
Oral Queslions

FISHERIES

REFERENCE 0F WEST COAST REGULATIONS TO STANDING
COMM ITTEE-MOTION UNDER S.0. 43

Mr. Donald W. Munro (Esquimalt-Saanich): Madam
Speaker, I rise under the provisions of Standing Order 43. I
have some reason to hope that 1 can get unanimous consent for
the following motion. In Iight of the publication of new
regulations governing the fisheries on the west coast, I move,
seconded by the hon. member for Victoria (Mr. McKinnon):

That the Standing Committee an Fisheriea and Foreatry be pravided immedi-
ately with an arder af reference that wiII allow il ta examine the new fisheriea
regulationa for the sporta fiahery and herring roe fiahery an the weat caast and
repart back ta the House.

Mada. Speaker: Is there unanimous consent for this
motion?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Mada. Speaker: There is unanimous consent for this
motion?

Some hon. Meinhers: Agreed.

CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY

CALL FOR NATIONALIZATION ON OCCASION 0F CENTENNIAL-
MOTION UNDER S.0. 43

Mr. Les Benjamin (Regina West): Madam Speaker, 1 rise
under the provisions of Standing Order 43 to remind the
House that this is the one hundrcdtb birthday of Canadian
Pacific. In view of the fact that CP Limited made $582 million
profit last year resulting from assets given to it by the Canadi-
an people, and since the CPR dlaims that its side of the
bargain, including the Crowsnest Pass agreement, is a burden
too onerous, I move, seconded by the hion. member for Win-
nipeg North (Mr. Orlikow):

That this Hause wisbes CP Limited unhappy birthday and calls upon the
government ta bring Canadian pacifie Limited under public ownership, return
its assets ta the people af Canada, and retire its board af directors. including aid
blue eyes.

Sonie hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Madam Speaker: Is there unanimous consent for this
motion?

Some hon. Members: Agreed.

Some hon. Members: No.

An bon. Member: No.

Madani Speaker: 1 just heard a no.

THE CONSTITUTION

STATEMENT MADE BY LEADER 0F NEW DEMOCRATIC PARTY-
MOTION UN DER S.O. 43

Mr. Gordon Towers (Red Deer): Madam Speaker, 1 risc
under the provisions of Standing Order 43. The Leader of the
New Democratic Party is alleged to have told a Montreal
audience on the weekend that a vast majority of bis NDP
caucus would vote with the government on the Constitution
proposais but that a few would follow their conscience and
oppose the government. 1 move, seconded by the hon. member
for Winnipeg-Assiniboine (Mr. McKcnzie):

That the leader af the socialiats be asked ta clarify the innuenda that those
wha da vote with the government may bc doing sa at variance with their
consciences, that their illegitimate relatianship with the Grils May have fuddle-
duddled their thinking.

Mada. Speaker: Is there unanimous consent for this
motion?

Some hon. Meinhers: Agreed.

Some bon. Members: No.

@ (1415)

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD

[Englfshj
THE CONSTITUTION

CHANGES PROPOSED BY WOMEN'S CONFERENCE

Hon. Flora MacDonald (Kingston and the Islands): Madam
Speaker, my question would have been to the Minister of
Justice had hie been here. In bis absence I will direct my
question to the Prime Minister.

The Minister of Justice, on several occasions this weekend,
was reported as saying that hie will not be considering new
amendments of substance to the charter of rights. The Prime
Minister will be aware that at a conference this weekend
hundreds of womcn from across the country put forward
proposais for major changes to the charter. What 1 would like
to ask the Prime Minister is a very simple question. Was the
minister ruling out in adivance, on behaîf of bis government, ail
the changes that have been proposed to the charter by the
women who met in Ottawa this weekend?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, 1 have not seen the statement by the Minister of
Justice, but it seems, from the quote given by the hon. lady,
tbat hie is saying the samne thing as 1 said, that we are not
considering any amcndments. However, we know that some
amendments may be moved in this House. 0f course we will
sec if they are an improvement to the resolution or not, and we
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wilI make our judgment in consequence. For instance, 1 have
flot seen the particular resolutions from the meeting held over
the weekend, but 1 arn prepared to tell the hon. lady that if she
supports the resolution, 1 would probably be ready to support
the amendrnents.

An hon. Member: He's for sale.

Miss MacDonald: Madam Speaker, knowing that the gov-
ernment derailed the conference that wouid have taken place
in the fîrst place, 1 really arn surprised at this point to find that
the goverfiment is not sensitive enough to have found out what
took place at that conference during the weekend.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Miss MacDonald: I would like to put rny supplementary
question either to the Prime Minister or to the Minister of
Justice, now that he is here. The minister or the Prime
Minister will know that the weekend conference urged that if
the government was flot prepared to consider in total the
resolutions put forward by the women's conference, then the
total package should be separated and the bill of rights deait
with separately here in Canada by a constituent assembly. 1
would like to ask the Prime Minister or the Nlinister of Justice
if they are wiiling to consider that proposaI.

Mr. Trudeau: WeIl, Madam Speaker, I just answered that. I
have flot seen the resolutions adopted over the weekend in any
detail, but I arn prepared to gamble that they are probably
very sensitive and worth-whiîe additions. I tell the hon. lady
and ber party that if they wilI support the resolution as it is
before the House, provided we accept these amendments, then
I think we have a good bargain. Would she do it?

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

QUERY RESPECTINO GOVERNMENT SUPPORT FOR
A MEN DM ENTS

Hon. Flora MacDonald (Kingston and the Islands): Madam
Speaker, my further supplementary question is to the Minister
of Justice, now that the Prime Minister has given that reply.
As I understand it, these resolutions that have been put
forward-

An hon. Member: Weaseiing in,

Miss MacDonald: -by the women's conference wili now be
considered by the Government of Canada. I would like to ask
the Minister of Justice if, when he rises in bis place tomorrow
afternoon in 24 hours' time, he will say to the House which of
those resolutions the government wiîl be prepared to support.

An hon. Member: Take them one by one.

* (1420)

Hon. Jean Chrétien (Minister of Justice and Minister of
State for Social Development): Madam Speaker, I think the
Prime Minister put it very well. If the hon. member thinks

these amendments are important for women, she should be
ready to say she wants them to be incorporated in the Constitu-
tion, and flot vote against them in the House of Commons.

Sonie hon. Members: Hear, hear!.

Mr. Chrétien: I amnfot very impressed with that kind of
argument because we have had the same problems with respect
to aboriginal rights. Hon. members opposite were ail in favour
of enshrining aboriginal rights in the Constitution, but after the
Indians had gone they said there should be no entrenchment
unless ail the premiers agree. Some of the premiers have
aîready said that they do flot want to, have any charter
incorporated in the Constitution.

If the opposition want to have those rights entrenched in the
new Canadian Constitution, they shouîd make up their rninds
and say they wiil support our activities.

Some hon. Members: H-ear, hear!

REQUEST FOR RESIGNATION 0F MINISTER

Mr. Walter McLean (Waterloo): Madam Speaker, quite
obviously there is a division of opinion. At one moment
members of the government vote against a motion under
Standing Order 43, and then the next moment we are told that
rights are negotiable.

My question arises from the conference at the weekend, and
it is directed to the Prime Minister. The Prime Minister will
know that this conference was representative of cvery province,
the regions, the territories, and ail political persuasions. In
iight of the fact that the meeting was virtually unanimous in
demanding that the minister responsible for the status of
women be reîieved of bis duties and, second, that the advisory
council report directly to Parliament, will the Prime Minister
now act on the wishes. of the women of Canada?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, I understand that the wishes of the women of Canada
have been expressed in the resolution to which the hon.
member for Kingston and the Islands referred.

Miss MacDonald: The resignation of your minister.

Mr. Trudeau: If hon. members opposite are serious, they
should support the position of the meeting at the weekend.
That position was that this group of women would support
patriation with an amending charter if we put certain amend-
ments in. So I tell the Tory party, corne on, listen to the
wornen, help us get the charter as they want it and heIp us put
these arnendments in.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. McLean: Madam Speaker. the Prime Minister wiII
know, once he is briefed, that the conference dealt not only
with the provisions of the charter and the constitutional pro-
posais but that it also addressed itself to the credibility of the
instrument which advises the goverfiment on matters relating
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to womnen. My question was not answered. WiIl tbe Prime
Minister act to request a cbange of ministerial responsibility,
and will be respond witb respect to whether the council wiil
report to this chamber? Will the Prime Minister agree to the
provision of a review group to report to Parliament by July 1,
telling bow the credibility of tbe council can be restored?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, 1 say let us get the cbarter
first. Let us entrench the rigbts of women, and let us have the
support of the Tory party.

Miss MacDonald: Chicken.

Mr. Clark: Notbing is important but your own obsession.

STATUS 0F WOMEN

RESTRUCTURING 0F ADVISORY COUNCIL

Miss Pauline Jewett (New Westminster-Coquitlam):
Madam Speaker, 1 wisb to preface my question by saying that
1 was deligbted to bear the Prime Minister say that be would
accept tbese amendments. Ail tbe amendments but one were
proposed by the New Democratic Party in tbe constitutional
committee. Ail but two of the amendments suggested at the
weekend, the Tories voted against.

Some hon. Members: Shame!

Miss Jewett: 1 would like, therefore, to pursue another
matter witb tbe minister responsible for the status of women.
Has the minister now seriously considered a matter wbich was
discussed broadly over the weekend, that is, the restructuring
of the advisory council? Has bc considered asking for the
resignations of the three vice-presidents? Has be considered
restructuring the counicil and baving it report directly to
Parliament?

Hon. Lloyd Axworthy (Minister of Employment and Immi-
gration): Madam Speaker, as the hon. member knows, 1 plan
to meet witb a number of representatives of women's organiza-
tions tbis afternoon.

Mr. Nielsen: Lots of luck.

An hon. Member: Keep your back to the wall.

Mr. Axworthy: 1 thank tbe bon. member for bis good
wishes. We plan to meet witb representatives of these groups
to talk about different recommendations and points of view
concerning the advisory council, and 1 amn looking forward to
their constructive recommendations in that regard.

Miss Jewett: Would tbe minister also look into the question
of giving us the assurance tbat the council, as restructured,
wiIi be a permanently funded body and will be created by
statute rather than order in council?

Oral Questions

Mr. Axworthy: Madam Speaker, tbere bas neyer been any
question in the mind of this government about the continuation
of the council. Some question bas been posed by certain former
members of the couricil concerning that, but it bas neyer been
a question so far as we are concerned. We tbink that tbe
council plays a very important role in this country. It repre-
sents women's points of view and it puts out some very good
research to whicb this government bas responded over the last
several months in bringing about practical accomplishments
rather than a lot of rbetoric. So we bave a very high regard for
the council, we tbink it could be improved, and we are meeting
with women's groups to see that it will be improved.

a (1425)

Soine hon. Members: Hear, bear!

Miss Jewett: The minister responded to, the wish of the
Canadian women by getting the council to cancel or postpone
a conference. That is bow he responded. 1 should like to ask
the minister a final question. Since the council was not repre-
sentative of ail Canadian women, will lie ensure that ail groups
of women in Canada-and 1 amn, in particular, looking at
women in the labour movement, immigrant women and native
women-are going to be represented on tbe restructured
counci?

Mr. Axworthy: It would certainly be my interest to sec tbat
the broadest range of points of view is represented on the
council but, as tbe bon. member recognizes, in many cases
tbere are bundreds of points of view. Tbere is no monolithic
point of view so far as women are concerned, as we bave seen.
Tbere is a wide variety of points of views concerning ail kinds
of matters. Wbat we are trying to get is those individuals wbo
can apply tbe best judgment possible. But tbe council bas been
reflective of a pretty broad range. We wilI sec if it can be
improved, and if tbere are ways in whicb we can do tbat, tben
we wiIl respond to the recommendations we bear this after-
noon. But 1 would say, Madam Speaker, that 1 would like to
listen to tbose points of view before 1 make any definite
commitments, because the point of holding these consultations
is to hear the points of view before making up our minds.

NATIONAL ENERGY PROGRAM

REACTION 0F UNITED STATES GOVERN MENT

Hon. Michael Wilson (Etobicoke Centre): Madam Speaker,
my question is for tbe Secretary of State for External Affairs.
The minister, in a press conference following bis recent visit to
Wasbington, stated that the U.S. administration was being
kept closely informed of the progress of the National Energy
Program and was quite satisfied witb tbe way things are going.
Subsequent to that, a U.S. officiai is quoted as saying that the
United States administration is not satisfied witb the National
Energy Program and bas made representations to that effect.
Would the minister clarify for tbe House today wbo was

80096-7
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speaking the correct words on this, was it himself at his press
conference, or was it the U.S. officiai?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for Externat
Affairs): Madam Speaker, in my comments I was referring to
the process of consultation which had been established-

Somne hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. MacGuigan: -and the fact that the U.S. government
seemed to find it very satisfactory. In fact, my understanding
up to the presenit is that, so far as the substance of thc
legisiation is concerned, there are no offsetting difficulties.
Their concern, as 1 understand il, is about what may happen in
the future as a result of the regulations. When we are deaiing
with the imponderabies in the future, there cannot be much
dialogue about it at present.

PROCUREMENT POLICIES POSSIBLE CONFLICT WITH G~ATT

Hon. Michael Wilson (Etobicoke Centre): Madarn Speaker,
1 do flot think it was at ail clear at the minister's press
conference that what he has said just now is. in fact, the
accurate way of stating it.

I should like to direct my supplementary question to the
Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources. U.S. officiais are
quoted as saying that they were told by Ottawa that the
National Energy Program proposai in relation to procurement
was expressed in language which was directed for domestie
consumption only, and that the government intended to abide
by ils treaty commitments under GATT. i should like to ask
the minister if this is another means of saying one thing to
people in Canada and another thing to people in other govern-
ments. What is the basis on which the government is going to
implement the procurement policies under the National
Energy Program in a way that will not be contrary to the
agreements which Canada bas under GATT?

Hon. Marc Lalonde (Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources): Madam Speaker, 1 amn surprised that the hon.
member is raising this question since he is a member of the
parliamentary Standing Committee on National Resources
and Public Works which is currently considering the bill on
the Canada lands. In that bill there is a very, very specific
reference to the fact that in the future, in order to get leases on
Canada lands, the applicants will have to give very firrn
commitments that they wili undertake certain work commit-
ments and, in addition, that they will take into account
Canadian suppiiers and people who can provide Canadian
services. This is right in the act itself. There is nothing
wishy-washy about it. It is quite clear; it is on the record. As a
matter of fact it is in legisiation which has been before the
flouse and is now before the parliamentary committee. So, it is
ail there for everybody to see. Once more, 1 arn surprised that
my friend bas not seen it yet.

* (1430)

Mr. Wilson: Madam Speaker, 1 amn fully aware that this is
provided for under the bill, but the point of the matter is that
the United States is concerned it will be implemented contrary
to our obligations under GATT, as statcd in this press confer-
ence. H-ow wili this be impiemented in a way which wili not
contravene our treaty requirements under GATT?

[Translation]

Mr. Lalonde: Madam Speaker, we have aiready had discus-
sions about this with American officiaIs. We stated very
cleariy that we believe our policy in this regard to be in
accordance with our GATT commitments, and that, as con-
cerns this particular question, the then minister of finance had
tabled in the flouse agreements which clearly indicated that
Canada was reserving the right to impiement special policies
for naturai resources in view of the particular situation of
Canada in this regard. Indeed, this was also stated at the
international conference on this matter.

[English]
ENERGY

PROGRFSS OF: COLO LAKL PROJECI

Mr. Jack Shields (Athabasca): Madam Speaker, my ques-
tion is directed to the Nlinister of Energy, Mines and
Resources. Recentiy in Calgary the minister indicated that the
Coid Lake projeet in northeastern Alberta would go ahead in
probably one, two or even three years. Later in northeastern
Alberta the minister indicated that there would be an energy
agreement within months, thereby allowing the Cold Lake
projeet to proceed within months. Which statement may we
accept as the truth?ý

Hon. Marc Lalonde (Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources): Nladam Speaker, if it depended only on the
Government of Canada, the Cold Lake project would go on
tomorrow, but unfortunately it does not depend only on the
Government of Canada.

Mr. Wilson: That is not truc.

Mr. Lalonde: 1 have indicated our position in this regard.
Our view is that the Cold Lake project and the tar sands
projeet at the present time are being unnecessarily suspended,
delayed. or even threatened. It will not be helpful to the people
of Alberta, it wili not be helpful to self-sufficiency in this
country, and it is not needed by Alberta to reach an agreement
on energy with the Government of Canada. We feel this
particular decision by the government of Alberta is not one
which is necessary in the circumstances, and we regret it-

Mr. Andre: Nor is the National Encrgy Program.
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Mr. Lalonde: -but there is not much we can do about it. I
indicated that as far as we are concerned we certainly hope to
have an agreement very soon.

Mr. Shields: Madam Speaker, obviously the minister did not
answer my question. He made two separate statements, and I
just wanted to know which one we could accept as the truth. I
should like to ask him a supplementary question. Is the federal
government now willing to sit down with the producing prov-
inces and truly negotiate? In other words, is it prepared to
negotiate the export tax on natural gas? Is it prepared to
negotiate the wellhead tax on the production of petroleum? Is
the federal government prepared to show a real willingness to
negotiate by indicating that these two items in the national
energy policy are indeed negotiable?

Mr. Lalonde: Madam Speaker, the federal government
indicated soon after the budget that we were ready to negoti-
ate in good faith with the governments of the producing
provinces, particularly the government of Alberta, and that we
were not setting out any ultimatum or any pre-conditions.
There seems to be an attitude on the other side to set pre-con-
ditions. We are not setting any pre-conditions, we are not
eliminating anything. But I must say that the negotiations up
to now have been proceeding at an extremely slow pace. There
have been only two meetings of deputy ministers, and I think a
couple of meetings of middle management officiais. I read in
the press a statement by senior Alberta officiais saying that
they would not be in a position to make any report to their
provincial government before mid-March and that, therefore,
it would be unlikely there would be any serious negotiations
before then. We indicated that we were ready to start sitting
down at any time the government of Alberta was willing to
start negotiations seriously. Up to now the government of
Alberta has indicated that it wanted those discussions only at
the official level. We respect that wish, although we feel it is
indeed proceeding very slowly.

* * *

THE ECONOMY

POSITION OF GOVERNMENT RESPECTING INTEREST RATES

Mr. Bob Rae (Broadview-Greenwood): Madam Speaker,
my question is for the Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of
Finance. In December Mr. Bouey, the Governor of the Bank of
Canada, said:
We do know that we don't want interest rates as high as those in the United
States.

Just ten days ago the deputy chief economist for the bank
indicated that the Bank of Canada rate was staying high,
above 17 per cent, and that the bank was keeping it there in
order to return rates to what he described as the traditional
levels above the United States rate. Is this the new policy of
the government, to maintain interest rates for an indefinite
period of time above those in the United States? I remind the
minister that they have been at 17 per cent for over ten weeks

Oral Questions

and that there is no sign of them coming down. If that is the
policy of the government, would be please tell us whether the
government is reconsidering the possibility of carrying out tax
policies and tax concessions which would lessen the impact of
high interest rates on the average consumer and on those
people who are so hard hit by the rates which apparently have
become a permanent policy of the government?

Hon. Allan J. MacEachen (Deputy Prime Minister and
Minister of Finance): Madam Speaker, in reply to the first
part of the hon. member's question, to my knowledge it is
certainly not the policy of the governor of the Bank of Canada
to proceed in the way described by the hon. member, namely,
to keep the rates higher than those prevailing in the United
States. As the hon. member knows, for considerable periods of
time rates in Canada have been considerably lower than those
prevailing in the United States. Certainly that trend was not
bucked or opposed by the governor of the bank, let alone the
government.

Mr. Rae: Madam Speaker, the fact remains that American
rates have started to come down, Canadian rates have stayed
exactly where they have been for a very long period of time
and, as the minister knows, the American tax system is
different than our own; they provide concessions which our
system does not provide.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Rae: On Friday the bank announced that it would turn
the screws even tighter on the money supply. This policy has
been continued since 1975, and I remind the minister that
since that time inflation and unemployment have gone up. So,
clearly something is not working the way it is supposed to
work. In light of those facts, my supplementary question to the
minister is: would he not agree that the effect of these tighter
monetary policies in other countries-and indeed in our
experience in Canada in the last five years-has been that we
have been able to squeeze real growth and jobs out of the
economy but we have not managed to squeeze inflation out of
the economy? Would the minister agree that this has been the
experience not only in Canada, but also in Britain, France, and
other countries which have attempted this policy as well?

Mr. MacEachen: Madam Speaker, that is quite a large
question on the orders of the day. I will attempt to answer it by
saying that if the hon. member wants a simple one word
answer, it would be no. His conclusions are not right.

* * *

THE ENVIRONMENT

NIAGARA RIVER SOURCE OF GREAT LAKES POLLUTION

Mr. Jesse P. Flis (Parkdale-High Park): Madam Speaker,
in the absence of the Minister of State for Science and
Technology and Minister of the Environment, I should like to
direct my question to his parliamentary secretary. It is based
upon an article which appeared in a Toronto paper yesterday
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under the heading "Act On Niagara Pollution". In view of the
fact that the International Joint Commission which oversees
the Canada-United States Great Lakes Water Quality Agree-
ment has pinpointed the Niagara River as a dangerous con-
tributor to the levels of organic, chemical and metal wastes in
the Great Lakes, would the parliamentary secretary share with
the House the attempts of this government and of the govern-
ment of the United States to clean up known sources of
contaimination and to prevent new ones?

Mr. Roger Simmons (Parliamentary Secretary to Minister
of State for Science and Technology and Minister of the
Environment): Madam Speaker, the IJC released its report
last Wednesday, February I1. It is interesting to note that the
report follows rather closely the position which the minister
and I have taken in so far as the Niagara Peninsula pollution is
concerned.

Some hon. Members: Oh, oh!

* (1440)

Mr. Simmons: I invite hon. members to read the report and
the minister's statements.

To respond to the member's question, as far as action is
concerned we have made our views known to the United
States. especially in regard to the proposed discharge of
effluents from SCA of New York. We have taken the position
that effluents should not be discharged until certain problems
upstream have been remedied.

With respect to the subject of studies, which the commission
also addresses, we have already put in place a federal-state-
provincial committee which met last week in Burlington on
this very subject.

* * *

NORTH-SOUTH RELATIONS

STATEMENT BY NON-ALIGNED NATIONS-DEVELOPMENT OF
CANADIAN POSITION

Mr. Douglas Roche (Edmonton South): Madam Speaker,
my question is for the Prime Minister. It is now one month
since the Prime Minister returned from his world trip in which
he examined North-South questions. In that time he has made
no statement to the House, nor has he said in this crucial year
of summits on the North-South question what the Canadian
policy will be. Will the Prime Minister respond, in his capacity
as host of the economic Summit in Ottawa next July, to the
charge made by the non-aligned conference of 94 nations in
Delhi, as reported in the New York Times yesterday, in which
they denounced the industrialized countries for a "negative
and intransigent attitude" on the North-South question?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, obviously that is a blanket charge made by a block of
nations. It certainly cannot apply in any detail to different
members of the North-South countries. They all have different

performances, and some are better than others. I do not think
the blanket charge is one which can be accepted.

Mr. Roche: Madam Speaker, the Prime Minister neglected
to indicate to the House whether be intends to make a full
statement on the North-South question so that Members of
Parliament can understand where Canada is going with regard
to this question.

With respect to the North-South task force report, which
was tabled in this House exactly two months ago today, is it
the intention of the Prime Minister to take that report, which
has 38 recommendations, and make it the basis of a Canadian
policy which can be pronounced and acted upon in this year of
summits on the North-South question?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, I stated before that this was
an excellent report and that its recommendations were being
considered very seriously by the officials, the minister and
myself. Certainly many elements of that report will influence
this side of the House toward the kind of action we would like
to see come to a head at the time of the Ottawa Summit, or
perhaps before the North-South Summit. I only hope that the
hon. member's party will be as supportive of it as we on this
side of the House will be.

* * *

THE CONSTITUTION

REQUEST FOR REFERENDUM ON COMPONENTS OF
CONSTITUTIONAL RESOLUTION

Mr. John Gamble (York North): Madam Speaker, my
question is for the Prime Minister. It arises as a consequence
of some of the apparently conciliatory statements which were
made earlier. The Prime Minister will know that the constitu-
tional resolution now before this House again contains a
provision with respect to a referendum. Will the Prime Minis-
ter divide the various items of his constitutional package,
namely, the patriation, the amending formula, and his alleged
charter of rights and freedoms-

Some hon. Members: Oh!

Mr. Gamble: -and submit the same to the people in a
referendum so that, indeed, the people of Canada can have an
input in determining this very principal and fundamental law
of the country?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, I apologize, since there was some noise, but if I
understand the bon. member correctly he is suggesting that we
hold a referendum in order to justify the government's action.
Is this his suggestion?

Mr. Gamble: Madam Speaker, it is regrettable that I must
repeat my question for the purpose of receiving an initial
answer to it.

My question to the Prime Minister is simply this: Is he
prepared to take his constitutional resolution, divide it into the
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three component elements of which it currently consists-
those three elements which now create such animosity and
acrimony across our country-and submit them to the same
test that he would ask of future governments when employing
a referendum procedure to any constitutional amendment
which might come forward, so that the people of Canada can
vote directly in a democratic fashion on each one of these three
packages before his resolution is dispatched to the United
Kingdom for imposition on the people of Canada?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, the hon. member is chang-
ing the terms of reference as he states his question. He points
out correctly that there is a provision for a referendum to
make a choice between various amending formulas, if there is
not agreement. If he would suggest that there be a referendum
of that nature to accept or reject a charter once we had the
Constitution back home, I might consider it.

Mr. Siddon: That is not what he said.

Mr. Trudeau: Exactly, that is not what he said. But that is
in the resolution now. He should not argue that I should do
with the referendum on the amending formula the same thing
as I would do with the resolution on the charter.

Madam Speaker: I must allow the hon. member for North
York a very brief supplementary since he had to repeat his
first question.

Mr. Gamble: It is curious that in 1979 the Prime Minister
made these very statements after allegedly failing to reach
some agreement with provincial premiers. He said that "fail-
ing that we will bring it back and consult the Canadian people
in a referendum, and that is the way we will do it". He said
that we will at least be able to have a Canadian Constitution
made in Canada for Canadians.

It is very clear that in making those statements the Prime
Minister was talking about national unity in 1979. Has he now
changed his mind and is he now pursuing a course of national
destruction? Is that why he will not follow a policy of employ-
ing this referendum program before the charter, inclusive of
all its provisions, is sent to the United Kingdom for imposition
on the people of Canada?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, it seems to me the hon.
member talks a bit lightly of national destruction. The picture
we have now is of six provinces opposing this parliamentary
resolution in the courts. They, too, fear national destruction.
The six of them have obviously not been able to agree even
among themselves. I was not present to sort of direct those
debates. There are six provinces opposing this resolution before
Parliament in the courts. These six had several months to come
to some kind of consensus. They even failed in reaching a
decision as to whether or not to go to London. It seems to me
that demonstrates the righteousness of the case before Parlia-
ment now.

Some hon. Members: Oh!

Oral Questions

Mr. Trudeau: What could destroy the country is the fact
that we would fail once again, after 53 years of effort, to bring
back the Constitution to Canada.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

INDIAN AFFAIRS

MERCURY POLLUTION-COMPENSATION FOR GRASSY
NARROWS AND WHITE DOG INDIAN BANDS

Mr. Jim Manly (Cowichan-Malahat-The Islands): Madam
Speaker, my question is for the Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development. For the past two years the Grassy
Narrows and White Dog Indian bands have been negotiating
with the Ontario government to receive compensation for
mercury pollution from the operations of Reed Paper Com-
pany. Now, with the help of $5.2 million from DREE, the
Ontario government wants to push a road through the area.
This road would undercut these negotiations, it would open the
area to exploitation by outside interests, and it would com-
pletely bypass the interests of the Indian people. Has the
minister received representation from within his department
urging that he contact the minister responsible for DREE to
make certain that DREE funds will not be used until negotia-
tions have been successfully completed with the Indian people?

Has the Minister of Indian Affairs met with the minister

responsible for DREE to make this request?

Hon. John C. Munro (Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development): Madam Speaker, the matter has been
studied as a result of representations made by officials in my
department. I would be prepared to talk first with Ontario, if
necessary, and then talk with my colleague.

Mr. Manly: Madam Speaker, will the minister make clear
to this House that he is prepared to do his duty to protect the

interests of the Indian people and make certain that federal
funds will not be used to undermine the Grassy Narrows and

White Dog Indian people in their attempt to obtain compensa-
tion for the negligence of the Ontario government?

Mr. Munro (Hamilton East): Madam Speaker, I am cer-
tainly prepared to do my duty as far as the Indian people are
concerned. Before agreeing with allegations of the kind the
bon. member is making I really ought to talk to those con-
cerned in the province of Ontario. I will do that first and
respond to the bon. member in greater detail later.
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THE CONSTITUTION

INCLUSION OF METIS UNDER DEFINITION OF ABORIGINAL
RIGHTS

Mr. S. J. Korchinski (Mackenzie): Madam Speaker, my
question is directed to the Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development. The resolution on the Constitution
includes a provision which indicates a dramatic shift in govern-
ment policy to include Metis under the definition of aboriginal
rights. Has the minister or his department initiated any discus-
sions with provincial governments which have had to take
responsibility for the Metis in the absence of any federal
involvement, so that there may be an immediate transition of
responsibility regardless of what happens to the Constitution
resolution, and that there will be no reduction of services to the
Metis in this country?

Hon. John C. Munro (Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development): Madam Speaker, I think that the
Metis, as members of the native organizations and as native
peoples of this country, are very happy with developments with
respect to the Constitution. i certainly do not see how that
affects the obligation of the provinces and the work the
provinces are doing in terms of providing adequate services to
the Metis people, and i hope that will continue.

Mr. Korchinski: Madam Speaker, I put it to the minister
that the inclusion of Metis is window dressing and there is
going to be no assumption of responsibility for providing
housing, welfare, health care and so on. This is something that
the Indians of this country assumed and expected to get from
the government under the terms of the treaties.

Mr. Munro (Hamilton East): The provision in the Constitu-
tion refers to rights. If the provinces do not believe the Metis
have rights they can say so. In the meantime, what I am saying
is that they have an obligation to provide services to citizens
within the provinces and they should continue to provide them
to the Metis people. This should not affect that situation.

CORPORATE AFFAIRS

PROTECTION FOR FILM INDUSTRY INVESTORS

Hon. Elmer M. MacKay (Central Nova): Madam Speaker,
I have a question for the Minister of Consumer and Corporate
Affairs. The minister will know that many Canadian investors
have lost money on the Canadian movie industry pursuant to
the tax policy which encourages participation. Questions are
now being raised about the prospectus, the marketing and
other factors affecting films made in Canada. Is the govern-
ment aware of these concerns? Has anyone contacted Jarnac
or the film consortium of Canada or Mr. David Roffey to see
if everything is in order? There are films which have cost
millions of dollars and which apparently have not yet been

marketed, with very serious results for the Canadian investors
who are becoming restless.

[Translation]
Hon. André Ouellet (Minister of Consumer and Corporate

Affairs and Postmaster General): Madam Speaker, I shall
take this question as notice.

[English]
Mr. MacKay: Madam Speaker, I thank the minister for his

interest. Will he check to see the extent to which financial
institutions are now going after Canadian investors to repay
contingent liabilities that apparently were not made sufficient-
ly clear when these people were encouraged to invest in
Canadian firms? Would he see to what extent this is going on
and if the prospectus and contracts and inducements were all
in order?

[Translation]
Mr. Ouellet: Yes, Madam Speaker, I will check and report

back to the hon. member as soon as possible.

* * *

[En glish]
THE CONSTITUTION

INVESTIGATION OF ACTIVITIES OF BRITISH HIGH
COMMISSIONER

Hon. Walter Baker (Nepean-Carleton): Madam Speaker,
my question is directed to the Secretary of State for External
Affairs. He will recall that on February 5, when he was
prompted by the Leader of the New Democratie Party about
reports that the British High Commissioner had attempted to
influence Members of Parliament and other Canadians with
respect to the Constitution, he replied that if these reports
were true it would be completely unacceptable to the govern-
ment and, in addition, he indicated that he was investigating
these reports. He has declined to make a statement on two
occasions in the House. Today, would he inform the House
whether there were any subversive activities found by the
government? If so, what they were, and what else has his
investigation uncovered?

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (Secretary of State for External
Affairs): Madam Speaker, following questions by the hon.
member for Oshawa, inquiries were made into certain activi-
ties of the British High Commissioner. These inquiries, con-
ducted with the aid of officials, concerned contacts that Sir
John Ford had with elected representatives at the federal and
provincial levels. The information obtained has been shared
with the British authorities in London, through diplomatic
channels. The Canadian government has made and will make
no recommendations to the British government. It has been
known for some time that Sir John Ford was scheduled to
retire soon. His successor has now been named, and the
Canadian government welcomed the appointment on January
27.
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The Canadian government bas absolutely no objection to
anything the High Commissioner may have donc to represent
the position of the British government in relation (o its inter-
ests, or to communicate his understanding of the situation in
the British parliament. This is an entireiy appropriate type of
diplomatic activity.

Miss MacDonald: Swallow yourself.

Mr. MacGuigan: In another context, the Prime Minister
stated the government's position on such matters to the House
on December 16, 1977. Part of the High Commissioner's
activity, of course, was of this type.

However, there are indications that the High Commissioner
went beyond these normal functions into internai political
matters. 1 arn assured that the Higb Commissioner has noted
the views expressed in this House. 1 have also been informed
that there is no intention on the part of the British government
to intervene in affairs which are properly matters for Canadi-
ans. 1 now consider the matter closed.

FISHERIES

REFERENCE 0F WEST COAST REGULATIONS TO STANDING
COMMITTEE

Mr. Donald W. Munro (Esquimalt-Saanich): Madarn
Speaker, my question is directed to the Minister of Fisheries
and Oceans. Would the minister be prepared, in iight of
developrnents in the iast week, to have a reference made so
that the Standing Committee on Fisheries and Forestry could
meet and consider the new regulations on the west coast?

Hon. Roméo LeBianc (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans):
Madarn Speaker, 1 certainiy have no objection to this issue
being part of our discussions. I understand that the estimates
wiil be brougbt before the House very soon. If there is an
opportunity to discuss these matters, or (o bave briefings about
them, I arn perfectly open. I migbt say to the hon. member, on
the other hand, that 1 would not want (o mislead the House
and allow the idea (o spread that the decisions that were made,
as difficuit as they were, would be rescinded. What 1 have
offered the sports fishing community is to, suggest alternatives
which would meet the same end as that hoped for, which is the
conservation of chinook stocks.

Mr. Munro (Esquimalt-Saanich): Madam Speaker, if the
minister bas no objection to the convenîng of that committee, 1
wonder if he would take steps now, before the estimates corne
forward, to make sure that the committee bas an opportunîty
to meet and consider these two matters. Althougb be says be
would not like to put the regulations (bat have been drawn up
on bold, 1 wonder if he would reconsider (bat for a two-week
period, (bat is, put tbem on hold or in abeyance until there is
an opportunity for the committee to consider the rnatter and
report back (o the House.

Oral Questions

Mr. LeBlanc: Madam Speaker, some of the regulations have
to go into effect within a few days or a very short time. It rnay
be difficuit to hold them in abeyance. 1 rnight say to the hon.
member that I arn perfectiy open to have a discussion with ail
interested members on this issue. 1 think this is a case wbere
ail participants in the industry want to make sure that we are
fair. I arn certainly interested in that. 1 might say to him that
the best way to achieve this is not through Standing Order 43.
1 hope we can have conversations that will aliow us to move
quickly on this.

TRADE

CONDITIONS 0F GOVERNMENT'S AID TO COAL EXPORTS FROM
BRITISH COLUMBIA TO JAPAN

Mr. F. Oberle (Prince George-Peace River): Madarn
Speaker, my question is directed to the Minister of Transport
who answers in the House with respect to negotiations between
the federal government and the province of British Columbia
regarding the coal deal which involves the national railway and
the Department of Regional Economic Expansion. In reply to
a question in the House last week the minister said that the
federal government would assure that it would exercise ail its
jurisdictions in terms of socioeconomic conditions and the
environment with respect to this monumental and important
project. Could the minister tell the House today just what
jurisdiction has been reserved to be exercised by the federal
government and whether any strings are attached as a resuit of
federal financial invoivement?

Hon. Jean-Luc Pepin (Minister of Transport): Madam
Speaker, 1 realiy do not see the purpose of the question. The
interest of the Department of Transport is in the operation of
the port itself. In that respect the National Harbours Board
and the Department of Transport are exercising their fuill
jurisdîction. There are other matters involved such as, for
example, the environment. This is a divided jurisdiction where
the province does most of the work but where the federai
government bas some jurisdiction regarding environment in
the Port of Prince Rupert. 1 fail to see other points. The
raiiway is a federai responsibiiity and we are attending to it
Are there any particular jurisdictions that my bon. friend
would like to point out to me?

e(1500)

Mr. Oberle: Madam Speaker, 1 arn more concerned wîth the
activity around the mine. It is unfortunate that we do not have
a minister in the House who can answer, and that the com-
ments of the minister in the other place have to be interpreted
by the Minister of Transport. He said in a statement that the
federal government would exercise a number of jurisdictions to,
assure that certain socioeconomic conditions are met with
respect to the mine, apart from the port which has to be
deveioped at the same time. The minister knows the federai
government wiil be significantly invoived not only in the port
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