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Mr. Chairman: Good morning , I call the Stand ing 
Com m i ttee o n  I n d u s t r i a l  Re la t ions  to o r d e r. T h e  
Standing Committee o n  Industrial Relations wi l l  resume 
hear ing pub l ic  p resentations on Bill No.  3 1 ,  The Labour 
Relat ions Amendment Act. I wi l l  short ly read the names 
of the presenters from the f irst page of the presenters 
l ist. 

I f  there are any members of the publ ic who wish to 
check and see i f  they are registered to speak to the 
Bi l l ,  the l ist of presenters is posted outside of the 
committee room . 

If members of the publ ic  would l ike to be added to 
the l ist to g ive a p resentation to the committee, they 
can contact the Clerk of Committees and she will see 
that they are added to the l ist.  

If  we have any out-of-town p resenters who h ave to 
leave shortly, o r  are unable to return for subsequent 
meet ings, p lease identify yourselves to the Committee 
Clerk and she wi l l  see that you r  names are brought 
forward to the comm ittee as soon as possib le .  

D id  the comm ittee Members wish at  th is po int  to 
g ive some ind ication to members of the pub l ic as to 
how long we wi l l  sit th is  morning? When do we want 
to break for lunch? 

An Honourable Member: 1 2 :30? 

Mr. Chairman: Do you want to break at 1 2 :30 and 
resume at -(interjection)-
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We wi l l  break at one then. Okay. I would also l ike to 
remind committee Members that the committee agreed 
to sit unt i l  five for this afternoon 's sitting .  

Picking u p  from where we left off yesterday, the 
names- page 1 of the presenters l ist is as fol lows: f irst 
is Bev Seman; J im M urphy; Buffie Burrel l ,  Ken Crawford; 
Linda Fletcher; l rvine Ferris; Lou Harries; Randy Porter; 
George Bergen; Patrick M artin and Bruce Buckley. 

So we wi l l  start with Ms.  Bev Seman. Is she here 
th is morning? -(interjection)- We wi l l  go on to the next 
one then,  M r. J im Murphy, the Operat ing Engineers 
Union,  Local 90 1 .  M r. Murphy, do you h ave a written 
presentat ion? 

Mr. Jim Murphy (The Operating Engineers Union, 
Local 901): Wel l ,  I j ust have my own personal notes, 
but I h ave m ade copies, i f  anybody wishes. 

Mr. Chairman: Do you h ave a copy for everyone? 
Perhaps i f  you would just wait a minute t i l l  we get these 
d istributed , please. Okay, M r. Murphy, would you please 
p roceed . 

Mr. Murphy: My name is J i m  Murphy. I am a business 
rep with the I nternational Union of Operating Engineers. 
My presentation just consists of my personal experience 
using the legislat ion.  What I have before you is, we 
have used appl ications for final offer selection 13 t imes. 
I have l isted all the employers, the date we fi led the 
appl ication,  the number of meetings we have held and 
i f  there was a negotiated settlement or i f  t here was a 
decision handed down by the selector. I would l i ke to 
b riefly g o  through each case. 

The fi rst appl ication made was January 20, ' 88 ,  and 
it was with the Rural Municipality of Springfield. There 
was a total of three meetings there and after the three 
meet ings negotiations came to an impasse and we fi led 
for final offer selection. In that case, a selector's decision 
was handed d own. Subsequent to that, that col lective 
agreement has expired and the union has successful ly 
negotiated a second collective agreement there without 
the use of final offer selection. In that case, the relations 
between the union and the employer have actually 
become better. 

* ( 1 005) 

The second case is with the Rural Mun icipal ity of 
Brokenhead . There was one meeting and we actually 
reached agreement at the first meeting with the selector. 
The first meeting was to determine the number of 
outstand ing issues, and at that meeting with the aid 
of a selector we actual ly came to an agreement. 

The th i rd appl ication was with the Rural Municipality 
of Lorne and it was fi led-although the col lective 
agreement expired on the 3 1 st of January and we 
general ly wait unt i l  the last day, you wi l l  notice that 
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appl ication was fi led on November 8 .  We had sent out 
a n otice to negotiate September 6 and the un ion 
proposal  o n  Septe m b e r  6 .  We h a d  m eet i n g s  on 
September 26 and October 25,'88. At the end of the 
second meet ing the counci l  had informed us t hat it  
was a decision of counci l  that they were only prepared 
to look at a wage increase. The R . M .  ind icated at that 
point that they were prepared to go to FOS. We had 
appl ied and a settlement was reached, a negotiated 
settlement was reached in  that case, January 5, 1 989. 

The one comment I have on this particular application 
is that if it were not for f inal  offer selection the on ly 
alternative the un ion would h ave had i n  th is case where 
t h e  c o u n c i l  act u a l l y  m a d e  a d e c i s i o n  w i t h o u t  
negotiations t o  say that t h i s  is  t h e  position a n d  we are 
not changing r ight from the outset. The first meet ing 
t hey had a lready said the proposal went before counci l  
and counci l  m ade a decision and they were not moving .  
The second meet ing was, we wanted to confirm that 
was in fact that they were not prepared to change and 
they ind icated they were not and ind icated to us that 
t hey were prepared to go through f inal  offer select ion.  
I f  it were not for the final offer selection being avai lable,  
the only alternative to the u n ion would h ave been to 
f i le with the Manitoba Labour  Board u nfair bargain ing  
c harges against the employer and  go through a Labour 
Board hear ing.  

The next appl icat ion was with the Rural M unicipality 
of St.  Clements. The union sent their proposal to 
negotiate for an agreement that expires on the 3 1 st 
of December'88, September 1 .  The union sent their  
p roposal on September 20. There was a series of 
meetings after that on Decem ber 1 8, 30 and January 
5.  A selector was appointed and that one concluded 
in a selector's decision bein g  handed down Apri l  1 2, 
1 989. Also with the Rural M u nicipality of St .  Clements, 
although there h as been a d rastic change i n  the council  
and the make-up of counci l  with a new reeve and three 
new counci l lors, relations there have also improved . 

In the case of the R . M .  of Louise, we had fi led for 
f inal  offer selection December 1 , '88 ,  for an agreement 
that expires on the 3 1 st .  We sent our notice to negotiate 
September 1 .  Proposed changes fol lowed September 
16. After that we had a meet ing on December 7 ,  at 
which time we reached a negotiated sett lement. 

The next one was with the Rural M u nicipal ity of 
Dauphin .  We fi led on December 1 , '88.  A notice to 
negotiate was sent Septem ber 1 , ' 88;  un ion p roposal 
October 10. There was a series of meetings, five 
meetings in  al l ,  November 4, 9, 1 8 ,  19 and 30, at which 
t ime negotiations reached an i mpasse and we fi led for 
f inal  offer selection.  I n  that case an agreement was 
reached . Although I do not h ave it noted , there was 
at the actual selector hearing  that with the aid of the 
selector again ,  we reached a negotiated sett lement. 
Also I would say in  that case negotiations and relat ions 
h ave continued , and they are good relations. 

The next case was with the Rural Municipality of Birtle. 
We f i l ed on Dece m b e r  1 , ' 88 .  N ot ice  was sent  t o  
negotiate September 1 , '88; the union proposal October 
5 , '88 .  There was a meet ing on November 3.  There was 
no agreement reached , and it  looked l ike there was 
an i mpasse at that point,  a lthough after we fi led for 
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FOS we d i d  meet again December 1 3  and reached a 
negotiated settlement. 

The next case was the Rural Municipality of Montcalm. 
We f i led December 1 , '88. Notice to negotiate was sent 
S e p te m b e r  1 , ' 88 .  T h e  u n i o n  p r o p osa l  f o l l owed 
Septem ber  6, '88. We had meetings October 24 and 
October 28, and we had not reached an agreement. 
We fi led for FOS, and subsequent to that we had a 
series of meetings. We reached agreement January 
27, '89, on a negotiated sett lement. 

The next one, the R .M .  of Tache, was fi led December 
1 ,'89. Notice to negotiate was sent September 18. Union 
proposal fol lowed October 18. Because of the mun icipal 
elections this year, it was almost i mpossible to meet , 
so we had fi led before we could arrange a meeting, 
but we d id  have a meeting December 8 .  We reached 
agreement on December 20, 1 989. 

* ( 1 0 1 0) 

T h e  next  o n e  was t h e  R u ra l  M u n ic i p al i ty of  
B roken head. The appl ication was fi led December 1 , ' 89, 
for an agreement that expires December 3 1 .  Notice to 
n e g o t i ate was sent  o n  September  1 8 , ' 89 .  U n ion 
p roposal was sent October 19.  There were a series of  
meetings, December 12  and 1 9. Subsequently we 
reached a col lective agreement on February 6, 1 990. 
I n  all those cases where we did reach a negotiated 
settlement, we withdrew our appl ication for f inal offer 
select ion.  

The next case is the Rural  Mun icipality of Lac du 
Bonnet. We fi led December 1 , ' 89, for  a collective 
agreement that expires on the 3 1 st .  Notice was sent 
October 1 with the union proposal October 25. Again ,  
because of t h e  mun icipal elections, no meetings were 
held before we fi led because they were unable to m eet. 
Meet ings were held December 2 1 ,  January 4, January 
1 2, January 1 9, and to date we st i l l  do not have a 
negotiated settlement, but we are close to a settlement. 
There has been a selector appointed , so it is proceeding 
with FOS , but I feel  confident t hat we wi l l  reach a 
negotiated sett lement. 

The next one is with the Rural Municipal ity of Oak land.  
We fi led December 1 , ' 89, for an agreement expiring 
on the 3 1 st.  Notice was sent October 2, the union 
p roposal the 25th .  We met on November 30,  and again 
this is one of those cases where we at the fi rst 
negotiat ing meet ing met the R . M .  Counci l ,  informed us 
that they had reviewed the union proposal , and they 
were not prepared to look at any changes except a 
wage increase. lt was on that, that we fi led for FOS. 
The only other alternative, if FOS was not avai lable,  
would be an u nfair labour practice charge for fai l ing  
to negotiate in  good faith .  That one also is proceeding 
r ight now throug h  the FOS.  There has been a selector 
appointed , and we hope to get some dates in the near 
future. 

The next appl ication was with the Rural Municipal ity 
of G i lbert Plains, and it was fi led December 1 for an 
agreement expir ing on the 3 1 st .  This appl ication was 
dismissed by the Manitoba Labour Board on a technical 
legal argument on what 30 days meant, so it was 
dismissed . 
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That is my experience as a union rep with the final 
offer selection legislation. All of t hese employers have 
been relatively small employers with units from five to 
18 people. In all of these cases, the employees felt that 
because of the size of their bargaining unit that to try 
and obtain the changes to the collective agreement 
through the strike mechanism would not be successful. 

That is the end of my presentation . The only comment 
that I have is that in our particular case the legislation 
has worked well. It has brought the parties together, 
and in the majority of cases we have ended in a 
negotiated settlement to the collective agreement. 

• (1015) 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Murphy. Are there any 
questions to the presenter? Mr. Storie. 

Mr. Jerry Storie (Flin Flon): Thank you, Mr. Murphy, 
for that presentation. I think I want to thank you for 
coming to committee this morning to present your 
views. I think it has been very instructive and I hope 
it has dealt with a number of the issues, criticisms, that 
have been raised by the Government and by the Liberal 
Opposition with respect to final offer selection. 

One you have mentioned on a number of occasions 
is that having used final offer selection, the relationship 
between the bargaining unit and the municipality in this 
case actually improved. I suspect, but perhaps you can 
confirm if there are other reasons, that a strike in most 
of these areas, relatively small communities, tends to 
be bitter. Is the mechanism of FOS being used to avoid 
those kinds of things on both parties part? 

Mr. Murphy: I feel definitely that especially in these 
cases, in small communities where the public works 
employees of any municipalities are possibly neighbours 
of the councillors and certainly neighbours of a lot of 
the ratepayers, that a strike would be bitter and carry 
lasting feelings. In our case, we are glad that there is 
a mechanism there. Through the use of it relations have 
improved. 

One of the reasons is that after the selector' s decision, 
in the case of the selector's decision, we have often 
gotten together again with the municipality and reviewed 
the selector's decision and even gone so far as to draft 
the collective agreement and sign it and submit it to 
the Labour Board . 

Mr. Storie: Out of all of the applications for FOS, the 
selector has only made two decisions? 

Mr. Murphy: In all of the 13 applications the selector 
has made two decisions. The first one was with the 
Rural Municipality of Springfield , and it was in favour 
of the union. The second decision was with the Rural 
Municipality of St. Clements, and it was in favour of 
the employer. 

Mr. Storie: Mr. Chai rperson , the Premier (Mr. Filmon) 
is sitt ing here and my Liberal colleagues are sitting 
here who oppose this legislation. We have before us 
today a labour leader who the Leader of the Liberal 
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Opposition claims asked the question, who speaks for 
organized labour? We have a labour representative here 
this morning who has used FOS, who tells us that it 
is working , who tells us that it is not creating animosity, 
that in fact it is bringing the parties together who have 
used it successfully to reach collective agreement 
without strikes, which everyone at this committee I hope 
says, we do not want, who has had a selector choose 
the employer's position in one occasion and the union's 
position in another, who comes before the committee 
and still maintains that this is good legislation, it is 
working in the interests of Manitobans and the people 
of the province. I would ask you, Mr. Murphy, has the 
Premier, has the Minister of Labour, has the Member, 
any Member, the Liberal Leader, have they ever 
contacted you to ask you about your experiences? 

Mr. Murphy: No. 

Mr. Storie: Mr. Chairperson, does it make any sense 
to you, Mr. Murphy, to have the Government attempting 
to remove this type of legislation without talking to the 
people who use it, the people who have experience 
with it, the people who may depend on it to prevent 
strikes? Does it make any sense to you? 

Mr. Murphy: I feel if the Government were to sit down 
with the people who have used it , the people who have 
been affected by it, I think they would come to the 
conclusion that it is valuable legislation and should be 
retained . 

Mr. Storie: It is interesting, first , you referenced the 
first set of negotiations where final offer selection was 
used. You mentioned that in all likelihood, and in fact 
in a couple of cases you have mentioned that there 
was not much good intention, good bargaining faith 
at the outset of negotiations where proposals were laid 
on the table, and take it or leave it, we are not talking 
about it . 

In your opinion, would most of those or would some 
of those have lead inevitably to strikes and to long 
protracted strike? 

Mr. Murphy: I guess the ultimate decision for a strike 
would have been up to the members of the bargaining 
unit. It would have been either a strike or low wage 
settlements and in some cases actually concessions. 

* (1020) 

Mr. Storie: I guess maybe this is a touchy subject, and 
I am somewhat, feel some intrepidation in marching 
into this territory, but I would ask you in your opinion 
whether the agreements that have been reached, were 
there any improvements, gains made, that have proven 
to be too onerous for the management, the 
municipalities? 

Mr. Murphy: No. I feel that the negotiated changes to 
these collective agreements were accepted by both 
parties and both parties feel that they are fair and 
reasonable. 

Mr. Storie: The end result of the process is an 
agreement that both parties can live with. 
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My next q uest ion is that there was some suggestion 
by Members opposite, Govern ment and the Member 
for St.  James ( M r. Edwards), the Labour Crit ic, that 
somehow these k inds of negotiat ions lead to winners 
and losers. Is the use of final offer selection any different 
in your opin ion than the normal  bargain ing  process i n  
terms o f  t h e  conflicts t h a t  i t  creates between t h e  
bargain ing units? 

Mr. Murphy: I n  my experience it has not created 
winners and losers. In the cases of the negotiated 
settlements, the relationship between the employer and 
the union is strong, and it is  a good relationshi p .  In 
the two cases where the selector has handed down his 
decision, I would say i n  both of those cases, through 
the use of the joint conference committee, that provision 
of the col lective agreement, that the relat ions h ave 
improved . 

Mr. Storie: M r. Chairperson, perhaps I could take a 
few moments to talk about some of the detai ls of the 
negotiations. I do not want M r. M u rphy to betray any 
confidences, but I am wondering for  example i n  the 
R. M .  of Dauph in  case, where agreement was reached 
back in February of'89, before FOS was appl ied for, 
how many issues were outstand ing, if you can recall 
in that deta i l?  Were there a lot of issues outstand ing?  

Mr. Murphy: There were s ix  i ssues outstanding at that 
t ime.  

Mr. Storie: W hen f inal offer selection was appl ied for 
t he r e  were a n u m be r  of  o u tstan d i n g  issues .  Yet 
somehow agreement between the parties was reached . 
Why does that happen? Why in your opin ion can FOS 
be useful and in  your experience has been useful in 
br ing ing the parties together and conclud ing  what we 
all want at th is committee-the Premier ( M r. F i lmon) 
c a n  i n d icate i f  h e  wants s o m et h i ng e l se - b u t  a 
successfu l set of negotiat ions.  

Mr. Murphy: I n  a l l  of the cases, after  the appl icat ion 
for f inal offer selection, we have made it  a point to 
communicate with the employer, ind icate that we are 
prepared to meet at any t ime to sit d own and talk 
about the issues. I n  the case of the R. M .  of Dauph in, 
when it f inal ly went into the selection hearing, I th ink  
the parties between themselves had reached agreement 
on four of the outstanding issues. With the aid of the 
selector, the other two were reached and agreed to 
between the parties. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Chairman, one of the th ings that we 
have said, not only we, but people who have studied 
the use of f inal  offer selection in  other ju risd ict ions, 
was that f inal offer selection forces the parties to focus 
on the outstanding issues and see if there is a way to 
resolve them, because neither one of the part ies wants 
to be caught with their pants down, i n  effect, have to 
g o  back to their respective part ies and say, we put a 
f inal offer on the table that was just not acceptable, 
that the object is to get as close together and make 
as reasonable a proposal as is possible. I n  your opinion, 
and th is is again ask ing for an opinion, in that process 
of narrowing you objectives, is  there any danger from 
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the un ion's point of view of havin g  the selector choose 
the other party's proposal? 

* ( 1 0 25) 

Mr. Murphy: Our experience has shown that on the 
outstand ing  issues, when it gets d own to putt ing you r  
f inal posit ion to t h e  selector, when you in  fact look at 
t h e  f i n a l  p o s i t i o n s, a l t h o u g h  they  were n o t  
c o m m u n i cated t o  e i t h e r  s i d e  before t h ey were 
communicated to the selector, and when they are 
communicated to the selector, he then g ives each party 
a copy of the other party's final posit ion, you see often 
that positions are not that far apart. At that point usually 
another meeting wi l l  resolve it .  

Mr. Storie: As I read you r ight, what happens is  that 
b o t h  p a rt i e s - t h e r e  t e n d s  to be an u nwr i t ten  
understand ing  of  what is a reasonable solution, and 
that in  final offer selection, when the moment of decision 
comes for either party to  ask the selector to decide, 
is it A or B, the parties tend to start saying, yes, wel l, 
we are on common ground here i n  most of these cases 
and we can resolve th is .  

Mr. Murphy: That has been my experience. Yes. 

Mr. Chairman: Are there any other questions for the 
presenter? 

Mr. Storie: M r. Murphy, we have a $64,000 q uest ion.  
Why are the Govern ment and Liberals trying to do away 
with f inal offer select ion? 

Mr. Murphy: I g uess the on ly way I can answer is, 
what you read in the paper, that No. 1 ,  they see it as 
a tool that hampers management. That would be the 
only reason I cou ld  see the Government or the Liberals 
want ing to remove final offer selection, is to take a 
valuable tool away from the workers and give that much 
m ore power  t o  m a n a g e m e n t  when i t  c o m es to 
negotiat ing a collect ive agreement, especial ly as it 
affects smal l  bargain ing  agents. 

Mr. Storie: We find it very interest ing that that could 
be the view of the Premier ( M r. F i lmon) or the Mem bers 
of the Liberal Party when there are no businesspeople 
here today to tel l  us why we should not continue to 
use final offer selection in the Province of Manitoba. 

M r. Ryzebol, who is from Westfair Foods, SuperValu, 
who is one of the most vi rulent ant i-labour indiv iduals 
I have ever met, d id not come forward. The M in ister 
of Labour ( M rs. Hammond), to my knowledge, has asked 
one simple question to presenters about the use of 
f inal offer selection. They have no intention of defending 
their act ions, none-

Mr. Chairman: Order. M r. Storie, I want to remind you 
that you m ust keep you r  question ing pertain ing to the 
presenter 's  views o r  the p resenter ' s-order. The 
q uestions to the presenter should  be questions for 
clarification, not statements. M r. Storie. 

Mr. Storie: Thank you, M r. Chairperson.  I apologize if 
I overstepped the bounds.  I was attempting to get 
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clarif ication from the presenter as to his views of why 
th is legislation was before us. Obviously I would l i ke  
to be able to use that information f rom presenters and 
from the publ ic in  our continuing arguments to convince 
the Li berals and the Conservatives that this course of 
act ion is not good for labour relations i n  the P rovince 
of Manitoba. lt is not good for the province, and it is 
going to contribute to strikes. 

My f inal q uest ion I guess, M r. M urphy-there are 
other presenters here today-and that is, i n  you r  
experience to date with f inal offer selection, c a n  you 
see any justification for an attempt to repeal f inal offer 
selection when there is a sunset p rovision in the 
legislation which wi l l  a l low the province to cont inue th is  
experiment in  labour relations activity for  a period of  
another t hree years? Is there anyth ing that is so 
obviously wrong with f inal offer selection that it should 
not be al lowed to continue so we can assess it after 
a fu l l  five-year period? 

Mr. Murphy: In my view, the legislat ion has been 
avai lable for over two years. l t  has less than three years 
to run. My experience with the leg islation is that it works 
and i t  works wel l .  l t  brings the parties together and it 
produces reasonable settlements when the only other 
alternative may i n  fact be a strike. I n  my opin ion, th is  
legislation shou ld  remain unt i l  the sunset p rovision, 
which is less than three years, because i t  works wel l .  

* (1030) 

Mr. Paul Edwards (St. James): Thank you for your 
p resentation, M r. M u rphy. S imply to deal f i rst off with 
the allegation by my col league on  the committee that 
somehow we had not spoken to the operating engineers, 
I bel ieve M r. Hopkie is the president, is he not, of the 
operat ing engineers, and if I am not mistaken, Local 
901? 

Mr. Murphy: Yes, M r. Hopkie is the president.  

Mr. Edwards: Thank you. I have had occasion to speak 
with M r. Hopkie, and I am sure he wil l  confirm that. I 
have not had the opportunity to speak to you personal ly, 
M r. M u rphy, but I assume that M r. H opkie as well is 
familiar with these various t imes it has been used by 
the operat ing engineers. I have spoken to him and 
enjoyed my meetings with him. 

M r. Murphy, you have indicated that the municipalities 
liked the use of f inal offer selection or felt that it worked 
for them as well on these cases. Was that what I am 
to take from your presentation ?  

Mr. Murphy: I did not say that t h e  municipal ities liked 
the use of f inal offer selection .  I said that the relations 
have improved i n  both cases where the selector h as 
actually made a decision. In al l of the cases a negotiated 
settlement was reached before a selector made a 
decision .  

Mr. Edwards: When you say relat ions have improved, 
o bviously that is from your perspective. You are n ot 
speaking here today for the mun icipal it ies with respect 
to that conclusion. 
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Mr. Murphy: In the case of the Rural Municipal ity of 
Spr ingfield, we have sat down and concluded our 
second collective agreement without the use of f inal  
offer selection, and we have had a number of joint 
conference committees. My feel ings from deal ing  with 
the committee of counci l  and the fu l l  council, and for 
a f irst time being invited to their Christmas party, that 
relations have i mproved . 

Mr. Edwards: lt is amazing what Christmas parties can 
do, M r. Chairman. I certain ly enjoy being invited to 
them.- ( interjection)- I n  fact, M r. P lohman, you missed 
it yesterday, but the Bui ld ing Construction Trades had 
a Christ imas party at which myself and Dr. Patterson 
were there. You certain ly  were not, as wel l  as any other 
Member of your caucus. We had occasion to meet a 
lot of the prominent-

An Honourable Member: Christmas parties could solve 
all your problems. 

Mr. Edwards: Wel l ,  it is a p lace, M r. P lohman, to do 
the k ind of d iscussion that your col league has harped 
on as us not doing. l t  is  the kind of i nformal discussions 
which can educate both sides. 

M r. Murphy, I take it from your last comment that 
o bviously those are your feel ings. I do not k now. We 
have 107 presenters. I wi l l  look forward to hearing from 
the municipalities if they are pleased with that. I assume 
that if they h ave been p leased with the process, they 
wi l l  come forward to the committee and tel l  us that .  
I d o  not see them l isted yet. There i s  certain ly room 
to add on to the l ist. 

M r. Murphy, i t  was suggested to myself by one of 
your brothers i n  the union movement, the head of the 
telecommunications un ion, M r. Hales (phonetic)- I do 
not know if  you know him, it is a relatively new union­
that one th ing we might consider m ight be to establ ish 
the same right to go to f inal offer selection on the part 
of the employer, that is, go d i rectly to the Labour Board 
to ask for the final offer selection right. I have canvassed 
that with the head of the Manitoba Federation of Labour, 
with some of your brothers yesterday who appeared 
before us, and they have consistently recoiled from 
t h at suggest ion  a n d  i n d icated t hat wou ld  not be 
acceptable to them in  any way, shape or  form. 

I wonder if you might comment on that, i n  particular 
because I note that the St.  Clements' case was a case 
in which, I bel ieve, the employer made the appl ication 
for f inal offer. l t  was not i n  fact the un ion that had gone 
to get f inal offer selection.  I may be wrong about that, 
maybe you can correct me. I would l i ke a comment as 
to M r. Hales' suggestion which I q u ite clearly perceive 
to be very damaging to the interests of workers. 

Mr. Murphy: I do not know M r. Hales. With regard to 
the Rural M u nicipality of St.  Clements, it was the union 
that made the appl icat ion.  The selector's decision was 
in favour of the mun icipality in that case. lt is my 
u nderstand i ng that the un ion and the employer both 
have the right now to apply to the Labour Board, and 
only the workers have the right to choose. I feel that 
is the fair way. 
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Mr. Edwards: Just to c larify, the suggestion by M r. 
Hales was that the employer n ot have to seek the 
ratification of the workers, that the employer go d i rectly 
to the Labour Board. I take i t  from your response that 
woul d  be totally unacceptable to Local 901. 

Mr. Murphy: To the bargain i n g  u nits on behalf of which 
we have used final offer select ion ,  I think they have 
made the decision, and they are q uite capable of making 
the decision when they have a report on negotiations. 
I feel that they should retain that decision-making over 
the use of f inal offer select ion and not the un ion being 
able to i mplement it solely o r  m anagement bein g  able 
to i mplement i t  solely. 

Mr. Edwards: Aside from th is  St .  Clements case and 
the many other cases i n  which you have been invo lved 
where the un ion has asked to go to final offer select ion,  
can you ind icate what the average level of support has 
been amongst workers when i t  has been asked for and 
recom mended by the negot iat ing team? 

Mr.  Murphy: I n  t h e  vast  m ajor i ty  of  cases,  the  
negotiat ing committee consists of a t  least a quarter or  
sometimes ha l f  of  the barga in ing un i t .  So they have 
first-hand experience with the items that are on the 
table and with the position of the employer's negotiating  
committee. I n  the vast majority of  cases there has been 
a m ajor i ty - o bv ious ly  t h e r e  has been a m ajor i ty  
because we have used f ina l  offer selection ,  but i n  many 
cases it has been unanimous. 

Mr. Edwards: I wonder if you are fami l iar-! gather 
from hearing your presentation  and th ink ing  about the 
employers involved that general ly the bargain ing  u n its 
are fa i r l y  s m a l l  in t h ese cases .  Is t hat  a c o r rect 
assumption with respect to t hese? l t  may vary, but  
general ly are the bargain ing un i ts relatively smal l?  

Mr. Murphy: Yes, the barga in ing  un i ts are general ly 
between five and 20 employees. 

Mr. Edwards: I wonder if you are fami l iar, M r. M urphy, 
with a decision rendered by M r. Chapman, who I k now 
you wi l l  be fami l iar with because he was a selector i n  
m a n y  o f  t h e  ones i n  which y o u  were i nvolved in .  l t  was 
a case i nvolvin g  the U nicity Taxi  company, and the 
M anitoba Food and Commercial  Workers- 1  appreciate 
you were not involved in that case-where he came 
to the conclusion that f inal offer selection had not 
worked . He was not p leased with the fact that he was 
locked into the f inal offer mechanism specifical ly, that 
he had received two final offers, both of which were 
unreasonable. He felt tied and bound obviously to make 
a decision, but regretfu l ly. I wonder if you have any 
comments on that case, g iven that you are ind icat ing 
that i t  can do nothing but assist parties i n  working out  
their  d i fferences. 

Mr. Murphy: I am not personal ly aware, I d o  not have 
a copy of that decis ion,  I have no comment real ly on 
that decision.  

Mr. Edwards: T h a n k  y o u , M r. M u r ph y, f o r  you r 
p resentation here today. 
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Mr. John Plohman (Dauphin): M r. Murphy, from what 
you have said ,  do you believe that what some might 
cal l  a threat of FOS has promoted negotiat ion and 
m ovement by both sides? The fact that FOS looms. 

Mr. Murphy: Wel l ,  I would not say it was a threat in  
each case through the process of  negotiations. Both 
parties were aware that it was avai lable, and i n  the 
majority of cases where we have applied we have ended 
u p  with a negotiated settlement. Whether the employers 
perceive that as a threat or not,  I do not know. 

* (1040) 

Mr. Plohman: I n  y o u r  o pm1on,  t h i s  is f o l l o w i n g  
somewhat on what M r. Storie ( Fiin F lon) asked earl ier, 
is there an evident desire by both parties to appear 
reasonable because FOS is there? 

Mr. Murphy: In our cases and i n  my experience where 
FOS has been applied for, the majority of cases we 
have reached a negotiated col lective agreement that 
was fai r and considered fair by both sides. 

Mr. Plohman: Yes, that may have been coincidental 
or  it may have been a major factor. Do you th ink  that 
FOS has p layed a major role in the resolut ion of the 
d isputes i n  a l l  of the 1 3  cases that you have mentioned 
here today? 

Mr. Murphy: There is no doubt that we reached 
agreement because if we did not a selector would f inal ly 
m ake the decision,  and i t  brought both parties to put, 
as their final posit ion,  fair and reasonable proposals 
on  the table, at which time then we concluded a 
col lective agreement. 

Mr. Plohman: So you would say then that it did p lay 
a role, the fact that FOS was an option you were leading 
to? 

Mr. Murphy: Yes, it did p lay a major role. 

Mr. Plohman: M r. Chairman, M r. M urphy said earl ier 
that he thought his opinion was perhaps that the Liberals 
a n d  t h e  C o n servat ives t h i n k  i t  m i g h t  h a m per  
management, so that i s  why  they are  br inging th is 
fo rward.  I mean, we are t r y i n g  t o  e x p l a i n  t h e  
u nexp l a i n a b l e .  D o  you  t h i n k  FOS d oes h a m per  
m anagement and that removing it would g ive m ore 
powers to management? 

Mr. Murphy: I t h i n k  the r e m oval o f  FOS, in my 
experience, would make management more determined 
to get the changes they in i t ial ly asked for and would 
cause more strikes, part icular ly among the bargain ing 
u n its we deal with .  

Mr. Plohman: Mr. M u rphy, do you think strikes would 
have made winners of m anagement? 

Mr. Murphy: I do not th ink  str ikes would have m ade 
winners out of management or the un ion.  I th ink  i n  the 
communit ies that I refer to, strikes would have caused 
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b i tter  feel i n g s  a n d  l ast i n g  fee l i n g s. A negot iated 
settlement is  preferable i n  both to that .  

Mr. Plohman: You wou ld  not  say t here wou ld  be any 
winners in  a str ike situation i n  those situations? 

Mr. Murphy: No, there woul d  be no  winners. 

Mr. Plohman: W hat you are real ly saying is that FOS 
h as contributed to improving communication and forced 
both sides to communicate, which has led to better 
relat ions and avoided the situat ions where there would 
be n o  winners? 

Mr. Murphy: Yes ,  FOS has c o n t r i b u t e d  to 
comm u nications and i n  fact settlements of col lective 
agreements. 

Mr. Plohman: One last q uest ion ,  and again an opin ion,  
M r. M u r ph y. I n ot e  the R.M . s  and M r. Edwards 
mentioned the fact that they are  not  registered to  
appear here, and there are  13 rura l  m unicipal ities. They 
may h ave many different reasons why they are not 
appearing here, but have you suggested to them that 
they might want to come forward and tel l  of their  
experiences here? 

Mr. Murphy: No, I have not comm u nicated on their 
p resenting a brief to th is committee. 

Mr. Plohman: Nor h ave they comm u nicated to you 
that they might  be interested i n  it? Have they ever 
communicated to you that once FOS is  gone, we wi l l  
not h ave to go through th is k ind  of mess, or any 
comments l ike that? Have you had positive comments 
from them? I realize this is second-hand evidence, but 
they are not here to appear. 

Mr. Murphy: In the case of the m ore recent collective 
agreements that were reached where FOS applications 
that were made December 1, 1989, i n  the cases that 
we h ave reached an agreement, there has been no 
d iscussion whether they would  appear. The settlements 
were reasonable, and both parties accepted them. 
W hen a settlement is reached that both parties agree 
to, I th ink both parties are satisfied. 

Mr. Plohman: J ust to conclude this then,  would you 
consider asking them or suggest ing to them that t hey 
might  want to put their views forward at the committee? 

Mr. Murphy: M ost of my negotiations have been with 
ind ividual committees which consist of two or three 
council members and possibly a reeve. Any suggestion 
would have to go before counci l.  I h ave not made that 
suggest ion.  

Hon. Jim Ernst (Minister of Industry, Trade and 
Tourism): M r. Murphy, thank you for your presentation. 
Can you tell me how long your un ion  has operated in 
M anitoba? 

Mr. Murphy: Before my t ime. I th ink  1 958. 

Mr. Ernst: A considerable length of t ime then, M r. 
Chairman. Can you tel l  me, bein g  as how FOS has been 
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i n  force for  some two years, what you  d id  for  a l l  o f  the  
t ime before FOS came in  and  how labour settlements 
had been reached prior to FOS being implemented ? 

Mr. Murphy: Well ,  in a number of negotiations there 
have been strikes. They h ave been resolved by str ike 
if it got down to issues that were not acceptable to 
e i ther party. There have been strikes in  the past, and 
since the implementat ion of FOS our u n ion personal ly 
h ave not been involved in  any strikes. 

Mr. Ernst: M r. Chairman, M r. M urphy before FOS came 
i n ,  approx i m ate ly  how many  cont racts wou ld  you 
bargain for? How many of those resulted i n  a strike? 

Mr. Murphy: I guess the total number of col lective 
agreements-and I do not have the exact number of 
col lective agreements-would be approximately 40 . I n  
my experience, a n d  I have been a business rep for five 
years so that would  be t hree years without FOS, there 
has been a total of four str ikes i n  the three years 
p revious. 

Mr. Ernst: That is f ine, M r. Chairman . Thank you very 
m uch. 

Mr. Edwards: I just have one more quest ion,  M r. 
M u rphy, that occurred to me.  You have been involved 
in a number  of cases in  which FOS h as been used , 
stemming right back to January 1988, when it first came 
i n .  How m a n y  c o l lect ive agreements  h ave y o u  
negotiated t hat have n o t  used FOS? 

Mr. Murphy: About the same n u mber. 

Mr. Edwards: So roughly 50 percent of the t ime FOS 
has been used in  your experience with respect to un ions 
o r  l ocals you are i nvolved in  s ince January 1,'88. 

Mr. Murphy: Wel l ,  my experience is that FOS has been 
used twice. l t  has been appl ied for in  a number of 
cases, but it has been used twice, once for the un ion 
and one decision for the employer. 

Mr. Edwards: Okay, but we are gett ing mixed up then 
i n  simple terminology. lt has been applied for as a means 
of deal ing with d isputes in  50 percent of the t imes since 
January 1 ,'88. 

Mr. Murphy: lt has been appl ied for because there are 
deadl ines, and the only way you could use FOS if you 
failed to meet the fi rst dead l ines is after a strike which 
we did not want to happen. 

Mr. Edwards: I am sorry, I d o  not mean to belabour 
th is. Let us use the word appl ied for. l t  has been applied 
for in  50 percent of the cases which you have been 
i nvolved in s ince January 1, 1988. 

Mr. Murphy: Yes, it has been appl ied for in 50 percent 
of the cases and the vast majority have resulted in 
negotiated settlements of those collective agreements. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank  you , M r. M u rphy, for your  
presentat i o n  t h i s  morn ing .  Oh ,  just  a m i nute .  M r. 
Patterson.  
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Mr. Allan Patterson {Radisson): M r. Chairperson, I 
understand with the smal l  un i t  you h ave and the c lose 
relat ionships with in the com m unity t here would be the 
trauma, you might  say, on both sides when a strike 
takes p lace, but g iven th is and what you put  forth was 
the positive resu lts of th is process in the absence of 
this process the f inal offer tool is always t here, always 
has been.  How many of t hese, forget the 13, the one 
that was dismissed, but how many of these 12 would 
use f inal offer arbitration? 

Mr. Murphy: I am not sure if I understand. You mean 
on a voluntary basis? 

Mr. Patterson: A voluntary basis. G iven that you have 
had what you say is this posit ive experience on both 
sides p resumably. 

Mr. Murphy: lt has been a positive experience as a 
resu l t  of FOS. Before FOS it has never been d iscussed . 

Mr. Patterson: M r. Chairperson, g iven the experience 
of t hese 12, and the assumpt ion that this part icular 
f inal offer mechanism is not avai lable, how many of 
the 12 do you th ink  would voluntarily invoke the 
procedure -( interject ion)- in the future, yes? 

Mr. Murphy: In the ones that we h ave had occasion 
to negotiate to col lective agreements, we have reached 
a col lective agreement before any deadl ine, so there 
was no discussion about using a selector if negotiations 
broke down. One of the reasons is that the legislation 
is avai lable. 

Mr. Patterson: Yes, but i f  it was agreed by the two 
part ies in it ial ly that, at some particular t ime that they 
mutual ly set out, if a settlement was n ot reached it 
would then go to f inal offer, why would the two parties 
not then use the procedure? 

Mr. Murphy: Well, my only comment is that before the 
imp lementat ion of the FOS legislation i t  was never 
d i sc u ssed . lt n ever  c a m e  u p  as an a r t i c l e  to be 
negotiated into the col lective agreement.  S ince the 
legislat ion has been avai lable both part ies know it is 
avai lable, so there is no need to put it into col lective 
agreement. 

Mr. Patterson: M r. Storie mentioned the use i n  other 
jurisdictions. W hat other jurisdictions in  Canada have 
this? 

Mr. Murphy: I am not fami l iar with that. 

Mr. Patterson: How many other jur isdict ions have this 
part icular procedu re? Are you aware that the other 
jurisdictions are i n  the U nited States and pr imari ly in 
the publ ic  sector where, contrary to our g reater degree 
of freedom here in Canada, they do not have the r ight 
to strike and there is mandatory arbitrat ion and it is 
in the public sector, where the process of arbit ration 
is  m a ndatory, t h at t h i s  par t icu la r  spec ia l  type of 
arbitration has been used? The other jurisdictions 
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referred to largely are not in the private sector. lt is i n  
u s e  where the employees are denied t h e  r ight to h ave 
a work stoppage, and the employers also, of course. 

Mr. Chairman: M r. Storie, did you have one f inal 
q uest ion? 

Mr. Storie: Just a f inal q uest ion.  The use of f inal  offer 
selection in  the cases that M r. M u rphy had been talk ing 
about are actual ly publi c  sector because it is between 
the munic ipal ities and the operat ing engineers, but the 
fact is that in  Manitoba of course, M r. Murphy, other 
g roups have access to arbitration and I am not sure 
w het h e r  Mr. P at terson  o r  t h e  L i bera l  Par ty  are 
suggest ing t hat other work ing people in Manitoba 
should not have access to other than strike. That sounds 
l ike what h is argu ment is, that t hey should only have 
the r ight to strike and no other tool even i f  it p roves 
to be beneficial in preventing strikes. I g uess the 
question is, the Manitoba Federation of Labour and 
other un ions in  the Province of Manitoba bel ieve that 
this is a better option, that having this in the negotiating 
kit serves a valuable purpose. In your opin ion, i s  there 
any reason why th is kind of a tool should not be 
available in Manitoba even though it may not be offered 
to a l l  un ion ized employees in other jurisdictions? Is that 
a reason to exclude i t? 

Mr. Murphy: l t  is my understanding that both the 
Manitoba Federation of Labour and the Canadian 
Federat ion of Labour favour the retent ion of FOS as 
an alternat ive to strikes and lockouts. 

Mr. Chairman: M r. Patterson, do you have one final 
q uest ion? 

Mr. Patterson: J ust as a matter of curiosity, M r. Murphy, 
I note that two of the appl ications were sett led by the 
selector in  fact mediating a satisfactory agreement. Was 
it the same selector in both cases? 

Mr. 11\!lurphy: l t  was the same selector in both cases. 

An Honourable Member: Was it Jack Chapman? 

Mr. Murphy: lt  was Jack Champman. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you very much, M r. Murphy, for 
you r - M r. Patterson, was there anyth ing else? Thank 
you, M r. M urphy, for your presentation th is morning. 

Mr. Murphy: Thank you . 

Mr. Chairman: Our next presenter is Ms. Buffie Burrel l .  
Is she here? M r. Ken Crawford, Ms. L inda Fletcher­
Ms. Linda Fletcher has advised the Clerk that she wi l l  
be here next week.  Mr .  l rvine Ferris, he wi l l  a lso be 
here next week. M r. Lou Harries-okay. 

Do you have a written presentation, M r. Harries? 

Mr. Lou Harries (Private Citizen): No, ! do not. 

Mr. Chairman: P lease proceed. 

Mr. Harries: I am a d ispatcher at Un ic ity Taxi .  We of 
course used f inal  offer solect ion.  M r. Edwards referred 
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to that, I th ink ,  earl ier. We were faced by an employer 
who brought 43 concessions to the bargain ing table. 
Of course we could never have agreed to what t hey 
were offering. Our  alternative was to str ike for 60 d ays 
and then to apply for f inal offer selection. 

If t here was no  final offer selection,  there could never 
have been a sett lement of th is strike. The company, I 
am sure, was attempting to d o  away with our un ion 
and,  without final offer selection, would have succeeded. 
I th ink  we would have been on strike forever. 

I feel very strongly that f inal offer selection should 
be retai ned because in  a case such as Unicity Taxi 
there could not be a settlement without it. M r. Edwards 
said the selector thought that neither side's presentation 
was fair. I th ink  i t  is clear to me that the un ion's side 
was very reasonable; the company was not. 

The negotiations that led to  th is strike lasted for over 
a year, which meant that dur ing that year there was 
no wage increase or any i ncrease in benefits of any 
k ind ,  which of course could not be considered by the 
selector when he made h is  selection. 

Without f inal offer selection t here could never have 
been a settlement of the U nicity strike. 

Mr. Chairman: Is that your p resentat ion,  M r. H arries? 

Mr. Harries: I th ink  so, yes. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you. M r. Edwards you had -

Mr. Edwards: M r. Storie can go ahead. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Harries, h ow many members were there 
in  your bargain ing un i t? 

Mr. Harries: Approxim ately 24. 

Mr. Chairman: M r. H arries, I wonder if you could wait 
til l I address you before you answer the questions so 
that the m ikes can be turned on. 

Mr. Harries: S ure. 

• (11 00) 

Mr. Storie: M r. Chairman, so t here were probably 24 
people affected. You ind icated to the committee that 
you had negotiated or attempted to negotiate for 
approximately a year prior to having to make a decision 
to go on  strike. I am wondering if you can ind icate 
what the tenor of those negotiat ing meetings was before 
or d u ring that one-year period. 

Mr. Harries: The c o m p a n y  w o u l d  c o!T'e to t h e  
bargain ing table a n d  refuse to make a n y  m ovements 
of any kind at any t ime. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Chairperson,  we assume that Un icity 
had its reasons for present ing the case as it d id.  To 
your knowledge, has the operations of Un icity changed 
in any d ramatic way since t he selector made his 
decision? 
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Mr. Harries: No, not that I am aware of. 

Mr. Storie: So, in other words, the attempt to force 
concessions on working people, the attempt to create 
an atmosphere where a strike was the only alternative, 
a long protracted strike, really would have accomplished 
nothing in terms of the operations of the company, 
other than a bitter strike. 

Mr. Harries: I th ink  it is interesting that, d u ring the 
course of the strike, the people who worked for the 
company  worked u n d e r  the terms of our exp i red 
collective agreement. 

Mr. Storie: And you are firmly of the belief that if final 
offer selection had not been in  p lace we would  have 
had 24 people walk ing the p icket l ine  for day after day, 
week after week, and perhaps month after month? 

Mr. Harries: Absolutely. 

Mr. Storie: What in your opinion would that have served 
anyone in the P rovince of M anitoba? 

Mr. Harries: Wel l ,  as I say, the people who worked 
whi le we were on strike worked under the terms of our  
expired agreement, so 1 th ink  the reality is that we 
could have continued to work whi le we were waiting 
for the selector's agreement, if that had been avai lable 
to us. There would have been no interruption in services, 
there would have been no problems that natural ly flow 
from people being on strike, and management and the 
union naturally become antagonistic towards each other 
and they stop hearing what each other is saying,  and 
p e r h a p s  i n  t h at m o o d  t h ey c o u l d  n ever f i n d  a n  
agreement. 

Mr. Storie: Wel l ,  the unfortunate fact of it is, M r. 
Chairperson,  that th is happens, and it happens too 
often. Final offer selection I think was introduced as 
a tool to p revent that. I am wondering what has 
h appened since the selector made his decision, whether 
you can ind icate what has happened in terms of the 
next set of negotiat ions, a general ind ication of the 
relationship  currently. Has it improved,  deteriorated? 
H ow would you descr ibe it . 

Mr. Harries: Wel l ,  the company is run by a board of 
d i rectors that is elected yearly. The group that was so 
antagonist ic toward the union is no  longer the board 
of d i rectors. The new board of d i rectors seem to be 
much  more reasonable. Our agreement has expired 
and we have had several meetings with them, and we 
h ave again appl ied for final offer selection because you 
m u st apply with in  the window, but at the same t ime 
we are very close to a negotiated agreement. 

Mr. Storie: So final offer select ion h as al lowed us in 
the Province of Manitoba to move from a situation 
w h e r e  t h e r e  was in all l i k e l i h ood g o i n g  t o  be a 
p rotracted , disruptive, bitter str ike by at least 24 
members of the un ion,  a d isruption of service to a point 
where an agreement was reached by a selector, a 
selector m ade a decision, where negotiations are now 
p roceeding on a more reasonable basis, with the 
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l ike l ihood of a negotiated agreement, and in your 
opin ion f inal offer selection had someth ing to d o  with 
that .  

Mr.  Harries: Yes, a b s o l u t e l y. W i t h o u t  f ina l  offer  
selection, of course there would have been no  un ion 
members to enter  into th is round of negotiations in  my 
view. 

Mr. Storie: M r. C h a i r person,  perhaps  t h at is t h e  
objective o f  t h e  Members o f  t h e  Government, the 
Mem bers of the Liberals. Perhaps they are not too 
concerned about un ion-busting activity. I g uess my 
q uestion is that the Member for  St .  James ( M r. Edwards) 
and the Liberals seem to want to characterize any gains 
m a d e  b y  wo r k i n g  p e o p l e  as too o n e r o u s  or as 
u nreasonable. Perhaps you can tel l  us what gains, if 
any, you made through the selector's decision, if you 
would care to share that with the committee. 

Mr. Harries: The sett lement was, I bel ieve, a $ 150 
sign ing bonus for each of the employees for one year, 
p l u s  cost  of l i v i n g  a n d  t h e  M an i t o b a  Food  a n d  
Commercial Workers dental plan, basical ly. 

Mr. Storie: So in the opin ion of the L iberal Party, i n  
the opin ion o f  those w h o  oppose t h i s  legislation, $ 150 
per year, less than 50 cents per day, the r ight to a 
dental plan and cost of l iv ing is u n reasonable. This is 
the d efin it ion and obviously your employer bel ieved 
that at the t ime. Do you th ink  that m ost Manitobans 
would f ind that an u nreasonable selector's decision? 

Mr. Harries: I d o  not th ink so,  no.  I thought it was 
fair ly reasonable. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Harries, you wi l l  not be surpr ised to 
k now that what we have heard from working people 
as they came before the committee are stories simi lar 
to yours, although perhaps not qu ite as d ramatic, but  
they have left I th ink  the unalterable opin ion that f inal 
offer selection is working and perhaps you can share 
with the committee your view on why the Liberals and 
the Conservatives, the Government are attempting to 
repeal f inal offer select ion.  What is i n  it for them? 

Mr. Harries: I have no idea why they want to repeal 
it. I th ink  it is very good legislation, good for all of the 
people of Manitoba actual ly. Strikes or  lockouts are 
e l iminated and I th ink  that is a worthwhi le objective. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Harries, would you care to share with 
the committee your opin ion on why f inal offer selection 
is such an onerous burden, when it appears from al l  
the evi d en c e  we h ave seen t o  be  a reasona ble 
alternat ive; why, if it is so u nreasonable in  the view of 
s o m e, t h e re are no, a n d  I state,  no i n d iv id ual  
corporat ions here to present a case against f inal offer 
selection ; why are they not here tellin g  us, expla in ing 
to us,  expla in ing to the committee, to  the G overnment, 
why th is is so u rgent that i t  be repealed? 

Mr. Harries: I have no idea why they are not here. 
th ink  probably for a lot of people, for Unicity Taxi for 
instance, there were those who were happy there was 
f inal offer selection and that it  p revailed.  
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Mr. Storie: M r. Chairperson, I have no further questions. 
I g uess I can only say it is our belief that the Chamber 
of Commerce have a deal with M r. Filmon and his 
G overnment and the Liberal Party and they are not 
going to use any logic when it comes to the d ebate 
on th is particular q uest ion.  

Be that as it may, thank you for your presentation 
and provid ing us with some insight into another example 
of final offer select ion as working.  

Mr. Edwards: M r. Chairman, f irst of al l ,  I just want to 
en l ighten the Member for Fl in Flon ( M r. Storie) and 
perhaps his col league, the Member for Dauph in  (M r. 
P lohman). I have tr ied before and I wi l l  t ry again .  They 
might  want to review Hansard.  I do not know if they 
were here, I bel ieve it was Thursday n ight, when M r. 
G rant M itchel l ,  who is a lawyer, in fact the lawyer for 
t h e  U n i ted  Food  a n d  C o m merc ia l  W o r k e rs -
( interject ion)- Wel l ,  he certainly has been -spoke on 
th is  issue. He has represented many u nions i n  th is 
p rovince. If I am wrong about the Uni ted Food and 
Commercial Workers, he has certain ly represented lots 
of u n ions in my personal experience. He said, on 
balance, that th is  was not a p iece of legislat ion we 
should keep. Those are h is  words. I suggest to  the 
Member for F l in  F lon he might want to read Hansard 
on that. 

l t  is also interesting, M r. Harries, and I want t o  take 
you back to that U nicity Taxi situation because you 
have ind icated that you feel the employer's posit ion 
was u n reasonable. In fact, the selector, M r. Chapman, 
who has done probably the majority of the select ions­
he has been the appointed selector- M r. Chapman 
ind icated in  h is award, and I am going to quote from 
a page of that award, I am sure you are familiar with 
i t .  He said that he had advised the parties that h e  did 
not th ink  that either final offer was, i n  the words of 
the legislat ion, fair and reasonable. He went o n  to 
expla in  h is  regret at having to make a decision u n der 
the legislat ion at that t ime. He also ind icated that the 
employer in  1987 had a deficit of close to $200,000 
and in 1988, as at the year ending September 3 0, had 
a deficit of $220,000.00. 

* (11 10) 

So he d id accept those; he did not accept the absolute 
plea of poverty that the employer put forward, but he 
did accept those facts, t hat they had lost money two 
years in  a row. He went on to obviously choose the 
employees', the un ion 's ,  f inal offer because it  was the 
less u nreasonable, but he d id  f ind that both were 
u nreasonable f inal offers. 

I want to ask you, going from that-knowin g  the 
relat ionship you have had with the employer, which I 
believe has been hosti le for some t ime-whether or 
not you would agree with M r. Hales, who is the President 
of the Telecommun ications Employees Associat ion of 
Manitoba. He has suggested that what we might  do is 
offer the option to the employer to go d irectly to final 
offer and get it rat ified by the Labour Board rather 
t h an h ave t h e  e m ployees vote on i t .  G iven your  
particular relat ionship with that employer, I assume that 
that would be very u nacceptable to you, M r. Harries. 
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Mr. Harries: Of course, I th ink that anyone woul d  l ike 
to negotiate their own agreement across the table with 
the employer and the employees present.  However, i f  
that does not succeed , I th ink it is  very useful to h ave 
a mechanism for sett l ing the d ispute without having to 
resort to a str ike or a lockout. 

Mr. Edwards: I understand that .  The question was, 
however, M r. Harries, whether or not you woul d  agree, 
from your perspective, that it might  be appropriate, i n  
t h e  w o r d s  of  o n e  of  y o u r  b rothers  i n  t h e  u n i o n  
movement, to extend t h e  same r ight to a n  employer 
to final offer selection, which would be to have it ratified 
without being voted on by the employees. Wou ld  you 
agree with that? 

Mr. Harries: I am not sure that I would .  

Mr. Edwards: M r. Harries, one  other q uest ion ,  you 
mentioned and I think your statement was that you 
saw it as an option to go for a strike, knowing that 
after 60 d ays f inal  offer selection could be appl ied for, 
and I bel ieve you indicated that you had had a much 
length ier  str ike in  the past . 

Mr. Harries: No, I d id  not indicate that. 

Mr. Edwards: I am sorry then, i f  that-

An Honourable Member: You are not i n  a courtroom, 
you know, leading the witness. 

Mr. Edwards: l t  is  i nterest ing the Member for Dauph in  
( M r. P l o h m a n )  ta lks  about  lead i n g  t h e  w i t ness .  I f  
anybody checked the  record,  it has  been force fed 
since Day 1 ,  M r. Chairman. 

Mr. Edwards: M r. Chairman, I s imply want to  ask M r. 
Harries, if you can explain that, what thinking was done, 
I know that the col lective agreement actual ly ran out, 
I bel ieve December 30, '87.  You started negot iat ing and 
I bel ieve on June 30, a strike commenced . What was 
the th ink ing leading u p  to the commencing of that strike 
with respect to the potential use of final offer selection 
after 60 days? Was it seen as a real opt ion ,  someth ing  
that could be looked to and i n  the event that the str ike 
d id  not br ing the parties to some agreement? 

Mr. Harries: I th ink it would be important for you to 
understand that the company was offering to reduce 
coffee breaks, reduce l unch periods, reduce the weekly 
hours of work from 40 to 36. They were offer ing to 
reduce the number of statutory hol idays. They were 
offering to reduce vacations with pay. The l ist is a lmost 
endless. They pretty much offered to reduce everyth ing  
that was i n  the col lective agreement. 

Mr. Edwards: I am sure that is obviously why there 
was not a settlement and I am sure those are some 
of the reasons why their f inal offer was n ot selected . 
My question is, what was the th inking of the un ion  
leading u p  to the  decision to strike on June 30? To 
what effect d id  the final offer window, 60 days into the 
strike, have on that decision to strike? 

Mr. Harries: I think it was clear to the employer at al l  
t imes that they could have settled the str ike for cost 
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of l iv ing and a dental p lan.  I am sure that the employer 
was aware of that. They chose, h owever, never even 
to consider taking one of their items off the table during 
a l l  of those negotiations. 

Mr. Edwards: Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, maybe I am 
not making myself clear. With respect to the details of 
what led up to the str ike and u l t imately f inal offer 
select ion,  those detai l s  are in some measure recounted 
by M r. Chapman. My q uestion is,  leading up to the 
decision to str ike on June 30, 1 988,  what effect did 
the existence of that option of f inal offer select ion,  after 
60 d ays into the str ike, have on your decision to strike? 
Was it something that you said you took into account 
and you looked at and said ,  i f  we g o  on  strike, after 
60 days if we do not l ike it we can go for f inal offer 
selection? You had said earl ier in your statement that 
you saw it as an option to strike because there was 
f inal  offer selection after 60 days. I just want that 
clarif ied, and if you can tel l  us what your th ink ing was 
lead ing up to that decision to str ike. I do not know, 
do you understand my q uest ion? 

Mr. Harries: Absolutely. Our th ink ing was that after 
our last meeting, the mediator broke off and no progress 
had been made, we had no other alternative than to 
strike, because obviously we coul d  not accept what 
they were offering us. Then we could apply for final 
offer selection, which we chose to do, reluctantly I th ink.  
We w o u l d  h ave m uc h  p referred to n e g o t i ate  an  
agreement  w i t h  t h e  e m p l oyer. H o wever, i t  was 
i mpossible. 

Mr. Plohman: Just to clarify, to fol low u p  on  that, M r. 
Harries, the reason that you d id  not g o  the FOS route 
i n it ia l ly  was because you missed the deadl i ne and so 
you are into a strike situat ion? Was that i t? 

Mr. Harries: Correct. 

Mr. Plohman: So unl ike what M r. Edwards is attempting 
to put on the record , that somehow you thought you 
cou l d  have i t  both ways, have a str ike and then have 
FOS bail you out after that, that was n ot the th inking 
at  a l l ,  was i t?  

Mr. Harries: No, it never would  have been our  choice 
to  strike. l t  was al l  that was left to us. 

Mr. Plohman: So in fact that allegat ion is completely 
wrong and, in  fact you would agree that should be 
rejected as the k ind of th inking that was permeat ing 
the th ink ing of the un ion at that part icular t ime? 

Mr. Harries: Absolutely. l t  was our i ntent ion to bargain 
a new contract. lt was our seventh agreement or 
someth ing .  We had had one very short strike in  the 
contract before that, but i t  was for two weeks, and i t  
was not anywhere near as substantial a d isagreement 
as this one was. 

Mr. Plohman: J ust to reiterate on the record here, the 
previous year during that period of str ike and waitin g  
f o r  a settlement, you were working on the p revious 
agreement. Did you get any retroactive raise for that 
year that you went without an increase? 
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Mr. Harries: We did not.  

Mr. Plohman: So you went a whole year without any 
improvement i n  benefits whatsoever? 

Mr. Harries: For approximately 13 months,  I th ink .  

Mr. Plohman: That is over a year. Thank you ,  M r. 
H arries. 

Now M r. Edwards and the Conservatives th ink  it is 
u n reasonable,  I would assume,  and onerous that you 
went with no  increase for over a year, and then when 
M r. Chapman did make the decision , he said that he 
selected the better of two u nreasonable f inal  posit ions. 
I take it that M r. Edwards agrees with that, and the 
Liberals, that $ 150 per year bonus, that a dental  plan 
which amounts to about 0.75 of a percent for wages, 
and the cost-of- l iv ing increase was u n reasonable after 
going one year without any increase whatsoever. 

Did M r. Chapman tel l  you what he thought was 
u n reasonable about your f inal  posit ion? 

Mr. Harries: I th ink  M r. Chapman ind icated that he 
could not consider the fact that t here had been no  
agreement i n  p lace for  that 13 months. A l l  he could 
consider was he was i mposin g  a one-year agreement. 
The fact that we had not had any increase for 13 months 
was not a part of h is  del iberations. 

Mr. Plohman: M r. Chairman,  that wou ld  seem that 
would argue on the opposite side. He would have 
t h o u g h t  u n d e r  t he c i r c u m s t a nces t h at y o u r  f i n a l  
p roposal o f  $150 per year a n d  t h e  cost o f  l iv ing and 
a dental p lan was not at a l l  u nreasonable. D id  he tell 
you at any t ime, were you i nformed either informally 
o r  formally what he felt as a selector was u n reasonable 
about your f inal  posit ion? Was it th is dental p lan that 
was so onerous for the employer, or what was it? Do 
you k now? 

* ( 1 120) 

Mr. Harries: I th ink  possi bly M r. Edwards mentioned 
the fact that U n icity Taxi has been runn ing a deficit ,  
but what he d id not mention is that they are self-funding .  
Of course they can have a deficit or a surp lus ,  i t  is 
their choice. 

Each taxi is owned by an i nd ividual who pays a set 
amount for the d ispatched service. They can raise or 
lower it; they control that.  I f  they have a deficit i t  is 
because they have not raised that. I am not sure that 
M r. Chapman can consider that,  how they came to their  
deficit If  they del iberately underfunded then I d o  not 
k now that that is a part of- 1  am sure that the reason 
that he chose the union's position possibly was because 
he recognized that they had de l iberately u nderfunded . 

Mr. Plohman: M r. Chairman,  he chose it because it  
was the least , i n  h is  words,  unreasonable of the  two 
and I would suggest was q u ite reasonable. 

I just want to ask you one other point for confirmat ion .  
Is i t  not the fact U n icity could apply to the Manitoba 
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taxi board for any increases in cost of operation as a 
result  of a col lective agreement such as th is for an 
increase i n  rates? 

Mr. Harries: Yes, of course. 

Mr. Plohman: Thank you . 

Mr. Chairman: M r. Edwards, you had a final q uest ion.  

Mr. Edwards: I j ust wanted to c lear u p  page 16, for 
my friend the Member for Dauphin  ( M r. Plohman),  the 
statement by M r. Chapman i n  your award was that,  he 
says, s imi larly I could u nderstand the un ion 's  f inal offer 
better i f  it requested s imply the wage increase and had 
not requested the signing bonus and/or the dental plan. 
To t hat extent  I be l ieve the u n i o n ' s  r e q u est  is 
unreasonable. That was h is  statement, so it was those 
two issues, and I am sure you wi l l  remember that from 
the negot iat ions, M r. Harries. 

The other point, I see you have talked about,  you 
do not d ispute that the employer in  1987 had lost 
$220,000 but simply seek to cast that as someth ing 
which t h ey h ad c o n t r o l  over, a n d  m y  fr iend has 
suggested t hey cou ld  app ly  to the taxicab board , but  
U nicity Taxi does not run the taxi board . You are  not  
suggest ing that they cou ld  have gone and demanded 
anyth ing from the taxi board . That is not what you are 
suggest ing ,  M r. Harries, is it? 

Mr. Harries: No,  I am merely suggest ing that they can 
apply on a yearly, or more often basis, and they often 
do not, so I assume they do not desire. 

Mr. Edwards: Given that M r. Chapman h as been 
involved in  the vast majority of these cases as an 
extremely experienced man in th is area, you are not 
suggestin g  that M r. Chapman was i n  any way wrong 
in th is decision ,  are you? I n  particular, since he chose 
your offer, the un ion 's  offer, you are not suggest ing 
that we should take as fict ion anyth ing written i n  th is  
decision,  are you ,  M r. Harries? 

Mr. Harries: No, I am not suggest ing you should take 
it as f ict ion .  I th ink you should k now that s ince Unicity 
funds itself it can present any financial picture it chooses 
to. I th ink  also you should know that cost of l iv ing and 
a dental plan and a $150 signing bonus are not 
unreasonable. 

Mr. Edwards: Wel l ,  that is my quest ion .  M r. Chapman 
obviously felt  they were. You have taken the posit ion 
t h at t h e  e m p l oyer  was be i n g  u n reaso n a b l e .  He 
u l t imately chose you r  offer, the un ion 's  offer. Are you 
sayin g  that when he says t hat statement,  that your offer 
was u n reasonable,  you are clearly saying everyth ing  
you  d id  was reasonable ,  everyth ing the employer d i d  
was u nreasonable? Is that what you  are  saying? 

Mr. Harries: Are you sayin g -

Mr. Edwards: M r. Harries, let m e  make i t  c lear-

Mr. Harries: If the quest ion  was-was our employer 
u nreasonable? - t hen my answer is yes, he certa in ly 
was. 
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Mr. Edwards: And everyth ing the un ion put forward 
was reasonable, contrary to what M r. Chapman found?  

Mr. Harries: I assume the least u n reasonable then 
becomes the most reasonable. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Chai rperson, I am having a l itt le d ifficulty 
following the logic the Member for St. James ( M r. 
Edwards) is using .  I th ink  M r. Chapman obviously had 
an opportunity, had an obl igation to choose the most 
reasonable.  The fact is that the un ion - and perhaps 
M r. Harries can confirm this,  I am sure this was 
d iscussed with the membersh ip-the offer that was put 
on  the table stood a chance of bein g  not selected . 

In fact , if Unicity would have tabled a more reasonable 
proposal , even this modest proposal could  have been 
not selected.  You r  members could h ave lost .  I s  that 
not a possib i l ity? 

Mr. Harries: Of course, naturally when someone has 
to m ake choice as th i rd party they could make either 
choice. 

Mr. Storie: So what your membershi p  did was to put 
d own your bottom l ine.  You said ,  th is  is the m in imum;  
th is  is our  last posit ion .  Th is  is the m in imum we can 
accept, and it was accepted . 

I guess the q uestion from M r. Edwards is, in your 
opin ion,  d id  U nicity not real ize that by tabl ing an offer, 
that was completely unreasonable, t hey could  lose? 

Mr. Harries: I am not sure I can speak for the people 
who were managing U nicity Taxi at that time. H owever, 
of c o u rse w h a t  t hey t a b l e d  was c o m p l ete ly  
unreasonable. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Chairperson ,  f inally, M r. Edwards is 
maintain ing that M r. Chapman was r ight ,  that this was 
unreasonable. I am sure you cou ld  bring forward at 
least 24 people and,  I bel ieve, t housands of people 
more who wou ld  bel ieve that your f inal  p roposal was 
very reasonable. M r. Edwards may want to side with 
M r. Chapman, that the cost-of- l ivin g  increase after no 
i ncrease for a year is unreasonable.  I do not think most 
Man itobans wou ld .  

Mr. Chairman: Are there any  other questions for  M r. 
H arries? If not, I want to thank you very much for your 
presentation th is morning, M r. Harries. 

Mr. Harries: Thank you . 

Mr. Chairman: I have been informed we only have one 
presenter in the aud ience at this time, M r. Ron Cote, 
from page 4 of the presenters' l ist.  Does the committee 
wish to hear M r. Cote at this t ime and see if there are 
any other presenters when th is presenter is f in ished? 
Agreed . 

Please proceed.  

Mr. Ron Cote (Private Citizen): G ood mornin g -

Mr. Chairman: M r. Cote- is that h o w  you pronounce 
it? 
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Mr. Cote: Yes. 

Mr. Chairman: Please p roceed. 

Mr. Cote: I speak today as a private citizen and a un ion 
mem ber. I do not have a formal presentation, no copies, 
j ust some notes I have taken. I am against the repeal 
of final offer selection. I work in the health care industry, 
namely St. Boniface H ospital . Although we have never 
been on strike, we have gone down to the wire many 
t imes, have come close to such act ion .  With f inal offer 
selection I have an alternative, a means where the well­
being of patients at the hospital would sti l l  be taken 
care of whi le an independent selector would settle the 
last few remain ing items, and choose either the union 
position or the management posit ion.  

F inal  offer selection offers me a substitute for the 
col lective bargaining c l imate that is  induced by a str ike 
t hreat, in that each party stands to l ose significantly 
if they act unreasonably and each is therefore p ropelled 
to n e g ot i ate  in g o o d  fai t h  towards  a two-party 
sett lement. l t  wou ld ,  in  my opin ion,  spur both sides to 
reach their  own agreement,  deter both sides from 
i nsist ing on proposals which are clearly u n reasonable, 
and provide a way to resolve d isputes i n  an orderly 
and peaceful fashion, and lead to better labour relations. 

* ( 1 1 30) 

I have h ad the sad experience of walk ing the picket 
l ines with some of my brothers and sisters in the labour 
movement .  I have walked on the SuperValu-Westfair 
strike, and also the U nicity Taxi p icket l ine. I n  the 
Westfair strike a lot of u n pleasant situations arose on 
the l ine.  Some of them were violent. Had f inal  offer 
selection been in place, then all of t hose could have 
been prevented . The strike lasted 1 25 days, which 
caused many hardsh ips for the p icketers. In  addit ion 
the strike was very cost ly, and I think that was very 
costly for both parties. With f inal  offer selection th is 
str ike would have been over i n  60 d ays i f  i t  had taken 
place at a l l .  

I n  the U nicity strike, as  M r. H arries pointed out ,  
fortunately f ina l  offer selection was i n  p lace and the 
union members were back after 60 days of strike, a 
strike which would very l i kely have gone much longer, 
causing more hardships for everyone involved . I f irmly 
believe that f inal offer selection is work ing;  I f irmly 
bel ieve that removing it would  be a step backwards, 
for both the u n ions and companies.  I am strongly 
opposed to the repeal of the f ina l  offer select ion.  That 
is al l  I have to say. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you , M r. Cote. Are there any 
q uestions for M r. Cote? M r. Storie. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Cote, thank you again for taking the 
t ime out of your day to present your views on final 
offer select ion.  You mentioned the str ike at SuperValu .  
I a m  wondering whether you bel ieve that t here i s  any 
of your memebership or anyone that you know who 
believes that walk ing the picket l ine for two months­
and during that two months, the lost wages and lost 
income, is there anybody who bel ieves t hat can be 
recouped? 
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Mr. Cote: No. 

Mr. Storie: So i n  your opinion the idea that somehow 
final offer selection might actual ly prolong strikes, or 
create a situation where there are m ore prolonged 
strikes, is not a reasonable opin ion.  

Mr. Cote: Could you repeat, i n  a way I can understand 
it .  

Mr. Storie: M r. Chairperson,  yes,  I w i l l  rephrase that. 
There is some opinion amongst the Liberals and the 
Conservatives that final offer selection tends to prolong 
strikes, because of the 60-day provisions, that in  fact 
there may be people who are prepared to walk out for 
60 days, basically to improve their chances to create 
an atmosphere where the employer wi l l  accept the 
contract that i s  unacceptable,  or that the union's 
position would be improved.  Do you bel ieve that there 
are people who bel ieve t hat they can ever recoup the 
lost wages from a 60-day str ike? 

Mr. Cote: I do  not believe so. 

Mr. Storie: I n  your opinion, then, i t  is  very un l ikely, 
not logical that a bargain ing un it would prepare its 
membership for a 60-day strike just to ach ieve an 
agreement using f inal  offer select ion.  

Mr. Cote: I do  not believe any member really wants 
to go out on str ike to gain anyth ing .  They do not gain 
anyth ing by str ik ing .  

Mr. Storie: l t  is  i nterest ing ,  because the last po int  that 
you make is the point that apparent ly we are a l l  i n  
agreement o n  in  th is committee, that n o  o n e  gains 
anyth ing by strikes, and yet the Government and the 
Liberals want to pu l l  th is legislat ion.  To me, that does 
not make sense; I do not know whether it makes sense 
to you or not. 

Mr. Cote: No, it  does not make sense at a l l .  

Mr. Chairman: Any other further questions? 

Mr. Edwards: M r. Cote, d oes the union that you are 
a member of have an essential  services agreement with 
St. Boniface H ospital? 

Mr. Cote: Yes, we do.  

Mr. Chairman: Any further quest ions? 

Mr. Storie: M r. Chairperson,  I have no further questions. 
I thank M r. Cote for appearing and presenting his views. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you for your presentation th is  
morning,  M r. Cote. 

Mr. Cote: You are very welcome. 

Mr. Chairman: Are there any other presenters here 
this morning? Seeing as there are no other presenters 
here th is morning,  I suggest that the committee rise, 
and I have been advised by the Committee Clerk that 
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she wi l l  attempt to cal l  as many presenters over the 
lunch break as possible and we wi l l  reconvene-at two 
o'clock? 

Some Honourable Members: One o'clock. 

Mr. Storie: Before we rush into th is ,  we recognize what 
is h a p pe n i n g  is exact l y  what  we sa id  w o u l d  be  
happening ,  that it is d iff icult for  many people to attend 
on Saturdays. They have shopping to do, they are 
work ing .  The First M in ister ( M r. F i lmon) now wants to 
say, wel l ,  let us rush and call the committee back at 
one o'clock. The committee normally sits at two o'clock; 
it was announced for two o'clock. We have very few 
presenters here. 

Let us ask the Clerk to cal l  people and arrange it 
for two o'clock, to g ive them time to be here, because 
the First M i nister can say, and the committee can vote 
to have us come back at one o'clock, and we wi l l  be 
sitt ing with no one here at one o'clock, because (a) 
they were not expect ing to be here ti l l  two o'clock and 
(b)  even i f  the Clerk starts phoning now, they wi l l  not 
be able to be here by one o'clock. So let us adjourn 
and g ive it  a reasonable length of t ime, come back at 
two o'clock as normal , qu it trying to ram th is through. 
We have an agreement that we are going to l isten to 
the people who want to present. I bel ieve that is a 
commitment from the M i nister, a commitment from the 
Government, I bel ieve, the Government House Leader. 
Let us g ive it some t ime. Let us not rush. 

Hon. Gary Filmon (Premier): M r. C h a i r m a n ,  t h i s  
committee is being a s  reasonable a n d  a s  open a s  any 
c o m m it tee  h as ever bee n .  There  h ave been 
opportunities for  people to appear evenings, daytime, 
weekends, any t ime that could possibly be made 
convenient to an ind ividual to want. When the committee 
sits on Saturday, the Member for F l in  Flon ( M r. Storie) 
says i t  is  inconvenient because people have to go 
shopping.  When the committee sits in the dayt ime,  the 
Member says, wel l ,  i t  is inconvenient because some 
people h ave to work.  When the committee sits in 
evenings, he says it is inconvenient because some 
people d o  not l ike to  stay out late at night. He has an 
excuse for everyth ing.  This committee is sitt ing ,  and 
he is becoming r id iculous. I n  fact, he is becoming an 
anachronism because he is so fool ish.  

The committee wi l l  decide on reasonable t imes and 
reasonable c i rcumstances, and I think the committee 
should also take n ote of the fact that if this is so 
i mportant for people to appear and they do not appear 
when they are g iven daytime, evening  and Saturday 
options, it is obviously not something that is a l l  that 
important because they are simply not coming.  We wi l l  
have to take note of that next week,  I am sure,  M r. 
Chairman, as we try and decide how we can get through 
th is n u m ber of presentations. We wi l l  decide that i n  
due course. 

For now, I th ink  the option the committee has to 
decide is on t ime. lt is my recom mendation that we 
come back at one o 'clock, because t here are c lose to  
a 1 00 presenters who want to  present.  U l t imately, we 
h ave to get through them in some reasonable order. 
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I bel ieve we should come back at one o 'c lock and see 
how q uickly we can get through them. 

Mr. Chairman: Thank you ,  M r. Premier. I just want­
-(interjection)- just  a m inute, M r. Storie-to mention 
that we have attempted to cal l  everyone on the l ist. 
Everybody has been called at least once. We will attempt 
again ,  during the lunch break, to cal l  as many as 
possible, to see how many we can g et here. M r. Storie. 

Mr. Storie: M r. Chairperson,  just so the Fi rst M in ister 
is not confused , as he apparently is, the commitment 
has been made that anyone who is on the l ist is  e l ig ib le 
to come before the committee and a t ime wi l l  be made 
when it  is  convenient.  That was the understanding .  

There are going to be evening hear ings next  week,  
which is what we bel ieve should happen. The committee 
heari ngs should be in  the evening .  We are p repared 
to sit late into the evening every day.- ( interject ion)­
M r. Chairperson,  I have the floor. Could I p lease be 
al lowed to continue? 

The Fi rst M i nister is going to refer to the facl that 
leave was not g ranted for a Monday evening hear ing .  
The H ouse s i ts  on  Monday, f irst of a l l ,  f rom 8 p .m .  to 
10 p.m. Members are to be in  the Chamber. Our  House 
leader was p repared to g ive leave. However, the 
Speaker refused at that point to g ive the Member the 
floor. 

Let us not confuse the two issues. We are prepared 
to m eet next week,  M onday, Tuesday, Wednesday, 
Thursday, Fr iday- perhaps not Fr iday, but if Friday is 
necessary, we meet Friday. But let us make the point 
that we are not going to gain anyth ing ,  that the First 
M in ister ( M r. F i lmon) is not going to gain anyth ing by 
havin g  th is committee change its agenda and come in 
to sit at one o 'clock.  People are expect ing to be here 
at 2 p . m . ,  i f  they can make i t  today at a l l .  The people 
who do not come are going to come and use u p  t ime 
of  the committee on Monday or  Tuesday or some t ime 
next week, because they have been g uaranteed the 
r ight to make their  p resentat ion.  

• ( 1 1 40) 

We are not going to save any t ime. All we are going 
to d o  is come back at one o'c lock,  throw everybody 
who had set their  schedule to be here at two o 'clock 
off schedule. We are not going to accompl ish anyth ing ,  
because there wi l l  be very few people here at  one 
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o'c lock because of the t iming.  We can certain ly vote 
on it  i f  the Fi rst M i n ister ( M r. F i lmon) wants to make 
this foolish amendment. l t  is  not going to resolve 
anyth ing .  it is not going to speed up the work of the 
committee. That is naive and wrong. 

Mr. Filmon: M r. Chairman, what I wi l l  say is that the 
New Democrats are attempting to frustrate and to 
o bfuscate and to -(interjection)- The New Democrats 
are doing everyth ing  they can to frustrate the process 
of working with th is B i l l .  

The fact of the  matter is that people appearing before 
committees are told that the committee is sitt ing 
between ten and five o 'clock today, that whatever time 
the com mittee wants to sit to l isten to people, the 
committee is doing so i n  order to accommodate them. 

What M r. Storie is saying to us is that he wants to 
make it  as d ifficult  on  the committee as possib le to do 
its work. I th ink  that of course is start ing to be an 
u n reasonable point of view. On the other hand,  I am 
not going to cont inue to try and argue with M r. Storie 
over a point i n  which he says, q u ite honestly, that the 
committee should forget a l l  p ractice, should forget a l l  
ru les and should s imply bend itself around and twist 
itself like a pretzel because he is t ry ing to orchestrate 
a situation he th inks is in  his best interest. 

U l t imately, the people of Manitoba wi l l  see what the 
New Democrats are doing.  They wi l l  see whal they are 
doing at a cost of $6,500 a d ay. 

They have now extended the length of this Session 
to over $250,000 of cost to the taxpayers of Manitoba, 
to have pushed the Session beyond its normal average 
length ol d ays of sitt ing ,  and to do all of these th ings. 
But the people of Manitoba have passed judgment in 
the past on the New Democrats, and they wi l l  pass 
further judgment as they become i rrelevant because 
of the k inds of orchestration and games play ing ihey 
are attempting to do.  

But that is okay, M r. Chairman. I w i l l  withdraw my 
suggestion that we come back at one o 'clock. We wil l  
come back at two o'clock, and we wi l l  see whether or 
not there are people here who real ly want to be heard 
on this B i l l ,  or  whether i n  fact -

Mr. Chairman: We have agreed , th ink .  Committee 
rise. We wi l l  return at two o 'clock. 

COMMIT T EE ROSE AT: 1 1 :43 a. m. 




