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At second reading, when this Bill was debated, in
principle, all Parties in the House agreed with the
principle that there ought to be the capacity on the
part of the Minister of Natural Resources and the part
of the Government to place a forest renewal charge
on all those who use our forests.

The practice in Manitoba is that while we have
arrangements with two of the major consumptive users
of our forests, Abitibi-Price and the Repap people, this
does not apply to significant numbers.of other people
who are harvesting trees in Manitoba forests.

Members of the committee will recall the public
presentation that we heard before us was a concern
expressed by industry spokespersons of the capacity
of the industry to absorb any additional costs effected
on their industry. The proposal that had been talked
about was a charge of 1.81 per cubic metre of timber
harvested.

| made it plain to industry representatives, and | make
it plain to Members of the committee, that is not in
theBill. The charge itself will be negotiated and arrived
at only after further consultation with the industry. | do
ask the committee to, as they did at second reading
of the Bill, support the principle of including a forest
renewal charge in our forests. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Is it the will of the committee
that we go clause by clause then? Mr. Harapiak.

Mr. Harry Harapiak (The Pas): Mr. Chairman, | just
wanted to make a few comments before proceeding
with the Bill. | think that we did agree in principle with
the Bill when it was in second reading in the House.
We spoke on it, and we heard from the people who
were involved in the harvesting of the forest, who will
be affected by this increase, the small operators. | am
pleased to hear the Minis’ = say he will be discussing
it with the people who are affected before proceeding
with it.

| think there is one area that we should keep in mind.
The forest plays a much bigger role than just the
economic benefits it provides. We have to be more
aware of how big of a role the forest plays in providing
oxygen for us and cleaning up the carbon in the air,
the benefits of the recreation for a healthy forest. |
think that, more than any, is the preservation of our
water resources, what an important role it plays.

* (1515)

| think all of these things must be taken into
consideration when we are addressing the whole
forestry Act. So | hope that the Minister is making every
opportunity for the people to make presentations to
that new forestry Act that he has brought forward. |
think that has to be taken into consideration, not only
the economic benefits of the forest, but there are other
economies too, to having a healthy forest. So | think
we must keep that in mind when we are addressing
the forestry Act.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Mr. Uruski.

Mr. Bill-Uruski (Interlake): Mr. Chairman, as well |
would like to indicate to the Minister—and | am pleased
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that prior to implementing changes in the proposed
legislation on the industry he will be having discussions
with operators. | am certain that the Minister is well
aware that more and more of the small operators who
are in the forestry industry, over the last while, have
in fact been leaving their operations because of the
economics in the industry.

We know that basically there are primarily two
markets for their product. Although there are
agreements, as the Minister has pointed out, with the
two major purchasers in this province, the market
conditions and the pressures faced by the small
operators are such that they claim their margins have
ever been shrinking.

Whatever discussions take place between the
Government and primarily the small operators,
cognizance as between their returns and those of the
marketplace in whatever influence the two major actors
have in the market price for the product have to be
taken into consideration as to how future changes are
implemented in this industry.

Mr. Enns: Mr. Chairman, allow me simply to express
my appreciation for the comments both from the
Member for The Pas (Mr. Harapiak) and the Member
for the Interlake (Mr. Uruski).

| think in both those comments it demonstrates the
issue at hand, on the one hand the concern that forests
are important, not just to the consumptive user, the
person that chops down that tree and makes a fence
post out of it, or sawmill lumber or pulp, but all
Manitobans are concerned about the health of our
forests, for recreational use, for wildlife cover, for the
purity of our waters and streams.

Yet on the other hand, the Member for Interlake
acknowledges the role that forestry—and hopefully the
responsible use of that can be to the forest user, the
small contractor, the small quota holder, the small
logger. | suppose somewhere in between we have to
find an equitable means of impressing upon all forest
users that forests are valuable, are important to us,
and they have to be treated in that manner.

| can only indicate to Members that the principle of
the Bill attempts to introduce that appreciation to all
forest users, and that the powers that the Bill will give
our Forestry Branch will be exercised with every
consideration for the continued viability of all those
who find work and employment for many Manitobans,
that we will not impose those kind of additional charges
that would seriously erode or threaten that industry.
Thank you.

* (1520)
Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Mr. Uruski.

Mr. Uruski: Mr. Chairman, | just have one more
comment. Just listening to the Minister’s speech led
me to want to make the comment that this Bill is not
unlike the National Transportation Act, in which the
whole question of costing of the railways has always
been at issue and to determine what the freight rate
should be based on the railways’ costing.
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What the Government and the Minister will have to
determine s, really what are the costs of the two major
players in the industry who determine the market price
that small operators will receive for the rights that the
Government has given them in terms of cutting, if in
fact the market price is at such level, as the Minister
heard me say, that many operators have been pulling
out.

Because of the lack of returns one has to go a bit
further to examine the returns or the actual costing of
operations of those operators who, in fact, set the
market price in the industry to be able to work that
back to not only legitimize but be able to say, yes, the
principle of dealing with the renewal charge and placing
iton all operators using our forests is not only desirable
but it is there, but the equity as between those two
operators has to be examined very closely when the
working or the actual regulations are being put into
place.

Mr. Chairman: Is it the will of the committee that we
go clause by clause now?

Clause 1—pass; Clause 2—pass; Clause 3,
Subsection 8(1)—pass; Clause 4, Subsections 34(1.1)
and (1.2) added—pass; Clause 4, Section 34(1.1)—
pass; 34(1.2)—pass; Clause 5, Section 41 amended—
pass.

_ Mrs. Charles.

Mrs. Gwen Charles (Selkirk): have an

amendment for Clause 6.

Yes, |

Mr. Chairman: Okay. Is it for Clause 6, not for Clause
5?2 Shall Clause 5 pass—pass. Clause 6, do you have
the amendment written out?

Mrs. Charles: Yes, | believe it is to be distributed.
Mr. Chairman: Can you distribute it, please? Mr. Uruski.

Mr. Uruski: Waiting for the amendment to be
distributed, | wonder if | could ask the Minister—he
has his officials here with him—whether the province,
whether his department is involved with the Department
of Agriculture in the whole question of reforestation,
shelter belt and the like in terms of the propagation
of trees in those areas, other than the pine and the
spruce that are being produced at Hadashville and at
The Pas. Is your department involved, for example, in
the new reforestation in the shelter belt area with trees
other than the pines and the spruces through your
department—if that information is available?

Mr. Enns: Mr. Chairman, | will look at my chief forester
and see whether or not afforestation is the proper term
for that—afforestation | am told. We will be, and we
are contemplating to be, particularly in some of the
programs that will be introduced in the coming years
in conjunction with both my colleagues, the Minister
of Agriculture, soil and water accord money that has
recently been concluded in agreement with Ottawa.

*

(1525)
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As well, it is my hope that an enhanced program
with respect to habitat enhancement will enable me to
have the department reintroduce an active shelter belt
program to Manitoba and to the nontraditional forest
regions of the province. | might simply add that while
it has always been a program available, we have not
been overly active in the concept of introducing wood
lot farming to Manitoba. With chronic difficulties in the
agricultural economy | think all options need to be
examined, whether or not in conjunction with perhaps
a habitat support program. Agricultural producers, who
currently are despairing at current cereal prices and
so forth, may not wish to look at admittedly a longer
term program, but the concept of wood lot farming will
be examined by this department.

Mr. Chairman: We have an amendment moved by Mrs.
Charles

THAT subsection 41(2), as set out in section 6, be struck
out and the following substituted:

Regulations re forest renewal charge
41(2) A regulation under clause 41(1)a.1)

(a) shall be made after such consultation with
persons affected as the minister considers
appropriate; and

(b) may apply to timber cutting rights granted
before or after the regulation comes into
force and may apply to all or to particular
kinds of timber cutting rights.

(French version)

Il est proposé que le paragraphe 41(2) visé a l'article
du projet de loi soit remplacé par ce qui suit:

Frais de retoisement de reconstitution
41(2) Le réglement visé a I'alinéa 41(1)a.1):

a) nest pris qu’aprés consultation des
personnes visées, selon ce que le ministre
considére nécessaire;

b) peut s’appliquer aux droits de coupe de bois
de tous genres accordés avant ou aprés son
entrée en vigueur.

Mrs. Charles: | have put this clause in, which is really
quite innocuous, in order that the small independent
foresters will have in the Bill, and as well as in action
by the Minister involved, a consultation process wherein
they can come to the Minister with the problems they
have within the industry, and the considers can be made
in setting the amount of fixed charges within the
regulations before such regulations are set.

It is not instructing the Minister that it must be done
in consulting with all parts of the industry, but at least
the industry should be considered. | feel that the Repap
and Abitibi-Price, the larger corporations, have those
types of consultations being done with them when set
prices are being made with them in their contracts.

Since each independent forester does not have a
contract made, | think it isimportant they have a method
in the Bill that they feel includes them within the process.
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Mr. Enns: Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the proposed
amendment is put forward in good will and out of the
consideration, | am sure, the Honourable Member has,
as a result of the presentations made before the
committee, particularly by the small timber quota
holders.

Regrettably, | have to inform the Member that | have
difficulty in accepting the amendment and will ask the
committee to reject it. It is largely on mechanical
grounds. | want to assure the Honourable Member for
Selkirk (Mrs. Charles), who aspires to my job and may
well have it one day, that Ministers do listen to the
different representations made to him from time to time.
In fact, regulations flow from those representations.

* (1530)

The difficulty about enshrining them in legislation is
that even though it is fairly permissive, it does, in
practical terms, tie the Government into pretty severe
knots. We live in a litigious age. Even the reference
that a regulation cannot be drawn up prior to
consultation being taken place could in effect make
that regulation challengeable in a future court.

Regulations are changed often, particularly in this
area to meet with the current needs. We changed the
regulations. We changed our practice as a result of a
bad forest fire which causes our foresters no end of
work as they try to reallocate resources, try to make
special programs that will salvage partially damaged
timber and so forth. | am advised by counsel, both
from my department and from Legislative Counsel, that
it is highly unusual for this kind of an onus to be put
on Government to ensure consultation prior to making
the regulations.

The way in which legislationis made is that we agree
to the principle of what is desired, and that is itemized
and is put clause by clause into a Bill. For that reason,
we have always traditionally separated the regulatory
aspect of a Bill. We ask our managers of our
departments, our administrators of our departments
to come forward from time to time with the appropriate
regulations that ensure the carrying out the intent and
the principle of a Bill that is being passed. With the
greatest of respect, | find | cannot accept the
amendment.

Mr. Uruski: Mr. Chairman, in looking over the proposal
that is being put forward by the Member for Selkirk
(Mrs. Charles), one could get oneself into a debate, or
into the position that one is not in favour of consultation.
That is not really what | think this debate is all about.

It would also lead one to believe if adequate
consultation has not been taken in whatever regulations
that are being proposed, it could stem that in fact the
Government has no right in making thechange, because
the industry or whoever you are supposed to consult
with may not in fact approve of those changes. There
will be instances, | must say that in responsible
Government, not everyone will agree to the changes
that are being proposed.

Mr. Chairman, | would say that if the Minister of
whoever is in Government does not wish to consult—
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| say do not consult—because the next time around
when you will be wanting to be re-elected, those are
all voters. They will deal with you very precisely in the
next election. Do not talk to them. Impose whatever
regulations you want, and do it without consultation.

To say that you have to by the Act, implies that there
is a veto power, at least in my mind. | am hoping that
is not what the Members are saying, but in effect it
could lead to that way. | for one do not want to be put
on the record as somebody goingaround to the industry
saying, they were opposed to consultation with you in
change of regulations. | take the Minister at his word,
who is there now, to say he wants to consuit with the
industry with whatever changes. | recognize as being
a Member of Government and of responsible
Government having to make decisions, one will not
always have the unanimity and the agreement of all
participants for whatever regulations are proposed.

Mr. Chairman, | certainly do not believe that this
regulation is necessary in this Bill or really any other
Bill. That is the function of Government to consuit,
discuss and then make up its mind as to what
regulations are improper. If they are not improper, the
media is there and so is the next election, and they
will deal with whoever is in office at that point in time.

Mr. Harold Taylor (Wolseley): Mr. Chairperson, one
can certainly tell why the NDP are no longer in power,
because they certainly do not want to consult. The
issue before us | think is understanding the word
“‘consult” and understanding the word ‘‘concur.” They
are decidedly different, do not have the same meanings
whatsoever, and if the Honourable Member for the
Interlake (Mr. Uruski) was worried about the word
“‘concur’ being in there, | guess | would have to have
shared his views. It does say ‘“‘consult,” and consult
does not mean veto and never has. What it means is
that you are prepared to talk to all members of the
industry at whatever level, listen to what they have to
say, and then make a final decision on the matter.

This sets, for the forest renewal charge, a minimum
level of participation. It in no way hamstrings the
Minister by saying, it must be this group or it must be
that group, or it is this size company or it is that size
company, but it does set a level of expectation that
there will be some consultation. | think in that sense
it is good and it should be in here. | think if the
Government is serious about its slogan of open
Government, then it would embrace what the mover
of the motion said was a rather innocuous motion. |
would say it definitely is; it is not a radical suggestion
whatsoever.

| for one would feel very comfortable with it, whether
being a Member of the Opposition or a Member of
Government, because if we are serious about talking
to people involved in various industries that are being
regulated, then there should be an expectation of
participation. That does not mean that necessarily you
are going to be persuaded or in any way leave yourself
open to the issue of veto because that is a long way
from what this says.

I think, if it were saying veto, | certainly would not
be comfortable with it, and we would not have proposed
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it. To suggest that veto is in order, | think the point of
the Member for the Interlake (Mr. Uruski) is that would
not beresponsibleand that is quite true. | think it would
be irresponsible to suggest that a veto is in order. |
think though you do have to listen. We have a newer
type of charge here. We have a more serious situation
in the forest than we have had before, particularly after
the major fire losses of the last couple of years, that
forest renewal charges are going to become more
important as we try and reforest more of that now,
unfortunately, barren land.

| think the fact of what the impact could be if these
charges were imposed in such a way, either at too high
a rate or not phased in if they are high, that sort of
thing, the impact particularly on the smaller operator
is potentially much more serious than it has been. |
think that is the sort of consideration that has to be
before anybody looking at legislation of this nature. |
would commend the Member for Selkirk (Mrs. Charles)
for bringing this forward and also the fact that it is
brought forward in this fashion, which sets a level of
expectation, but it is mild in its tone and it is not
dictatorial.

| think, first of all, the Minister should embrace it,
and | would say secondly | would hope that the NDP
would have second thoughts on it because of the
positive aspect on the industry, particularly industry
located in some of their ridings. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. Are you ready for the
question on the amendment—Mr. Uruski.

Mr. Uruski: Mr. Chairman, just one point, having had
another look at this amendment, | want to say that |
believe this amendment is nothing more than political
posturing. | say that if this amendment did not have
as the Minister considers appropriate, then | know that
the Minister has to talk to everybody in the industry.
If he leaves one out, then the regulation is null and
void, but as the Minister considers appropriate, right
now you have that anyway without having it written in
thelaw. So it is nothing more than political posturing.

Mr. Chairman: Are you ready for the question on the
amendment? All those in favour of the amendment,
please say, yea. All those against the amendment?
Some Honourable Members: Nay.

Mr. Chairman: In my opinion, the nays have it.

Mrs. Charles:
record, please.

| would like to have the vote taken on

Mr. Chairman:
hands.

All those in favour, please raise your

Madam Clerk: Three.
* (1540)

Mr. Chairman:
hands.

All those against, please raise your
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Madam Clerk: Five.

Mr. Chairman: The amendment is defeated. We will
deal with Clause 6—pass; Clause 7—pass; Preamble—
pass; Title—pass. Shall the Bill be reported? Agreed.
Bill be reported. Mr. Harapiak.

kEhkkEh%

Mr. Harapiak: When we dealt with this previous Bill,
we said that the Minister of Finance (Mr. Manness) would
be here in a short time and we agreed to wait till he
came, but | think that we have waited and the Minister
of Finance knows the committee is on, and | think it
is appropriate that the Minister be here. | do not think
it is right that we keep the public waiting. The public,
as custom of committees, is that when they are called
for a certain time that we hear the public. The public
is here, and | think the Minister of Finance has had
sufficient time to come here. | think we should hear
the presenters.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Harapiak. | have said,
we have sent a girl to get him. As soon as he is finished
his news conference, he will be here.

An Honourable Member: What? News conference?

Mr. Chairman: Or whatever he is doing anyway. He
will be here just as soon as he can. So is it the will of
the committee we deal with No. 84, and whenever he
comes, we will stop and deal with the presenters? Is
that the will of the committee? Can we deal with Bill
84 until Mr. Manness gets here? We will try to get him
here as soon as possible.

Mr. Harapiak: Mr. Chairman, we said the Minister will
be here in 10 minutes. That was 25 minutes ago. How
soon will as soon as possible be?

Mr. Cummings: | see Mr. Olfert approaching the—if
the presenters wish to proceed in the absence of Mr.
Manness, then | have no desire to stand in their way.
It was trying to make a mutual meeting of times for
the presenters and the Minister could be here. As the
Chairman has indicated, he will be here as soon as
possible. If Mr. Olfert is anxious to proceed, then let
us continue. | have no strong objection to that except
that we have Bill 84 ready to go as well.

Mr. Harapiak: Mr. Chairman, the Government sets the
Order of the Day, and the Government sets the
committee. Surely the Minister should know that his
Bills are up forward and should be here. We have waited
25 minutes for him now. Surely we should be making
sure he is available for that responsibility.

Mr. Uruski: Mr. Chairman, | am a little bit troubled.
We gave the Government time to have the Minister
here. One in Government knows that his first
responsibility is to the Legislature and to its committees.
This is not the first time that there has been problems
with the Minister of Finance (Mr. Manness) and a
particular committee of this Assembly. | would hope
that the Government now—presenters have been here,
they have been patient that we go ahead and hear
them. The Minister of Finance should be told what and
to whom his responsibilities firstly are.
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BILL NO. 98—THE MANITOBA DATA
SERVICES DISPOSITION AND
CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS ACT

Mr. Chairman: If that is the will of the committee, then
we will hear the presenters. | now call Mr. Peter Olfert
forward. Mr. Olfert, please proceed. | believe everyone
has a copy of Mr. Olfert’s brief. Please proceed then.

Mr. Peter Olfert (Manitoba Government Empiscyees’
Association): Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good
afternoon, | would like to take this opportunity to thank
Members of the Legislature for making the changes
necessary to ensure that some public representation
be permitted on this Bill and the proposed sale of the
Manitoba Data Services.

My name is Peter Olfert, and | am President of the
Manitoba Government Employees’ Association. Our
union represents some 24,000 Manitobans. Half of our
members work in the City of Winnipeg with the other
half working and living in communities throughout rural
and northern Manitoba.

Our members are employed in a wide variety of
occupations, and although the single largest group is
directly employed by the Manitoba Government, we
are responsible for negotiating and monitoring over
100 different collective agreements. One of those
agreements covers approximately 50 people working
for Manitoba Data Services.

The MGEA is opposed to Bill 98 and more specifically
to the sale of Manitoba Data Services. We have very
serious concerns regarding the process the Government
has followed in this matter and have very serious
questions regarding the motivation behind the proposed
sale.

We oppose this plan to sell on three basic grounds:
firstly, the interests of the employees involved; secondly,
the economics and the impact on Government; and
thirdly, the question of security and confidentiality of
records, in particular thoserecords related to individual
Manitobans.

The Government has identified each of these areas
as areas that must be enhanced by a sale if the sale
is to occur. | would suggest to you that without seeing
the agreement, a transfer of this service from the public
to the private sector cannot possibly enhance the
interests of the employees, the impact on the
Government or the security of confidential records.

The process that has led us to these hearings and
possibly to the sale of Manitoba Data Services has
been flawed from the beginning. It has been
unnecessarily secretive, unco-operative and has often
shown a lack of respect for the employees of Manitoba
Data Services and for the public.

Prior to the throne speech announcing that MDS was
to be auctioned off there was no public discussion of
the need to sell MDS or to transfer the control of
sensitive records from the public to the private sector.

This decision was made on the basis of industry and
corporate considerations, not on the basis of public
need.
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Surely, the first responsibility of any Government is
to the people it was elected to serve and not to Ontario
corporate interests. Surely then, a public discussion or
debate was warranted before this decision was made.

We at the MGEA did ask the public what they thought
of selling MDS, and we tried to initiate an informed
public debate. In a poll we conducted, it was ciear
Manitobans neither support nor see the need to seil
Manitoba Data Services.

Over 85 percent of Manitobans did not want to see
their personal records turned over to a private sector
company. Less than half believed the sale was necessary
to stimulate high tech industry in Manitoba. These
results were made public, and the Government chose
to ignore them. These results were shared directly with
the Liberal Critic, the Member for St. Norbert (Mr.
Angus), and despite earlier public statements of their
concern, they too have chosen to ignore them.

* (1550)

Mr. Chairman, | am not suggesting we govern by
polls, but | am suggesting that there is enough public
opposition and public concern surrounding this deal
that a public discussion is warranted, aninformed public
discussion with all the facts available.

We tried to initiate that in the spring and summer
of 1989. We approached, by way of the Freedom of
Information Act, all Government departments, Crowns
and agencies, asking for a catalogue of information
processed and stored at MDS.

Initially departments provided those lists. It was not
until the Minister of Finance (Mr. Manness) became
aware of the requests that the information was denied
and the lists suppressed. The Government denied this
information because it feared what we would do with
it. It was afraid we would make it public. It was afraid
that the people of Manitoba would learn exactly what
was being sold and that they would say no to the deal.

Despite delays and opposition from the Government,
the Ombudsman finally was able to begin ruling on the
case, department by department. It was a time-
consuming and expensive process for the
Ombudsman'’s office. A process that forced other cases
to wait. A process that could have been avoided by
the Minister responsible simply clearing the road for
the release of the information when the Ombudsman
made his initial rulings. He did not, and the process
was dragged out at great expense to the Ombudsman’s
office and the taxpayers of Manitoba.

Mr. Chairman, some nine months later our list is still
not complete, but this is what we do know is being
sold: all personal, medical and hospital records from
across Manitoba; welfare allowance files from across
the province; records of senior citizens seeking housing
grants from Government; province-wide court
documents; credit and financial records of Manitoba
farmers who do business with the Manitoba Agricultural
Credit corporation; records of pensioners under the
property tax credit program; medical and legal records
in driver licensing files; personal records of shelter
allowances for elderly and family renters; personal
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records of communicable and sexually transmitted
diseases; personal police files; personal property
registry listings for loan and lien investigations.

Mr. Chairman, it is no wonder the majority of
Manitobans are opposed to this sale. The Government
should have taken the time to consult with Manitobans
and not simply the corporations involved.

Negotiations themselves have been shrouded in
secrecy. It is not too late for public hearings. It is not
too late to put the deal up for public scrutiny before
Manitoba Data Services and these public records are
forever signed away.

| said at the opening of my presentation that we
oppose this Bill and the sale of Manitoba Data Services
on three basic points: the short and long term future
of the employees; the financial or economic merit; the
confidential nature of the records involved.

The last year has been a very difficult one for our
members at MDS and their families. It has been a year
of rumours. it has been a year of uncertainty, and for
some it has been a year of fear.

Many of the people working at MDS, particularly those
in the MGEA bargaining unit, have chosen to work
there for two reasons. It is within their field of interest,
and it is within the public sector. Since its inception,
MDS has been a stable, well run, profitable operation
that has given its employees the security they have
needed to plan their lives and raise their families. Some
employees have given up opportunities that may have
been more financially rewarding as the price to pay for
this security and out of loyalty to a public corporation.
With the sale of MDS comes uncertainty for all
employees. While jobs may be relatively secure for the
short term, no sale agreement can particularly protect
jobs for the long term.

Corporations operate on the basis that their first
responsibility is to their shareholders and that their
exclusive mandate is to make profits for those
shareholders. If it is in the interest of the shareholders
in the long term torelocate operations, the corporation
will do that. If it is in the interest of the corporation to
store information in a main frame computer outside
the Province of Manitoba, it will do that. If it is in the
best interests of profits and the shareholders to have
data processed in locations where wages are
substantially lower, it will do that. No agreement
negotiated today can stop that from happening forever.

Our members at MDS have accrued benefits over
the years that may be at risk as a result of this sale.
There will most certainly have to be a change in the
pension program once employees are outside the public
service. We are expecting tremendous pressure from
a new owner to renegotiate any number of benefits
currently enjoyed by employees at MDS.

Employees at MDS are being asked or rather told
that they are to place their security and the security
of their families in the hands of an unknown corporation
with details to be worked out later.

The Government has said that this sale is absolutely
essential if Manitoba is to develop the kind of computer
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and electronic technology that we need. They have said
that MDS has fallen behind in the industry. | believe
both of these problems can be solved by the
Government making a commitment to MDS in the public
sector. As Manitoba Telephone System has shown, there
is nothing preventing a Crown corporation from
developing and applying new technologies if the
Government is committed to the corporation.

Properly used, MDS can be an engine of growth in
the field for Manitoba, not just in 1990, but for many
years to come. To turn the long-term future of
Manitoba’s computer industry over to the whims of the
market place is a mistake that may very well come
back to haunt future generations of Manitobans.

MDS is profitable. MDS has been providing quality
services at decreasing prices to its customers. It gives
its customers long-term security. MDS has the potential
to be a model public sector enterprise with the ability
to work well and complement future private sector
development. There is no financial or economic benefit
associated with the sale of MDS that cannot be realized
by keeping MDS in the public sector and making a
strong commitment to its future.

On the contrary, there may be very well a heavy and
unnecessary price to pay. Once MDS is sold, the new
corporation will have a virtual monopoly. It will be
financially prohibitive for the Government to re-establish
its own operation and many departments will not have
the financial or human resources to move the work
back in house.

In short, the Government will be a captive of this
new corporation. The alternative, the competitive
alternative, will likely be out-of-province. If the
Government and its agencies abandon the Manitoba
company for one out of the province, where then is
the much needed boost and support for this industry
locally?

Mr. Chairman, there is a great economic risk
associated with this deal and there are great risks to
individual Manitobans. Manitoba Data Services
currently processes or maintains personal and
confidential records concerning virtually every individual
in the province. It maintains records relative to health,
finances, taxation, criminal records, land holdings and
just about anything else there is to know about the
personal and private lives of Manitobans. MDS has
never had a breach of security. It has served the people
of Manitoba well.

At a time when individuals, corporations and
Governments around the world are becoming
increasingly concerned about the movement and
security of electronic information, the Manitoba
Government is prepared to give up control of this
incredibly sensitive information to a private company,
a company not responsible to the people whose records
they maintain, but rather responsible to shareholders
and a board of directors whose primary mandate it is
to make money.

| am not suggesting that the companies attempting
to purchase MDS are doing so with the motive of selling
information, nor am | suggesting that the employees
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of MDS will, upon the sale of the company, become
irresponsible or sloppy in their work. What | am saying
is that when profit replaces public service as the primary
responsibility of a corporation, that public service
becomes vulnerable. In this case the quality, price and
confidentiality of the service may be jeopardized. We
have seen this happen all over the world and right
across this country. Privatized highways have meant
reduced safety on B.C. and Saskatchewan roads.
Deregulated and increasingly privatized transportation
systems have meant higher prices, less reliable and
less safe transportation.

* (1600)

The same temptation to cut corners, to reduce
expenditures and generate greater revenues will be
part of the next MDS. At risk are the health, financial
and personal records of one million Manitobans. It is
an unnecessary risk and a risk thatthis legislation does
nothing to mitigate. In fact, by enabling the sale of
MDS, this legislation opens the door to that risk.

Mr. Chairman, | believe the Government is making
a big mistake in this legislation and in selling MDS. it
is a mistake that will take some time to become obvious,
but it is a mistake nonetheless.

As for the Liberal Party, | believe they are making
a mistake by supporting the Government on this Bill.
The people of this province and in particular the working
peoplevoted Liberal because they thought the Liberals
were different from the Conservatives.

On this Bill, on final offer selection, on workers
compensation, on issue of plant closures, they have
been let down. On everyissuerelated to working people
and their rights, the Liberals have supported the
Government. On Bill 98, it is not too late to turn that
around.

You have said you have concerns about confidentiality.
You have said it is wrong to sign the deal before you
and the public have had a chance to review it. Members
of this Legislature can force that to happen. Defeat
this Bill and force the Government to release the details
and hold public hearings into the question of
confidentiality and the merits of the deal. If you are
then satisfied and if you are then convinced that the
deal has the support of Manitobans, then by all means
pass the Bill.

If you are unwilling to do that, if you are willing to
pass this Bill and in effect approve the sale sight unseen,
then | would urge you to at least have the Billimproved
by amending it or having the Government agree to
amend it, to ensure that those records | spoke of earlier
are not part of the deal. Have the Bill amended to
ensure that health records, financial records and family
details stay in the public sector where Manitobans want
them and where they belong.

As for the employees at MDS, | would urge the
Minister if he is intent on selling MDS, to guarantee
any employee wishing to stay in the public sector, a
job in the public sector. These people have a right to
be treated like people and not like a commodity to be
sold or forcibly relocated. It is a cruel and uncaring
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Government that uses the lives of its employees and
their families as economic or political pawns.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, | ask the Members of
this committee and this Legislature to defeat this Bil!.
| urge the Government to re-evaluate its position and
tomake along-term commitment to MDS, its employees
and the people it serves.

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Olfert. The Honourable
Minister has a question first.

Hon. Clayton Manness (Minister of Finance): Thank
you very much, Mr. Olfert. | welcome you here today.
I would like to indicate to the committee that Mr. Olfert
and | have two or three, maybe even three occasions
in which to discuss, | think in a fairly open fashion,
what it was that Government was intending to do and
attempted to bringhimup todate astherepresentative
of the employees with MDS as to any point in time
where we were as to the status of Manitoba Data
Services’ possible divestiture.

Mr. Chairman, | can see Mr. Olfert has not changed
his mind over several months. | did not expect that he
would, but thereare a number of questions that | have
flowing from his brief. | will only ask two or three at
this time and then turn the opportunity over to others.

Mr. Olfert, on page 2, the fourth line, you question
the motivation behind the proposed sale. What do you
feel the Government’s motivation is? Why would we
do it? It is certainly not to shift jobs outside of the
Province of Manitoba. Certainly it would not be to take
confidential information on Manitobans, which by the
way is not being sold, which is not being in any way
handed over in the sense of ownership to anybody.
Certainly we would not want to risk that. What then
do you sense is the motivation behind the Government’s
decision to sell this?

Mr. Olfert: Obviously that is one of the questions we
have asked all along, and we have not gotten a direct
answer on that as yet from the Government, because
in our view anything that we have seen with respect
to Data Services, (a) it is a well-run organization, an
organization that has served the Government well over
14 years. It is a profitable corporation. It is one that
provides care and custody of individual records within
Government and we do not feel that a corporation such
as this should be sold to the private sector. | cannot
answer the Government’s point on what their criteria
for this sale is.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, then | will go then to point
2. on page 2 where Mr. Olfert says: ‘““We oppose this
plan to sell on three basic grounds’’, the second being,
“the economics and impact on government; and . . .

7]

Can you indicate to me, have you done any type of
an analysis to determine the impact on the economy?
In other words, something that | think all Manitobans
hold dear to them, that is as the economy expands,
obviously theoretically the standard of living of all of
our citizens should increase. Would you care to give
some indication as to what you feel the impact on the
economy, more so than Government, might be?
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Mr. Olfert: Again, it is only something that we had
looked at, because as you know, many of the
departments have been coming to the Government for
years wanting to spend millions and millions of dollars
on providing their own in-house data capabilities.
Basically the Government has said, look, we have Data
Services that is able to provide that service for the
departments and basically there is really no reason why
we should provide 20 departments with $10 million
each to have to go out and have to buy something
that already exists and that has worked well to provide
those services in-house.

When we are talking about the impact on
Government, we are talking about the potential major
impact on departments going out and purchasing much
of this equipment.

Mr. Manness: Two points, Mr. Chairman. Firstly, Mr.
Olfert again focuses his comments on the Government.
The Government is not the economy, and so | say to
him firstly with respect to the Government, there is no
way the Government is going to loosen its controls as
to what departments can do. As a matter of act, we
are beefing up the controls. As a matter of fact, we
are moving the Information Systems Branch that reviews
what it is the various departments want. We are
probably taking a large dimension of that and moving
it into the Treasury Board where greater control will
be exercised on departments so they are not seen out
buying services beyond budget. Again, my question
holds. What is the impact not on Government, not on
departments of Government, but potentially the positive
or negative impact on the economy as a whole in the
Province of Manitoba?

Mr. Olfert: Any time potentially if you are looking at
a private company taking over the Manitoba Data
Services, you are looking at the potential of increased
costs down the road, the same costs that have been
reduced by 54 percent by Data Services over the last
number of years.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, at the bottom of page
2—I will ask the question before some of my good
friends in the New Democratic Party ask it. You make
thepoint that we have shown, meaning the Government,
that this process has been unnecessarily secretive and
co-operative, but what troubles me the most is this
comment that we have often shown a lack of respect
for the employees. | will ask you, Mr. Olfert, on what
basis do you make that charge?

Mr. Olfert: Basically we have had no indication in writing
from the Government other than to say that they will
make efforts to maintain jobs that are currently at Data
Services, but again we have pointed out that while that
may be possible in the short run, in the long term that
is probably not a possibility if it is sold to outside
interests.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, that is not good enough
| do not think, because when the writer says that we
are guilty of showing a lack of respect, that says that
we have not somehow negotiated in good faith or that
we have held in complete secrecy the dealings. | know
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that Mr. Olfert is well aware that | made a presentation
to the employees of MDS, that | laid out for them the
criteria that would guide us step by step along the way,
and ! can assure him and all Members of this committee
that 1 have not waived two degrees or five degrees
from that criteria. It is the governing mandate that we
have directing us in our divestiture process. | was
wondering whether there was more behind this
statement or whether or not he is centring purely in
the area of long-term employment guarantees.

&

(1610)

Mr. Olfert: On page 12 in the middle paragraph, | guess
basically what we are looking for is a guarantee ifindeed
the Government is going to proceed with selling MDS,
we are asking that the Minister at least guarantee any
employee wishing to stay in the public sector a public
sector job and that has not happened. We have not
been guaranteed that.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, | refer now to page 4.
When Mr. Olfert was laying before the committee—1
guess | will put a word in his mouth—the exasperation
of the MGEA in trying to obtain lists of information
which MDS either stores or processes on behalf of the
Government, does he believe that the Government, any
Government, whenitis involved in sensitive negotiations
with an outside party, has to have for itself, and indeed
for the outside party, some opportunity to withhold
information that could in any way disrupt those
negotiations and ultimately may cause a negative impact
from the viewpoint of the Government on those
discussions leading to some conclusion?

Does he believe Government should have some
guarantee to withhold information under those types
of situations?

Mr. Olfert: What we were looking for under that
freedom of information process was some basic
information. We were not looking at any detailed
information, but | think that any time the Government
moves to sell a corporation that has (a) worked well,
has a good record and has made money and provides
service to the public, and being a public corporation,
they should first have a public debate or input from
the public with respect to that sale to begin with.

Mr. Manness: | beg to differ with Mr. Olfert in one
respect. | do not know how it is that responsible
Government works other than announcing through
throne speech what its intentions are and letting the
peoples elected representatives, by weight of vote in
the Legislature, pass judgement on that throne speech,
and either support it or reject it. | think that is the
tradition of Parliament as | understand it, but | will not
belabour that point.

| just would like to ask maybe one ¢ two more short
questions. Page 7, second paragraph, Mr. Olfert says,
“While jobs are going to be relatively secure for the
short term, no sales agreement can practically protect
jobs for the long term”. Mr. Olfert, can Government
guarantee, canit protect jobs for anybody for the long
term?
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operations anywhere in the world and still providing
that same service to Manitoba Data Services here. Of
course that is one of the issues that flag. While the
deal may be that certain services have to be provided
here for a certain period of time, in the long run those
things could be phased out and moved anywhere in
the world. That is a major concern.

* (1640)

Mr. Leonard Evans: So is Mr. Olfert saying that in the
long run, because a privatized company is guided by
the profit motive, it may be tempted to move some
work out of the province if it can do it elsewhere at a
cheaper rate using satellites, having it done in southeast
Asia or whatever? | am not familiar with all the
technicalities. | am asking Mr. Olfert, is this what he
thinks might happen because of the drive to cut costs,
that if they can see an opportunity to have lower wages,
lower costs outside of the province, that corporation,
even though it says it is maintaining its presence here,
it has its head office here, nevertheless could funnel
some of this information, some of the work, out of the
province.

Mr. Olfert: That is absolutely correct. | guess that is
one of the issues. Again, there are a number of issues
that we wanted to flag for members of this committee.
The flow of information and data today is such that it
is pretty obvious that with technologies the mainframe
computer could be in the southern United States. It
could be in Asia. It could be in Europe. It could be in
any continent basically or in any province and by
satellite and technological change provide that service
here. It is something we wanted to flag for this
committee.

Mr. Leonard Evans: Another area of concern is the
confidentiality of records. This has been raised two or
three times in the brief. Do you have any specific
suggestions to make with regard to maintaining
confidentiality? | guess your main recommendation is
one that | agree with, that the Government simply
withdraw the Bill and leave this matter alone, because
we have a successful MDS that is doing an excellent
job for the public in Manitoba.

If the Government proceeds, and because there has
been some concern expressed by yourself and other
people in Manitoba about confidentiality, do you have
any specific recommendation to make as to how this
could be dealt with in a Bill?

Mr. Olfert: We believe that there are a number of things
in this Bill that we would like to see. We would like to
see public hearings held on this matter before any
decision by the Government is made to sell it. Second,
we would propose that at least the Bill be amended
to ensure that public records are maintained in the
care and custody of Government, that being those kinds
of records that are exempt or are not allowed under
The Freedom of Information Act, that you cannot as
a person attain through The Freedom of Information
Act. Those kinds of records should be kept in the care
and custody of the Government, because they do have
a responsibility | feel to maintain direct control for those
records.
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Mr. Leonard Evans: Mr. Chairman, | do not know
whether the Liberal Critic has been listening to this
suggestion or not. | do not know whether it would be
agreeable to him or the Minister that some kind of
amendment or amendments be put into the Bill to~
guarantee the confidentiality problem or to perhaps
lessen the concern you have about the confidentiality
aspects and whether in some instances delegations
actually come up with specific proposals for
amendments.

You have made some suggestions, and of course the
point is, if there is no agreement at least by two Parties
in this minority House of ours, nothing proceeds, so
maybe it is a waste of time and effort to prepare
amendments and then not have anything happen. | for
one would be prepared to see some specific
amendments and put them into the Bill if this would
help to alleviate concerns of confidentiality. So what
you are saying is you do not have any specific
amendments prepared as such.

Mr. Olfert: Not a specific amendment, but we believe
that the information on individuals’ health records,
medical records, hospital records, those records that
are contained of a personal nature, must be maintained
in the public sector and in care and custody of the
people that are elected in this Legislature to protect
them.

Mr. Leonard Evans: | have one additional question
with regard to the idea of public hearings, which is a
good idea that was suggested by Mr. Offert.

Are you proposing that once the Bill, assuming the
Bill is passed and assuming at some point the Minister
makes a deal with some company and announces it
or he is about to make a deal, before that deal is
consummated, is that what you are suggesting at that
point, that there should be public hearings on the whole
matter, or is it long before it gets to that point? | believe
the Minister has been in negotiation with some
companies.

Mr. Olfert: As far as the public hearings are concerned,
we would see those public hearings—what we are
asking is for the Government to put a hold on this Bili
and go out and have some public hearings, because
every Manitoban is affected in some way or another
by this sale. There is a record on each individua! in
the province that is contained at Data Services—stats,
various records. So we would see the public hearing
process taking place prior to the Bill being approved
by the Legislature.

Mr. Leonard Evans: | see. | guess those are pretty
well all the questions | have. Again, | want to thank
Mr. Olfert. | think it was an excellent brief. | am very
concerned that we are making a big mistake here. The
Government is making a big mistake if it insists on
proceeding, with the support #f the Liberais, with this
particular Bili, because in my judgment it is notin the
public interest. As | said, we are being asked to buy
a pig in the poke. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Taylor, do youhavesome questions?
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In British Columbia they have moved some of the data
services into the private sector. They have sold part
of it, but apparently the Government there is now
rethinking their position on that and really rethinking
whether they should not stop any future move to have
data move into the private sector, in fact holding on
to what they still have.

Mr. Uruski: This proposed sale, which | want to indicate
and my colleague from Brandon East has indicated
that we oppose, from the standpoint as well of
competition, have you hadany discussions or done any
analysis as to what a sale of this magnitude might
produce in terms of monopoly powers to the firm who
is successful in the purchase, giving it a base of $30
million of sales, as to its competitive nature vis-a-vis
other firms operating in the Province of Manitoba?

Mr. Olfert: No, it is a pretty difficult analysis to do, so
we again have not been able to do that and come up
with a good comparison. The only thing that we keep
in mind is that there is no profit motive to the service
delivery in the public sector. As soon as it moves into
the corporate sector, those people are responsible to
the shareholders. We believe that the shareholders of
Data Services are the people of this province. | think
that if you move into the private sector then the
shareholders are in boardrooms in Toronto or in New
York or Tokyo and suddenly the shareholders are the
ones that are putting pressure on the individual
company to turn over a larger profit, and obviously
that pressure is there.
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Mr. Angus: Unfortunately, as happens in these cases,
one question tends to lead to another question, and
! think that we could very effectively continue to ask
questions. It is a serious matter and should be aired
properly.

I would propose that as the committee was scheduled
to rise at five o’clock, that we do rise at five o’clock
and apologize to Mr. Olfert for the inconvenience, but
ask him if he would be prepared to come back at eight
o’clock to answer further questioning. Would that be
acceptable?

Mr. Chairman: What is the will of the committee? If
there are not many questions, if Mr. Uruski is the last
questioner, if it is only 10 or 15 minutes, perhaps we
could complete the questioning before we break. We
had no agreement to rise by five o’'clock, by the way.
It was up to the committee. As far as | know, we did
not have any agreement.

Mr. Olfert: Yes, { would agree to be here at eight o’clock
this evening if the committee wished to. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman: Committee rise.

COMMITTEE ROSE AT: 5:07 p.m.





