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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ACCOUNTS

Boardroom, Atlantic Technology Centre

Thursday, November 10, 2005

9:00 a.m.

Guests: Part I - Honourable Michael Currie, Minister; Michael O’Brien, Deputy Minister, Development

and Technology; Reagh Hicken, Chief Financial Officer, PEI Business Development Inc; Allan Smith,

Chief Executive Officer, Technology PEI

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair):   Alright, let’s start this

meeting.  

Wayne Collins (PC): Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): I’m going to call the

meeting to order.

Wayne Collins (PC): Yes, Mr. Chairman.  In

consideration of the agenda today, I note the

arrival at 10:00 o’clock of Mr. Colin Younker, the

Auditor General.  W e all know it’s been much

anticipated the forensic audit of Polar Foods by

KPMG as ordered by the Auditor General.  I feel it

would be appropriate and I would hereby move a

motion that we review the Polar Foods

International Report by KPMG, the forensic audit

with the Auditor General upon his arrival here this

morning at 10 o’clock.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Have we got KPMG

coming too?

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk): No. 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W e really should have

them here when we go into the next analysis

because they’re the people that did it.

Richard Brown (L): Good point chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): I mean, they’re the

people who really did the audit.  They backed up

what the auditor said.

Wayne Collins (PC): I do have my motion on the

floor, Mr. Chairman.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): I know, we’re

discussing your motion. I already discussed this

with your leader, Mr. Bagnall, who was vice-

chairman.  W e thought we could wrap up the

whole section under ten m inutes in the old report

because it’s about two years old now.  Then we

went to the - 

Wayne Collins (PC): W ith the Auditor General?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes.

Wayne Collins (PC): Yes, very well then. That’s

my motion.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): It’s already been

looked after.

Wayne Collins (PC):   Great.

Jim Bagnall (PC):  So the motion’s on the floor

then?

Wayne Collins (PC):   So you don’t need, the

motion remains on the floor then?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Mr. Chair?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): This is kind of

interesting, we’ll have to keep looking around. I

think we should really have the auditor and most

likely KPMG help explain the latest forensic audit.

There is new information in there.  I’m sure that

our Auditor General is more than capable of

explaining it, but since KPMG did the majority of

the investigation, especially with regards to looking

into, I guess, legal opinions on where the province

will be able to recover funds.  They also looked

into discrepancies that were presented between

Polar Foods and BDI which falls under the current

minister and perhaps information that went to the

cabinet level where they approved taxpayers

dollars that obviously turned out to be a bad

investment.  I think it would be important if we

could have KPMG come before the committee as

well.

So I’d like to, perhaps if the clerk has some
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information on what the original motion was that

was put forward, I’d like to amend that motion to

also include KPMG to appear before the hearings.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk) W e can

have debate on that.  W e can call the (Indistinct).

Wayne Collins (PC): If I could have further

discussion on the amendment now which I

presume we’re going to have to deal with first.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W hy can’t we just

defer this until after we’re done with the minister

and he’s got civil service here, or bureaucrats, that

was on the agenda.  Right after we’re done of him

then we’ll get into this debate.

Wayne Collins (PC): Very well.  Thank you, we’ll

just deter it till then.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Sure, 10 o’clock

sounds great.  Mr. Chair?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I notice that there

is only the minister sitting at the table.  I’m

wondering if we can have clarification on some of

the bureaucrats that he has brought with us today,

or with him today.  Also, if he could list off who is

currently on the board of directors and why they’re

not at the table and if they’d be willing to sit at the

table to answer questions.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Mr. Minister, will you

answer the question?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Mr. Chairman,

as a courtesy when I was given the floor, I was

going to ask for that, that I be allowed to place

them at the table and they are Mike O’Brien,

Deputy Minister; Alan Smith, responsible for

Technology PEI; Reagh Hicken is also here.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Bring them forward.

You got permission.

Anyway, I want to thank you for coming here to this

thing.  As you know, the auditor is very critical of

your department and the amount of money you

wasted. Targets were never met. There’s all kinds

of examples and I’m sure Mike O’Brien and

yourself are familiar with the way stuff went on

here. 

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): If I may, Mr.

Chairman, I would like the opportunity to first make

comments on the opening statement and then I did

take a lot of time, and staff did too, to the review

transcripts from the last meeting and we had

answers to all of the questions that your committee

had asked.  If that would be acceptable, I would

like to just make a note (Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Is that acceptable to

the committee?

Unidentified Members: Agreed.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Good morning,

Mr. Chairman.  Thank you for the opportunity to

present here today at the Standing Committee and

I’d like to begin by thanking the committee for

coming here to the ATC.  As Minister of

Development, I’m certainly very pleased and proud

of this facility as what it has accomplished to date

and how far we can go in the future.  

The format I would like to begin with today is with

the blessing that I take ten or 15 minutes to make

a short presentation and then we have compiled all

the questions that were asked on October 20  andth

we do have the answers for them.

Since we stated to talk about a high technology

building and the ATC has been more about bricks

and mortar, it has been more than construction of

an office building.  The ATC, Mr. Chairman, is

about a vision, it’s a vision that we as a province

can inspire to by believing in our people and by

investing in Island businesses and targeted

sectors of our economy.  

As we know, today’s global market place is much

different.  Sales, contracts, opportunities are only

a click away through information technology.

Companies located in PEI are doing business

throughout the world and never have to leave their

offices. Opportunities that were once foreign are

now available and because of that, businesses

have had to progress.  They have had to change

and they have had to diversify.  The construction

of the ATC I believe is one of the great economic

success stories in the last 50 years in this

province. It is now a cornerstone of information

and technology, a cornerstone of our economy,

that we have been able to accomplish in a short

time is impressive, but it will be pale in comparison

to what it will lead to. I would like to share some of
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those accomplishments.

There are currently 25 businesses located in the

ATC.  In total, they employ over 325 employees.

The total annual payroll is almost $15 million.

Combined annual sales of tenant companies is

about $21 m illion. The activities of companies

account for over $5 million in local purchases.

Exported goods and services account for 57.5 per

cent of the sales from the ATC tenants. In short,

based on data from a detailed survey of tenants,

businesses located in the ATC generate more than

$20 million per year from local economic activity

which is over 3.1 million in direct provincial tax

revenue.  These numbers are based on 2004

sales.  W e fully expect the annual survey for 2005

and expect these numbers to increase  given the

increase in tenants and activity at the ATC.

Now I want to stress the point that 3.1 million in

direct provincial tax revenue annual, that far

exceeds the operating money that we now provide

for the facility.  I believe the math speaks for itself.

Now I don’t want to sit here for one second and

leave the impression that we are content with the

ongoing operating situation. W e fully anticipated

that we were going to have an operating shortfall

and we budgeted for those operation shortfalls

until the 2008.  

Our long term plan is for the ATC to break even

and then surplus. That remains a top priority.  But

we have to remember this is a development tool.

This is an investment that has led to the further

growth and expansion of the knowledge economy.

That growth is outlined in recent reports from

Scotia Economics which report  that PEI has led

the country in job growth since the year 2000,

creating over 11,000 new jobs.  APEC is also

reporting that PEI leads the country in job growth

in the first seven months of 2005, far outpacing the

national average.  

I was quite surprised and disappointed to read

some of the transcripts from October 20 meeting,

where some of the committee members were

trying to leave their impression this building is not

positive for our province.  Nothing could be further

from the truth.  As I have outlined, the numbers

speak for themselves.  The net impact for the

province is very favorable.  As I have also stated,

the ATC is an investment in what PEI can become.

Much like prior government investments in the

industrial park, Slemon Park, Gateway Village, the

Food Technology Centre and also our PEI Grain

Elevators.  The list goes on. Capital Investments

were made, operating money annually which is

budgeted to ensure that they continue and at the

end of the day, the investments made has a

positive impact on our province.

The ATC is the same. It is a development

investment that is a catalyst for growth.  It is

helping to redefine our province.  Our job as

government is to continue to provide jobs and

opportunity for Islanders.  W e are doing that at a

greater rate than any government in the last 35

years.  W e have constructed here a $24 million

facility with cutting edge technology. It is a job

creator and a targeted sector and is part of our

new economy for our province.  The federal

government invested in this project 3.9 million.

That is right, $3.9 million.  That is about 15 per

cent of the total cost. In comparison, the feds pay

about 75 per cent towards any waste treatment

project in the province.  That is a little alarming,

especially when you turn the clock back to the year

2001.  

At that time, the federal liberal  caucus for Atlantic

Canada are spending time and money generating

the documents called the ‘rising tide’ and they

followed that up with ‘catching tomorrow’s wave’.

The documents are the red book plan for the new

Atlantic Knowledge Economy.  They mention in

great detail the importance of strategic

investments and cutting edge technology.   They

mention in great detail about creating jobs and

opportunities and the infrastructure in Atlantic

Canada through these investments in emerging

sectors like IT.  They mention in great detail about

ensuring Atlantic Canadians have access to high

speed wireless technology and clusters which will

assist them in the creation of jobs and opportunity.

I don’t think it was a lot of talk.  The media loved it.

It turned out that it could be more prompt and

circumstance. 

For the province, it became evident very early on

that the federal government, at least in relationship

with the ATC, seem more interested in preparing

documents and talking about investment in the

projects than they were actually doing the work.

W e had a vision.  There comes a time when you

either lean forward or you lean back. W e leaned

forward and we kept on going. W e weren’t

prepared or interested in letting the lukewarm
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interest of the federal government scuffle what has

become the Prince Edward Island success story.

In short, you can sit down and talk about

something or you can roll up your sleeves and get

the work done. In this case, our government put

more emphasis on getting the job done. W e’re

more interested in making an investment in the

future of Prince Edward Island by creating jobs

and opportunities  for Islanders - are investments

that pay off handsomely for our province. Our

return on investment is what people look at, but

there is also a social responsibility the government

has to look at. The Auditor General looks at the

numbers.  He does not measure a social

responsibility.  He does not factor in the direct

provincial tax revenue.  He does not factor in the

impacts of $15 million salary on how the money

isn’t spent and what impact that has on the entire

economy of our province.

The auditor in his report does not measure the

economic impact importance of the annual

salaries of all the people that work in this building.

I believe if you want to get the full view, you have

to add all of those factors in. Government,

responsible government provides an operating

grant of about 1.4 million.  That certainly does not

mean that the building is not a money maker.  The

ATC has a positive impact on the province’s

bottom line.  I have taken a great deal of time to

read the transcript from the October 20 meeting

and that is why I felt it was important to have the

Standing Committee come to this building to see

first hand what it has accomplished and it became

very apparent to me  that some members on this

committee seem content on focusing on the

negative.  That is their option. My focus is certainly

on the future.

Job creation, Mr. Chairman, speaks for itself in this

building and I don’t think there is any government,

in my memory, has created the number of jobs

that the Pat Binns Government has created in the

last number of years. That isn’t just a political

statement, it is backed up by fact as I have earlier

mentioned.

The Atlantic Technology Centre has played a large

roll in that growth. Not only have we created 300

plus jobs in the facility, we have been able to

attract corporate Canada companies that are

coming to this province.  Companies like Rogers

W ireless, Provinent, Ericsson, major players in the

information technology.  To complement that, we

have developed a cluster of electronic gaming

companies in the ATC that is cutting edge, exciting

activity, never before would have taken place on

PEI.

W e have accomplished a great deal, but there is

still, Mr. Chairman, I believe, work to do and there

are areas that we have to improve on.  The main

area being the incubator.  W e have to put greater

emphasis on marketing that part of the building to

ensure those facilities bring in the revenue that we

had projected.  W e are prepared to do that. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to once again

thank the committee for the invitation to appear

here today and to also do a tour of the facility later

on.  The ATC, Mr. Chairman, is a positive

development of the people of Prince Edward

Island and it’s an investment in our youth; it’s an

investment in the jobs of Islanders and we are

proud of that investment.

Mr. Chairman, I would now follow up with the list of

answers to the questions raised during the last

meeting if that is all right with you.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, have you got

copies of them to give out?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No, I don’t

have copies.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Could you get

somebody in this new state-of-the-art building to

make us some copies so we could pass them

around through the committee rather than you just

read them. You can pass them out to us.  Is

Dennis King here?  Could you get us some copies

through one of those new high tech photocopiers

or something you got?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC):   W ell I have

notes and stuff. 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, but you came with

copies and you should have copies as being

chairman of this.  You’re going to read them off,

give us copies.  You read that off, then we don’t

get it for - how long before we get the transcripts?

About a week or two.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I don’t have

any . . .
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Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Photocopy them and

give them to us.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Okay.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W e can open up the

floor and have a few questions before Billy comes

back. That’s called organization.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I don’t know

where you’ll get them done, in some office in the

building.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Oh yea, there would

be offices found in here.  This building must have

some offices that have photocopiers.

Now if anybody would like to start asking the

minister some questions or any of the people

before us at the table. W e’ll start that until the

minister - and than we will go back to the minister

and let him read off his notes on his answers.

Wayne Collins (PC): Mr. Chairman.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Yes.

Wayne Collins (PC): I did not - don’t have a

question so much as I do have a comment here in

relation to what the minister has said, and quite

frankly I couldn’t agree more with the thrust of his

remarks. 

I don’t know how many at this table have read the

book called The W orld Is Flat, by Thomas

Freidman. However I do recommend it as - for

reading purposes of research here and in this

book here it does content that there have been at

least ten (Indistinct) forces that Mr. Freidman

speaks about that has really made - destroyed all

the barriers when it comes to business and

business development around the globe. And

when you talk about this building, the Atlantic

Technology Centre as a development tool, indeed

it is. And it certainly is a focal point, I think, when it

comes to our avenue onto that global marketplace,

onto that stage.  It isn’t solely the one area

because in every office building here on Prince

Edward Island today as the minister has said at a

click of a mouse, business can be done. 

This book there that Friedman wrote tells stories,

you talk about the knowledge economy of doctors

in the United States getting a CAT scan done and

sending it to Bangalore, India where a radiologist

overnight will read that. Actually it will be daytime

in Bangalore, nighttime in Indianapolis and when

that doctor in Indianapolis comes to his office the

next morning, there is the read-out and the

analyses of the CAT scan from the night before.

Chartered accountants across North American are

sending tax forms and tax business outsourcing it

to India, to Bangalore, which is a really beehive of

tremendous growth right now in the high

technology field. As a matter of fact, India and

China are foremost in the number of graduates

that they are putting out in high tech occupations.

Engineers, PhD’s in information and technology

and the competition that they go through to get to

the top of the list, to become the cream of the crop

in those countries, is absolutely intense.

So if we here on little Prince Edward Island are

going to stay in the game. If we are going to have

a foothold in this new knowledge economy, this

global marketplace where trade barriers are falling

day after day, I sometimes find it amusing that the

political leaders would gather in Argentina recently

and say--while we can’t really come up with an

agreement for free trade in the Americas. W ell I’ll

tell you those political leaders have a far less

power when it comes to figuring all this out than do

the business leaders around the world. They are

making free trade happen, whether the political

leaders like it or not and this facility, I think, is a

testament to government’s commitments and

indeed is a critically necessary facility, I believe for

Prince Edward Islanders. 

It has to flow in concert with our education system

and it all comes together but this here is an

investment in the knowledge economy and I think

it is necessary for Prince Edward Island to do that,

I applaud the minister here. I don’t think you can

say that this building has to be making money

tomorrow. It is making money indirectly as the

minister has outlined with the packed revenues

that is being garnered from the 300 jobs, 300

people who have gained a livelihood here. I can

see this as just being the first step on the way to

making Prince Edward Island a real player on the

global stage.

So that said, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your

time.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Alright. A question for
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the minister. You said there’s 25 different

businesses. W hat are the names of the

businesses that are here?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Give me a

second.

The list of the 20 tenants are Atlantic Blue Cross.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Now Atlantic Blue

Cross, if they didn’t have this building they wouldn’t

be able to operate?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Certainly, what

they have is a security of a high speed network.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): So they wouldn’t be

able to operate, all right.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No, I wouldn’t

say that.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): You don’t know, so all

right. So you got that one. W hat is the next one?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): The Business

Technology Consulting, Cellar Door Productions,

Newcap, CHTN Radio.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Now CHTN Radio

would they not be able to operate without this

building?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I think that the

digital technology they’re using today, it’s certainly

a lot better to be in this facility.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Magic should move

over here then.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Pardon.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Magic should move

here then and CBC and why don’t we move them

all?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): CBC has

looked at it.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): So all right we got -

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Rogers

Communications, DeltaW are -

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Just a second, Rogers

Communications. W hen I came in here I seen

them selling cell phones in the main entrance

coming in.  But they could sell those cell phones

out of some other place that wasn’t subsidized by

the government, but I’m sure that they have other

technology here besides that.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): That’s true,

they have invested with the province in a million

dollar research fund to attract companies in the

gaming centre and what that does is it has

attracted a number of companies in the last little

while that have come here that are doing video

games and developing them here and we’re going

to use the interactive theater probably as a way of

demonstrating that.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): But when you come in

as the general public and I’m a layperson when it

comes to this technology, I will admit that. But I

know how to read the Auditors Report and there’s

been, you’ve never met your targets.  But when

you walk in here you find Rogers selling cell

phones. W ell they are selling cell phones at K-mart

and everywhere’s else.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): But it’s the

content that goes on the cell phone is what they

are interested in on Prince Edward Island, initiate

the opportunity here when they would come and

invest half a m illion dollars into research to have

access to these companies that are providing that

technology, that’s what they want.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Yes, but down here

they’re selling cell phones.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): They see. W ell

that’s Corporate Canada coming into PEI and they

think, well I have a letter right here from Mr. Ted

Rogers that Rogers looks forward to working with

the Government of Prince Edward Island in the

development of both our network and research in

development.  Your facilities at the Atlantic

Technology Centre impress us. Mr. Rogers found

that the facility was first rate in every way.  There’s

a couple of copies here, I’ll give you.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): The question I have

here, is you talk about the jobs you created here.

And I have no problem with Rogers and their

technology and Rogers is a worldwide

communication system. But are you counting the
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people that are selling the cell phones when you

walk in as the people that jobs are created here?

Same as you count the people at K-mart or

W almart.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes, they are

employees.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): And this is why the

people are raising some questions. The concept of

what you are doing is fine, but you haven’t met

your targets when you built the place, we know

that and -

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W e’ve said

that.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): And we know that and

that happens in business, but when you start

walking in and you start seeing - they are selling

coffee down here. W as that a person employed in

here too?  Is that, like you can get coffee just

around the corner.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Its a new job.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): It’s a new job, but what

you are doing is using subsidized buildings for

other businesses that are trying to make a go out

there in and around the Charlottetown area. Like if

this was strictly -

Jim Bagnall (PC): W hy are you criticizing a

success story?

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): I’m not.

Jim Bagnall (PC): You are.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W ell take a look at the

Auditors Report.  

Jim Bagnall (PC): It’s unreal, I can’t believe why

you would be critical of something that is

successful.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): I have the floor, Mr.

Bagnall. W e have - I have the floor and you guys

$32 million the other day, gone. This minister has

wrote off every time he comes to the floor of the

House. There’s millions of dollars being wrote off.

They had to raise gas taxes by about ten or 15

cents a gallon for the average person to pay.

W e’re losing jobs, going out west, hand over fist.

Island Coastal lost 18 operators here a week or

two ago and then you come in and you see, yeah

we’re assisting them to sell cell phones or we are

assisting to sell coffee or something else. I mean

it just doesn’t fly in Prince Edward Island.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Maybe I’ll

continue and I had the floor and you interrupted

me.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W ell.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): DeltaW are

Systems, Island owned computer company. W e

have Telus, it’s a LaunchPad tenant.  W e have

Byte Interactive which is a video game developer.

W e have ITAP.  W e have Justice Knowledge

Institute, Lotus Media, Magnet Games Marketing.

NRC is here.  Polar Bear is a advanced technical

training company.  Progress Net is a network and

web developer, Provinent, E-Learning company

dedicated to providing custom consulting in E-

Learning, PowerPost Productions, Trapeze Media,

Veteran Affairs Canada, Vision Quest, Xwave,

Scythe and GeoNet.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Is that the 25?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So what would

Veterans Affairs Canada be doing here? They’re

using the technology?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): It’s the

technology of - I guess, to go back, maybe, to the

year 2000, Mr. Chairman, when the building

across the street that you see constructed today,

there was - we had daily, weekly consultation with

the federal government in relationship to that. W e

didn’t want to be duplicating the same technology,

when especially it was across the street, and it

was even discussed at one time that there be a

tunnel connecting the two buildings to provide

access to the room you’re in and to the training

labs that are downstairs, to the videoconferencing.

All of that technology was discussed in those

opening comments and opening discussions for

contracts.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): You talk about a

tunnel. The parking garage next is owned by the

city?
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Honourable Michael Currie (PC): There’s

another development that was triggered because

of this building, thank you very much.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): And I can see that as

been good for Charlottetown, too, but apparently

there’s no way to get in except walk outside. Is that

not correct? Is there no tunnel?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): There’s no

connection to this building, no.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, but wouldn’t it be

smart to have a connection, like a tunnel way

through?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, no. W ell,

what -

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): If you go to most - 

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W hen we said

we were building a parking garage, we didn’t cut

the parking spaces out of our building. I think

somebody else did. This here, I guess, was -

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, in this kind of new

technology.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): This was a

catalyst for that development right across there,

but this also serviced the downtown business

association which was a major concern for the city

that the shopping and stuff down here was

deteriorating, so they needed foot traffic. They

needed jobs in downtown Charlottetown and we

accommodated that with this building.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So you built the

building?  The city?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No. The

government did.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): The government?

W ell, you’re the government you refer to, so that is

a government parking place? 

Honourable M ichael Currie (PC): W e work in

partnership very closely with the municipalities.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, all right. So I just

thought it would have been simple to have it

connected. If you look at the other parking

building, you can go in there, park and go pretty

well all through downtown Charlottetown, and I just

thought with all of your technology, you could have

had an excellent place in here. Anyway, continue.

Allan Smith: In the provisioning of the building, we

allowed for a wall to take a tunnel. There was in

the basement a corridor between these two

facilities. There’s also - at one point in time, there

was some plans for downtown Charlottetown to be

connected with some corridors and so on and so

forth, but it was -

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): And there was

also talk, Mr. Chairman, that in some way that this

would connect to that building, which would

connect to the Veterans Affairs building across the

street.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): That’s what I just said.

W ell, I just can’t figure why was it not done at the

time? It seems the time to do it is when you’re

doing it.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, it takes

dollars and it takes the co-operation of everybody

involved. 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So you’re saying that

Veterans Affairs didn’t co-operate?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No, I didn’t say

that.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, who didn’t co-

operate?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, it just

never got done. It was on the wish list and it was

more critical, I guess, just to get the building up

and get it running than it was to fulfill -

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So you can’t blame it

on a corporation , you just-- get it done.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No.

Wayne Collins (PC): Mr. Chairman, may I ask a

question in relation to this?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Mr. Ghiz is second

and then you’ll be third.
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Wayne Collins (PC): Thank you.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Mr. Chair, am I set?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very

much and thank you very much to the minister and

to the witnesses for appearing today. First, I’d like

to remind the minister that this is an arm of the

Legislative Assembly and the chairman is basically

the equivalent to the speaker and should be shown

so due respect under our parliamentary

proceedings that we have.

Unidentified Members: Oooh!

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): But Mr. Minister -

Jim Bagnall (PC): The Chair has to show it too.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):   The vice-chair has

. . .

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I believe I have the

floor, Mr. Chair?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, he’s got the floor.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very

much. I have a few questions and a few

comments. First of all, I was surprised. Let me

start off, actually, first by saying I believe that

having a building like this in Prince Edward Island

is a good idea. I believe that we have to be looking

to the future to ensuring that we are able to

compete, not only on an Atlantic basis or a

Canadian basis.

Jim Bagnall (PC): That wasn’t what you said the

last time we met.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yes, it was, in fact,

if you had of listened but I believe I have the floor.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Listen, now. Mr. Ghiz

has the floor.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): And on an

international basis.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): You’ll get an

opportunity for the floor.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): But I believe as a

Government of Prince Edward Island, you and

hopefully we, will have the responsibility of being

accountable to the taxpayers. And when I say

accountable to the taxpayers, I talk also about

following procedures, rules and regulations of

government and laws of government. 

And the unfortunate part with what has occurred

here is the fact that there has been numerous

things that have been overlooked. Now I know you

criticized the Auditor General for--and the way you

try to justify your cost overruns is the amount of

taxes that you’re collecting from government. I

believe that is the same manner in which you try to

justify the colossal failure of Polar Foods as well,

by talking about the amount of tax dollars coming

into the province, and we know that that was a bad

deal, Mr. Chairman.

But I really want to get down to some of the points

here about why we’re losing money and when, in

fact, we’re going to stop losing money, and I’m

sure the minister has read through the Auditor

General’s report and I just want to read a couple of

the statements and recommendations that the

Audito r Genera l m ade and specifically

recommendation 5.13. It says: Conditions attached

to funding agreements should be complied with.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, that that is common

sense and any government that wants to be

responsible for taxpayers’ dollars and accountable

to the taxpayers would follow that. 

5.14. When major construction projects are

undertaken, an appropriate accountability - again,

that word accountability - process should be used

which defines the authority of the project

management team and provides the link to

Treasury Board and Executive Council.

Again, Mr. Chairm an, we’re seeing the

accountability issue again and not following the

proper rules and regulations.

Section 5.22. Information requested by Executive

Council or Treasury Board should be provided.

W hat is that, Mr. Speaker? Common sense.

Section 5.23. Capital projects should not proceed

without meeting the conditions of Treasury Board

approval. 
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Again, Mr. Speaker, this is very similar to projects

that we’ve seen and comments we’ve seen with

the whole Polar fiasco, and I just want to read a

couple more here.

Section 5.36. Significant additions to capital

projects should be approved by Treasury Board.

But that was not done and that’s when we have a

problem. And right now, I believe that there’s many

cost overruns. There’s subsidization going on and

I just want to point out the issue of subsidization,

and the chairman was alluding to this question and

I believe he was attacked by the member from

Montague-Kilmuir for raising this, and it’s

something that I believe in, as a government, that

we have to be looking at. And that is government

is not there to compete with the private sector. 

For example, I want to use the example of your

deputy there, Mr. Mike O’Brien. A very respectable

CA in the province of Prince Edward Island for

numerous years, a very respectable deputy

minister in the provincial government. But if he

owned his own building here in Charlottetown

where he was trying to recruit in businesses in

Charlottetown or businesses across the country,

would it be fair for him, as an individual business

owner, to have to compete with government that’s

providing the same services that’s also being

subsidized? 

That is where there is a fundamental flaw, I

believe, in this whole process. It’s fine for the

government to help go out and promote

businesses, but you have to do it fairly for all

businesses and there’s numerous instances here

where you’ve got government providing subsidies

that are in direct competition with other

businesses, and I’m looking at - I’ve got numerous

questions here, but I’m looking at the Rogers deal

and I think it’s great Rogers is coming to Prince

Edward Island. I think it’s great that Rogers is

locating some things here. 

I’d like to know - I believe Rogers is now providing

cell services to the provinces. I’d like to know how

many jobs they provide to Prince Edward Island.

I’d like to know whether or not they won the cell

phone contract through a tender process, but I

believe where we have to get down to the nitty-

gritty here is that the projections are not being met

and this comes into my fundamental questions

now that my comments are done, and that is at the

five-year period - and this comes from Section 5.2,

which I’m sure you’re familiar with - the centre

would be owned and managed to a subsidiary of

Technology PEI Incorporated. And just for

everyone’s information, that is government, and

the province would seek an exit position in year

five of operation.

The construction costs were funded partially from

non-repayable sources combined with an

affordable mortgage paid from future revenues.

Now I understand that right now, we’re providing

subsidies to the ATC that are larger than were

originally projected. I’m wondering why that has

occurred and whether or not there is an exit

strategy within the next couple of years.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Thank you,

Honourable Member, and I would like to comment.

There were a lot of questions in there and I’m

going to hit on some of them. The funding

arrangements that we had, and the one part, I

think, that was bothering some people at the last

meeting here was the LNBA funding, and some

people felt we were shortchanged. 

W e were not shortchanged. W e did get our $2

million or whatever it was from the federal

government. It’s just that they directed it, a portion

of that, to the western part of the province. W e

agreed to that. W e are a development agency. W e

believe in creating jobs and we believe in co-

operating with the federal government when we

can do projects that are going to benefit all

Islanders, not only in the City of Charlottetown.

So Treasury Board was made aware of that. That

was not a net loss to us. It was what - they said

they were going to give it to us. W e did. W e just

didn’t receive it all in the same way. The

projections, yes, and we did budget for projections

because this is a development tool. This would be

in comparison to a business park, which were built

30 years ago and we’re still subsidizing some of

them. 

You could compare this to the Food Technology

Centre. W e also put an operating budget in there

every year because that is a portion of our

economy, the agricultural community, that we

subsidize. 

The grain elevators were built 30 years ago. The

honourable chairman would know about this, is
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that we have subsidized them for almost 30 years

to work in partnership with the farming community.

And in technology, which is a new cornerstone of

our economy, which documents here that you

were in the Prime Minister’s Office when these

documents were done. You should believe in

them. I mean, you should believe - you don’t even

have a website set up. It’s down for two years. I

mean, how do you believe in technology? I don’t

understand that. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W hich website are

you referring to?

H o n o u r a b l e  M i c h a e l  C u r r i e  ( P C ) :

www.liberalparty.pei.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W ell, that’s

because we were in a difficult financial situation

and sometimes, a responsible government and

responsible people have to make decisions on

what they can afford and can’t afford, and you

have to move forward from that.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Anyway, you

could save your comments, but you talk about

subsidization. I mean, you were in the Prime

Minister’s Office. You were sent down here for

seven months on pay to beat Alan Buchanan.

That’s subsidy, in my mind, so if you’re going to

take potshots here, be prepared to receive the

same back.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I don’t see where I

took potshots, and by the way, I moved to Prince

Edward Island.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, you did.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): And all of your

comments are inaccurate, and I challenge you to

say them outside of this room.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, there you

go. Anyway, in technology, we certainly believe

that this is a development tool, and certainly, we

have people and companies that are interested in

buying it, and I mean, we’re not satisfied with the

price yet. 

W e still have work to do. W e did have

shortcomings, as I indicated before, in regards to

the hoteling of space, such as some of the labs

and some of the interactive theatres. Those are

not up to where we thought we’d have our

projections, but we are looking at retooling them

and working with the companies here now to

generate more revenue through them. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay, thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Mr. Ghiz, have you

got another question (Indistinct)?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yes, I do, and

obviously, my questions were not answered and

the minister chooses to slander instead of

answering the questions on why there were not

rules and regulations followed, but there were

obviously cost overruns with the project. 

So far, I believe that we found out that there’s

been subsidizations up to the amount of $5 million

over the last number of years. I believe the auditor

pointed out that it went somewhere around $1.74

million the first year and then $1.4 million and $1.4

million, which you verified. 

I’m  wondering how much longer you envision

these subsidizations continuing before we find our

exit strategy we had hoped we would be receiving

at year five, and I’m wondering is there an exit

strategy at all for that? And I’ve got one other quick

question right after that.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Everything is

for sale and this building is going to be for sale

tomorrow. The building that our offices are in over

on Euston Street could also be for sale. I always

look at opportunities, and if there’s a way that this

can be turned over into the private sector, that is

fine, but at the present time, this is a development

tool that we have made a commitment in for the

vision of a cornerstone of our economy is a

knowledge economy, and if we’re going to speak

about helping and keeping our youth retained on

PEI and educating them, Honourable Member, we

have to have an infrastructure in place to

accommodate them.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): You’re not

answering the question. Could somebody else

answer the question as to how long we’re going to

be subsidized (Indistinct)?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W e already

budgeted it for five years and we feel that--and

we’re going to do everything we can to try and
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reduce those, but I think the number is somewhere

closer to $4 million and not $5 million.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So for the

foreseeable future, we’re going to - the ATC is still

going to be subsidized? Is that what you’re saying?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes, it is.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay, so the

projections that you made originally are no longer

there. A quick question, and I believe that

responsibility in government falls with the

politicians. The bureaucrats are there to deliver

information to the politicians and the politicians

have to make the decisions at the end of the day,

and why we’ve got you before the committee - I

know you saw that there was a release yesterday

for the forensic audit, and I’m happy that Mr.

Reagh Hicken is here today and I’m just wondering

- when the contractual documentations - and they

discussed yesterday a whole lot about information

that was not validated between BDI and Polar

Foods, and I’m wondering - and I want to

specifically mention the FPI and the Polar deal. 

Cletus Dunn (PC):    That’s not on the agenda.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    Mr. Ghiz, you’ve got to stay to

the agenda. 

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):    You’ve got to stick

to the agenda here, not the Polar.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay, I’ll go back to

the agenda then, but this is just a sign that

bureaucrats have not been allowed to testify yet.

My last question to the m inister is who else is on

the board of directors of ATC?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): The other

board of directors are Reagh and Mike, yes.

Reagh Hicken and Mike and Allan.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So there’s just the

three members of the board of directors?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No one from the

private sector or any involvement from anybody

who partakes in renting space here at the ATC?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So it’s all

government?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay. Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Now, Mr. McKenna.

Next.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Oh, okay. I thought you

were next up.

Wayne Collins (PC): Go ahead..

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, you had your

hand up.

Wayne Collins (PC): I’m on the list.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): All right. You’re on the

list. Dave . . .

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Okay, my question is

just getting back to the interactive theatre. It was

not planned in the initial phase of the building, was

it? It was something that was added on

afterwards?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): And what type of

business does that attract to the province, exactly,

at the interactive theatre? W hat kind of companies

are we looking at there or do you see more

potential for growth in that area down the road?

Allan Smith: The interactive theatre, it’s kind of

like in a sense, if you think of another centre that

we have is the Food Technology Centre and if

you’ve ever toured the Food Technology Centre, in

there, there’s a sensory lab for food, so we actually

have people that come in and they’re trained in

tasting and picking up food textures and flavours

and so on and so forth.  So whenever I talk about

the interactive theatre, I always mention this

because it’s really a sensory panel, not for food,

but for interactive content, so we push technology

through that facility. It’s used in a multiple of

different ways. 

W e’ve had high school students, classrooms,

teachers, guidance counselors through that facility.

It’s kind of like the classroom of the future. W e’ve
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also had a number of kindergarten groups through

it. My son, who was in kindergarten at the time,

was actually through it twice before I was, so we’re

trying to expose that room as much as possible to

use.

But it’s also - I think it’s been used in a number of

different other manners. One of the core tenants of

the facility is trying to create flexibility in all of our

spaces, realizing that this facility represents an

industry that changes very rapidly. W hat we may

have been, as consumers, paying for two years

ago is almost free now. All we have to do is

probably look at our long distance bills to figure

that out, so really, what we’re trying to do is we’re

looking at using that facility in as many different

ways as possible, but its core mandate, really, is

the classroom of the future and a content sensory

lab.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Okay, that’s fine.

Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ayne?

Wayne Collins (PC): And that is, I believe, owing

to the surplus fibreoptic around the world that’s

made long distance so cheap, and that’s what’s

allowed China and India to capitalize on this as

well as they have done to this point. 

I have a comment and then a very quick question

to the minister. I see this building as an assurance

to Island youth that we are giving them the ability

to compete on this even playing field, and I believe

that if this building were not in existence today, I’m

sure the Honourable Leader of the Opposition

would be scolding governm ent, scolding

government, for its lack of initiative and its failure

to plan ahead and demanding the construction of

this building. 

All forward-thinking governments are doing the job

of laying the groundwork to foster a skilled and

knowledgeable workforce. Ability to compete with

the best in the world, that’s what this building is

about. It is an investment, a social and economic

investment in our Island youth. You ask the IT grad

at Holland College. You ask the engineer at UPEI.

You ask any young Islander who aspires to take

their place in the expanding knowledge economy

and they’ll give a resounding yes to the

construction of this building.

A quick question: If Scott Brison and the federal

government hadn’t been cooling their heels about

whether or not they were going to build this

building across the street, would - if it was built in

conjunction at the same time - would there be a

tunnel? W ould there be connections?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I guess there

was - to answer your question. There was a

willingness on behalf of the federal government to

at least in Public W orks to do some of the projects

that you just mentioned.   Yes there was a

willingness to do some of that and to connect and

develop a cluster downtown, Charlottetown with a

knowledge economy and there was a willingness

to do that. They are just building now and thank

God they are, it shows, you know, they lived up to

their commitment. But theirs is just a office

building. This is a research and development tool

across the street. That is just getting out of an old

office building downtown and moving up to this

one.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Robert and then

Cletus next.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Thank you very

much. I think the - some of the members are

losing sight here of what the issue is and I’m not

sure if Mr. Collins could hear my comments earlier

or not. But yes, I do believe that we have to be

moving forward in the future, but we also have to

be accountable to future generations and running

$125 million deficit, I don’t even want to get too

political here and to attack like some of the

members have. But when issues lie are the

accountability measures and what the province

spent on the project and how the rules and

regulations were not followed and it comes back

again to accountability and that’s where I believe

the fundamental mistake was made and Islanders

want to know how much we are subsidizing. Those

are the issues I have.

How much we’re subsidizing and why we are not

following the rules and regulations when a project

of this magnitude was being built. And the other

issue, there’s the two. There’s the rules and

regulations following them and also the

subsidization when you are in competition with

other industries in the private sector and I know

that in fact, I believe that Mr. Smith has a business

background and would realize it and has friends

that are in the business community and deals with
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people in the business community all the time. And

yourself as well, how would you like it when you

were in business if there was a company that you

were competing with that was being subsidized.

It’s just not fair and I think that’s where I have a

fundamental problem and also the accountability.

But just to say what Mr. Collins indicated there,

was I believe that these things are good things and

we have to move forward in the future, but we

have to do it in an accountable and reasonable

manner.

I’m just wondering. Has the minister ever toured

the Queen Street Comets. I’ve been there. I know

that there are some high tech people working out

of there. It seems to be a building that is doing

very well. They’re working it out on their own; they

are not being subsidized by government. I’m

wondering if you have ever toured that facility.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No I haven’t. I

never had the opportunity yet to tour that. In

regards to I guess to backup honourable member,

we did talk about and we did present and it was

mentioned in the Auditor General’s Report that we

did budget for operating shortcomings and that

was part of ramping up to get the facility. W e didn’t

believe we were going to fill it the moment it was

built and the paint was on the walls. W e knew it

was going to take time to develop it. W e knew this

industry and the honourable member on the other

end of the table understands that this industry

changes on a bimonthly basis on how technology,

the pace that it goes and the new direction and the

software that is developed. It’s all about speed and

it’s all about time and it’s all about money and to

develop software that goes faster and holds more

data. That part of it  changes. 

W e knew that we were going to see some of that

with this technology and with companies, but we

are up to the - the building is almost full in

corporate space which is very good news and the

other part of it that is hotel space that this was the

catalyst, this was the engine that we - when we did

this building and we consulted with the industry, I

might add to a great degree because we didn’t

want companies coming in and saying we need

this piece of equipment today, we want you to

assist on that. W e need this type of equipment, we

want you to assist on this. W e wanted this building

to be the engine that anybody could come in, plug

in and if they were doing things they could run it

from here. They can launch from here, and they

can grow out of here into Queen Street and other

areas. This is the catalyst.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No one is

questioning that. But what I want to know is, the

accountability measures why they were not

followed when you first started building the ATC,

why information was overlooked. It’s a lot of the

same problems that we’ve seen the Auditor

General indicate with the Polar Foods file as well.

And what I’m wondering is, why do you believe that

you, as a minister, can break rules and break

regulations and in fact, send letters where laws are

broken which we saw in the Forensic Audit

yesterday and not be held responsible for those

things. W hy do you believe that?

Honourable M ichael Currie (PC): W ell,

Honourable Member I think what I believe in is and

testimonial is there’s 11,000 jobs created in this

province in the last number of years under our

government and certainly that’s testimonial.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): You believe what

ever you want as long as you are happy with the

result.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I also want to

indicate Mr. Chairman -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Having to protect

taxpayers money, Mr. Minister.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I also want to

contend, Mr. Chairman that we did indicate and we

did budget for the shortcomings in this building as

it grows and fills. That is part of it. You’re saying

we didn’t compile with that, we did. W e advised

Treasury Board of the development -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I read what the

Auditor General said.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Just one second. The

two of you, one person talks and finishes and the

other person talks and finishes or ask questions.

Try not to interrupt each other. If you want

to(Indistinct), go outside .

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I hope you go and

tour the Queen Street Comets.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I will.
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Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): It’s a good building.

There’s a lot of high tech there. I understand that

the Silver Orange which is a very successful Island

company with young entrepreneurs working very

hard, own the building and it seems to me that no

one is going to question trying to build for our

future. But when you are also building for the

future, you have to make sure that you are fiscally

responsible and that you follow along with the

guidelines that are put in place and unfortunately

your government has been famous and this is not

me saying it, because I don’t want you attacking

me. 

This is what the Auditor General has said now in

numerous reports and I just hope that you are

learning your lesson here. I hope that from now on

you are going to make sure that this doesn’t

happen and we don’t want to see government

subsidizing competition with other private sector

businesses and that’s the other problem. Those

are the two main issues and I hope that this

minister will take that under consideration and do

everything in his power to ensure that this does not

happen again.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell this is a

developing tool. Certainly we don’t want to

compete against other companies or allow these

companies to be out and underbidding against

somebody else. I think they all have their own

specific field and certainly I don’t think they should

feel that because we have programs that are

available to everybody.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W e’ve got empty

buildings all around downtown Charlottetown right

now. I’m sure that they are saying--we’d love to set

up and perhaps have Roger W ireless sell their

phones there or we’d love to have a I think there’s

a Starbucks downstairs here setup there. The

problem is though, those buildings can not

compete against other buildings that are being

subsidized by the government and that’s where I

believe there’s an issue here. You have to be

responsible in business communities as well. I’m

sure that your deputy right next to you is telling you

those things and I just wish that this minister would

start taking advice from his bureaucrats and stop

overruling them all the time.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I believe, Mr.

Chairman that with the building is at the point now

where to develop that cluster in downtown

Charlottetown is going to sprout out from here. I

know there are buildings very close by, right on the

corner here that probably will be looked at and

there are other buildings on the other streets that

were looked at and I might add that I think I just

saw recently that APM is going to build a building

of similar structure and copy off this one here in

the downtown area, so it shows that this part of our

economy is growing and the private sector is

picking up on it. 

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Cletus Dunn.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Mr.

Minister, earlier on you thought you were going

address some of the concerns that were raised on

October 20  meeting. I haven’t received a copy ofth

your answers yet. I’m  just wondering if you can

refer to some of those that you haven’t touched on

as of yet.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):    W e’re

still waiting for them.  

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):    How come you’re

waiting for it?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): That will take

a bit of time, if you want.

Cletus Dunn (PC):    Just probably the ones you

think that are important.   

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): The thing is you are all

talking about all this technology when we come

into this building and the minister - you come into

this building and here we got a Member waiting for

your answers.  Apparently, I’m the only one that

got the answers or something. W ith all this

technology, you’d think we’d have it in an hour.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): He has it there

now.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): You’ve got it there

now.  There’s something not adding up here, Mr.

Minister because you got major technology,

millions of dollars, a five million dollar loss and you

can’t even get the transcript of your answers to the

committee an hour later. It’s not us complaining.

It’s the general public and the auditors that are

complaining. I mean it’s our future children. So

take the floor. You got enough trouble up west

when you took the floor, your Premier had to
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straighten out. You got the floor.

Cletus Dunn (PC): I guess the very first question -

number 12,  the five-year exit plan. Are we still -

what efforts are being made for an exit plan? Are

we in it for the long term?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): That question

was already brought up, but we are looking at -

we’ve had some people and companies that were

expressed interest in the facility. W e’re just not at

the point yet, where we’d like to entertain that. W e

still see it as a development tool, but certainly we’ll

entertain the offers and--but at the present time we

are going to try and bring those revenues up and

we are still looking at it as a development tool.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Thank you.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): The vice-chairman.

Jim Bagnall (PC):I think another one of the

questions, Mr. Minister, was brought up at the time

of the last meeting, was that you had a

consultant’s cost came in at $115,000 for the

cleanup of the site here for when the property was

purchased to be built on. I think the cost came in

at 1.1 million.  W hy did it increase ten fold?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I guess when

the property was bought, there was a service

station somewhere out towards the front of the

building here and there was a dry cleaner over

behind you somewhere. There was a boring done,

I guess it’s a boring, of a grid pattern for the

property in question that particular land that we’re

on and they did find some oil or gasoline on it and

we did budget some money for the cleanup of that.

But when we got into digging, I guess after the fact

where they did do the bores, missed the small tank

that had the dry cleaning fluid in it.  Of course,

when that was found, it was, I guess, a very

serious situation and that cost us somewhere

around a million dollars to haul dry cleaning fluid to

the Province of Quebec because we don’t dispose

of it here in the province. That was the unforeseen

that we did not know.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Okay, I guess what I say is, we

hired a consultant to follow this upgrade.  They

came in, did the test samples on this property, told

us that it was. W e signed a contract with them

obviously.  How come we had to pay the extra

cost?  W hy wouldn’t they be liable for the extra

cost under the liability insurance?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W e looked at

that and the legal opinion was that we didn’t have

a legitimate case to go after them for the

difference in what they said it was going to cost us

to clean it up.

Jim Bagnall (PC): One other question.  It’s

dealing with the value of the contract was 15.9

million, revised from 15.9 to 17.5.  How come?

W as that because of the theater being built or

what was that revised  - 

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): It was part of

the cost of doing the cleanup, was added to the

price of the building and also part of it was for the

interactive theater.  W e wanted that enhanced

technology in the facility and that technology, it’s

an interactive theater, but it can also be used now

for - with a lot of the gaming companies that are in

here.  They can test and do testing on their games

and we can bring the youth in to use that in an

interactive way and that’s important for them for

testing.

Jim Bagnall (PC): If you had to do this all over

again, would you still make the same decision

from building this facility?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Oh yes.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Advance on the technology

field and even if the costs were going to overrun.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): If my memory

serves me right, I believe the honourable member

on the opposite end of the table, did make a

comment once in the House that we have to take

these steps. I think it might have been in The

Guardian or some newspaper, but he did make

that comment.  For one, he does have the

foresight; he does believe in the knowledge

economy and he does believe in support

technology. It’s unfortunate that some of his

colleagues don’t support it. 

I believe that this was a way of us diversifying our

economy. Certainly where you see the growth in

jobs in this province and the steps that were taken

to enhance people’s lives in this province is by

entering into other areas of opportunity and to

keep our kids here and provide them.  These are

good paying jobs here.  If you do the average on
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15 m illion on 325 jobs, it is a nice number.

Certainly some make less than that and some

make a lot more than that average.  But it is a

good amount of money and that’s what we’re - and

these are full-time jobs. W hat was customarily

done in this province, was an enhanced three

supporting industries in which is a seasonal

economy and we wanted to get into full-time jobs.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So what’s the average

of the jobs here?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Figure 3.25 by

15 million would be somewhere around 48, $49

million dollars - $49,000.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): A quick question for

you.  I know our time is running out. Rogers

Communication, I mentioned that to you before.

You said they were doing all kinds of work here but

on your questions, when we asked you the

questions, you wrote it, you have Rogers

communications, cell phone retail new to PEI.  To

me they’re new here selling cell phones?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W hat do you mean by

that?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell what

Rogers wanted to take a precedence in this

building because they do have - they like what they

see. They like the fact that there is a cluster of

development here with these gaming companies

and that’s the content that they buy to sell on their

cell phones and they just don’t have a cell phone

to - the screen, you can do a lot of stuff on the

screens.  That’s the software that they’re

interested in -

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W hat can you do on

the screens?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): - to stay on the

- on the screens you can play games, you can do

a lot of things that are - 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): On the cell phones

you can play games.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): There’s

cameras, there’s video games, there is a content

that you can buy over the phone company.

Robert Ghiz (L): I got one quick question.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): But I just sort of look -

I’m going through it here, it just says, Rogers, cell

phone retailer, new to PEI.  But I mean if cameras

are new, you don’t have to go to Rogers to get a

camera and phone. You might think you do or your

department might think you do, but you can pick

them up at Kmart, Island Tel or anywhere you

want to, anybody that sells retail phones.  Another

question is, the ones you are subsidizing here,

how long do you think you will have to subsidize

those businesses there?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I don’t think

that we have very many.  

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): But you’re subsidizing

some - 

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W e help some

of them when they start up and when they come

in here, yes.  Certainly that’s because we believe

in what they’re doing.  W hen you  - 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): The question I have

here, Mr. Minister, the question is, how long - 

Cletus Dunn (PC): Don’t interrupt him.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No but, he’s got to

answer the question.

Cletus Dunn (PC): But you don’t interrupt him.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): You got to answer the

questions, you can’t go all over the - I mean  you

got lots of boardwalk around here, you can go for

a walk.  The question I have here is.  The ones

you are subsidizing now, how long do you consider

you’ll have to subsidize those businesses in order

for them to compete or stay here?  Or maybe there

is nobody.  Is there any businesses being

subsidized in their rent now?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I think there is

a few but most of them are start up, just starting

and starting to work on technology. I think to go

back to Rogers, Mr. Chairman, the reason Rogers

wants a presence in this building and wants to be

here, is the cutting edge technology that the rest of

the companies are developing.  They want to be

close to it; they want to see it; they want to learn

and see what’s being done here every day.  W ith
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their presence here, they are interactive with the

other companies and they see what people are

working on, so they invested in that.  That’s a good

investment.  I think that they would come in and

drop $500,000 to and have a presence here and

have a belief in the youth of this province that they

can develop technology that’s sold around the

world.. 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Now the question I

have is, how many businesses are being

subsidized here now and when do you expect that

subsidy to end?  That’s basically the question.

The minister can dance all around it.  He probably

doesn’t know. W hich one of your bureaucrats

would know.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Four.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): There’s four.  Four

businesses.  And how many years have you been

here?  How long has this building been . . .?

Alan Smith: This building?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, two years?

Alan Smith: About two and a half.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Two and a half years.

So they’ve been subsidized since day one?

Allan Smith: Depending on when they came in.

Our rental subsidy is only for one year and then

they have to reapply for it.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So there are four

businesses being subsidized now? W hen do you

expect that you won’t have to subsidize these

businesses (Indistinct)?

Allan Smith: The most that they could ever get is

three years, so there’s maximum levels, both time

as well as money.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So what’s the most

they can get subsidy (Indistinct)?

Allan Smith: The most they can get is $50,000.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Fifty thousand

dollars? Do you consider that very much money?

Allan Smith: Personally?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, as a government

bureaucrat. It would personally be a lot of money

to you?

Allan Smith: I would consider that a lot of money,

yes. 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Anyway -

Allan Smith: On average, out of those four

companies, I think on average, there’s $50,000 or

$60,000.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): In total a year?

Allan Smith: In total.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So what you’re

saying, then, is that when the three years are up,

those companies won’t have to or they won’t be

able to get assistance?

Allan Smith: Right.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): All right. Now another

question I have for you. The rent is $23 or $24 a

square foot, is it, you charge here?

Allan Smith: Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, at the space

you’ve got available at $24 a square foot, and let’s

say it’s 100 per cent occupant, would that cover

the cost of operating this building?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC):No. W hat’s

needed, Honourable Member, what I explained

earlier is the hoteling of the specialized technology

is where we have the shortcomings in revenue and

that’s the part that we have to get take-up on and

we’re not at that point yet and some of it, we might

have to rethink or retool to realize revenues - post-

production, some of the sound equipment that’s

down there, as you’ll see on your tour, is very

sophisticated equipment, and when this was done

and developed, the film industry used to do a film

onsite. 

Today, that has moved out to reality shows that

are done in kitchens and they’re done on the farm

site, so instead of building the set and putting it in

the studio or the stage, that’s now moved away,
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but what we do have is in our stage area down

below is we find a lot of businesses now are using

it and renting it from us for announcements and

other activities.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Now another question

for you. At $23.50 and $24.50 a square foot - the

fifth floor is $25.50 a square foot - in order to cover

the cost of operating the building - that’s your heat,

mortgage, etc. - loss or whatever you had, what

would the true rent value be? W hat would your

true cost be? W ould it be $33.50 a square foot?

Has anybody figured that out?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC):I guess to use

this another way, you know, we’re not considering.

. ..

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): I’m asking the

question. W hat would be the true cost? If you’re

$23.50 a square foot or $25 - whatever it says

there - a square foot, somebody must have figured

out how much a square foot in order to break even

on the building or cover the cost of this building. 

You must have that. W hether you ever get that,

that’s a different story, and I understand that if you

have a theatre there and it’s playing a part, that’s

another area, but what would be your cost? Do you

know anybody who would know that?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, I think if

you’re asking if we can - are you asking that all the

specialized rooms and facilities that we have, we

convert that over to just rental space?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): I’m asking what the

cost would be to break even. I think most people

doing a business would look at A, B and C, and

then you start looking at - you have an A, B and C.

Like, an A plan, everything goes perfect. B, you

have some problems with what you’re doing. The

total cost, you’d have to look at the total cost.

W hat would the total cost per square foot be here?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I don’t have

that right on top of my head, Honourable Member.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ould anybody

know?

Allan Smith: I don’t have it on the top of my head.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ould you have a

guess? Because, I mean, you guys have been

involved since day one, you or Mr. O’Brien.  You

should know what the total square foot cost of this

building would be. You’d have to have that

analyzed in order to do a business plan. I mean,

you’ve been going by the seat of your pants here

on a lot of this by what the auditor’s saying, not

me, but I’m sure that if you write to Mr. O’Brien

there and his knowledge, he would have basically

what the total cost of leasing and that would be.

W ould you know, Mr. O’Brien?

Michael O’Brien: I could do the calculation. I think

it’s about 50-some thousand square feet of

corporate rental space, but I don’t think you can

attribute the loss to the corporate rental space.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): I’m not asking what

you’re thinking. I’m  asking what the total cost

would be? I’m asking a simple question.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): You’re asking

us to convert all the square footage into a price

that would match the operating cost of the facility,

and that’s not -

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, but this is a

boardroom here now where we’re in here. It’s a

meeting room, correct?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): And what advantages

have we got in this meeting room over a meeting

room at the Legislative Assembly or somewhere

else?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, this is a

facility right here. I’ll give you an example is this

room has the ability to videoconference. As a

matter of fact, some people in your industry, I

think, are using this for videoconferencing into

Mexico, where the people in Mexico are on that

screen and they’re watching you from video cams,

which are up there on the top. So it saves

companies from traveling halfway around the

globe to do business, so that’s what technology

and this building has brought to PEI, the ability to

do virtual trade missions.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So is this from this

room and that’s being used.  So is this booked 90

per cent of the time?
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Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No, I don’t

think it’s booked. . .

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W hat would the

booking be on this videoconferencing?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I don’t have

that.

An Unidentified Member: This facility here?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes.

Allan Smith: It’s about 40 or 50 per cent.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Forty or 50 per cent

booked? All right, but all of this has got to come

out of cost, and that’s why I want to find

(Indistinct).

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No, this ads to

revenue.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W hat?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): This is a piece

of hoteling where it’s a revenue generator, and

that’s the part where it’s only at 40 per cent. If it

was at 80 per cent, yes, we’d be a lot more closer

to breaking even or going into a surplus side with

this special equipment that we have in the facility.

That’s the part I indicated and that’s the part that

we indicated in our Treasury Board and to the

auditor is that we’re not at that point yet, and we

admit to that. 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, when do you

expect to be at that point?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, it’s just -

that’s - we still have three years, but, I mean, I’d

like to be at it next month if I could, but we’re not

going to be there.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, like I’m going to

Ottawa week after next on government business.

Maybe we could have done it all from here.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes, you could.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, why -

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): You could do

videoconferencing from here.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W hy wouldn’t, can

other provinces do the video. . .

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I’d suggest that

the first thing you do is to get a website set up first

before you do anything. 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, I’m going up there

with Kevin MacAdam, your government. Alright?

So it’s you guys. I’m just wondering why we’d not

be doing it from here, him and I and whoever else

is going up there could come here, sit down and

I’m sure the federal minister–we’re  meeting with

the trade ministers or something. W e could do that

all here. How come you’re not using that

technology if you’ve got it here?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell, that

would be - you’re going to a federal meeting. W e’d

have to have the availability of them that they

would agree to that, but, I mean it can be done

from here if they want to virtually do the meeting.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Shouldn’t the federal

government be able to do that, too?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): The federal

government uses this room quite a bit.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So they could do that.

I’m just wondering - it’s only used at 40 per cent.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): It’s a

possibility. Some of the health departments are

using it now instead of driving to O’Leary or driving

to other parts. That’s been suggested. Another

suggestion that’s came and we have been asking

for it, but in government, sometimes you can’t walk

on other departments’ grass, but we had asked

that all the data be put in the basement of the

facility. It’s built for a large data centre and it’s to

accommodate. 

That should be looked at and I think it’s going to

be seriously looked at now with what they’re

talking about, the changes in IT and government,

and instead of rooms being used over in the

government facility, it will be centred here. This is

the place for government to do it and there’s a

wide, broad band that runs into the government

building (Indistinct), a lot of bandwidth and secure,

so it should be here.
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Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So what you’re saying

is some of the other ministers don’t agree with

that? Is that what you’re saying? 

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No, I didn’t say

that.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, you said you

can’t walk on anybody else’s grass, but you’re in

cabinet, you’re. . .

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No, we had

suggested over a period of time, but it takes

changes and those changes are taking place now.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I have a quick

question, Mr. Chair.

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

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Just a couple of

really quick questions here. Right now, the

government cell phone business, does Rogers

now have it?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): They won a

contract, yes, in a competitive bid process, yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): It was a competitive

bid process. Okay, and how many people does

Rogers now employ on Prince Edward Island?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Honestly,

Honourable Member, I can’t answer that. I don’t

know.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay. W ell, I’ll let

you write that into the committee and you can let

us know.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No, just really quick

here because it goes on (Indistinct) about who’s

currently renting in the building. W hat are the

criteria? I take it now - I thought at the beginning

you had to basically be a high-tech sort of

company to be renting out of the building. Now can

anyone rent out of the building?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): No, I think it’s

the desire of the company because what is

involved in here is the fact that Veterans Affairs

alone - I stand to be corrected, but I think they

have a procurement of $25 m illion, so a lot of

people like to attach themselves very close to that

type of procurement or if there’s ways they can do

business with them, and all of the research and

development fund that’s set up here between

ourselves - and I did talk about this to Mr. McGuire

yesterday - that we’d like for them to also be a

partner in the research fund that we have up with

the private sector in government and we’d like the

federal government to be a tri-party agreement on

that. That’s -- we’ll be taking into consideration, I

guess, with him, but that part of it is also attracting

companies to come here and the fact that the

technology is here and they don’t have to go up

the street and go to get the capital for it because

most companies that are start-up and young in IT,

sometimes the only place you can go is venture

capital.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): That’s the story but

that’s not my question. Like can a law firm come in

and rent space out of here?

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W e’ve never

had any request and no. I don’t think -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): But could they?

Allan Smith: W e would have to add to the

community of the centre. W e’ve said no to any

groups, it just doesn’t make sense to what we are

trying to do.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Blue Cross, I

noticed was downstairs.

Allan Smith: Blue Cross, what we are trying to do

- just generally on the ground floor if you will.

W e’re trying to use- and that’s why there’s a lot of

glass in that area, what we are trying to do is bring

people in to experience technology. So that whole

ground floor is really trying to look at the

connec tion  be tween  th is  bu i ld ing and

Charlottetown as a community. So things like Blue

Cross where people come in and get their -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): But they do that at

law firms too though. People go in there all the

time.

Allan Smith: Yes, but again they would have to

add some value to the neighborhood.
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Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay what’s the

difference between Blue Cross - I’m not saying

that’s there’s anything bad at Blue Cross, but I’m

just wondering if we (Indistinct) the space here.

There are companies that are willing to pay.  W e

should not be discriminating. W hat we can do is at

some point just have them on a one-year contract.

And than if the next year there are high tech

groups that you are looking to bring in, then bring

them in then.

Allan Smith: I think the issue there is-

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I don’t mean to be

arguing, anyway. . .

Allan Smith: No, no to answer the issue though.

If there was a law firm that specializing in

technology and especially IT technology in IT.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Is Blue Cross doing

that. 

Allan Smith: Blue Cross is doing some work, yes.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Law firms use

teleconferencing, they use -

Allan Smith: But they would be a user.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Especially - let’s

just use an example of Stewart McKelvey Stirling

& Scales, I know the minister knows the firm well,

represented them in Polar.   But when they use

teleconferencing all the time. They’ve got law

offices all over Atlantic Canada and even relations

all over Canada and I’m sure that they would love

to - I’m not saying that they do, but if they did come

to you and say we would like to rent space here.

Are you telling me you would not allow them in.

Allan Smith: No, not at all.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): But you had turned

down some companies that wanted to rent space

here.

Allan Smith: It just don’t make sense to be part of

an IT centre.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So you would

rather leave space open than allow companies to

come in here, if it doesn’t fit your criteria?

Allan Smith: There’s a development strategy -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I know there is.

Allan Smith: - associated with the building. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): You turned down -

Allan Smith: W e’ve turned away tenants who do

not add to the development nature of this facility.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I’d bring them in

and put them on a one-year contract until you can

get that. That’s just my opinion.

Michael O’Brien: But those tenants did relocate

elsewhere in the city.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Oh I’m sure they

did. But this is something where there’s taxpayers

dollars are being lost and I’m sure if you had a son

or daughter or somebody who didn’t have a family

doctor and the government is not paying for it, we

could use that money to help hire some family

doctors in the province. It’s still government money

and government revenue at the end of the day.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): All right, we’re already

twenty minutes over schedule with all this

technology in this building. W es MacAleer, go

ahead, followed by Richard Brown and that’s the

end of it.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I have a key question here.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): The Auditor General is

waiting for us, coming in. If you want to bring him

back at a later date. W e’ll have him.

Wes MacAleer (PC): W ell I think there’s a key

question that has to be answered here with

respect to this facility and the whole endeavor of

what’s being put forward here. 

Just a couple of observations. The Leader of the

Opposition here, Mr. Ghiz has made some very

valid points about the Auditor General’s report.

There’s two ways you can look at this. One is

there’s the process that government undertakes to

make its decisions. Does government need to

modify, focus more intently on the way it makes

decision?  I think there’s no question, that has to

happen and that will be done. But if we want to

look at this, we’ve all talked about one thing here
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and that is we’ve all talked about the inputs - the

land, the money, peoples, time, et cetera and

there’s som e excellent examples where

government has moved into the frontiers of

economic development, golf is one example -

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Just one question.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Just a second, Mr.

Chairman. 

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): If you got a question,

answer the question, ask the question.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I’ll ask the question.  Mr.

Chairman, I want to ask a question and I’m going

to ask the question.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W ell I know it and I got

the floor.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I have the floor and I insist I

have the floor.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W ell I’m the chairman

and I interrupted you. Get to the point.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Are you going to let me ask

the question or not?

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W e’re twenty minutes

late, we got the auditor waiting out there. Ask your

question. If you want to put a press release out,

write one. Go ahead and ask your question.

Cletus Dunn (PC): Give the member a chance.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Are you going to let me

continue?

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Go ahead. Yes, I said

you’re the member.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I said there’s an excellent

examples where government has led the

advancement of economic development, golf

courses is one example. It started out with three

golf courses, now we got twenty or twenty-two.

The question I got now is if we are going to judge

the inputs in this investment, you have to ask

yourself what is the contribution this facility is

making to the creation of wealth in the province?

And that is created by the fact that we either are

developing wealth or we are not developing wealth

within the province. The question is what portion of

the sales of this facility service in export market?

Or just a guess.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): I would guess,

that 57.5 per cent. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): That’s a good

guess.

Richard Brown (L): No, no that’s the provincial

tax rate.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Let the minister talk.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Over 50 per

cent, I guess, is export, so that means that the

knowledge, the brains of this facility are being sold

to outside PEI walls.

Wes MacAleer (PC): And is that sort of a

projection or a focus that this facility wants to

undertake? 

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): W ell I guess in

my opening comments, Honourable Member that

I had mentioned that we did want to lean forward,

we did want to invest in the infrastructure that

would maintain jobs in Prince Edward Island, that

was our vision. I think it’s echoed also in catching

tomorrow’s wave. I mean these are guiding

principles that strategy should develop

infrastructure in Atlantic Canada to enable

knowledge based industrial cluster to grow and

thrive jobs for the long term. These are guiding

principles that were said, I guess, in the Speech

from the Throne and some other comments from

MP’s of the federal government. So yes, but those

are words - we acted, we have the facility.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Do you have another

question?

Wes MacAleer (PC): No, I just wanted to know

how much wealth we were creating in this facility.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Richard, one quick

question because we are late.

Richard Brown (L): Okay, the previous speaker,

trying to make government look like they

developed the IT industry on PEI. I want to make

it clear that people in the IT industry on PEI

developed. It’s not about this building, it’s not
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about the infrastructure that’s been set up. The

people that are in this building are the ones that

are developing the industry. Okay, lets make that

clear.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): That’s clear,

no problem.

Richard Brown (L): W e should be investing in the

people more than in the infrastructure. Now

minister, I agree that and I did want sort of an

incubator model built for some people. I think it

was needed, it is needed, but I think we’ve gone

overboard with this facility. I would of preferred the

money gone into the development of software. As

earlier said, it is the click of a mouse today that

transmits this economy. If people can develop this

software at home, we don’t need this class of a

facility. 

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):    Have you got a

question?

Richard Brown (L): It’s here, yes it’s here. Let’s

work with it. Now I want more investment in the

people in the building and less investment in the

infrastructure, because that’s where the money is

going to be made, Mr. Chairman.

My question was when this building was being first

proposed, it was two big tenants supposed to be in

here and one of the reasons was that the EDS and

IBM was going to be here. These are two big

international companies that would of attracted

international recognition here . W hat happened to

those two companies and why aren’t they in this

building? EDS, and I know EDS is renting here,

but I understand they are gone and I understand

that IBM - when you first proposed this facility, it

was IBM. They need this type of facility, they are

Fortune 100 company. In order to attract them, we

need them. 

I’m not talking that IBM is the savior here, but I

would of liked if EDS or IBM came and set up in

this facility.  A lot of little companies in Prince

Edward Island could of done subcontract for them

and that’s what I wanted to see happen.

Honourable M ichael Currie (PC): I understand

that and I appreciate your comments and certainly

that’s always on our m ind and we are in

consultation with one of those companies, but

EDS was here from the get-go and they had some

contracts with the health system and since then

they have left, but they are still paying their rent.

The second part is IBM.  I don’t ever remember us

saying that from the start, but we did enter into

discussions with IBM without sourcing some of the

IT information in the government here a year or so

ago. Certainly I for one, concur with you, that a

company of that caliber in the province is certainly

very attractive to Prince Edward Island.  W e are in

consultation with companies at any given time and

I think you’ll see in the coming short while, if you

will, see some companies that are coming to PEI

that are in the IT industry and I think you will be

pleasantly surprised when they get here.

Richard Brown (L): Just one final comment then.

I also think that government proper, you know,  the

government development should work in

consultation with the people in this building in order

that - the province has some good software down

there, there is some good people here, I’d like to

see more joint development in that area and in that

way we can sell that software off island.  W e can

promote through the government saying okay.  I

know we’ve done that through the health agency

but I don’t think we’re doing enough in that area.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Anyway, on behalf of

the committee I want to thank the minister for

coming and bringing the staff with him.  I’m sorry

that we’re over half an hour, but we have Colin

Younker is ready to come in.  He’s got to be out of

here by 11:00, so that leaves us half an hour with

the auditor.  So if the committee decides, we’ll

send you a notice if the committee happens to

decides there is anymore wanting before us. I

apologize for not being at the last meeting, I

probably would have known that 25 million would

have taken a lot more than an hour to go through.

So it’s whatever the committee does but I want to

thank you for coming.  You’re excused.  Bring in

Mr. Younker.

Honourable Michael Currie (PC): Mr. Chairman,

if I may, I’d also like to thank you for the

opportunity.  As always, we’re a very open and

accountable government and come forth with

answers and pleased to be here.  Thank you very

much.

Unidentified: Good job, Minister.

Part II - Colin Younker, Auditor General; Jane
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MacAdam, Auditor General’s Office

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Bring in Mr. Younker

and half an hour. W e’re going to start this meeting

right away.  I know you got to be out here by 11:00.

W e apologize for being half an hour late. W e’re

going to go into the Auditor’s Report and try and

wrap that up if we can.  If we can’t we’ll come

back, but it is a report of 2004 and the House is

opening in 2005. I think we better get on to where

you left off.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Okay, we’re on

page 113. Appropriations. Our audit for

appropriations for year ending March 31, 2003

included a review of the systems and procedures

for the administration of the provinces annual

budget.  This required an audit for appropriations

approved by the Legislature and specials warrants

approved by Executive Council on the

recommendations of Treasury Board.

Robert Ghiz (L): Sorry, Mr. Auditor.  Mr. Chair,

can the clerk tell us where we exactly are.  It’s kind

of difficult to hear.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Page 113.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Special

W arrants -  Section 16(h) of the Audit Act requires

the Auditor General to list in detail appropriation

made by special warrant and the purpose of such

appropriations.  Details are shown in Schedule B

attached to this report.

For the 2002-2003 fiscal year, special warrants

totaled $34.5 million compared to $47.9 million

issued for 2001-02. Of the special warrants issued

for 2002-03, $6.3 million was offset by revenue

and $0.3 million was offset by funds sequestered

from appropriations.  The result was a net increase

in provincial appropriations of $27.9 million.

Exhibit 11.1 indicates the gross special warrants

and special warrants net of any offsets for the last

five years.

Normally no expenditure should be incurred unless

it is provided for by an appropriation.  At year end,

adjustments may be necessary to ensure the

financial statements present fairly the revenues

and expenditures of the Province.  W hen this

occurs, it would be expected that a special warrant

would be issued on a timely basis for any over

expenditures.  W e noted a delay in preparing

special warrants for year end adjustments. Special

warrants should be issued on a timely basis.

Jim Bagnall (PC): (Indistinct) time with the audit.

You have to look at (Indistinct) like quarterly?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): There was

three made for that year that were made in

February. W as the statements released in

December?   They should be made when the

adjustments were made, which was in the fall of

the year, at least before the statements are

released.

Cletus Dunn (PC): W ould that be the fourth

quarter then rather than the third quarter?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W ell it

depends when they are, when they relate to.  This

was after the year end anyways. It was for the

March 2003 year end.

Section 37.2 of the Financial Administration Act

which was assented to on May 10,2002, provides

for the transfer of salary increases from General

Government to the various government entities.

Section 37.2 states:

“W hen the Treasury Board has approved collective

agreements which include salary increases for

public sector employees, the Lieutenant Governor

in Council may approve the transfer of monies

appropriated to general government for such

purposes and to such departments listed in

Schedule A or to Crown corporations listed in

Schedule B, as it considered appropriate.”

“The Provincial Treasurer shall report all transfers

of monies pursuant to subsection (1) to the

Legislative Assembly as soon as practicable.”

W e noted that transfers totaling $4.8 million were

not approved by an Order in Council.  It should be

clarified whether an Order in Council is necessary

to transfer an appropriation vote.

A review of Section 37.2 of the Financial

Administration Act should be carried out to ensure

the appropriate documentation is being prepared

for appropriation transfers.

The next section is an update on previous

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  w i t h  a n  u p d a t e
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recommendations from the previous years as the

follow up.  W e continue to update the years prior

to the previous year  if we still think it should be

followed up. The first part on the updates on Page

120 is the follow up on the Credit Union Deposit

Insurance Corporation recommendations from our

2003 Annual Report.  

On Page 122 is the follow up on our Highway

Maintenance recommendations from our 2003

Annual Report.  

On Page 127 is the follow up on our Infrastructure

Program recommendations from the 2003 Annual

Report.  

On Page 129 is the update on the Verification of

the PEI Report on Common Health Indicators from

our 2003 Report.  

On Page 130 and 131 are updates on Inventory

and Equipment recommendations from our 2003

Annual Report.  

On Page 132 is an update from the 2002 Report

on Loans on the Immigrant Investor Program.  

Page 133 is update on a recommendations from

the 2002 Report on the Audit Grants and

Contributions. 

On Page 135 is an update on Accommodations

from the 2002 Annual Report.

And on Page 137 is an update on Employment

Development Agency recommendations again

from the 2002 Report.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Now, has anybody got

a question on the Auditor or anything up to date?

Alright, continue.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): On Page 141,

we outlined the Role and Mandate in relation to the

Public Accounts Committee.  On the 2003 Report,

we had four meetings as of the time of this report.

The next section is on the Office of the Auditor

General starting on Page 145. W e talked about

our mandate admission under the act.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): Mr. Chairman, could I

ask one question about this?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes.

Wilbur MacDonald: W hen you set up a new

budget as Auditor General with the audit

committee, as I recall, can that budget be changed

by government in its estimates for the coming

year?  It has never been, I guess.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No, you’re not in

the Legislative Assembly. It would be the same as

the Legislative Assembly going up and (Indistinct).

It would have to be decided by the legislature, so

first the Legislative Audit Committee, which is an

arm of the legislature, same as Elections PEI,

Legislative Management.

Jim Bagnall (PC): The budget comes through

Legislative Management.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yes.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): The budget

goes to the committee and the committee reviews

it and it goes to the Legislative Assembly

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): But it has to go into the

books before it comes to the Legislature, right?

The budget book?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It goes into the

budget book before it goes to the Legislature, but

the committee has reviewed the budget.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): The legislative

management approve, kind of like there’s a

plebiscite this year.  W e had to approve the

additional spending for the plebiscite, or like when

you were Speaker and there’s a Speaker’s

reception, you approve additional money for the

Speaker’s reception.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I just move that we just move

through the Auditor General’s Report and accept

it there as far as the Auditor General’s section.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I’ve just got a quick

question on budget, and I agree with that, but it’s

just on budget information. 1.2, how many staff do

you have? It m ight be in there somewhere, but it

might be (Indistinct).

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W e’ve got two

audit directors.
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Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Two audit

directors?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): There’s 11

auditors and we have four admin staff.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Eleven auditors?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes, they’re all

CAs or -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): They’re all CAs?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): All CAs but

one, who’s a CPA.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So pretty good,

which are quite similar now since the legislation

came out in terms of what they’re allowed to do. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): So there’s 13 people in total in

your office.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Do you have any secretaries or

anything else?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W e have two

admin staff. That’s included in - there’s 15, plus

myself. Two admin staff.

Jim Bagnall (PC): And there’s 17 people in total?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Sixteen.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Sixteen? Okay.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): And where’s your

office at?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): The second

floor of Shaw.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): So do you have to

pay rent there?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Okay, that’s good.

Richard Brown (L): Are you thinking of moving to

the ATC?

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):    Have you got

enough auditors to carry out your work or could

you be doing more work if you had auditors?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): There’s four

vacant positions at the current time. If we had

more staff, we’d do more work. Now we are going

to pick up the work on health expenditures

because they’re going back to the department and

then become our responsibility, so starting for the

March 2006 year end, we’ll have to do that work.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So have you got four

vacancies? Have you got the funds to hire four

additional auditors?

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

the funds.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So you can’t hire

them?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair):  You need the funds.

An Unidentified Member: They don’t work for

free, do they?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Now if the members

of the Legislative Assembly would listen here for a

minute, he needs four more auditors or he has a

vacancy for four auditors and he doesn’t have the

funds because the government or Legislative

Assembly has cut him back on the funds, so this is

something we should be looking at. He’s taken

over the health department now is coming on. How

many auditor positions would it take to look after

that?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W ell, we

would, it would probably take a couple to look after

that part.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So in other words,

your auditing staff has gone down to six because

you need four and you need two now to do the

other jobs, so basically, you’re short six people.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): It’ll lim it some

of the other work we can do.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, so your

department has always been good for listening to
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the Assembly. Our job is trying to help them there.

Jim Bagnall (PC): W e should put that in the

recommendation in our report.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, we’ve got to get

government to listen to it. W ho approves the

budget for the auditor?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Legislative

Management.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): You’re in the

Legislation Management. Is there any rule there to

increase the funding for the auditor? 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W ell, I’d just like to

make the comment that now with the plebiscite

that’s going on November 28 and hearing what a

lot of people are saying across Prince Edward

Island, is they are looking for some change.  They

are looking for more accountability in government,

and I believe that one of the principal areas that

we have to start with is ensuring that the Auditor

General has the funding he needs or she needs to

ensure that their role can be fulfilled in holding

government accountable. 

And we’ve seen now, I believe for the resources

that the Auditor General’s office has, especially,

especially over the last year with the Polar report,

with the forensic audit, that our Auditor General

and our Auditor General’s Office deserves the

gratitude of Islanders for doing yeoman’s service.

Richard Brown (L): I agree.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): But moving into the

future, we have to make sure that the funding is

there so that the Auditor General is able to cover

off perhaps even more areas, and I think that is

one measure that will bring more accountability to

government because we’ve seen over the last

number of years that accountability is not their

strong point. 

Jim Bagnall (PC):     W ell, that’s what you’re

saying is, my understanding is that when we do up

the report, we should put a recommendation in

that the Auditor General has resources made

available to do his position.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): And if you believe

that accountability, we need more of it in

government, then I think we should even look at

increasing the auditor’s - and I’m going to ask the

auditor right now how large he thinks his budget

should be if he wanted to cover off everything and

you don’t have to give it now, because I believe

that the Auditor General’s Office is, along with the

opposition, the two main bodies to hold any

government accountable, whether or not it’s

Liberal, Conservative, NDP or Green Party, and I

believe that we have to make sure that the Auditor

General’s Office is funded up to the abilities that

they believe they can undertake.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):    But the Legislative

Assembly committee recommends - but where is

your - W ilbur, you were there as Speaker - then it

goes to Cabinet, does it? The budget?

Wilbur MacDonald (PC):    Right.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So then the Cabinet

can turn it down.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): W ell, the Legislative

Audit Committee . . .

Richard Brown (L):    That’s not true, no.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): How does it work,

then?

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): The Legislative Audit

Committee -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): The only person

that’s ever tried to do it, to my understanding, goes

back to when Pat Mella was Provincial Treasurer,

but under legislation - and I’ve been told that if we

did challenge it in front of the courts, there could

be a good case made that executive of

government can never challenge a budget of the

Legislative Assembly.

An Unidentified Member: That’s right.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): But what happened

back, I believe it was in the late 1990s, the

Provincial Treasurer at the time, Pat Mella, turned

down something that was submitted by the

Legislative Assembly, but when the Legislative

Management Committee does submit a budget, it

should be a binding budget that the government,

regardless of what they believe, has to pay to the

Legislative Assembly to fulfill their duties. That is
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how I understand the legislation works.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, let’s say now for

instance, just so I’m clear because I remember

being there on that committee and we

recommended increased funding for the auditor,

but it never came through.

Richard Brown (L):    No.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): So what I want to be

clear on, then -

Jim Bagnall (PC): Legislative Management never

- because it never came in through with that. Our

Standing Committee on Public Accounts

recommended increased funding for the auditor,

but not the Legislative Management Committee

never did. The Public Accounts Committee.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): You weren’t on the

Legislative Management Committee, so you

wouldn’t know. W e were behind closed doors and

we asked for more funding, and I believe it was the

Cabinet turned it down. So in other words, if for

instance, the Leader of the Opposition, the

Speaker, the Provincial Treasurer and who else is

on that? 

Wilbur MacDonald (PC):     That’s all.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Those three people

decide that we should save money for four more

people, moved and seconded the motion, and if it

goes through, then the funding will be there.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No. From there, it

goes from - really, it’s Legislative Management,

which I believe the Honourable House Leader of

the Conservative Party chaired that meeting? No,

the Speaker chaired it.

Jim Bagnall (PC): The Speaker chairs it.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): The Speaker chairs

it. Now what happens there is the budget for the

Legislative Assembly gets decided and what falls

under the Legislative Assembly is Elections Prince

Edward Island, the office of government members,

the office of the opposition, the office of the Auditor

General and there might be a couple of others, but

I can’t think of them off the top of my head now.

And that number is supposed to go over to

government and be unchallengeable, but there

was something that was done back in the late

1990s by Pat Mella, who challenged that and

turned down some of the funding. 

Now I’ve spoken to some lawyers, and they

believe that if we ever challenged that, that they

believe we could probably win the case, but

nothing has been challenged to this date.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Alright.  Anyway,

that’s enough on that one.  W hat we’ve got to then

is try to get it.  Mr. Younker has got to be. . .

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I’d like to get a list

of auditors in the office why we’re still on that. Can

you tell me who works in the audit office?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): The names?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yes. 

Some Unidentified Members: (Indistinct) 

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, give us the list

next week because we are running out of time.

You’ve got to leave at 11:00.

An Unidentified Member: That sounds good.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Has anybody got any

more questions on this Auditor’s Report?

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): I have one question.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Alright.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): And it’s a question that

I don’t quite understand. The Auditor General, who

picks what you do and it’s not necessary to do

every department every year. Am I understanding

right?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No, we don’t

have the staff to do every department every year.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): But you don’t tell people

until you’re ready to do it who you’re going to do?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): No. W e have

about a three-year plan.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): A three-year plan? So

you know now what you’re going to do next year?
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Colin Younker (Auditor General): And it can

vary. W e can make changes to it as we go

through.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): W ell, you must have

made changes this year with the Polar thing?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): Okay. 

Colin Younker (Auditor General): So what we try

to do is we look at what’s relevant or what is in the

news or if there’s any questions in the House.

Also, look on a rotational basis since the last time

we were in a department or an agency.  For

example, the ones we did in this report - the Crown

Corps, the last time was 1990.   The IT Security, I

think, was 1996 and Government Garages was

1992; W ater was 1993 and the Federal Planning

was 1992. So they’re on a rotational basis.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): W hat about Crown

corporation, like the Liquor Control Board, I’ll just

pick one out.  W ill you do them?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W e do the

financial audits.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): If this committee

recommends some place to be audited. Do you

follow that recommendation from this committee?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I think we

would look at the recommendation hard if the

Committee approved and made a motion for us to

look at something.  I think we would have to bear

that in mind.

Richard Brown (L): W e did for Polar, and you did.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): W ould you not have to

do that?  I mean it worked for us.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W e would

have to get some advice on that. That would be -

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): W ho is your boss?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): The

Legislature is the boss, back through the Audit

Committee.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): It’s more the Audit

Committee than the Public Accounts.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes. In the act

there’s no description of the Public Accounts

Committee itself. Our act talks about the legislative

body.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): Okay, so the Public

Accounts then is strictly a committee to examine

the work that you do then?  W e don’t make

recommendation.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I think if you

made a recommendation and the motion passed,

I’m sure that we would . . .

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W ell a motion passed

in the House to audit the University of PEI, it was

moved and second and that was direction from the

Legislative Assembly to do it and the auditors did

it.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Yes.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Now I have a - the

minister was here before you and he answered

some questions through to your department and

ourselves had asked. If you can just look through

that, not now, but before we are back next meeting

and what you think of those answers.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): That’s a good point.

In fact that’s a major question right there.  

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Some he can answer.

But there were some questions on your auditor -

now who else is next?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I just have one quick

question.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Mr. McKenna.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

My question is just on - I know when we do the

budget, there are some lump sum, education

which is a lump sum for the Eastern School Board;

a lump sum for the W estern School Board; a lump

sum for the hospital boards.  Did we ever audit any

of those boards?  Did you people ever audit any of

those board ever in your time? Is there any reason
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why we do or don’t?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Not, in order to

do a program, not necessarily the board itself, I

don’t think we’ve done the boards themselves.

Maybe a program of. . .

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I guess I mean the

whole, the Eastern - they may get $150 million,

whatever it is. It’s one big lump sum that we never

see it audited. W e did ask the university a few

years ago and we give a lump sum to Holland

College. I’ve always been curious if we ever-

Colin Younker (Auditor General): Holland

College was done at the same time.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Done at the same time.

So we never touched the school boards?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W e might do

a program of the school board. Each board has it’s

own outside auditor as well and it’s imported into

the Public Accounts. W e are not required to do -

but we rely on their information. 

Wayne Collins (PC): Does their audit, the outside

audit of the school boards come with the same

kind of thorough that you do, but at the same time

the kind of direction or maybe constructive

criticism that you offer of the Public Accounts?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): They’re

wouldn’t be as detailed, let’s say, as one of our

value for money audits, which are the ones in the

front of the book here. There would be - I image in

all those audits that there would be management

letter points that would be raised with the boards

on things that they found as far as controls and the

operations of the boards. It would be brought to

the attention to the board.

Dr. David McKenna (PC): I’ve been on the

Queens Region Health Board, the auditor did a

great job. There was never a detailed information.

You’re right, it’s more of control - internal control

than management and stuff like that, not the same

(Indistinct) that you get.

Wayne Collins (PC): Is that public information as

well?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): Oh yes, it’s public

information. 

Cletus Dunn (PC): The Financial Statement is but

not the auditor’s -

Dr. David McKenna (PC): The Financial

Statement - .

Wayne Collins (PC):    Maybe it should be.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): (Indistinct) the

Management, it wouldn’t be, I don’t think.

Dr. David McKenna (PC):    No, I don’t think it is.

Just the annual report.   

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

Richard Brown (L): Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just one quick observation here. I noticed that

basically, the special warrants is there’s always

quite a hangover of special warrants after each

election. Is there some way that this committee

can work in trying to avoid these special warrants

especially during election year. I think Island

taxpayers would benefit quite a bit. 

Last time you came to the committee you indicated

that you would get the Actuarial Planning Report

that was done for this early retirement package

that was offered. W ere you able to get it from

government?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W e are still

following up on some of this stuff. I’m not sure

we’re all the questions are, but we have started the

followup.

Richard Brown (L): One other quick question. At

the last committee meeting you also said that

September you should of gotten the information

from the controller’s office or from government to

start the audit. Have you received that information

yet and when do you predict that information will

be available to you in order for us to see the blue

book?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W e got a draft

copy of the operating fund, not the consolidated

but the operating and we got it on November 4 .th

Richard Brown (L): So this committee did do

something then. At least, we pushed to get that

part. W hen do you figure you will have the whole

thing?
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Colin Younker (Auditor General): I think at the

last meeting we said it will take us a couple of

months to do the work. I’m not sure what condition

they are in. The statement (Indistinct) I had a brief

look at it as far as the adjustments and amount of

work to do.

Richard Brown (L): Mr. Chairman I would

recommend to the committee and I want to thank

the committee for allowing me to sit here and ask

some questions, but I would recommend to the

committee that we ask the Auditor General to

come up with some ideas here in order to get

these reports out faster, to get information back to

the Legislative Assembly and to this committee

faster in order for us to get our job done here in

keeping the books of Prince Edward Island up to

date and the people of Prince Edward Island.

I think the Auditor General should be asked and

say look--what are the problems?  How can we fix

these problems? And do we need legislative

changes to fix these problems because to me

there’s far too much time between the actually the

spending of money and the actual reporting of it.

There’s too much time way. Things are already

done. Government then has its chance to say well

you know, that was a few years ago, a year and a

half ago. Let’s forget about that. I hope that the

auditor in consultation with this committee.  Or

maybe we should have the controller in himself to

see why these delays are occurring and to make

sure that the books of Prince Edward Island are

published properly and at a proper time. W e are

going into a session right now, next week or the

week after. W e’ll not have no blue book for that

session if it ends in December, will we auditor?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): I can’t say yes

or no, but probably not.

Richard Brown (L): Okay, so there’s an important

–and the Premier says--you know I’ve allowed two

sessions of the Legislature. W ell the second

session of the Legislature is of no good, Mr.

Chairman, if we don’t have the information in order

to ask questions that are proper and I think if we

are going to have two sessions of the Legislature,

we should have the information that goes along

with it in order to have a productive session. Thank

you.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): Alright, I guess that’s

the end of that, now we’ll start with new business.

Is there any new business? I want to thank the

auditor and his committee for finally finishing his

report. I know there was a lot of delays because of

Polar Food and other delays. I know you have

been overworked and you are down four staff, so

if there is any new business?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yes, well we have

to go back to the original motion on whether or not

we are going to -

Wayne Collins (PC):    Really, there was an

amendment to that motion.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W hat we’ll do right

now. W e will excuse the auditor. It’s 10:55 a.m.

going by my clock and we will be in touch. 

Richard Brown (L):    No, no, but my motion is

the exact same as yours except. . .

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Can we ask the

auditor a quick question just before he leaves, Mr.

Chair. Do you think?

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W ell he’s leaving. 

Jim Bagnall (PC): Are you available next

Tuesday.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I’ve got a quick

question for the auditor while you’re still in the

room. 

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):    W ell make it quick

then.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Because right

now we are debating on the forensic audit and you

reading the forensic audit and presenting its

findings here before the Public Accounts

Committee. I’m thinking that since it was KPMG

that did the report they could be useful in helping

to present the information to the committee. If I’m

wrong, fine and if you believe you can do it on your

own. I’m just wondering do you believe it would be

beneficial to have KPMG here before we go into

this debate.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): KPMG would

have - they have the backup, they have the files,

there’s the cost of getting them over. That wasn’t

included in the original cost. My understanding

from initial discussions with them that they would
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be willing to come. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W e would just have

to weigh the cost. It would be helpful, but there is

a cost associated but they have the backup files.

Colin Younker (Auditor General): They have the

backup files. If I was asking questions I may have

to say well I have to go and get the information

from them.

Wayne Collins (PC): May I ask a couple of short

questions while he’s here.

Ron McKinley (L) (Chair): W ell the auditor was

excused to go. He’s got to be out of here at 11:00.

W e made a guarantee he’d be out but if he wants

to sit down, he can sit down. It’s up to him but he

has an appointment.

Wayne Collins (PC): Two short questions. W hat

did you learn from the forensic audit that you didn’t

know before?

Colin Younker (Auditor General): W ell, the audit

went much further than we did into the records of

the company, so it answered some questions like -

I’d have to have the report in front me to go

through it.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W ell, are we going

into - I was asking questions on the amendment

here. I’ve got lots of questions for him on what he

thinks of the forensic audit.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): The auditor has got

an appointment. You can come back and ask him

questions on a later date.

Richard Brown (L): Right on.

Wayne Collins (PC):     All right. I withdraw my

question for another day.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, we’re into the

motion.

Richard Brown (L): W hat motion?

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk): The

amendment.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): The amendment to

the motion.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): The amendment to

the motion, and now I’ll guess I’ll just speak on the

amendment to the motion. That’s why I wanted to

ask the Auditor General that question to find out if

it would be beneficial for the auditor to have KPMG

here as well, and the auditor, from what I

understand, indicated yes, it would. They have the

backup files and you might have to go and ask

KPMG for the information. 

Now I realize that there is an issue associated with

the cost of it, but if the auditor has to go and make

telephone calls to KPMG and get files sent back

and forth, there’s going to be a cost with that, so I

think that perhaps what we should do is deal with

the whole issue altogether and hopefully the

members agree by listening to what the Auditor

General said here, and what we can do is have

KPMG come in with the Auditor General and

answer the questions that are in the report.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Yes, Mr. Chair?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, you’ve got the

floor.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Thank you. I guess my concern

on that - and it’s not really a concern. My feeling in

that would be that we would have the Auditor

General first. W e would go through the questions

with the Auditor General and if we find that the

Auditor General can’t respond to the questions that

we have based on that, then I have no problem

dealing with that, but I believe that the Auditor

General is the first person that we should talk to on

this issue. If he hasn’t got the answers, then this

committee is not satisfied that he doesn’t have the

answers, then I think at that time, we could have

Ernst and Young or whatever -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W e’d love to have

Ernst and Young, KPMG.

Jim Bagnall (PC): - KPMG to come in at that time,

but I think that the Auditor General is our chief

person on Prince Edward Island. He’s the guy we

should have in first on the forensic and discuss

this report with him. Maybe he’ll give us other

questions that we should ask them if need it be.

So my--on W ayne’s motion - I would support it, but

I don’t think that I wouldn’t ask, maybe, the
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member if he would let the Auditor General come

in first before we bring in extra costs and

everything that we may not have to bring in, but if

we do, we can later.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): But that’s what I’m

looking at here is the extra cost, and that’s why I

wanted to ask the Auditor General for his

recommendation, and basically what the Auditor

General says is he will not be able to answer all

the questions. He’ll have to go back and forth with

KPMG.

So why don’t we do the most responsible thing

here: Take the advice that the Auditor General

says, have KPMG and the auditor present before

the committee, and then there will not be going

back and forth, or perhaps extra hearings or things

such as that.

I think that we should take the Auditor General’s

advice. I hope that you support my amendment to

this motion. If you don’t, we’ll live with it, but we’re

trying to be responsible here to the taxpayers of

Prince Edward Island as well.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    There’s one thing I got here.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, you don’t have the

floor.

Jim Bagnall (PC): I was interrupted.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): No, you stop. I’ve got

the floor. I’m the chairman. Exactly what took

place in case for your understanding is the Auditor

General said when he left was that it would be

helpful to have KPMG here, that they have the files

and the reports. In other words, they’ve got more

of that knowledge than he’d practically have and

he’d have to go back and he said there could be

an added cost.  Now you blew $32 million out the

door along with other millions we don’t know

about. W hat’s the cost to get to the bottom of this?

That’s where it is and that’s where it’s at. It’s what

the Auditor General says. 

Now if you want to get the Auditor General in the

committee and then waste their time and then

come back to KPMG and then take them, it’s no

wonder we took so long to get through these

reports. It’s almost like it’s a stall tactic you’re

doing here. Let’s get to the bottom of it. There’s

$32 million that’s gone. I know it’s a sore subject

for you Tories on the committee. You should be

embarrassed. You should be apologizing to the

public, so with that, let’s get on with the motion.

Cletus Dunn (PC): An unbiased chair totally.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Let’s get on with the

motion.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Mr. Chair?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): All right. You finish up.

Jim Bagnall (PC): Thank you.  That was a good

sermon, thank you very much. I appreciate it.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, it’s a fact of

what was said in case. . .

Jim Bagnall (PC): So what the auditor said was

that there could be questions coming up that he

might need some backup information for. He didn’t

say that he would need it for anything. W hat I’m

saying is that we will go back to the Auditor

General and have the Auditor General in, and if we

find that the Auditor General can’t respond to the

questions that are put to him, then at that time, I

think it’s appropriate that we would bring in the

company that did the forensic audit. But until that

time, I say that the Auditor General is our person

that we hired on Prince Edward Island and that’s

the guy we give the opportunity to explain this to

us.

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): I think, perhaps, Mr.

Chairman, that Jim has got a good point there.

First of all, I don’t know if they come over here with

all their files and you ask them questions, does he

have to go start looking through the files to find the

answer? 

Let’s have a review with the Auditor General of the

whole report. If there’s things we don’t know, we

can send them the questions over there and he

can come over and explain the answers, look up

his files. I suspect when he talks about files, he

may have folders after folders, so they can’t just

come over here and look through the files in a few

minutes and find everything, so let’s be sure when

they come that we know what the questions are

and how we’re going to conduct with them. 

There’s 61 pages here and if we take so long to

get through this as we do with the Auditor’s
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Report, it would take two or three meetings. So

maybe if we could get through with this book - the

final report - in one meeting, and then if there are

questions we don’t know, let them know in Halifax,

wherever they’re from, what the questions are. Let

them look up the files and come back and give us

the answers because you can’t take a file and run

through it and find the answer. Today, we noticed

that they were looking through books and stuff

trying to find some answers, so that can’t happen

in a minute or five minutes either, perhaps.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, let’s look at it

this way. W e’ve got the technology. W hy not set

up the meeting here with the auditor here and

APM on the screen. There’s the new advanced

technology we’ve got here and we’ll do it all at

once, and then if we have to get back in again.

Let’s do it here. W e’ll do it out of this boardroom.

Let’s use the technology that we have and they

don’t have to come over, and they can look up the

files and we can work back and forth. How’s that

idea?

Wilbur MacDonald (PC): Good idea.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Mr. Chair?

Dr. David McKenna (PC): You listened this

morning, didn’t you?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Mr. Chair?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, let’s check it out.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I asked - I knew

that the Honourable Member from W insloe-W est

Royalty had his motion on the floor and then I had

made the amendment before we started this

debate again, and that’s why I wanted to ask the

Auditor General if he thought it would be beneficial

to have KPMG here with them to answer the

questions. 

If the Conservative members choose to reject my

amendment, I’ll accept that, but that’s why we

asked the Auditor General. He said it would be

beneficial if KPMG was here with us, and I think it

would be overall, beneficial and whether or not we

choose to go with videoconferencing or not, I think

that has to be up to the auditor and KPMG. 

I’m sure they’ll want to sit down and meet for a

while beforehand to go over what the potential

questions are and who might be able to help out,

but I’m willing to vote on the amendment now and

I honestly hope that the Conservative members of

this committee will support it.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): All in favour of the

amendment, raise your right hands.

Wes MacAleer (PC): W hat are we voting on, Mr.

Chairman?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W hether KPMG

should also appear with the Auditor General.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Initially?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): Yes.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): The motion, all

opposed to it, raise your left hand. The motion has

been defeated. Now let’s look at the compromise.

An Unidentified Member: Oh, no. The

amendment has been defeated.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, the amendment

has been defeated.

An Unidentified Member: W e still have a motion

on the floor.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Yes, there’s a motion

on the floor.

Wayne Collins (PC): Mr. Chairman, I’d like to

amend my motion. It’s just a minor amendment. I

believe I said: To have the Auditor General discuss

the report with us at 10:00 this morning. Obviously

that cannot take place. However, I certainly would

amend the motion to basically state that at the next

meeting of the Public Accounts Committee, we

would have the Auditor General here to discuss

the KPMG report.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Now the motion’s on

the floor, but I suggested a compromise was why

not set up a video conference with KPMG on the

conference, have the thing here. W e’re paying for

it as taxpayers, the building. W hy not use this

place? And if we try that and if it doesn’t work, let’s

try it. It’s new technology. W e’ll have KPMG on the

conferencing and -

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): I would rather do
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the meetings over at the Legislature. I personally

don’t like this setup where I can’t see what’s going

on or you can’t hear some members.  Maybe if we

turned the room around or something like that, but

-

Jim Bagnall (PC): W e have a motion on the floor

to deal with.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): Alright. All in favour?

Is there any discussion of the motion on the floor?

Cletus Dunn (PC):    Question?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): All in favour of the

motion on the floor, raise your right hand. Motion

is carried.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    Unanimously.

Ron MacKinley (L) (Chair):     W hat time is the

next meeting? 

Jim Bagnall (PC): W hat about Tuesday morning

at 10:00?

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

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W hat about

Monday? 

An Unidentified Member: No.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): No?

Jim Bagnall (PC):    W e all have constituent

offices on Monday.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L): W ell, I have

constituent offices every day.

Wayne Collins (PC): Tuesday at 10:00?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, why don’t we do

it at 9:30?

Jim Bagnall (PC):    9:30 is fine..

Wayne Collins (PC): On Tuesday the 15 ?th

Jim Bagnall (PC):    Yes.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Mr. Chairman, is that the

only item on the agenda?  I mean, there’s enough

material to take us to cover the. . .

Jim Bagnall (PC): No, the forensic audit is the

only item on the agenda.

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, if we don’t get

through the forensic audit, if we get through the

forensic audit, we can go on to the next Auditor’s

Report.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I’m just asking a question

here. I’m not suggesting (Indistinct).

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W ell, I’m telling you

what we could do.

Cletus Dunn (PC):    9:30 to 12?

Ron MacKinley (L)(Chair): W e’ve got the forensic

audit. W e’re going to meet over the forensic audit

and then what we’re going to do if we get through

with it and there’s actual time for the auditor, we

can go into the next report, which we haven’t

touched.

Jim Bagnall (PC):    Move for adjournment? 

Richard Brown (L):    I move.

Marian Johnston (Committee Clerk):    There is

a tour everyone.  
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