t seen the
books of Polar. But I think we deserve to allow
them to perhaps  make a pitch, you know, without
being unilaterally decided upon.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Now, another question
for you. You and Richard Brown are , House
Leader of the Opposition, attended a meeting  in
the Souris yesterday. I caught it on T.V. What I got

out of that meeting was that there is a group of
fisherman maybe, you can stand to correct me,
and a group of people in that area wants to bid on
that plant in Souris as a cooperative. Is that
correct?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Yes, yesterday they had a
kind of a meeting with the local fishers in the area
to discuss whether or not there would be an
interest in putting forward a proposal to take over
the Souris plant.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: And they got to have all
their cooperatives together, a bid in by Friday.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): By Friday, yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:  So your
problem–Therefore be it further resolved the
government of PEI reconsider their decision not to
grant processing license in various communities.
I have a problem with, for instance, if the two
plants in Souris and the other one they talking
about  I believe is in the Premier’s riding is it.
What’s the name of it.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Beach Point. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Beach Point–if those
two plants go out and the people are tendering
know that there will be no licences issued like the
one Tignish and . . . could you explain where these
other plants are, Mr. Ghiz?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Yes, there’s approximately
six plants.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Tignish.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): There is one in Tignish
Anglo, there is one in Howard’s Cove, there’s one
in Victoria, there’s one in Gaspereaux. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Now I have a problem,
just a second,  I have a problem being Chairman
of Public Accounts with looking at it this way,
taxpayer’s dollars. If these two plants happen  to
go, Friday and the agreement made that there is
no license for these other plants, they can’t
process lobster, there’s is no change, Mr. Ghiz, I
can see for these people to get, like if the
government gave them all the help they want. If
they put a proposal in to buy a plant that can’t
process lobsters that’s means it’s going  moth
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balled to use for something else.

We have got to make sure–there’s a lot of money
here a stake, $53 million and whether we are
Liberals or Conservatives, we got to help this
government. The mess is there, no good going
over who made the mess. They lost millions,10
millions, no, 7 million, interest subsidies, 26 million
(Indistinct) We don’t know what they paid for the
new plant. But I know from a business point of
view, I have that if I bought and I  couldn’t farm it,
the farm’s not worth very much to me. So I think,
my personnel opinion is, . I’d like to see this
committee, Mr. Ghiz, I sort of like to add a little
more to that but I think we probably get it through
the committee here– Therefore 
 be it resolve the government reconsider not to
grant processing licenses in various communities
until after such time it has  reviewed their
respective business proposals. 

What I see is,  with this, this is a good resolution.
What I see,  if for instance those people bid on
those two plants and are successful with an
agreement from government which owns all the
plants now or owns the lose or whatever it is,  they
can go back and say look we would love, we never
thought of this, we’ve already sold to the plant and
we’ve got to honour our commitment. So basically
what I would like to see is the whole thing put off
until these other people have a time,  within a
weeks say,  or whatever time these other people
got to bid on them. Just one more week where the
government go in and help them set up a coop or
explain what they got to do. And get the whole
thing looked into.

Now do you understand what I’m saying there. .
I’m trying to get a consensus,  it’s at 12:00. But I’m
trying to get a consensus here is that everything
should be put on hold for one more week until
these other people get a chance to bid. And I also
have a problem as been fishing critic,  is if they cut
the number of processing plants down to only
these two and these other ones are mothballed,
what happens on the wharf when these
fisherman–are they going to try to drive the price of
lobsters down in order to pay for the province’s
mistakes they made.

These are questions I have in the back of my
mind. So Mr. Mooney is next. 

Andy Mooney (PC):  Attending the meeting

yesterday, . I don’t know what the final outcome
was, like the fisherman decided to meet by
themselves and basically they wanted to discuss
what they want to come forward to government
with and I had suggested to them if they felt more
comfortable, I would exit the meeting at the very
end. It was just after you fellows had left.  They
had asked myself and also any media that were
there did we mind leaving so they could discuss
within closed doors.   Now what come out of that
I’m not certain at the end of the day. They were
discussing among themselves if there was enough
interest and if there would be enough people
willing to take memberships to come forward with
a proposal. 

I’m still not quite certain what they are coming
forward with. But I do know as far as the tight time
lines on the 12th with the bids closing. I think
anyone that’s interested in going forward really
wants to get their name out by the Boston Seafood
Show that is coming next week because it really
has an impact on their capability of marketing.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The only thing, Mr.
Mooney, you have quite a bit of experience, you
have a fish plant in your area. So you know
situation. And it looks like your plant is going to be
up and running by somebody and that’s good.
That’s good.  There’s a lot of jobs there.  But also
we have these other fish plants and you know as
being a farmer if you only had, the less buyers you
got in potatoes the price goes down. Like we got to
face it. That’s what I’m concerned as being a
fishing critic. If we mothball these other plants, like
why did the government, like my question to the
government would be,  and Mr. Ghiz alluded to
here earlier, why did all of a sudden the
government want to keep these plants running and
all of a sudden now they want to get rid of them
except for two?  

That’s a question and if you have a problem, the
problem is already there, we can’t put any more
egg on their faces, it’s there. But we got to make
sure that when people get into a problem, that they
don’t create a bigger problem trying to get out of
the mess there are in. That’s the only concern I
have is.  Would you think there is less fish plants,
like to buy lobsters processing,  could that drive
the price of lobsters down on the wharf?

Tape 5
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Mr. Mooney: Well,  I also think if every plant is
open and everyone of them running  at 30 per cent
capacity, everyone of them will soon be closed and
that’s the problem. No matter what way you look at
it, right now, I think if Polar would of  have had
more product going through the doors it probably
could have been profitable. I know the plant in
Souris, it probably would have been running about
30 per cent capacity.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So my question then
goes, when you were traveling with Kevin
MacAdam , because you and him are very close,
he’s Minister of Fisheries and he’s Minister of
Agriculture,  but he was on the wharf in Souris and
I give him credit for that and I give you credit for
that, but  why did all of a sudden you realize that’s
the problem? Like why wasn’t some of these
people bringing this problem to government saying
that that was a problem rather than government
didn’t want any of these plants to close under
Polar?   So this is just questions I got.

Mr. Collins?

Wayne Collins (PC): Yes Mr. Chairman. A couple
of points. First of all I want to register my objection
to the way you handled this committee. I thought
that you would be more facilitating discussion
among the members of the committee.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I am.

Wayne Collins (PC): No you’re not,  Sir. You’re
dominating the committee. That’s not fair. I really
object to that. I think you’ve given us little
opportunity to discuss things.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well you got all the
opportunity in the world, keep going.

Wayne Collins (PC): Thank you very much, I
appreciate that. I got a couple of questions. One
question in particular though to the Hon. Leader of
the Opposition. He mentioned earlier that he’s
acting here and putting forward this motion on
behalf of a group of Islanders or citizens or people
you’ve spoken with. Could you be more specific on
who you’re presenting this motion on who’s behalf
this morning? Is there a group formed, is the
anything at all that I could understand a little better
where this resolution is coming from?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): A lot of plant workers from

Anglo, from the Anglo plant. A lot of plant workers
from the Howard’s Cove Plant. Numerous from the
Gaspereaux area. I’ll explain to you where my
problem comes about, if I could just have one
minute.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah, you can take all
the time in the world. If Mr. Collins (Indistinct) just
trying to speed things up

(Too many speaking at once)

Just hold it, Mr. Ghiz.  I have the floor. Mr. Collins
said that I was talking too much or whatever. I was
trying to be a mediator, conciliator here to bring
you guys together. I’m trying to get something for
the working people of the province and the
taxpayers. And that’s why I did that and that’s why
I brought it forward. Alright. Now Mr. Ghiz.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very much, Mr.
Chair. There still is a lot of uncertainty out there,
especially now with a lot of the workers in the fish
plants. I think if you look, I think it was Friday or
Saturday night, a lot of these Anglo food,  people
that work in the fish processing plant there, were
just told that night they weren’t going to be granted
a license. The people in Gaspereaux  just found
out, the Howard’s Cove people haven’t even really
been told yet to their face. We just hear it through
rumors. What I worry about is that the government
is striking up a deal with someone saying, buy
these two plants, give us a better price because
we’re going to keep these other four closed. And if
that’s what they’ve done, they should tell the
workers now that at these plants and they should
put it in writing why they’re doing this. Otherwise,
they should give them a chance to bid on this.

Wayne Collins (PC): In relation to the resolution
though, I take it then this resolution is your
conclusion based upon what you’ve heard from
various sources.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): They just want a chance to
be able to place a bid.

Wayne Collins (PC): That’s all I wanted to know.
I just wanted to know, you’re not representing any
particular uniform cooperative or anything like that.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L):   No, no.

Wayne Collins (PC): Alright, thank you.
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Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Mr. Collins, have you
got any more to add to this?

Wayne Collins (PC):  Other than to say certainly
,  you know,  the collapse of Polar Foods is of
course a concern to all Islanders, all members of
the Legislature I’m sure and who  recognize the
importance of the fish processing industry to
Prince Edward Island.  It’s also important to note,
in my opinion,  that the speedier resolution to this
issue the better off it will be for the workers, for the
processing industry in general and for the
taxpayers of Prince Edward Island. So, you know,
I believe there’s been, I understand, 50 enquiries,
50 interests come forward regarding the
disposition of the assets of Polar Foods
International. I think that bodes well for satisfactory
resolution here for all three of those groups that I
mentioned. So I would support the process
continuing as it is currently structured with a dead
line of Friday and lets’ move ahead. I’m sure that
in the long run that approach will best serve the
interests of Prince Edward Islanders.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So you’re thinking that
Mr. Collins, since you asked Mr. Ghiz some
questions, can I ask you some questions then as
Chairman? You think that the workers up West,
that it’s better just not to give them a license for the
processing plant, that’s in the best interest of the
fishing community and those working people in the
Province of PEI?   That’s what you’re saying.

Wayne Collins (PC): I believe it’s been concluded
for quite some time, Mr. Chairman, that there is an
over capacity of plants on Prince Edward Island.
So I’ll just leave it at that.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So you think there is an
over capacity and some of them have to close.

Wayne Collins (PC): It’s been my understanding
that there is an over capacity. Would you agree,
Sir?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I don’t know to tell you
the truth. I really don’t know, that’s why I was
asking some questions here to get briefed on it
and I wasn’t at that meeting yesterday. My
opinion–Mr. McKenna is next and then Mr.
MacAleer–my opinion on this was, that if you look
at the plants and you jump into something very
quickly without really thinking it through, that’s why
I’d like to see an opportunity for these here people.

If you got the fishermen and you got the workers
coming together, they know what’s best for their
organization rather than some buyer coming in
from some other province or some government
people. Well,  look at the mess the government
made on the Polar thing already. If they had of
listened to you and you said that every plant is
closing, you should have been up in the House last
Fall recommending that the plants close, there was
too much capacity, but you didn’t do that. 

So Mr. McKenna, you come next.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): My question–I certainly
believe in the  cooperative movement on PEI,  but
I also realize there’s at least three other
cooperatives that are already processing on PEI.
There is one in North Lake, we have the Acadian
Coop and we have the , I think there’s a Coop in
Tignish. Did you, was that in the discussions
yesterday about whether they were interested in
taking more capacity of the lobsters?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): The general manager at
the plant (Indistinct), Mr. Mooney arriving there,
sent a letter indicating that they’re at top capacity
right now and they would be interested, they had
no problem with another coop being explored..

Dr. David McKenna (PC): They couldn’t handle
any more lobsters, was what your impression was,
aye?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Yeah.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): And what about the
ones in Tignish and the one in the Acadian Coop
in Wellington?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Well the Tignish one, we
know that they were down in basically Souris
yesterday helping to sell  it to the fishermen that
the Coop is the way to go.

Andy Mooney(PC): But they also stated  at the
meeting that if Souris didn’t  form a Coop that they
would be interested in putting a satellite stand up.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I’m just looking at for
the sake of time, these cooperatives are already
up and running, I was hoping they would take
some of the excess capacity that’s out there. I
mean I don’t know why these fishermen weren’t
selling at the Coop before. All of a sudden they
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want to go Coop. I guess that’s what I’m
wondering. What’s the reason why it wasn’t it
happening before?

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): I think the coop was filled.
There’s only (indistinct) The one up west still has
room.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: You want to say
something about up West?

Andy Mooney(PC): Mr. Chair.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I’m sorry but, I was
going to let Mr. Cletus Dunn,  which affects his
area, say something. He’s got to leave. Would you
like to say something to this because you know
what’s going on up West a lot better than I do and
anybody else that’s sitting around this table. If you
want to say something, if not we’ll go on to Mr.
MacAleer. Have you got anything to say? We’ll go
to Mr. MacAleer.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Mr. Chairman, there is a
number of issues here that have to be dealt with in
separate fashion. First of all we’ve got a process
underway, disillusion of a company called Polar
Foods and there are certain criteria that are in
place and standards that have to be met including
date lines et cetera, this Friday included. That
process I don’t think we can comment on nor do
we want to until it’s completed. There are other
issues here. One is the assistance that
government gives cooperatives. I have no problem
dealing with that and dealing with cooperatives.
Government continues to help a number of
cooperatives throughout the area. 

But before we start dealing with whether we help
cooperatives or other fish processors or other
companies like Polar Foods, for heaven sakes as
a government, let’s sit down and deal with this
issue about who we’re going to grant licenses to.
We’ve just gone through a bad situation here
where we supported a company, we had an idea,
it failed.  Why do we want to jump into this again
without analyzing the whole situation about who
should be processing fish on Prince Edward
Island, who should be given licenses.

 So therefore I would say that, you know,  this is in
fact a very serious question and should be dealt
with in some depth. I don’t know whether it’s this
committee that should be dealing with this issue

but I would certainly like if somebody who has just
been a part of making decisions with respect to
this area. I’d like to see a more in-depth analysis of
this whole issue. Maybe it’s not the Public
Accounts Committee that should be dealing with
issue but another committee of the Legislature.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): This would be a
recommendation of government though.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I would really like to see
public hearings on this issue because I don’t treat
it lightly and I think it should be dealt with
seriously. I don’t think we should be dealing with
this on the base of a knee jerk reaction, based on
the fact that we have to deal with this failure.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I’m inclined to agree
with you, Mr. MacAleer, and that’s why I brought
up that other issue about putting the final decision
of selling them off for another week because I think
what’s happened here, is Cabinet, they sort of
gone to a knee jerk reaction. First thing a lot of
people thought that Polar would not go into
receivership then all of a sudden it did. Then the
people didn’t really think  of the government just
come in and buy the loss whatever and they did.
Then all of a sudden the government puts it out
for sale,  very quick. Like this is all knee jerk
reactions.  I think what we got to do here, like the
loss is already there. We got to look out for the
workers and the fishermen in the province of PEI
and there is a lot of spinoffs in these plants too. My
question goes to you,  Mr. MacAleer,  since just
asking  the question, you were involved when this
took place first,  were you people informed or did
you have information that these plants were only
running at 30 per cent capacity when you put this
deal together?

Andy Mooney(PC): Could I throw out some
comments?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Just one second till he
answers then you can have it.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Well I can’t comment on that
because it was some time ago. But I would
assume that people that were involved with
helping me make the decisions with respect to this
had that  information. 

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Would have that
information?
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Wes MacAleer (PC): Yeah.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Alright. Mr. Mooney.

Andy Mooney(PC): Mr. Chairman, one point that,
like I’m not going to stand here and defend Polar
nor am I going to attack them,  but I’ll certainly put
out a couple of points and this was even discussed
at the meeting yesterday.
   Newfoundland has legislation, what’s caught in
Newfoundland is processed there. We don’t and I
don’t agree with that legislation. What it does, it
offers the fishermen an opportunity to sell off-
Island. But the negative on that is, basically there
is about 40 per cent of the lobsters caught on the
province have been trucked off and are processed
elsewhere.  Polar has been running that less than
capacity which they can’t make money at. 

The bottom line is, I mean there was fishermen at
the meeting yesterday that openly said, well I’ve
sold off Island I probably will continue to. So it’s
hard to have it both ways. We allow off-Island
buyers to come in and buy and it keeps the prices
on the wharf strong, but on the same token, it puts
some of our plants at risk because they have to
compete with off-Island buyers. It’s just the reality
of the business and the fishermen do not support
legislation, what’s caught here is processed here.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: The only question I
have is,  Mr. Mooney, you bring up an interesting
point there. But what I can’t figure out is,  and I
believe it might have been John Jeffery from CBC
interviewing the manager of Polar, MacDonald or
somebody, but he sort of said that they should
have  probably, looking back, closed some of
these plants but the government wanted to keep
these plants open. So we got to make sure that
you guys weren’t playing politics before the last
election. Like these are things that has got to come
out and we got to find out what’s going on. 

I don’t know anything about the fish business I’ll
tell you that, nothing. But I do know the fishermen
needs competition on the wharf. We know that
fishermen go out and fish and it’s a tremendous
amount of dollars to the economy of PEI.  If the
fishermen do well, like the old saying, fishing,
farming and tourism does well, everybody does
well. The big question I have is, why would the
government want to keep the plants open before
the election and after the election go into
receivership. Now they’re coming out and saying

oh, there’s too many plants. There had to be
somebody in government knew that there was too
much, there wasn’t enough lobsters to process.

Now there is conflicting stories and I’m not getting
in to whether Polar paid as much as some of the
other people, I don’t know. I don’t have information
for that. But those are just some questions. 

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): One last . . .

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I’ll give you one last.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Just to, the member from
Winsloe-West Royalty who said he’s known or
people have known for quite some time now that
there is over processing in the industry. What’s
quite some time?  I guess it’s like three or four
wee,  is it?

Wayne Collins (PC):  I don’t know.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): It wouldn’t be like six
months because you wouldn’t have give the 14
million before the election if it was six months.

Wayne Collins (PC): I heard it 20 years ago.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Oh did you! Okay.

Wayne Collins (PC):   Nothing new with that.
Figures speak for themselves.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): Okay, thanks.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: So before we go on the
vote on the resolution,  Mr. Collins, just to make
sure I don’t hurt your feelings, would you have
anymore to add to this?

Wayne Collins (PC): No hurt feelings, Sir.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, but you were doing
a lot of whining there and complaining. 

Wayne Collins (PC): And justifiably so, I might
add.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: I try to give everybody
an opportunity.

Hon. Robert Ghiz (L): (Indistinct) both ways. He
shuts me off (Indistinct).
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Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, I had to shut
Richard off, I had to let Mr. Ghiz be allowed one
resolution and not two. I tried to run this meeting
the best I can with the people I got here but I got to
try to keep control.  

So with that, has everybody had their say? I don’t
want to close anybody out on this. So all in favour
of the resolution that was presented by the Leader
of the Opposition, Robert Ghiz, please raise your
right hands.

All those opposed to it, please raise your left hand.

Motion is defeated.

Marian Johnston(Committee Clerk): Are we
adjourned?

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: No, the motion is
defeated. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): I move to adjourn.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair:  Just before you
adjourn, Jim and I, if it’s okay with the committee,
will get together sometime next week to decide the
following week when we’ll have a date to bring the
Auditor back in. Is that okay?

Wes MacAleer (PC): Tell us four or five days
ahead of time.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Well you’re going to
have to talk to your House Leader.

Jim Bagnall (PC): As soon as we know, you guys
will know.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Alright, because I mean we
all have schedules.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yeah I know it, but your
House Leader looks after that. We’ve been
working very good with Mr. Bagnall. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): I move to adjourn.

Ron MacKinley (L)Chair: Yes, we’ll move to
adjourn.

 


