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MATTERS UNDER DISCUSSION:

Continuation of Economic Development
Committee recessed May 1, 1989, regarding
the Annual Report for Manfor Ltd., year
ending December 31, 1987.

Clerk of Committees, Ms. Patricia Chaychuk-
Fitzpatrick: | have before me the resignation of Harold
Gilleshammer, Member for Minnedosa, as the
Chairperson of the Standing Committee on Economic
Development. We must, therefore, proceed to elect a
new Chairperson. Are there any nominations for the
position?

Mr. Harold Taylor (Wolseley): On a point of order.
Possibly the Clerk also should be aware that it may
be in order for there to be a second resignation, the
Member for Selkirk (Mrs. Charles), in that she chaired
the later meeting.

Hon. Clayton Manness (Minister of Finance): There
was no later meeting.

Madam Clerk: | regret to inform you, Mr. Taylor, that
| am not in a position to deal with points of order. |
can only elect a new Chairperson.

Mr. Tayior: The point of order | am bringing to the
Clerk is that maybe there should be two resignations
on the table to officially clear the deck for there being
the nomination of a new Chair.

Mr. Manness: You cannot do it on a point of order.

Madam Clerk: Unfortunately, | cannot deal with that.
The instructions | have, Mr. Taylor, from the Clerk are
that, at this point in time, we have to elect a Chairperson.
Mr. Angus.

Mr. John Angus (St. Norbert): Madam Clerk, perhaps
for the information of the committee, two things—first
of all, it is my understanding that we have agreed to
at least terminate this portion of the meeting by 10:30
this evening.

Mr. Manness: Is this a point of order?

Mr. Angus: Well, she has already ruled that point of
order out.

Madam Clerk: | did not rule on that.

Mr. Angus: But before we begin, the second concern
that | have to express is there was some contention
and a matter of privilege raised in the House, etc., etc.,
etc. | am sure that information will be straightened out
by the Speaker and by the Legislative Assembly. | think
it is in order to appoint the Chairperson to conduct
this meeting.

If we, as a group or as a committee, decide to put
a motion on the table recommending or suggesting
some improprieties by the committee, that would be
dealt with perhaps later on this evening but, in the
meantime, | think we have to have a Chairman to get
started.

Madam Clerk: Are there any nominations for the
position of Chair? Are there any nominations?

Hon. James Downey (Minister of Northern Affairs):
| move that Mr. Helmut Pankratz be the Chair.

Madam Clerk: It has been nominated that Mr. Pankratz
be Chair. Any further nominations? All those in favour?
(Agreed) Mr. Pankratz, please take the Chair.

Mr. Chairman (Helmut Pankratz): Members of the
committee, | want to thank you for putting your trust
in me. We shall proceed. | would like to ask, first of
all, whether the Minister in charge has any opening
comments to make.

Mr. Manness: Only a very few. | was pleased to be
able to table the final text of the share-purchase
agreement that is between Repap Pulp and Paper and
the Government of Manitoba.

I look forward to specific questions emanating from
the final agreement and, hopefully, the support of both
of the Opposition Parties as we attempt to provide
economic development in northern Manitoba, indeed
all of Manitoba, in the fashion that it has not been
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delivered in some period of time. So | look forward to
answering questions of substance that are put forward
by Members of the committee.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Angus.
* (2005)

Mr. Angus: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome
back. Mr. Chairman, the more | get into this economic
opportunity for northern Manitoba, the more concerns
| have. Some of the questions | feel hopeful that the
Minister will be able to answer. Some of them will be
political differences that we will simply have to accept.
| suspect that if | had been in an opportunity to help
the province divest itself of this particular Crown
corporation | would have taken a number of different
steps, but that is hindsight.

| would like to indicate on the record that it seems
to me that without the benefit of an economic or
environmental impact study that it creates a hypocrisy
and flies in the face of the very words of ‘‘sustainable
development.” It makes a mockery of the terms. We
are looking at two-and-a-half times the production
output and it means a minimum of two-and-a-half times
cutting of material in order to meet that production;
a major change from a no bleach to a bleached process,
and we have not even asked the question of what will
it mean before we have signed the opportunity.

So there are a number of questions in relation to
the divestiture and the environmental concerns,
questions that relate to dioxins, questions that relate
to the chemicals that are going to be used in the
bleaching process, the transportation of those
chemicals, etc. A number of them, | hope, will be
answered at the public hearing where the application
for the changing process will be dealt with and fully
detailed.

Mr. Chairperson, | also am of some regret that the
decision to divest ourselves in this fashion has relegated
us to exporting pulp to the U.S.A. or product to the
U.S.A. This is the next step to exporting our trees. |
would have preferred to see paper produced in
Manitoba. | recognize that there is a loosely worded
intention that eventually we may, in fact, be able to
produce paper in Canada, but | would have preferred
if we had been able to produce an end product that
we are proud of. | am very much concerned that we
are producing an end product now that we are proud
of. | am concerned that we have cornered a market
on a product that is respected throughout North
America, and | am concerned that by changing the
process we will be foregoing all of the investment of
time, effort, and money to corner that particular market.
| am not sure that it is the wise thing to do and
unfortunately it may in fact be too late. The Minister,
hopefully, was privy to more information than | was,
but again shipping raw product out of Manitoba into
Wisconsin in order to make the paper seems to me to
be not as productive as it could be in terms of economic
development.

The second area of economic development that | am
concerned about is the chipping plant. It is not the

chipping plant specifically that | am concerned about
but it is the fact that it is only going to be a chipping
plant instead of what | understand was an opportunity
for a waferboard plant. The waferboard plant would
have given an opportunity to stimulate manufacturing
and/or lead to additional development. | could see
enterprises and businesses springing up around a
waferboard plant to manufacture product, but wood
chips are just wood chips. They are just going to be
cut down and shipped off to the pulping process.

A number of other concerns, Mr. Chairperson, in
relation to Native rights and the effect of Treaty lands
and the selling of the material, the financial statements
that are finally attached seem to indicate that it is what
| would call a leveraged buy out. | have a number of
financially specific questions. It appears to me that there
is about $14 million in cash reserves and the
Government has given back shares of $90 million or
taken back in shares $90 million of part of the down
payment. It seems to be a gamble into the future in
terms of building a high risk venture. | am not sure
what would happen if this company decided to proceed
with Phase 2, as an example, for whatever reason, the
market trend sags, they cannot sell their product, the
high cost, whatever fears there are and what would we
be left with and what would be cost.

* (2010)

| would like to ask the Minister specifically, | have
four or five questions, and then | will turn it over to
my colleague in the third Opposition. On page 16 of
the agreement, the company has never claimed capital
cost allowance for federal and provincial income tax
purposes. | am not sure what that means. Does that
mean that because the company has never made any
money they have never been able to write down any
of their capital retirement debt, and is this an
opportunity to Repap to reduce the profits that they
have in their corporation as a result of not writing down
the capital cost allowances?

Mr. Manness: | will give a broad response and then
| will ask Mr. Bessey to respond in greater detail.

It is a Crown corporation. As such, it pays no taxes.
Secondly, the accumulated capital depreciation
allowance, and because Manfor has not been in any
way profitable, has not been required to be used. And
so, therefore, there may be a potential for Repap to
use some of those carry loss provisions but mainly
more so on the unused capital cost allowances, bearing
in mind that the Province of Manitoba hasnot warranted
how it is that the federal Government may treat those
particular provisions. | will ask Mr. Bessey to add to
that.

Mr. Mike Bessey (Policy Management, Executive
Council): The only thing | would add to that is that
this clause is simply a representation to the effect that
as a Crown corporation we have not claimed capital
cost allowances as a commercial corporation would.

Mr. Angus: Mr. Chairperson, | understand, through
you to the Minister and Mr. Bessey, that it is not unusual,
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if there are tax advantages, it is up to the purchaser
to verify with the federal Government what benefits
they may have. | suspect if we find in the first phase
of the installment that this company is putting down
$40 million, 14 of which is in cash dividends or cash
flow within the corporation cash reserves, that they are
actually only putting down $26 million, that the capital
cost allowance as a reduction in federal tax benefits
will be considerabe, more than the benefits that they
are going to receive. | would just like some clarification
on that.

Mr. Bessey: There are two elements to the question.
One is the 40 down, 40 in change and the prefers are
simply a way of structuring payment saying we will take
40 in cash and the rest over time if you invest a billion
dollars. Itis a purchase of shares so they, in the purchase
of shares, get assets, both liquid and fixed. So
regardless of what the cash is or, let us say inventory
or fixed assets, they are purchasing the shares. All of
the assets go with it.

The other side of the question as to tax benefits,
what we have warranted later in the agreement and in
other clauses is that notwithstanding the fact that they
can receive, if they can receive, any tax benefits that
there is a minimum equity amount in Phase 1. So any
tax benefit achieved comes back into the project on
top of the $65 million in equity.

Mr. Angus: Is that then the amount of the purchase
tax benefit used to replenish the MRTB Clause on page
58 under Tax Benefits of the agreement or is that
something different? Perhaps you could just explain
what the tax benefits are? It says, tax benefit means
the amount of loss carried forward, investment tax
credits and utilization. What tax benefits have they been
able to get?

iir. Bessey: Perhaps none. This is if in the future they
obtain them. It sounds like a complicated formula,
whereby we are saying if there is a tax benefit here
which you use to shelter your income elsewhere. In
other words, they cannot use it unless they are being
profitable elsewhere, and what we are doing is taking
tax that they would spend in another province and
inserting it in here. So there dare two ways they can
use that tax benefit: (a) to take taxation dollars in
another province and invest it here; or (b) to shelter
tax generated from this project itself. It is these two
pools of sheltered revenue that this clause applies to.
We are saying that if you are using the taxation benefits,
let us say from our pool, it comes back right into this
project here. To the extent that you defer your own
taxation on another project, your tax revenue fills up
our pool again.

* (2015)

Mr. Angus: | understand that correctly and | could
very easily be wrong. This is a complicated issue and
| understand that. Theoretically, Repap then can take
the capital cost allowances, if there is a tax benefit
there, to the federal Government. The federal
Government will allow them to write down off of the
taxable income from profits they would have in, say,

another plant, the Quebec plant. They could use the
money they have found to put back into this project
to buy the company.

Mr. Bessey: No, for development.
Mr. Angus: For development only, is that spelt out?

Mr. Manness: The basic principle at work here was if
there are to be any benefits, tax benefits derived from
the purchase of Manfor, those benefits are to flow to
the Manitoba project and only the Manitoba project,
either in the form of increased equity or indeed in direct
developmental associated costs. In other words, Repap
is covenanted by their signature in this agreement that
any benefits they are able to derive out of taxation
benefits, they are able to derive from Ottawa will, in
essence, and totally and completely come to this project
in Manitoba.

Mr. Angus: Mr. Chairperson, Clause 9 suggests there
is a Manitoba Hydro arrangement. The company will
enter into an agreement with Manitoba Hydro before
the agreement is signed—it is on page 38. | just wonder
if you would be kind enough to share the details of
that particular agreement with the committee.

Mr. Bessey: That is the standard Manitoba Hydro
agreement they have with every major industrial
consumer. Contrary to the past where Manitoba Hydro
had preferred rates with some corporations, those
expired about five years ago. Now they have nothing
but a standard rate process whereby all corporations
in a rate classification, and they are in that rate
classification by virtue of the fact they share the same
capacity and demand characteristics, they all pay the
same rate. The agreement attached—there is a
schedule to this agreement and you will see—is the
standard contract provided by hydro, negotiated by
hydro and the corporation.

Mr. Angus: If | may paraphrase again just for
clarification, there is no hydro-specific special rate for
Repap or Manfor. They would pay the same rate that,
say, Inco at Thompson would if they were in the same
consumption category.

Mr. Bessey: And consume the same.

Mr. Angus: Okay, another question, Mr. Chairperson,
on page 170, the sale of assets or shares, it suggests
here the company agrees that notwithstanding anything
else contained herein, if it sells substantially all of the
assets of the business to a non-affiliate, so on and so
forth, does this mean they can actually sell the assets
of the company? It seems to say to me they can sell
the assets.

Mr. Bessey: Certainly, it means they can sell their
corporation but we have right of first refusal and certain
calls on the transfer of assets.

Mr. Angus: Mr. Chairperson, my understanding of this
particular clause is different than that, Mr. Bessey. My
understanding is that you can redeem your shares. They
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Mr. Angus: What ability is that?
Mr. Bessey: Engineering, financing.

Mr. Angus: Right now we have got a company that
seems to have been turned around, that has $14 million
cash reserves. It has made a million dollars at the end
of 1988. They are coming in, they are getting by in our
company with a lot of our own money and making a
lot of promises. Then, Mr. Chairperson, they are turning
around, they are saying we are going to change it to
a bleached plant from an unbleached plant. We are
going to have to bring in our engineers, and we are
going to have to finance this whole deal whereby the
province is going to buy $90 million of the shares from
us. We want to be able to take $1.5 million out of that
company in order to pay ourselves to do that. Is that
a reasonable approach?

Mr. Manness: First of all, let us correct the record.
Mr. Angus says that they made $14 million at the end
of ‘88.

Mr. Angus: Just a minute. | said they had $14 million
in cash reserves. Let us be clear about it.

Mr. Manness: But cash reserves and profit are two
different things. | mean, surely we all understand that
at the table. So if Mr. Angus is trying to make the point
that they had $14 million with which to go out and buy
engineering services, financial services, and all the
necessary marketing services necessary to support a
billion dollar expansion, if they could do that because
they happen to have a cash float, at a point in the year,
of $12 or $14 million—which is not profit, Mr.
Chairman—if he is making that point, then | would say
that there are millions of industries out there who would
love to come to his door to see how you could balance
that equation. There is no way you can build a billion
dollarinvestment in the terms of a few millions of dollars
of engineering. The engineering alone, with respect to
this major development, has to move into the areas
of tens of millions of dollars. The financial requirements
alone, and to secure the financing in order of a billion
dollars, has to be in the terms of tens of millions of
dollars.

Now, Mr. Angus hasbeenin business. He understands
the profit desk centre. There is no way that Repap
Enterprises, Montreal, is going to do that as a free
cost. Indeed, that cost is going to have to be passed
on and so there is a charge imposed against Manfor
for the parent company undertaking the engineering
and the financing. And that is the way the business
and corporate world works. | know Mr. Angus knows
that.

Mr. Angus: Page 188 indicates the remaining terms
of this agreement. What are the remaining terms of
this agreement, that we are going to be paying the $5
million annually for—page 181. This is the Forestry
Agreement that we are talking about in that section,
| believe, and that seems to be a 25-year agreement
to me. By my calculations, that is $150 million that we
have allowed them to take off. Is that taxable money?
Is that money that goes to somebody—

Mr. Manness: Sure it is taxable.

Mr. Angus: It is taxable. It is taxable fees so that !
would—as a manager of Manfor, do | have to pay for
it? Does it go to their Montreal plant?

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, in the essence, to the
extent that one is a corporate entity different from
Repap Pulp and Paper and it is a transfer, company
transfer, certainly it is taxable income in the recipient
corporation.

Mr. Angus: Taxable in Montreal or wherever their head
office happens to be, wherever they transfer the
management fees to? Is that it?

Mr. Manness: The Member has it correct, but only
after. That is only transferable after and only after the
shares that we have and the schedule of repayment
back to the Province of Manitoba is met.

Mr. Angus: That is really great. They pay their debts
which they have to do anyway, or they pay the interest
on the loans, or they pay whatever they have to pay,
you know.

Mr. Chairperson, the Minister seems to be quite
anxious to make an explanation to me. | would say
that, yes, | have been in business and | have kicked
around some of these deals and | would very much
like to be able to sell my business and/or anybody
else’s business to the provincial Government. It is a
great trip, it is a great trip. | mean, you come in and
you say, look, buy my company from me and | will take
back shares, and you pay me a management fee to
run it, and | will improve it and build it up. Maybe the
Minister can just explain to me.

* (2030)

Mr. Manness: Mr. Angus seems to be on the other
side of the issue now. We, as a province, were not
buying a company, we were selling one. He said he
used the hypothetical case that he was going to sell
his company to the Government. The Government was
divesting it. it was selling a company, so | do not know
what point he is trying to make. But let me say that
if he expects that Repap-Manfor now should build into
its operation in The Pas engineering expertise, should
build into it financing expertise, and as a cost of
business deduct that from net revenues, then | say to
him then obviously there is not going to be the profit
flowing to the province anyway, | mean as far as the
commitment on its shares. So he cannot have it both
ways and tell us which way does he prefer.

Mr. Angus: My final comment, Mr. Chairperson, on
this and then I will turn it over to the third Opposition
who have been very patient. | thank them, the Second
Opposition, | am sorry.

This company has decided they would like to buy a
Crown corporation. The Government has decided they
would like to sell it to them. The company has agreed
to pay a certain amount of cash down and they want
to make improvements. They want to change that
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company to make it more productive, to make it more
profitable, to make it more of a benefit. We have said
that is great. We will pay you a management fee to do
that or we will allow you to take a management fee
out of the company to do that. It just sounds like a
very, very opportune avenue. If they think they can turn
it around, if they think they can make the money, if
they want to make the investments and make the profits,
then let them take the risks and let them reap the
benefits but do not pay them to take the risks and
then let them reap the benefits as well. The question
| had asked earlier was, how long is this agreement?
What are the terms of this agreement? That has not
been answered yet.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, | will ask Mr. Bessey to
answer the second part of the question.

Let me say again, Mr. Angus has not indicated how
it is that Manfor, under its existing corporate standing,
how it is that Repap or Manfor, whoever purchases it
and whoever was prepared to see it invest a billion
dollars, how it is that Repap-Manfor was to have the
expertise to commit a billion dollars of capital to a new
plant, a new facility? From where were they to get that
expertise? They could go out into the market and hire
it and have it a cost deducted from net revenue or
they could hire it from their head office where it exists.
| mean, there were two choices. So Mr. Angus has to
tell me then that they could either get it free or, No.
2, hire it independently, at which there would be a cost
against net revenue or, third, hire within the corporation.
Those are the only three choices available.

If he is saying that the one that has been built into
this agreement is the wrong one, well let him say so,
but then let him also say from where they are to get
that expertise, Repap-Manfor, for engineering and
financing with respect to a billion dollar operation. |
will ask Mr. Bessey now to talk about the term of the
management fee.

Mr. Bessey: The term of the agreement is laid out,
depending on the clauses you are specifically talking
about and the clauses respecting the MA and MB shares
provide the dates. Now those should be seen to be
somewhat variable depending upon accelerated
redemption rates, given certain circumstances, i.e., they
make extra money, they have to redeem us first, they
do not perform, they could accelerate it, so it is
somewhat variable.

In terms of the shares being there, again | would
simply say that all that has happened here is simply
that there is a purchase price. What we are saying is
that if you invest a billion dollars we will let you pay
some of that purchase price over time. As long as our
financial obligations are current, the company passes
the equity test and is paying its obligations to us, it is
their company, not our company, so they are paying
themselves and we are not paying them anything.

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Angus, a last question before | turn
it over to Mr. Storie.

Mr. Angus: Mr. Bessey has been hanging around the
Minister too long. He is learning how to skate. He can

tell me what management expertise for engineering,
plant design, upgrading, and everything else is going
to be needed in the 12th year that is going to warrant
$5 million. If they had to have it, if they could have
had it, then why not leave it on the books and let them
take it? If it is a legitimate expense, let them use it.
Why does it have to be written into an agreement?

Mr. Manness: Again | repeat, in the essence that our
shares are redeemed in an orderly fashion, on schedule,
we could care less how much Repap takes from that
company. It is their company but in the first number
of years, because we had share capital, in essence, at
risk, we wanted to ensure that there was not an
overdraw on the liquid assets of Manfor. That was to
guarantee our investment, so what we said was, as we
have moved along the flow of redemption of dividends
to the province and as our risk is diminished, as our
share capital is honoured over the period of time and
ultimately once it is totally redeemed, Repap can take
anything they want out of it, as they have the right to
do as the owners, so it is written here for the guarantee
of our shares.

We wanted to make sure that we provided them with
a fair amount. We do not necessarily want to see that
expertise built within Repap-Manfor because that is
inefficient, that is redundant. If it is inefficient and
redundant, that puts at risk our share capital. So what
we said is we understand that you are going to go to
head office for the engineering and for the financing,
but in doing so we are going to curtail how much you
provide to the head office. That has been covenant
into this agreement but, once our shares have been
honoured and our province’s risk has been reduced,
you can take as much as you want out of Repap
Manitoba, as you have the right to do as an owner.

Mr. Jerry Storie (Flin Flon): Just before | get to some
of the specific questions, there are a couple of things
that have been left on the record over the last few
days, both at previous committees and on the public
record that | think need to be corrected. | want to say
again for Mr. Manness’ benefit and for the benefit of
Government Members of this committee that the goal
of each of us as committee Members and as Members
of the Legislature has been in this exercise to, No. 1,
ask pertinent questions about the proposed sale, the
sale at this time, and to do our best to understand
what the agreement means for the province and for
our respective constituencies and, for speaking for
myself as a northern MLA, to understand what it meant
for my own constituency in northern Manitoba.

| believe that the Opposition had raised a number
of constructive questions in committee, in public, prior
to the sale that has been negotiated by the Government.
| think, as a preface to many of my other remarks, |
am going to say it is unfortunate that more of the advice
that was offered, tendered, was not accepted.

Our goal was to make this agreement a better
agreement. At no time did anyone, certainly on behalf
of the New Democratic Party, suggest that we were
upset at the choice of the company with respect to
divestiture. In fact, it was the company of choice prior
to this Minister’s involvement.
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That was known in the community. It had been
expressed by the Government to the people working
at Manfor, to the communities around Manfor on many
occasions, so any of our comments with respect to the
agreement should not be construed as reflecting
negatively on the company. We have some serious
questions, questions about the negotiating strategy and
the negotiating positions of the Government, and we
were trying to raise those in a legitimate way to the
Minister responsible for the negotiations.

* (2040)

The Minister, in perhaps some heated comments,
suggested that he had been the most open, and that
this had been the most open process, and no one had
ever undertaken any kind of similar public discussion
of either a share purchase agreement or divestiture.
Mr. Manness unfortunately did not have his facts for
it. In fact, when the share purchase agreement was
signed with new Flyer, the share purchase agreement
was made public at the time of that agreement, not
months later, not surreptitiously obtained from other
sources but released publicly when Flyer was sold. There
were two committee meetings before the closing date,
two committee meetings and ample time for the
Opposition to ask their questions. Mr. Chairman, | want
to assure the Minister that at no time did the previous
Minister walk out of those discussions, refuse to answer
questions, frustrate the work of that committee or deal
in a contemptuous way with any of its Members.

So the record needs to be clear that this exercise
has been one of frustration for many of us in the
Opposition and Members of this committee most
certainly. The fact is this process has been followed in
the past and it is an unfortunate reflection on this
Minister’s public accountability that he failed to live up
to his responsibilities as Minister.

Mr. Manness, the Minister and other of his colleagues
have tried to suggest to the public that the committee
had unlimited access to the Minister to ask questions.
The record will reflect that during the first meeting on
March 21 the Minister had to be called by this
committee. He was not here to answer any questions.
| was going to use a negative, pejorative term for the
person who stood in his place, but the individual Minister
who was to answer questions could answer none of
them effectively and kept referring to the next meeting,
at which time the Minister would attend.

Subsequent to that, the Minister did attend a meeting,
and a follow-up meeting on the 1st of May—I believe
it was the 1st of May—the evening which will go down
in the history of the Legislature as certainly one of a
sorry day for the Minister and his reputation as a
legislator and as a Minister responsible. During that
time, the Minister continued to suggest that he could
not answer questions because the agreement was not
finalized. For the Minister to suggest publicly that he
answered the questions in a forthright way is nonsense.
Virtually every time he was asked a serious question,
he said, well, | cannot answer that—well, of course you
understand the details are not here, of course we do
not have the people here who can respond to those
questions. Instead he insisted in continuing with his

charade, a PR exercise in which the committee got
presentations but was not allowed to ask any questions
or if they did ask legitimate questions were not given
any substantive answers to those questions.

It is unfortunate that the Minister decided, either on
hisown or in concert with others, to ignore the legitimate
rights of Members of this committee to ask legitimate
questions, chose to walk out of a committee and
frustrate the committee and certainly there are some
of us who believe that the Minister acted
contemptuously of the committee and the process.

The record needs to be clear that although we are
here discussing the final agreement, there are many
of us who believe that this agreement could have been
improved. | want to spend a couple of minutes raising
questions and illustrating some examples of where this
agreement could have been improved substantially.

First, | want to note that there is one area in this
agreement which has seen a modest degree of change
and, | think, a constructive degree of change but Mr.
Manness continued to suggest that—the Minister, | am
sorry, Mr. Chairperson—the Minister continued to
suggest that despite the fact we had a copy of the
share purchase agreement dated March 10, 1989, that
was not the final copy, that oh there were still many
things to be negotiated and he could not answer so
many of the questions.

| want to note for therecord that the agreement that
he tabled on Friday of last week was dated an
agreement made on the 10th day of March, 1989. So
in fact, Mr. Manness was not being forthright with the
committee or with the Legislature or the people of
Manitoba about the nature of the negotiations. The fact
of the matter is that Mr. Manness would not answer
questions when he had the agreement in his hip pocket.
He knew what the terms and the conditions were, by
and large, and continued to hedge for Members of this
committee, refused to answer questions when he had
access to the information—totally unacceptable and
not particularly straightforward or truthful, if the facts
be known. Mr. Manness continued to hedge on that
until the tabling of this agreement, which is the March
10 agreement which is essentially the same, if not the
same in 99 percent of the pages. It is the same
agreement and Mr. Manness knew it at the time he
was saying otherwise. That is also a sad reflection on
someone whom many of us had more trust in and more
faith in.

Mr. Chairperson, the article in the agreement, the
only substantive change that | can see, did reflect input
from the New Democratic Party Caucus. The fact is
that the only substantive change that | have been able
to discover comes with respect to the Manitoba Hydro
arrangement. If you go to the original agreement, the
agreement that we had to obtain surreptitiously from
somebody who had the ingenuity to track down the
agreement in the United States, showed us some
conditions which were attached to the Hydro Agreement
which were clearly unacceptable. Those were raised in
the committee.

So that the record will be clear, | would like to read
the March 10 agreement, a copy of which we obtained
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on May 1 It says, “lItem No. 9, Manitoba Hydro
Arrangements: The Company shall have entered into
an agreement with Manitoba Hydro in form and
substance satisfactory to the Company, which makes
available to the Company hydro-electric power sufficient
to operate the business of the Company including Phase
1, Phase 2 and which provides, if in the future Manitoba
Hydro has uncommitted capacity, then Manitoba Hydro
will enter into agreements to provide additional hydro-
electric power for any future expansion of the business
of the Company in Manitoba on terms no less favourable
to the Company than any of the other industrial
consumers Manitoba Hydro has supplied.”

Mr. Chairperson, that has been eliminated. The
condition of surplus power, that clause has been
eliminated. We find on page 38, No. 9 now says,
“Manitoba Hydro Arrangement: The Company shall
have entered into an agreement with Manitoba Hydro
which makes available to the Company hydro-electric
power.”

Now, that may give some reason for optimism, but
certainly there are ways of getting around other
conditions. We have heard from Mr. Bessey and the
Minister that there are no special arrangements.
Manitoba Hydro now is going to deal with Repap in
the same way, an identical way, to otherlarge industrial
power users in the province and we have an assurance
that “no special deals.” The Manitoba Hydro Board
has not been asked nor considered any under-the-table
deals or any other way to finance lower power rates
under any circumstances, additional power, surplus
power, any conditions. | hope that is on the record and
| hope that is firm. | hope it is accurate.

Mr. Chairperson, | want to say that is one example
of where | believe this agreement may have been
improved by public scrutiny. Never mind the rhetoric
of the Minister (Mr. Manness) or the First Minister (Mr.
Filmon) or any of his colleagues that the New Democratic
Party were trying to scuttle this deal. The purpose was
to make it a better deal because we would have had
the same deal in essence with the same company, the
same job performance guarantees, but better ones
actually, and the same kind of total investment. So all
of this is simply to let the Minister know and the public
of Manitoba that in his haste to sign this agreement,
in his haste to live up to a political commitment, in his
haste to ignore, to frustrate the wishes and perhaps
the knowledge even of Members of the committee, the
Minister has rushed into an agreement that | think has
some gaping holes.

* (2050)

| have indicated that there is one area where this
agreement may have been improved. As | said, we do
not know. The final chapter has not been written,
because Manitoba Hydro may in the fullness of time,
as the saying goes, make some other deal, but to this
point we believe we have perhaps improved the
agreement.

Mr. Chairperson, the Minister makes much of the
investment of Repap into the Province of Manitoba.
That is true, it is a significant investment. Certainly a

billion dollar enterprise is of major importance to the
people of Manitoba and to northern Manitoba. The fact
of the matter is that this agreement is also supported
by the taxpayers directly and indirectly.

The Minister may want to explain why there is $12
million cash on hand and the province obtains only a
portion of that— 14, | am told. The Minister may want
to explain why the province is providing a $150 million
loan guarantee, $120 million to $150 million, and that
is only an estimated tax benefit from the people of
Canada and the people of Manitoba, and $100 million-
plus, | believe that is a very unreliable estimate of the
cost to the province of repairing and undertaking all
of the road work which is part of this agreement, so
we are talking about $500 million in one way or another
direct and indirect commitment of finances from the
Province of Manitoba, a half of the billion dollars that
are being touted as the total investment. That is
substantial, not to be pooh-poohed at all.

What concerns me is that when we raise questions,
and | think legitimate questions, about the tax provisions
that were being talked about with respect to this sale,
how the capital cost allowance is going to be dealt
with, what was going to happen with respect to losses,
loss carried forwards and so forth, the Minister
responsible at first said, well yes, it may be quite a bit
of money, maybe 90, 100—who knows—millions of
dollars, -and today when he was asked substantially
the same question, he still could not provide precise
figures about the cost to the taxpayers of Manitoba.

He wants to pretend that just because there are
provisions, and | give him credit for including those
provisions, rather than a simple gift, requiring them to
reinvest or to increase the equity in Manitoba, that is
a legitimate provision, but let us not pretend that using
taxpayers’ dollars to increase the equity of Repap is
not asking the taxpayers of Manitoba to pay for that
project twice. It is the same thing. If they are using
capital cost allowance or tax losses and they are using
that to increase their equity, they are still asking the
Manitoba taxpayers to pay for it twice. | am not sure
that those provisions should have been a part of this
agreement at all.

Mr. Chairperson, on page 53 of the agreement there
is a section which we raised—I| raised at committee
when it last met on that infamous night—that dealt
with the second phase construction. If the Minister will
refresh his memory, on page 53, 9.02 of the agreement,
it says construction of a new bleached softwood kraft
pulp mill, ““The purchaser shall, following the completion
of the purchase and sale of the purchase shares, unless
changes are made in provincial law which materially
adversely affect the economics of the construction of
Phase 2, cause commencement of Phase 2.”

Mr. Chairperson, | objected. We in the New
Democratic Party objected to that clause because it
is much too open-ended to be of any real value to this
agreement, other than to the company. It is not a clause
in the agreement which protects the interests of both
parties. It is a clause which prevents the Government,
in my opinion and | believe in the opinion of many
others, from introducing many substantive pieces of
legislation, legislative change which would be of benefit
to the Province of Manitoba.
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It prevents, in my opinion, the Government from
introducing changes to The Workers’ Compensation
Act, to The Workplace Health and Safety Act, to The
Environment Act, to The Construction Wages Act, to
The Finance Act, many of the Acts that are changed
from time to time by Governments to increase provincial
revenue. It is open-ended. It gives a blank cheque to
Repap to cancel Phase 2 any time the Government
acts to ameliorate any other situation in the province
which it feels it wants to ameliorate.

It has written into the agreement conditions
unprecedented in terms of binding the hands of this
Minister and this Government. It is a sacrifice which,
in my opinion, is not warranted under any circumstances
and | do not believe would have been a deal breaker
if the Minister had stood his ground and said, no, that
is not acceptable. We are an independent Government
and we are going to act like it. It is clear that this
Minister wanted a deal so badly he was not prepared
really to look after the interests of the province in
negotiating this deal.

Mr. Chairperson, we and others in the Opposition
have said on other occasions that provisions covering
local benefits are not acceptable, are not adequate.
There is no provision to make sure that the small
business community in The Pas, the small contractors
in Cranberry or Snow Lake or Wabowden have any
access, any piece of this billion dollar project. There
are terms called best efforts. This Government could
have done much better. The business community, when
they see large contracts going to companies from B.C.
and Alberta—

Mr. Downey: You talk about that with your Limestone
. . and trading of Manfor should be . . ..

Mr. Storie: —the Minister of Northern Affairs (Mr.
Downey), who does not know anything about this issue
nor any other issue, says from his seat that the jobs
at Limestone and the contracts at Limestone were no
model.

_Mr. Chairman: Order, please. Mr. Storie has the floor.

Mr. Storie: Mr. Chairperson, the ignorance of the
Member for Arthur (Mr. Downey) shows once again,
because 90 percent of the contract services provided
at Limestone, the employment, 80 percent to 90 percent
went to Manitobans. There are no spinoff employment
benefits guaranteed in this agreement. There is no
guarantee that local businesses, local contractors, local
manufacturers are going to have first crack at any of
this and that is unfortunate.

| think the largest shortcoming perhaps in the
agreement deals with the question of employment. We
have gone over this issue before. There is no reason
whatsoever. it would have made absolutely no difference
to Repap to have employment guarantees and training
guarantees tied in for at least the communities that
currently are involved in Manfor’s operation, that Moose
Lake, Easterville, Grand Rapids, Wabowden, Sherridon,
Snow Lake and Cranberry Portage, and all of the rest
of them that currently have some economic tie to Manfor

should have been given preference. There should have
been a northern and a Native preference in this
agreement. It would not have been impossible to
negotiate. We are giving away the largest single wood
resource left in North America.

Mr. Manness: There is one left. There is a better one
on the east side.

Mr. Storie: | just hope this Minister is not around to
negotiate it away and it is unlikely that he will be. The
fact is, Mr. Chairperson, that this is a serious matter
for thousands of people who live in northern Manitoba.
The Minister had a model at his disposal which was
used at Limestone. It was not perfect but it was effective,
relative at least to other programs that have been tried
and other projects that other Governments have
implemented across the country. It did work and it could
have been there as a symbol, if this Government would
have cared to make it a priority, of the commitment
to northern Manitoba and the training.

Mr. Chairperson, the Minister also made a great deal
of the Section 9.08, the Community Adjustment Training,
the $5 million fund which was touted, being put up by
the company and a commitment to an additional $15
million.

An Honourable Member: Twenty total.

Mr. Storie: Twenty total. But, Mr. Chairperson, there
is—unless the Minister can share with us tonight,
whether in fact the company has tabled the training
plan. Is there a training plan in place? Because the
Minister knows that when that conversion of the existing
facility, when the conversion to the 500-tonne bleached
pulp is completed in December of 1989, the end of
this year, that the jobs, the new jobs, the jobs for which
there is training required are going to be filled, if there
are additional ones at this time, not likely, by other
Manfor employees other than those perhaps working
at the mill at the current time because there is simply
not enough time to begin the training process.

* (2100)

Certainly, unless there is a training plan in place and
well-funded, well-advertised, well-understood in the
communities of The Pas and the surrounding area, in
place immediately, what you are going to have, | predict
this now, is a situation where the time comes to open
the new 800, or no, 1,200 day, no 800-tonne-a-day
plant, the new plant, constructed in Phase 2, you are
going to open the doors and workers from every part
of the province except northern Manitoba are going
to be flooding in because the companies will say, and
quite legitimately, we cannot operate unless we have
trained people. The training has to start, not today, it
should have started six months ago when the Minister
knew they were coming close to a deal.

There are other concerns with respect to the
environment and some questions | have on the Forest
Management Agreement, but | will leave those to a
subsequent round of questioning. | just want to say,
Mr. Chairperson, that it is indeed unfortunate that
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legal procedure in place. That is what is the process,
the legal process that has been in place for virtually
hundreds of years. The first agreement in place was
preliminary but the date does not change. So when we
were delivered the final agreement, we too noticed that
the date had not been changed but that is the legal
procedure.

* (2110)

The Member said that |, in essence, misled the
committee when | said there would be major changes
or significant changes. | am on the record as saying
90 percent of that agreement would not be changed
between March 10 and the signing date. | said that on
the record on May 1. So the Member tries to make
the point that | am misleading the committee.

Mr. Chairman, | made the point that the basic
principle—

An Honourable Member: You cannot have it both ways.

Mr. Manness: No, | can have it both ways because |
said the basic principles—

Mr. Chairman: Order, please.

Mr. Manness: —and tenets, it is on the record, May
1. 1 will try and find the particular chapter and verse.
| said that the basic principles and tenets entered into
March 10 would not be changed for the final agreement
and they have not been. There were scheduled changes
and they have been addressed. There was a reference
to Hydro. That was one of the changes, one of the
many smaller, minor changes which took for the most
part six weeks to two months to complete.

Mr. Chairman, speaking of the Hydro agreement, the
Members and the NDP like to take credit. They claim
they are responsible for that change. Let me say to
the Member that although the terminology is different
that the intent is no different, that if we took to a court
of law the first writing or the second final completed
version of the reference to Manitoba Hydro, the meaning
and the intent is not different in either.

As we said for the record at that time, any agreement
with Hydro—George Petty never asked once, never
once through the negotiations, for a special deal on
hydro rates to the credit of the company and to him.
We were never asked for it once. All that Repap said
was we may want to putin a number of paper machines
in the future, each of them costing $400 million, and
if we do we want to make sure you treat us fairly, that
you treat us fairly and you do not hold us captive. We
said, of course, we will treat you fairly and we will put
it in the agreement and that is what we have done.
That was the reading in the first version and in the final
text.

The Member says we have provided again a great
deal of support. | do not know whether | want to spend
all the time with him going through what has been
provided by other provinces in support of their forest
product expansion. | could tell them and | did this—
this is on the record—what the Province of Alberta
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has provided to Weldwood of Canada for much smaller
projects, 285 million loan guarantee, not a guarantee
structured like ours on a $360 million project; to Miller
Western, 120 million participating debenture on a $194
million project; Daishowa of Canada, 65 million grant
for infrastructure on a $500 million project. The big
one, the Greenfield Operation in the Athabasca area,
a $75 million grant infrastructure and a $150 million
subordinate loan for a $1.1 billion project.

Then | could recite to him, because | know the
Member is more aware of the Prince Albert situation,
where the incentives in the Province of Saskatchewan
that have been provided, and where their profitability
at Prince Albert was certainly much greater than the
existing Manfor. If he wants, | have got them for him.
Where are the best ones here—either road areas or
loan guarantees if he wants, if he wants to talk about
stumpage and forestry commitment.

So let him not make the point. Let him try not to
leave the spectre that the province has given away
because we have had countless numbers of calls from
people in the industry, not located in Manitoba obviously,
but located in British Columbia and located in eastern
Canada that the province struck a very, very good deal.
We have also heard from Repap that they have had
people in the industry who wished they had the courage
to have moved on this like Repap has, not that they
claim that Repap got a good deal, but they recognize
if the industry holds when you take into account the
forest, and let us all say that was the plum, the forest.
That is why, if Repap does not do what it covenants
to do in this agreement they lose the forest. It is taken
away from them.

There are other people anyway in the industry who
have said to Repap, who said to George Petty, we wish
we had the courage to have gone into this one because
we see it as a tremendous deal for Manitoba and a
tremendous deal obviously for the company that hits
the right timing. It was a good deal all around. | accept
that and Repap accepts that.

The Member refers to page 53. He talks about what
it is that we are doing, that we are going to allow. We
talk about changes in provincial laws which materially
adversely affect the economics of the construction. All
we said in this section is and all that Repap has asked,
they said, look, we are going to put $1 billion into here.
What happens if an unscrupulous Government comes
into place, maybe the Liberals? They never said that.
What happens if an unscrupulous Government comes
in, decides to raise the sales tax, double it from 7
percent to 15 percent when we are going to put $1
billion in, recognizing that if you do that on a $1 billion
project and all of a sudden your financial projections
on which you have based the project are no longer
sound? What they said is, if a Government wants to
do that, change their laws so significantly, then obviously
we have the right to remove our commitment as to the
timing on Phase 2. | would say that if | were in their
places | would have demanded the same thing.

The Member says that Repap will negotiate or has
not treated fairly or has not spelled out the commitment
to the community groups. Let me say that Repap is
attempting and is hopefully and wanting to enter into
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directed towards its requirements in the future, so as
much as we would have loved to have passed on that
liability to Repap, indeed they would have done so but
it would have come right out of the working capital,
so it would have been no difference, net, to the province.

* (2140)

Mr. Taylor: Can the Minister then tell us what the costs
will be?

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, | cannot. | can tell you
that Repap will probably do the work and bill us
accordingly. | would have to think that the costs are
certainly going to be greater than a million or two
dollars.

Mr. Taylor: If the Minister could undertake as Minister
responsible for this sale at a future date to provide
that information to the Legislature, it would be much
appreciated.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, that is public budgetary
information. It will have to be reported once it is
ascertained what the cost is. That is information
because it will be paid by the taxpayers of this province,
which has to be made public.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, the Manfor plant, because
of the period in which it was built, is absolutely full of
asbestos, whether that be exterior insulation or wall
panels, insulation on various types of piping throughout
the building. There was a preliminary bit of work done
in ‘87-88 and then there was a new plan announced
of some $8 million to be spent over the next five years
culminating in 1994. The question is, what is the
intention of Repap regarding this plan that Manfor had
just put in place to clean the asbestos out of that
workplace?

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, the asbestos siding is
our liability. The rest is Repap’s.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, will the extensiveness of
the asbestos removal be as great and will the time
lines originally set be met by Repap?

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, as far as we know and
as far as wehavebeen able to write into the agreement,
the answer is yes.

Mr. Taylor: The agreement refers to Repap’s
responsibility regarding the environment, and speaks
of compliance except for those breaches that the vendor
has made and the purchaser is aware of. These
breaches go back in time and were made by, | believe,
largely the previous administration. It is referred to in
page 15 as Schedule K. Could the Minister further bring
out just what the breaches are? In other words, describe
the breaches that it is that Repap is inheriting that
allows there to be deviation from the environmental
Act and regulations.

Mr. Brandson: My understanding is that refers to two
specific areas of the existing plant. The first is with
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respect to air emissions, and those come from three
main boiler installations in the existing mill. Those are
problems that will be part of and standards imposed
that have to be met in a Phase 1 licence. In other
words, the modification of the mill will receive a licence
that will require the company to meet state of the art
air quality standards.

In the meanwhile, until Phase 1 is constructed and
in place, there is no way that the present boiler setup
can be run and be in compliance with air quality
standards. So that is No. 1 that is referred to | believe
in that schedule.

No. 2 refers to the liquid effluent emissions from the
plant and, again, these are emissions that exceed
existing standards, in this case, for the moment that
is a federal standard mandated under the Fisheries
Act. However, the standard will be written into the
provincial licence for Phase 1. Again, the company, as
soon as Phase 1is up and operating, will have to come
into compliance with that provincial licence and the
terms therein.

Those are the two outstanding concerns, | believe,
that are referred to because of the fact they cannot
be addressed except with a major retooling, which of
course is part of this Phase 1 proposal. So they are
not things that simply changing ownership really can
do anything about immediately but, as soon as Phase
1is in place, the standards will be met at that time.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, just to clarify, what Mr.
Brandson is saying is that the licence will not be valid
for Phase 1 operations after renovations until those
two points are met, the two standards are achieved.
Is that correct?

Mr. Brandson: Yes, if | understand you correctly.
Mr. Taylor: Otherwise, they would be in breach of this.

Mr. Brandson: Yes, in other words, they will be issued
a licence for bringing Phase 1 into operation. When
they bring Phase 1 into operation, they will have to be
in compliance with the terms of that licence. That is
correct.

Mr. Taylor: The Environment Act and the environment
regulations of this province are expected to be adhered
to by various departments, all departments, all agencies
of the provincial Crown. We have a situation at Manfor—
| am using the past tense here—where forest practices
were not followed, as an example, forest practices which
deviated from a forest management plan. | think the
Minister at an earlier meeting even referred to that
himself.

What | want to know is, in the Department of Natural
Resources would be the inspection, enforcement arm
of the Government, if you will, because it is their
functional specialty, what assurances does the
Department of the Environment have, by any means,
that there will be enforcement carried out by Natural
Resources in the future, in marked contrast to what
has taken place in the past?

Mr. Brandson: This is a question that has come up in
a more general context because of the fact of a broad
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However, there are requirements now. | believe it is
around 100 hectares, if | am not mistaken in the size.
The wildlife people would like to see 40 to 60 hectares
in size. They can agree to go higher in area, providing
the area is configured and contoured on its size such
that you cannot look at the side of a square and see
a mile and a-half straight in front of you, which was
one of the problems before. Even with buffer zones,
it still had difficulty.

There will be a fine balance that is coming because
the areas that are going to be harvested are larger
and, therefore, we have a concern and so does the
company. The area that will be harvested, of course,
is larger again where the wood supply will come from.
So there are some good opportunities there, providing
the access can be put as far back into the corners of
the area as possible. The area has been reduced in
size to the north and to the east, which allows some
configuration there to get roads to those corners. There
is a cost and we have heard some of the cost talked
here at the committee meetings in the past of the
amount of money that would have to be put forward
to get the main provincial road network extended, paved
and the like, to get a quality surface for having truck
hauls.

That is where we are and we expect that the number
of those large areas that have been put side by side,
which was a sign of the early days of operation of the
company where there was really no road system in
place for them—in other words, to feed the mill, to
provide the jobs, that road system that essentially ran
to Thompson with very few feeder lines from it, and a
line to Flin Flon with almost no feeder lines to it, caused
the cut to be concentrated. Again, in the Moose Lake
area, another area where the trees were overmature,
the trees started to delegate what operations and size
of cut could be because they were overmature on a
very thin soil base. In other words, if you left contoured
lines along the size of those cutovers, you tended to
get a tremendous amount of windfall.

So, a straight edge in that case was better than the
curved edge. Again, every site, every area, every forest
cover is a different situation and decisions are made
on the site by the regional foresters, biologists involved
in The Pas area.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Lamont mentions about roads going
in and | can understand exactly what he is saying in
the sense of lack of roads means concentrated cuttings
and all the problems attendant thereto. However, the
extensiveness of the road system and the expectation
of the provincial coffers needing to pay for that, No.
1, and No. 2, the type of road being installed again
has a big cost factor.

* (2200)

Are we talking a good quality gravel forestry road
as, for example, | am quite familiar with in Alberta, or
are we talking about, in effect, a paved highway for
the almost exclusive use of the forestry trucks? Do
forestry trucks in reality, if you have a good gravel road,
really require a paved surface on top? | would think
not.
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Mr. Lamont: There is of course the full range that you
have said. Most haul roads will be gravel. Some of the
main roads will be winter roads. They will be on
permafrost and minimal cost—or not permafrost but
frozen conditions. The main summer and winter haul
roads, namely, No. 10 Highway for example, which would
be the feeder for the chips and the like coming from
the Swan River, Mafeking, Duck Mountain, Porcupine
area—I| suppose even Saskatchewan, is an opportunity
from the border side—would suitably require a paved
surface. Of course, | believe there are probably bridges
that have to be enhanced over time. Again, the large
volumes do not start to move until 1992-93 when the
1,200 tonne per day plant comes into operation, if all
goes to schedule. So there is a five-year period to
upgrade the access routes.

The actual harvest roads, of course, will be very little
different over present. You will need your main haul
roads but your access roads to stands and the like
are temporary roads and will grow in over time unless
they serve a purpose to access a community or
something like that where an alternate use is available
for it and, therefore, the road should be maintained
open.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, the question is, is this
new money that we are talking about for these roads?
To what extent is it that? To what extent is it only,
maybe in some cases, a priorizing of a scale of the
highways budget in future years and saying it will go
into this area as opposed to going into other parts of
Manitoba? The degree to which new money is involved
here, | think, is very important because it will be then
one more attendant cost to the Repap sale.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, obviously there is a
component of the $30 million agreed to road portion
that has been put into the agreement. That really
represents a commitment to the existing road network
that is now in place. It is hard to specifically—

Mr. Taylor: Excuse me, Mr. Chairperson, | am having
a bit of difficulty hearing the answer the Minister is
giving us.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, let me draw a little closer.
Mr. Taylor: There is too much noise in the room.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, | will come closer to the
microphone and then Mr. Taylor can hear me.

Let me say that there is a portion of the $90 million
that we have committed the province to by way of the
agreement. There is a portion of that we would deem
to be ongoing commitment to the northern road
network. | guess, if we were to quantify it to the extent
that one can, | would have to say to Mr. Taylor the
amount would be roughly 55 million, 57 million new
additional money and 33-34 ongoing commitments by
way of the existing road program.

Mr. Taylor: Mr. Chairperson, while full reforestation
appears to be a goal of this Government in the
agreement, Schedule D, page 133, allows for an out
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Mr. Chairman: | would like to mention to the Member
that he is not a Member of the committee and he cannot
make a motion. So with that, Mr. Minister.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, let me say that this
committee is certainly—I have tried to answer most of
the questions put forward by Members of the committee
today in a fashion that hopefully has dispelled many
of the concerns. Let me say that as far as the Member
talks about the ecosystems and talks about sustainable
yield, | remind all people that what we are talking about
is an 80-year harvest. We are talking about a harvest
of over 80 years so that the trees that are cut from a
piece of ground next year or 1994 will be recut again
80 years after that. We are talking about one-eightieth
of the 105,000 square kilometres in place. That is what
we are putting before the Environment Commission
and asking them to pass judgment as to whether or
notRepap, withits development plan, is going to provide
protection to our environment.

There are a couple of things that were mentioned
earlier on by Mr. Angus that | think have to be
addressed. Again, he questioned the environment. He
said that we had not done an environment or we had
not done an economic impact study -(Interjection)-

Mr. Chairman: Go ahead, Mr. Minister.
Mr. Steve Ashton (Thompson): A point of order.
Mr. Chairman: A point of order. Okay, Mr. Ashton.

Mr. Ashton: Itis 10:30 p.m., whichiis our allotted time
for adjournment. | realize that the Member for The Pas
(Mr. Harapiak) was indicating he did not move the
motion. It certainly would be our intention, if | was the
original seconder, to move this motion. | am wondering,
before we do adjourn, since it is our hour of
adjournment, is there will of the committee to pass the
motion by leave or allow me to move it and pass it
through in the proper procedure? | sense there was
willingness in the committee to support the motion. Is
there leave of the committee to have it introduced?

Mr. Chairman: First of all, Mr. Ashton, | would like to
point out to you that you cannot use a point of order
to gain recognition of the floor. With that, | would like
to ask the Minister to finish his comments before we
will deal with your concerns. There is no point of order
on this.

Mr. Ashton: Mr. Chairman, | raised the point of order
about the fact that this is the normal hour of
adjournment that we set. We set 10:30 p.m. If the
Minister does not wish to entertain that, it is my
suggestion, that is fine. | thought there was willingness
of the committee to deal with this, Mr. Chairman.

* (2230)

Mr. Chairman: Mr. Ashton, we will deal with yours
once the Minister is finished with his comments.

Mr. Ashton: It is adjournment time. It is 10:30 p.m.
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Mr. Chairman: Only atthe consensus of the committee.

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, | will finish my comments
and then let the committee just take its direction as
it will.

Prejudging that a motion may come forward of some
sort or some fashion, let me say it is not the committee’s
prerogative to spend money on behalf of the people,
the taxpayers of Manitoba. It is not the committee’s
prerogative to do so. it is only the Executive Council
of the province. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ashton: | would move:

THAT this committee urge the Government to
provide funding to ensure that members of the
public can have the fullest opportunity to
participate in the Environmental Impact
Assessment of the Manfor sale to Repap;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Chair
of this committee report the motion to the
Legislature,

seconded by the Member for Flin Flon (Mr. Storie).

Mr. Chairman: Could you bring forward the motion,
please?

Mr. Manness: Mr. Chairman, let me indicate that the
Government Members will vote against the motion. But
let me also say what the Government is attempting to
do, with respect to the environmental hearings, is make
sure that they are conducted in The Pas and district
and also in Winnipeg so that those people who are
situated in the -(Interjection)- Yes, | am positive—so
that those people who are living in the City of Winnipeg
will not have to go to great expense to make
representation to the environmental hearing process.

If the motion is one directed toward cost, | can assure
Members opposite that we will provide a setting in the
City of Winnipeg and indeed one in The Pas and district
whereby the travel costs and the lodging costs are
totally minimized.

Mr. Chairman: Members of the committee, | would
like to point out to you that the first part—and | will
read it to the Members of the committee—moved that
this committee urge the Government to provide funding,
to ensure that members of the public can have the
fullest opportunity to participate in the environmental
impact assessment of the Manfor sale to Repap. There
is no problem with that. Where there is a problem, |
understand, is, ‘“‘Be it resolved that the Chair of the
committee report this motion to the Legislature.”

| would again urge here that the mover suggest that
it be resolved that the Chair of this committee report
this motion to the Legislature, because | believe we in
committee cannot pass motions in such effect which
are factual or that they have to be recommendations.
They can only be recommendations basically.

Mr. Ashton: It might be of assistance, the committee
reports to the House. The intent of the last part of the








