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Somne hon. Members: Yea.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Ail those opposed wiIl
please say nay.

Soute hon. Members: Nay.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): In my opinion the nays
have it.

And more thanfive members having risen:

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Pursuant to Standing
Order 75(l11), the recorded division on the proposed motion
stands deferred.

The hon. member for Hamilton Mountain (Mr. Deans) on a
point of order.

Mr. Deans: Mr. Speaker, on Thursday last 1 raised the
question with regard to the appropriateness of Motion No. 54
which, in order of sequence, would corne next for voting
purposes. 1 put before Madam Speaker an argument in favour
of the motion as it stands, contrary to the decision made by
Mr. Speaker in a ruling tabled on July 13, 1981. 1 wonder if I
might have a ruling on Section 54 before we proceed with the
vote on the subsequent sections.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Again I arn informed by
the Clerk that Madam Speaker bas said that she wiIl make a
ruling on Wednesday on this specific motion, Motion No. 54.

The question is on Motion No. 55. Is it the pleasure of the
House to adopt the motion?

Soute hon. Members: Agreed.

Soute bon. Members: No.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Ail those in favour of the
motion will please say yea.

Soine hon. Members: Yea.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Ail those opposed will
please say nay.

Soute hon. Meinhers: Nay.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): In my opinion the yeas
have it.

Motion No. 55 (Mr. Lalonde) agreed to.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): The question is on
Motion No. 56. Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the
motion?

Soute hon. Meinhers: Agreed.

Soute hon. Meinhers: No.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Ail those in favour of the
motion will please say yea.

Soute hon. Meuthers: Yea.
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Ail those opposed will
please say nay.

Soute hon. Meuthers: Nay.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): In my opinion the nays
bave it.

And more thanfive members having risen:

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Pursuant to Standing
Order 75(l11), the recorded division on the proposed motion
stands deferred.

The question is on Motion No. 57. Is it the pleasure of the
House to adopt the motion?

Soute hon. Members: Agreed.

Soute hon. Meuthers: No.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Ail those in favour of the
motion will please say yea.

Soine hon. Members: Yea.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Ail those opposed will
please say nay.

Soute hon. Members: Nay.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): In my opinion the nays
have it.

And more thanfive members having risen:

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Ethier): Pursuant to Standing
Order 75(11), the recorded division on the proposed motion
stands deferred.

It being past six o'clock, I do now Ieave the chair until eight
o'clock tonight.

At 6.08 p.m. the House took recess.

AFTER RECESS

The House resumed at 8 p.m.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Order, please. I under-
stand several motions were disposed of before the dinner hour
this evening. Accordingly, the House may wish to consider
Motion No. 5 standing in the name of the Minister of Energy,
Mines and Resources (Mr. Lalonde).

Hon. Mark MacGuigan (for Mr. Lalonde) moved:
Motion No. 5

That Bill C-48, an act to regulate oil and gas interests in Canada lands and to
amnend the Oil and Gas Production and Conservation Act, be amended in Clause
5 by adding immediately after line 39 at page 5 the following:

«'(7) The mnembera of any advisory body appointed under subsection (6) may
be paid for their services such remnuneration and expenses as are fixed by the
governor in council."

and by renumbering Subclause 5(7) as Subclause 5(8).
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Mr. Harvie Andre (Calgary Centre): Mr. Speaker, we in

this party do not have any profound objections to this clause
which provides that the minister may appoint an advisory body
to advise him with respect to matters relating to the adminis-
tration of this act and that the governor in council be empow-
ered to pay for their services. In theory, that provision is
reasonable. But as we know from experience with the opera-
tion of this government in the last few months and years, we
know that what is sometimes a reasonable procedure turns out
often to be not so reasonable. I do not know that we could find
the appropriate language, and indeed it is regrettable that it is
even necessary for members of this House to express the hope
that this provision be not inserted for the purpose of allowing
the minister to reward and remunerate his friends and
associates.

It would be nice if we could have some provision in here to
ensure that the sleazy behaviour regarding Messrs. Maurice
Strong, David Beattie and Joel Bell with respect to the CDC
will not be repeated here. It would be nice if we could find the
appropriate language to ensure that this particular provision
will not be used for some under the table sleazy payments to
assistants of the minister. It would be nice if we could find
some way to ensure that this provision will not end up as a way
for the minister to reward campaign workers, defeated candi-
dates and other loyal Liberals, a habit that has developed with
respect to these types of appointments.

Prior to six o'clock today we heard the speech of the former
parliamentary secretary to the President of the Privy Council
(Mr. Pinard). He talked about the coming parliamentary
reform, perhaps in the new year. One parliamentary reform,
which the record of this government indicates is vitally neces-
sary if we are to restore some public respect for this body and
for the government, is a reform wherein appointments such as
this be made subject to review, so that the remuneration of
people who are appointed to advisory boards, boards of direc-
tors and various government appointments be made subject to
public disclosure and public review. As well perhaps we should
assign an advise and consent role to this House, similar to that
in the United States. Obviously with a government whose only
moral code is the Criminal Code, this kind of unconventional,
immoral behaviour is bound to continue. I do not think it does
justice to the taxpayers of Canada who ultimately have to pay
these salaries.

With the caveat, Mr. Speaker, that some of us in this
Parliament at least do find that kind of behaviour by the
government sleazy at best, I say on behalf of my party that we
have no objection to Amendment No. 5

Mr. Ian Waddell (Vancouver-Kingsway): Mr. Speaker, I
have a few comments on this particular amendment moved by
the Secretary of State for External Affairs (Mr. MacGuigan)
for the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources (Mr.
Lalonde). I must say that the hon. member for Calgary Centre
(Mr. Andre)-

An hon. Member: The sleazy member from Calgary.

Mr. Waddell: I did not call him that, but he has a peculiar
way of supporting that proviso. On behalf of our party, I also
support the amendment. However, I might point out that this
is a provision for appointing advisory bodies. There are no
specifics as to what the advisory bodies are or who will be on
the advisory body. It is a provision to pay the people who are
appointed to these advisory bodies. I wish I could be more
encouraged by the level of appointments.

For instance, let us take Petro-Canada. I think hon. mem-
bers opposite, the governing Liberal party and our party share
some views on Petro-Canada. We want to see Petro-Canada
work as the national oil company for all Canadians. I am quite
proud of my Petro-Canada credit card, except when I have to
pay the charges incurred by using it. Members opposite from
eastern Canada will be getting Petro-Canada credit cards
when Petro-Canada converts all the Fina gas stations in the
east. People will respond to Petro-Canada. You will see it
happen. We saw it happen out west. People will come to those
gas stations. The people of this country are proud of
Petro-Canada.

Some appointments were made to the board of Petro-
Canada recently. I am still trying to figure out what Mr. Jerry
Grafstein of Toronto knows about the oil industry and what
his particular expertise is entitling him to sit on its board.

Mr. Nielsen: There are others.

Mr. Waddell: I know there are others, as the hon. member
for the Yukon (Mr. Nielsen) has said. Maybe I will get to
those in a moment. There is also someone from the Yukon. At
least she can say she lived in the north. I do not know if Mr.
Grafstein has been north of Bloor Street. Actually I knew Mr.
Grafstein years ago. He is a very competent man, but why is
he on the board of Petro-Canada? Why do we not have a
native or an Inuit on that board, or why do we not have some
environmental people or some small business people? What
about some of those people who are retail gasoline dealers
representing their point of view? What does Mr. Grafstein
have to contribute to Petro-Canada? What is his raison d'être
for being on the board?

a (2010)

An hon. Member: He is a big "L" liberal.

Mr. Waddell: That is right, he is a big "L" liberal and this
is a patronage appointment. Are we about to be voting here for
patronage appointments? I hope and trust that is not the case
as this has never happened in the past except for Petro-Canada
and in respect of numerous other boards. I hope these will not
be patronage appointments.

An hon. Member: It is a good program for exchanging
people.

Mr. Waddell: It is a good program to exchange people from
being Liberal fund raisers to becoming members of the board
of Petro-Canada. That is a strange exchange.
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An hon. Member: Between private enterprise and govern-
ment.

Mr. Waddell: I just returned from the clection campaign in
Nova Scotia, and when driving around during the campaign I
saw some steam coming up from the road and I could not
figure it out. Finally the person who was driving me told me
that was just steam coming from the new pavement. I told him
the road looked fine, but he said that they had paved the road
because of the election campaign. They pave the roads there
during election campaigns, and one could see the steam
coming up because it was so fresh.

What I am saying is simply this. Let us not make such gross
political appointments. My predecessor, as the member for
Vancouver-Kingsway, Mrs. Holt, lost the election and
found herself on the National Parole Board. Mr. Grafstein has
donc organizing, fund raising and media work for the Liberal
party, and so he finds himself on the Petro-Canada board.

You will recall, Mr. Speaker, that Roman Emperor Caligu-
la, appointed his horse to the counsel once. I do not think the
Liberal party would ever have donc that if they had been in
power in Rome. I am sure they have the horses, but the
problem is they could not vote or could not contribute at
election time. The only point I want to make about these
boards-

An hon. Member: They have had horses vote before.

Mr. Waddell: I do not know if the hon. member is listening,
but the point I simply make is, let us try to have some real,
genuine northerners appointed on these boards, or people who
are concerned with this particular matter. Let us not make this
a place for political hacks. I would like to sec this specified.
How can we really trust this government in many ways? I sec
the Secretary of State for External Affairs sitting there. He is
my old professor from law school at the University of Toronto.

An hon. Member: He is not that old.

Mr. Waddell: Another professor who has been around for
some time says he is not that old. He is not that old, but I
would draw the attention of the House to a speech by Mr.
Peter M. Towe, ambassador of Canada, made to the American
Gas Association in New York City on October 13. I have the
notes for his speech. He said, and I quote from page 7 where
he spoke of the National Energy Program:

What the Canadian government does intend is to mobilize predominantly
private Canadian investment from existing companies, pension plans, insurance
funds and individuals and to encourage their investment in the oil and gas
industry.

I am glad the ambassador was straightforward because that
is what I have been saying in the House. Canadianization is
basically the exchange of a large foreign company with foreign
private capital for Canadian private capital. Let us not mis-
take this as taking under public ownership the Canadian oil
industry.
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Mr. Towe then went on to say this:
Some critics are concerned that the NEP's Canadian participation provisions

might be the first step toward similar policies for other economic sectors. I can
assure you that this is not so.

What we are getting here is in fact the government backing
off from an industrial strategy. I am sure we will be referring
to this later, but the point I am raising now-especially since
the Secretary of State for External Affairs may speak on the
motion, and I want to give him a chance to reply-is that here
is a Canadian ambassador announcing policy. I did not know
that was the role of an ambassador, but clearly that must be
the government's policy. It is going to back away from the
industrial strategy it promised.

What I say with regard to this motion is that we should
really nail down, if we are going to have an advisory board,
who is going to be on the board, how it is to be representative,
what it is to do, and so on. If we do not do so, we are going to
get this type of person I spoke of appointed. I do not call them
sleazy because there are some very sincere, experienced and
dedicated politicians on that side of the House.

An hon. Member: Too experienced.

Mr. Waddell: My friend says "too experienced". Be that as
it may, what I am worried about is that if this is not nailed
down, we will sec the kind of appointments that are almost
worse than that of Caligula, the appointment of political hacks
and bagmen, with the worst of the old system of political
patronage in which this party and this government have been
known to indulge. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Jim Hawkes (Calgary West): Mr. Speaker, I just want
to make a very brief interjection at this point because, to those
of us who have served at one time or other on the Standing
Committee of the House on Regulations and Other Statutory
Instruments, it is self-evident, when you look back at the last
12 or 13 years of history when this government has been in
charge of this country, that there has been a consistent long-
term tendency to appoint members to boards and commissions
and to retain that power of appointment within the govern-
ment. It is the case, in terms of this recommendation, to
further retain the power to set the compensation that shall go
to those members of boards and commissions. My good friend
to my left has identified the issue of Jerry Grafstein's appoint-
ment to the Board of Petro-Canada. I simply want to say to
the Canadian people that more and more of their lives are
being governed today by appointed bodies which are not
subject to parliamentary scrutiny. Each time this happens, in
all these little bits and pieces, whetber we are talking about the
Post Office, the Canada Lands Surveys Act, as we now are, or
Petro-Canada, we are turning over a bit of freedom in the sense
that the people no longer have the clear opportunity to examine
the wisdom of what is being proposed.

I cannot help but reflect on how much happier I would be
with a proposed amendment that, instead of using the words
"Governor in Council", we used the words "The Parliament of
Canada". Then the amendment would say that whatever advi-
sory boards might be appointed by the Parliament of Canada,
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compensation should be decided on some kind of regular basis
by the Parliament of Canada. In that way the people of
Canada who pay the taxes in this country would have some
right to a clear-cut, careful examination of the qualifications
of the people who are to serve in this capacity and the
remuneration which should accrue to them.

I could not let this kind of a motion pass without rising, at
least briefly, to say that we are putting one more nail in the
coffin of Canadians in the sense of turning away from the
Parliament of Canada and the power of the electorate of this
country toward government by groups appointed in secret and
remunerated in secret because of this lack of public examina-
tion of their qualifications and compensation. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

• (2020)

Mr. John Evans (Parliamentary Secretary to Deputy Prime
Minister and Minister of Finance): I will not be long, Mr.
Speaker, but I have to respond to what the hon. member for
Calgary West (Mr. Hawkes) just said. He said the appoint-
ments were to be made in secret and the remuneration would
be determined in secret. Nothing can be further from the
truth. The minister and governor in council will make the
appointments. They are public appointments. The remunera-
tions are public and the hon. member can find out about them
either by asking the minister in the House or by asking him in
committee or by seeing them published in The Canada Gazette.
What is secret about that? The hon. member is standing here
and dragging a red herring down the centre of the chamber.

An hon. Member: We want to know if their houses are going
to be mortgaged.

Mr. Evans: I think we should get on with this debate and
quit listening to that kind of nonsense.

An hon. Member: If it was such a great idea, why didn't Joe
do it?

Mr. Ray Skelly (Comox-Powell River): Mr. Speaker, I
suppose than anybody would have to accept the amendment
before us as recognition that at some time advisory boards will
be used. I wish to point out some of the major concerns of our
party and of members of other parties in committee about the
role of advisory boards. The legislation should provide for the
establishment of specific advisory boards and set out the roles
they should play.

I would like to run through what we felt were some of the
major shortcomings in this legislation and why advisory boards
might be one mechanism which would meet our concerns. The
bill leaves tremendous power in the hands of the minister and,
as a result, the decisions that affect the lives of Canadians on
the west coast, in the north, not the east coast, will be
centralized in the hands of the minister.

It is unfortunate that this bill allows for something that we
heard complaints about just a few minutes ago, that is, secret
dealings. There is a great deal of fear that proper explanations
and information will not be available and that opportunity for

input will not occur because of the powerful discretionary role
of the minister.

Advisory boards would be of utmost value in overcoming
this situation. Such boards should have very specific guidelines
dictating their role. The amendment we are considering does
not go far enough. There is only provision in the legislation for
the appointment of advisory boards. There are no guidelines in
the bill and we will only see advisory boards appointed if the
minister deems it necessary. He is authorized to pay them but,
in my opinion, this legislation should contain guidelines. Advi-
sory boards should be appointed for a specific purpose and
guidelines provided. None of this is set out in the legislation
before us.

Our party tried to have this included in the legislation, as
did the Conservative Party, and some Liberal members tried to
get the matter reconsidered. It is unfortunate that the minister
and the government did not see the benefit of including it in
the legislation.

Bill C-48 is largely an effort to rule by regulation. Other
concerned members have expressed the view that the Govern-
ment of Canada is governing by regulation, by cabinet decision
not involving the decisions of the selected representatives and
not involving the participation of the people.

By governing by centralized power and by a very centralized
bureaucracy, I hope the government will realize it is losing
touch with the people, that it no longer has relevance. It is very
concerned about its image and about federal input into
projects. It is a big concern for them, and we see that by the
advertising budgets they use in trying to get at that problem.

The real dilemma is that the government has left the people.
It sits here in Ottawa and makes decisions about over-all
budgets, but in the rural areas of Canada the federal govern-
ment is an obstacle to the way of life. There rural Canadians
can no longer relate to their government. During the past week
there was a small group of people here trying to see a cabinet
minister, trying to talk to someone who affects their lives.
They had a difficult time even getting an appointment. Some
ministers are open and make a tremendous effort to see these
people but others keep their doors locked, both here and in
regional and district offices. The right to make decisions in the
community has been removed totally. The right to provide
meaningful input into the decision-making process has been
virtually denied. The whole concept of centralizing the
bureaucracy and governing by regulation has created great
havoc in this country. Advisory boards which would represent
major interests would go a long way to making Bill C-48 more
palatable and more meaningful to people at the local level.

I question the goals contained in this bill. It has been said
here that this legislation will not, in the final analysis, meet the
needs of Canadians. We will be pouring enormous amounts of
money into megaprojects that will just create enormous profits
for the oil companies. There is great fear that those megapro-
jects will draw money out of Canada.

We have been assured by the minister that his intentions are
honourable. His goals may not be clear, but certainly they are
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there to benefit Canadians. But hie will not put those guidelines
in the bill, bie will not include anything that Canadians can
book onto. We fought tootb and nail to get an advisory board
on industrial benefits that would bring together industry,
labour and government into a forum that would meet regularly
to exchangc information. Many people in industry wanted to
get involved but had no idea what was going on. Labour, a
major component of the Canadian economy, consultcd
individually, but there was a real nccd for a solid advisory
board to, ensure that industrial benefits came into Canada. The
minister refused to acccpt the concept.

The measure before us gocs a smail distance toward aliow-
ing that advisory boards could be appoînted, but we nced those
guidelines spclled out. We shouid set up advisory boards to,
provide mcaningful input into goverfiment so that the decîsions
they make are relevant to people wbo live in Newfoundland,

BCor Nunatsiaq. These advisory boards are absolutely
critical. Tbey would involve local people in decision making
and give them a sense of participation in government.

Unfortunately, members of the governmcnt bave been
pusbed east of the Red River. If tbings keep going as they are,
we will sec tbem pushed rigbt out the other end. People do not
sec the reason for the decisions whicb have been made by the
burcaucracy, nor do they find themn belpful. I know this is not
the intention of bion. members opposite. I bave talked to, tbem
about these probiems. They are aware of tbem and are sympa-
tbctic but somehow there is slippage and wben these decisions
are made, people do not idcntify with tbem. The people do not
identify with the goals that are set, nor with the decisions that
are made. Tbey really resenit the removal of decision making
from their communities.

There is stili a chance that we can deal with significant
amendments and include the question of advisory boards. 1
tbink it would serve the goverfiment weii in ternis of its long-
term interest. It would certainly be of great benefit to the
people in Canada living in small communities whicb stand to
be affectcd by this legisiation.

I would like to say a fcw words about patronage, too,
because it is a very intcresting subjcct. I suppose the intended
goal of patronage is to rcward people who bave scrved an
organization for a long time or wbo have been influential and
belpful and to bave a political ally on those boards. Govern-
ments often do not have to worry about defection or anything
cisc. One tries somehow to balance the question of qualifica-
tion and patronage. However, there is a reaction in the com-
munity. 1 point to Spadina as one of the things we ail look on
as a colossal blunder in terms of patronage. What was the
justification for removing the electcd representative? I suppose
in the final analysîs it was a victory for democracy, wbicb I
bave heard some hion. members suggcst.

*(2030>

Mr. Peterson: Order. Relevance.

Mr. SkelIy: This is relevant in the sense of patronage on
advisory boards. I bate to test the patience of the bion. member
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opposite, but the question we have to ask is whether, when
those advisory boards are struck, they are really doing them-
selves or anyone cisc a great favour througb the patronage
appointment. I refer to the biatant appointment of someone on
tbe basis of bis political attacbments rather than bis qualifica-
tions and commitment to good decision making in the commu-
nity. 1 urge hion. members opposite to do wbatever they can
through the normal channeis of thîs government to make sure
that what happened in Spadina does not happen to the adviso-
ry boards because they wouid be totaliy ignored, iaughed at
and scoffed at by the people in the community as being
irrelevant and not rcprcsenting their interests. There wouid be
further alienation, and that is flot beaithy for anyone. It would
break this country into a group of regionai bickering individu-
ais rather than making it a united country. It goes back to
advisory boards and the question of input.

Patronage is extremeiy important. The Minister of Supply
and Services (Mr. Biais) bas had some experience with patron-
age in the conducting of the census, and that biew up ail over
the block.

Mr. Biais: It worked very weii.

Mr. SkeIly: The minîster shouid check in some of the
communities to sec how the next census goes, uniess bie makes
some modifications. He wiii find out bow weil it went. How-
ever, I doubt whetber tbe minister wiii be bere for tbe next
census. At ieast we can hope.

Mr. Biais: The turnover over there is a lot more rapid than
it is over here.

Mr. SkeIIy: There is not mucb ieft west of tbe Red, and
there is not iikcly to be mucb lcft cast of it cither. Remember
Spadina.

We sbouid be iooking at specific advisory boards. The
iegisiation shouid mention advisory boards on the environment.
It is vitaily important that organizations committed to protect-
ing the environmcnt bave a forum in wbich they can meet
rcgulariy witb government and with industry and taik about
the probicms facing it. As time goes by, those advisory boards
on the cnvironmcnt would be extremeiy important and would
provide a tremendous service in termas of input on prevention
and specific knowledgc of the arcas involved. Specific knowl-
edge of areas involved is critical. The bureaucrats in Ottawa
do a good job. Tbey work hard and are committed, but they do
flot know what it is lîke down in the small communities in the
mud and the biood. Thcy do not know wbat it is like trying to
get by.

I want to use a small example of bow an advisory board or
bow even decent consultation in the town of Comox would
have belpcd. One day a bureaucrat in Ottawa was drawing a
rnap of the town of Comox to show what the zoning was
around the air base in order to, protcct the airways. That was a
very intelligent move. It is too bad it was not donc 20 years ago
before build-up occurrcd on the flight patbs. The bureaucrat
forgot to use a topographical map wbicb sbowed Comox was
on a bill. Conscquentiy, bis flight path protection area was
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about 60 feet below the level of the ground, nobody could
obtain building permits and they could not register anything in
the land registry office. Had there been consultation or adviso-
ry boards, or had some local decision making been requested,
that would not have happened. The key to that is a specialized
knowledge of local areas, and good, solid consultation is
absolutely vital. Eventually the government managed to
straighten out the Comox problem before an enormous hard-
ship was caused, but there are several other major problems
there because federal government planning is done in Ottawa.

The federal government rides roughshod over local com-
munities. If there was an advisory board and a consultation
mechanism in place, that would not happen. There would be
good, solid decision making which would affect the lives of
people in communities in a positive way instead of an edict
coming down the wrong way which is misunderstood or misap-
plied. Communities see the federal government as an opponent
rather than as a facilitator which assists people in making
better use of their lives.

An advisory committee on the environment just makes
damned good sense, and it is unfortunate it is not provided for
in the bill with good guidelines set down. It would protect
everyone.

Miss Jewett: But they don't really want it.

Mr. Skelly: I think they do want it. I see them as just being
on the wrong track. They have good intentions, but they are on
the wrong track which does not lead to the goal. Perhaps I am
too naive. There is the odd one over there who is good, I have
to admit that, but good for what?

In view of the consultation process with respect to native
people, we have seen over the years that an advisory commit-
tee is vital. The technique of the government is to divide and
conquer. I realize the federal government has been harried. It
is not an easy job to balance resources against need.

Mr. Ittinuar: They want to prove they are more powerful
than nature. They want to spill oil on us and kill us.

Mr. Skelly: It will be interesting to see what happens when
one of those seabed pumping stations under the ice in the
Arctic lets go. We are all concerned that that does not happen.
We on this side, on that side and everywhere are concerned. It
is the route to the goal that is vital. Hon. members opposite
have definitely chosen the wrong route. Many of the people of
Canada feel that way; witness the present popularity of the
present Minister of Finance (Mr. MacEachen).

The question of native people is vital and a matter of great
concern to me. Many of the people in my riding will be
affected by the policies set forth in this bill. If we were to set
up an advisory committee of native people, that committee
would give us a good, sound basis from which to work with
respect to this bill. Such a committee would give us a basis for
decisions that would be relevant for their communities and, in
the long haul, relevant for all Canadians. But no way; we go
back to the old standard game of divide and conquer. As a

result, nobody gets anywhere. We do not get together as a
group to re-establish a greater sense of community. We are
back to the old adversarial system of the government against
the people. Frankly, it would be a tragic mistake to continue
this. An advisory committee would be a mechanism by which
we could move away from it. There is nothing to fear; the
input from people and the dialogue which would be established
would be extremely positive.

The situation is the same with respect to northern people. In
the north there is a very delicate social and economic environ-
ment. There is a great fear that we are watching the gold rush
all over again. The industry roars into the Arctic and strips it
of its resources, but somehow the benefits do not stay with the
northern people. An advisory committee on the north is a good
idea and would provide enormous benefits.

The last thing is the industrial benefits approach. This
matter has worried me a great deal. There were enormous
battles in the committee and, to the credit of the government,
it moved. It feared desperately that its GATT partners would
do it some dirty deed if it attempted to write into the legisla-
tion mechanisms to ensure that Canadians share in the ben-
efits and that employment opportunities are launched in
Canada. The government did run into difficulty but it did
come forward as the bill progressed and made a suggestion, to
its credit, with respect to constructing the equivalent of the
British offshore supply office. Certainly the resources allocated
are limited, but the one thing that is vitally important is an
industrial benefits advisory committee. Even if it does not
appear in the legislation, such a committee should be struck.

The labour movement must be a part of the decision
making. It is a major player in the Canadian economy. The
federal government, through the Department of Industry,
Trade and Commerce and the Department of Energy, Mines
and Resources, and the provincial governments must attempt
and struggle to get the regions of this country working toward
economic benefit.

The whole process of communication is vitally important.
The government and the industry must exchange information.
The government must be advised correctly with regard to
positive benefits and with regard to the ways the Canadian
industry can develop to meet the needs and to ensure that the
benefits stay here, not as happened in the case of Britain,
Norway and some of the others which started late and with
inefficient mechanisms and which provided the benefits to the
United States.

e (2040)

In spite of the fact that the amendment is weak, that the bill
is very weak in this area, there is still an opportunity for the
government to go forward and set up advisory committees. I
certainly urge them to do so. It would provide better contact
between the people affected by this legislation and the govern-
ment which is attempting to implement it.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Is the House ready for
the question?

Some hon. Members: Question.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): Is it the pleasure of the
House tu adopt the motion?

Soine hon. Menibers: Agreed.

Motion Nu. 5 (Mr. Lalonde) agreed to.

Mr. Stan Schellenherger (Wetaskiwin) rnoved:
Motion No. 6

JuIy 10, 1981-That Bill C-48, an act to regulate oil and gas interests in
Canada lands and to amend the Oul and Gas Production and Conservation Act,
be amended in Clause 5 by adding immediately after line 44 at page 5 the
following:

-(8) No land or oil or gas interests relating thereto shall be withdrawn or
withheld from negotiation in the seutlement of any claim, right, titie or interest
for any reason other than the creation of a national park in which ail natural
resource development is prohibited."

Hon. J.-J. Biais (for Mr. Lalonde) rnoved:
Motion No. 20

iuIy 10, 1981 That Bill C-48, an act to regulate oit and gas interests in
Canada lands and to amend the Qil and Oas Production and Conservation Act,
be amended in Clause 24 by adding immediately after line 12 at page 15 the
following:

"'(4) Where the minister is satisfied that a commercial discovery does flot
extend to any Canada lands subject to a production licence he may, by order
subject to Section 56, exelude those Canada lands from the area subjeet to the
production licence."

Mr. Schellenberger: I have difftculty knowing why we would
debate the two mutions together. I do nut see the relevance
between the two motions. I will now speak to my motion.

What 1 arn proposing in this amendment to Bill C-48 is to
make it clear in the law that frontier lands, Canada lands on
which oit and gas discoveries are made, are flot exempt frorn
native land dlaims. Many have said that under certain arnend-
ments contained in the bill this is dune. Given the non-defini-
tion of aboriginal dlaims, I suggest it is flot distinctly clear that
Bill C-48 would cuver any lands subject tu dlaim by native
peuple, given that certain discoveries are made on those lands.
Native peuple have reason to question the guvernment's good
faith with respect tu land dlaims. They question this because of
the government's record. The dlaims in the north have pro-
ceeded very stowty. I can look at the Dene land dlaims and the
COPE agreement as an example of this. They have been
working on these agreements for a number of years. They are
really nu further advanced as far as the settlement is
concerned.

Then we look at the first modern land dlaim agreement, the
James Bay and Northern Quebec agreement. As was pointed
out in the Cumrnittee un Indian Affairs and Northern De-
vetopment this year, which resulted in an inquiry being con-
ducted by the Minister of Justice (Mr. Chrétien), that agree-
ment bas flot been adhered tu in good faith. According to the
law read by severat legal peuple, perhaps it bas been adhered
to; but as far as an agreernent made in good faith is concerned,
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it has flot been. It bas affected the health of the native people
in the north. Many of the benefits that should have been
accrued from moneys that were put aside in that agreement
have flot corne forward.

The natives are justifiably concerned about the future of
their aboriginal rights, especially after the constitutional reso-
lution that was proposed. For the first time, aboriginal rights
are being defined by the federal government, the provincial
guvernrnent and certain native people who shall be appointed
by the federal goverfiment. It is understandable that a great
deal of concern exists among northern natives about their
future, about their unresolved land claims and about the
benefits they should receive from the exploration of oit and gas
in the north. This is open to question. Bill C-48, if passed, rnay
resuit in further exploration in those areas.

The aboriginal people of the north are at present gearing up
to settle their land dlaims. At this time, Mr. Speaker, aborigi-
nal titie has not been relinquished. The goverfiment bas, none-
theless, decided to put forward Bill C-48. It is a wide-ranging
piece of legisiation. Many amendments have already been
discussed and some are stili in need of discussion. The bilt
covers virtually every aspect of the oiù industry in the north
and offshore. In doing su, it will have an enormous impact on
the native peuple of the north.

The other day 1 was looking at a map of the lands around
Great Bear Lake given tu Petro-Canada. Those lands are of
enormous size. Much of that area is at present open to dlaim.

Many northern native groups are concerned, justifiably su,
that their land dlaims are in jeopardy uwing tu Bill C-48.
These groups include the Dene, the Inuit, the Council for
Yukon Indians and the Métis. They have organized a respon-
sible opposition. Their responsible opposition to the bilt was
put forward to the standing committee. I was a member of
that standing committee. We agreed une day to send members
tu the northern regions. Most members of this House do flot
understand the implications of this kind of legistation. The
very next day the guverfiment rejected travel to the nurth. Had
the members of the committee travelled to the north and
allowed themnselves even a few days in the north to hear the
justifiable reasons for concern from northerners, it would have
benefited this House and this country a great deal.

Recause the provisions of this bill are to be enacted before
the dlaims in that region are settled, the native peuple are very
concerned that lands subject to dlaim will be withdrawn from
them because of exploration and development. This is a very
important concern. That concern bas often been brought to me
and tu other members of this House by way of telegram, by
way of hearings before the committee, by telephone and in
person. The peuple in the north seek a voice in developing the
lands dealt with in Bill C-48, lands that are under dlaim by the
northern people. They benefit frum the resources that exist
there. They look forward to this develupment. They realize
that, to a large extent, their economic future depends un the
development of the land. They look forward to the jobs that
may be created and tu the wealth that will adhere to these
peuple, should oit and gas be discovered in that region. There
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is also concern about what might happen to their cultural
weII-being if, as a resuit of this bill, they Jase any rights fo the
land.

1 should like to repeat to the House a statement made by a
witness who appeared before the standing committee. I amn
sorry 1 do flot have the exact quote from the commitfee's
proceedings. He said:

a (2050)

To us, an aboriginal rights seulement represents the means by which we
intend to regain control over our own destiny whuite remaining an integral part of
Canadian Confedieration. This must mean the ability to influence the pace and
direction of development in our region so that our institutions and values are not
overridden by rapid resource exploitation. It means equally some measure of
access to the revenues which will accrue from developments which take place on
our lands. It means also the right to determine the kind of developments which
take place on our lands and to prevent adverse impacts on the peoples and the
environment of the North from out and gas developments.

1 suppose that statement says if ail. First, it indicates a
concern about the pace of development and how if affects
dlaims. Second, if indicates a desire to participate in some of
the wealth, a matter which is not addressed in the bill. No
trust funds have been set up fo allow native peoples to move
forward politically and economically and thus benefit from any
oil and gas which may be taken from this region. Surely that
should be a concern of government and of members of Parlia-
ment. The only basis for development which the north has at
the presenf fime is the resources which may be taken from
those lands. This was said before the committee by the witness.
Third, he indicated that northerners want fo determine the
pace of development to some extent, which is ane of the
reasons why members have brought up the need for advisory
boards. Because there is a complete lack of assurance in this
legislaf ion thaf these people wiIl have any influence over the
resource development of the lands of the north, and because
they fear this wîll not be negotiable once development is
begun, native groups are understandably deeply concerned by
the implications of Bill C-48.

1 recali that the COPE negotiaf ions were going an, oil and
gas exploration in the Beaufort Sea was allowed, and immedi-
ately these lands were withdrawn from, negotiaf ion by govern-
ment negotiafors. Perhaps there was no legitimate dlaim, but
at the same time it was an example of the reason for the great
concern about this legisiation in the north.

There is also a feeling among native groups that Bill C-48
makes a mockery of so-called aboriginal rights contained in
the proposed Charter of Righf s. By virtually ignoring aborigi-
nal title, the bill would seem to deny ifs existence despite the
support given it in the charter, even though the definition
clause is open to a great deal of question by native peoples.

The conflict is obvious and is clearly a cause for concern. If
is because of the concerns of native peoples that 1 have put
forth Motion No. 6. While it is truc that nothing in the bill
indicates fhaf the drilling of oil or gas wells means that the
land is ineligible for dlaims or settlements, problems may weIl
arise. 1 have given some reason for that in referring f0 fthe

COPE agreement and its development. The concern is there.
This is why 1 believe we should put something positive in fthe

bill so that native people need flot fear the removal of certain
lands due fo the striking or finding of oil or natural gas. The
activity occurring afterward will necessarily involve inferests
competing with those of native peoples, so a dlaim will be
much more difficult to seutle. Such land might be deemed
ineligible for the negotiation process. Harry Daniels of the
Native Council of Canada before the committee said:

Once the drill rigs are up and production centres on the drawing boards and
approved hy government, there will be no turning back. Do you really think that
under these circumstances the government would withdraw these lands?

The amendment I propose is a simple one. If reads:
No land or oil or gas interests relating thereto shaîl be withdrawn or withheld

front negotiation in the settlement of any dlaim, right. titie or interesi for any
reason other than the creation of a national park in which al] natural resource
developmnent is prohibited.

1 believe fhis type of protection is essential. It means more
than any other amendment which has been proposed so far by
the government for the protection of native peoples and their
dlaims in the next few years. If is essential f0 entrench in this
bill the right of natives to negotiate in respect of any land ta
which t hey believe they have a dlaim, regardless of ifs resource
potential. This amendment is put forward in good faith, to
profect legitimnafe land dlaims. Certainly I hope t he govern-
ment will consider that it has some menit and add if fa the bill
as if now stands.

Some hon. Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. John Evans (Parliamentary Secretary to Deputy Prime
Minister and Minister of Finance): Mr. Speaker, with regard
to the motion of the hon. member for Wetaskiwin (Mr.
Schellenberger), I think there has been some confusion
because the motion appears to be designed fo ensure that fia
land or oil or gas interesf relafing to that land may be
withdrawn or withheld from, land dlaim setflements in northern
areas. There bas been a misunderstanding because fthe purpose
of clauses Nos. 5(2) and 5(3) is to allow the withdrawal of
lands from the Canada Oul and Gas Acf. As the hon. member
mentioned, these lands would be withdrawn from the purview
of the acf to establish a national park or in the event of a dlaim
sefflement with a native or aboriginal group, for example.

The purpose of the clauses to which the hon. member's
motion refers is in fia way to allow the governmenf f0 with-
draw lands from negotiations with regard ta land seuflement
with the native communify. In fact if is the opposite. For
example, if there is such a seulement or the infent ta establish
a national park, these clauses allow the gavernment ta with-
draw the land from the purview of the Canada Oil and Gas
Acf to facilitate precisely the negotiafed settlemnent or the
creation of the national park. I think there has been a misun-
derstanding. This is why the government will oppose fhis
part icular motion.

Mr. Ian Waddell (Vancouver-Kingswayi: Mr. Speaker, I
listened with some interest f0 the hon. member for Wetaskiwin
(Mr. Schellenberger). I want f0 say on behaîf of my party that
we will support his motion. I welcome the motion; I think if is
a very weIl-intentioned one. But I might say it is somewhat
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innocent and a bit vague. I am not trying to be a rigid
ideologue, as I was called a few minutes ago, or someone who
professes to have aIl the answers, because we do not have all
the answers. The minister said that this bill is not neutral with
respect to land claims. That is absolute nonsense. To parade
that statement around the country is ridiculous and mislead-
ing. The minister should know better.

The motion and the speech of the hon. member touched
briefly upon the problem with this bill. How can we have
development of the north, go ahead with physical development,
and be neutral toward a claim over the physical environment,
the pace of development, the social impact, and ahl these kinds
of things? The Conservative party attacked this bill by indicat-
ing that it gives the minister too much discretion. If the hon.
member looks at it, he will sec that the minister's discretion is
very rigid. We looked at this as we tried in committee to make
the bill more neutral to native claims.

First I should like to indicate why we wanted to make it
neutral toward native claims. On this side of the House we are
convinced that settling the native land claims is the only way
that we can begin to give native people their rightful place in
this country so that they may become real partners in this
development. They should not be left out of this bill.

* (2100)

You will recall that when I spoke this afternoon, Mr.
Speaker, I mentioned a native person standing at the side of
the road and a truck going by. That is the image or the symbol
of past development in this country, and I know that the hon.
member opposite wants things to be different.

I should like to elaborate on what I mean about the discre-
tion being rigid. There is provision in the bill that the minister
can deal with the Crown's share. He can give it to a govern-
ment organization like Petro-Canada but he cannot give it to a
native development corporation, an aboriginal corporation or a
local corporation in the north. There is no such provision in the
bill.

I have said before that the bill is not neutral and I want to
say something more about that. There will be physical de-
velopment but that is not neutral. As development is speeded
up, it will have an effect on the environment and that is not
neutral. It changes things; it has an effect. There will be social
impact as development advances and that is not neutral; it has
an effect. To say that the bill is neutral is just absurd on that
physical level. For example, there is no mention in the bill of
giving the native people any part of the royalties, nor is there
any mention of giving them equity in the development. There
is no mention of giving native people or the northern territorial
governments any rights of revenue sharing. If the territories
are to become provinces and we would like to sec that, and if
they are going to take their place in Canadian confederation-

Mr. Nielsen: When?
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Mr. Waddell: With respect to the Yukon, I would like to see
it take place as soon as possible.

If ail that is to come about, then there has to be a basis for
it, but there is nothing in the bill to give native people a role.
There is no provision for them to sit on an authoritative
decision-making body-not just a token advisory body but one
that would decide what the environmental clean-up would
consist of or a body that would decree that there would not be
development around a certain town because it was countrary
to the needs of the native people. That is real power, but
instead the power will ail be in Ottawa with the Department of
Energy, Mines and Resources. If the government were really
serious, however, that is the kind of power it would give to the
native people.

What does the government propose to give to the native
people? It proposes short-term employment for about 10 per
cent of the population, and when the development is all over,
they will again be standing at the side of the road as the trucks
go by.

We in this party support the motion, Mr. Speaker. I hope
that members of the Conservative party will challenge the
Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources (Mr. Lalonde) on
third reading and demolish his weak argument that this is a
neutral bill with respect to native land claims and native
rights. It is not; it is a contradiction of Clause 34 of the
Constitution Act and sooner or later-it may take a long time
but I hope the day will come-the government will realize
that.

Those are some comments from this side of the House
regarding Motion No. 6, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Albert Cooper (Peace River): Mr. Speaker, the bill
before us tonight is a very important one. It sets out the
regulatory aspects, guidelines or game plan for the oil and gas
exploration and development in the north. Certainly what
happens in the north will have a significant impact on the
future of our country.

I am concerned about the bill in its present form because I
really believe it lacks several serious and important elements,
one of which is consideration of the impact it will have upon
the environment. I spoke on that matter briefly the other night
and it has been debated to a certain extent today.

I am also concerned that the bill fails to adequately consider
the impact that oil and gas activity will have on people who
live on the Canada lands, because it fails to consider the rights
of the native peoples who have lived on those lands for
generations. As it stands, the bill does not make provision for
the aboriginal rights of the native people to dwell on those
Canada lands north of the 60th parallel. There is no reference
in the bill to claims that might be negotiated after it is
enacted, and I think that could be a very dangerous omission.
The land claims that exist today are far from being settled; in
fact, for some native people the process has just begun. The
government did not sec fit, however, to include a provision in
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the bill to protect the claims of the native people. We may
wonder why those provisions were not made and we may doubt
whether the government has any real concern for the native
people who live on the Canada lands.

As the bill reads at present, only claims settled prior to the
enactment of this legislation would be protected, but obviously,
Mr. Speaker, that is not good enough. We must have some
form of written guarantee that lands under development would
not be left out of any future negotiations. Although there is
nothing in the bill that exempts developing lands from land
claim negotiations, it is unlikely that the federal government
would be willing to negotiate when the drilling rigs are actual-
ly in operation and when matters have proceeded from the
drawing board to the oil patch.

The government has not demonstrated, so far, that it is
willing to consider negotiations on the land claims. I think that
gives us reason to believe that once the activity has begun in
the north, it is unlikely that the government would be willing
to listen. We can see that it bas very little concern for native
problems and it will be less likely to listen when activity has
come to a head than it is now.

Motion No. 6 which has been placed before us by the hon.
member for Wetaskiwin (Mr. Schellenberger) is very specific
and important. It begins to deal directly with the problems
created by the bill before us. I should like to read the motion
into the record again because it is important and deals with the
problems that we may face. The relevant part of the motion
reads as follows:

No land or oil or gas interests relating thereto shall be withdrawn or withheld
from negotiation in the settlement of any claim, right, title or interest for any
reason other than the creation of a national park in which all natural resource
development is prohibited.

This means that the concerns of the native people will not be
pushed aside and forgotten once exploration has begun. Lands
that are under development will not be exempt from any
negotiations for aboriginal rights.

I firmly believe that this amendment must be included in the
bill, Mr. Speaker. The guarantee for the protection of native
rights must be provided and there must be a guarantee that
the natives will have an opportunity to pursue a fair and just
settlement of their aboriginal -ights. Without this amendment
and the guarantee, I really believe that native claims will be
prejudiced. This is particularly important now when we are at
such a crucial point in the negotiation of land claims.

e (2110)

Up to date, negotiations with the government have proceed-
ed very slowly; in fact, negotiations are, to a large part, not yet
under way. For example, if we look at the Mackenzie Valley,
we find that the federal government bas not yet even named a
negotiator to continue negotiations in that area. It is clear that
they would rather sec the possibility of further negotiations,
just tossed out the window. Last year, the government finally
began to look at settlements on part of the land, the lands that
we are discussing tonight; but, again, we see a bit of a dirty
pool game going on there, because as negotiations were begin-

ning, so were the hearings on the application to build the
Norman Wells pipeline. Does that sound like fair play? Does it
sound like an earnest attempt to settle outstanding land
claims?

It is no wonder that natives fear for their future and for the
future of their children, because this bill does not give an
indication that the government remembers them or that it
considers their rights. It just seems to clearly demonstrate the
lack of concern of the government for our native people. That
lack of concern of the government is not new. In fact, back in
1969, the Prime Minister (Mr. Trudeau) said:

I think that ail of us feel a sense of guilt, not so much toward the Indian as
toward the fact that we have not addressed our minds to this problem.

That was 12 years ago; and in 12 years, the government bas
not seriously or genuinely addressed these concerns. Is it not
now time to address it? If the Prime Minister was really
feeling that guilt 12 years ago, then why are we not seeing
some action taken now, if not in the past 12 years? I do not
think we can afford to ignore these concerns any longer,
because native concerns are not like some problems; they will
not simply disappear. They will not disappear until native
rights on Canada lands have been settled. That problem will
not go away. We should not let the government just push them
out of the way and push them out of our areas of concern.

Through history, there have really been very few assurances
that the government is concerned about these problems. These
people have always been pushed around. They have always felt
as though their rights have been ignored. Then, suddenly, a
little while ago, along came the Constitution and the Charter
of Rights including, in particular, the entrenchment of native
rights. Suddenly it seemed as though there were some kind of
a positive step, because the government was finally willing to
notice these concerns and it was finally willing to stop ignoring
our natives.

Then along came Bill C-48. All of a sudden we had a
mockery of that whole Charter of Rights. We see that the
intentions there were, in fact, very hollow. The principles of
Bill C-48 run exactly contrary to the principles which were
outlined in that charter. In fact, the bill goes even further than
that, and contradicts the principles which were laid out in the
National Energy Program. The National Energy Program
indicated concern with the impact of resource development on
native peoples and northern Canadians. I would just like to
refer to one particular part of that program. It reads:

There will have to be assurances that the interests of the residents of this
region are protected, and that they have the opportunity to play the role they
desire in these activities. The native residents of the region seek-legitimately-
more say in the decision affecting energy development, and claim -rightfully-
that they should enjoy more of the benefits, and fewer of the costs, from
northern resource activity.

It sounds good, but there are an awful lot of hollow words
and empty promises, because not very long after the introduc-
tion of the National Energy Program, along came Bill C-48
which clearly contradicts the generous and positive sounding
claims that we saw in the National Energy Program.
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So, where are we? What are we to believe? Are we to
believe that the government is truly interested in people, such
as those we are dealing with here, and their rights, as was
apparently demonstrated in the NEP and the Constitution? Or
should we, in fact, be paying much more attention to the
actions of the government, and a wholc lot less attention to its
words? I think that Bill C-48 clearly shows us what the
governmcnt is up to. It clcarly shows us that its interest is
really in disposing of rights and conccrns. It has demonstrated
very little interest in aboriginal rights. I doubt whetbcr it bas
ever had any real intercst or whcther it will ever have any real
interest in the end. A Toronto columnist, Mr. J. B. McGeachy,
bad this to say about the matter:

We sing about the north, but we live as far south as possible.

Coming from a part of Canada which is in the north, that is
a familiar tune to me, and it is one that I can clearly identify
with. This government does sing about the north. Lt sings
about the resource potential, and it sings about development
which is possible in these vast lands; but, as this columnist bas
pointed out, it somehow wants to stay in the southern part of
Canada. Lt only wants to reap the benefits. Lt does not ever
want to set foot on these northern lands.

When we were dealing with this bill in committee, it was
proposed that we visit the north; in other words, that we go
into this arca to discuss with the native and aboriginal people
their concernis on their own home base. The government was
not interestcd in that and, as a result, we ended up not going
north.

The reversai of that decision really exposes the raw bone of
blatant disregard for native concerns that we have seen from
this government. Lt bas dcmonstrated no concern for the
people, no concern for their culture, and no concern for the
political development of the north. The only intercst which
seems to be demonstrated is to take as much as possible
without giving anything in return. I wonder if it is any wonder
that the natives do have a fear for their future. I wonder if it is
any wonder that they do mistrust the government, a govern-
ment which seems to rule from an armchair, thousands of
miles away from the problems and from the rcaiity of the
situation.

The native people have a real and just cause for fearing
exploitation because they have been exploited and thcy have
been given the raw end of the deal. I think that ahl of us have
tasted the bitterness of exploitation. We have ail known, to
some extent, the feelings arising fromt rights being taken away
when we were too helpless to fight back. These particular
people have tasted that bitterness of generations. For genera-
tions, they have known the government as an agency which is
far away, an agency wbich knows little about the real prob-
lems, and an agency which does not care and which cannot be
trusted.

I think that ail of us would like to believe that we live in
some sort of an enlightcned nation, one which operates under
demnocratic principles, where people are equal, and whcre al
people are given the same basic chance. However, when we
look at this bill, we find that it is nothing more than an
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illusion. We really begin to see the true intentions of the
government because it continues to exploit these people, it
continues to ignore their concerns, and it continues to infringe
upon their rights.

People of the north bave been subjugatcd to the status of a
colony for a long time. By enacting this particular piece of
legislation, we only confirm that status. The irony of that
whole process is that we are now hearing lots of talk about
bringing home our Constitution from Britain to crase any hint
of colonialism from our relationship witb the United Kingdom
or with Britain. The irony is that while wc are crasing the
colonialism from the past, we are confirming it in the presenit
and entrenching it in our future.

Mr. Nielsen: Good point.

Mr. Cooper: As this bill stands, unamended, it will only
confirm the permanent status of the north as a colony.

Mr. Nielsen: Good point.

Mr. Cooper: Lt will be an area which will continue to be
cxploited. We must introduce provisions to allow people to rise
cventually above that status of a colony. We must allow them
to participate in the development of their lands, and we must
allow them. to benefit from the naturai resources which wiil be
extracted from those lands.

Mr. Nielsen: Rigbt on!

Mr. Cooper: In short, we must allow them to enjoy the
freedoms and benefits cnjoyed by us; freedoms and benefits
taken for granted by Canadians living in the southern parts of
our country.

Mr. Nielsen: Even Halifax.

Mr. Cooper: Native people must be given a chance to
negotiate with the federal government because these people
have neyer really pusbed for their rights on Canada lands.
Traditionally, this land bas belonged to them. and at present it
belongs to them. They dwell there, and they bave made their
homes there for generations upon generations. If the govern-
ment is truly interested in negotiations, it bas to show that
interest. Lt cannot jeopardize in any way this negotiation
process. The government must show its intcrest in coming to
some sort of a solution before oul and gas activity begins out
there and before it is too late for natives to have any say in the
devclopment of those resources.

1 believe that if this bill is passed as it stands, those rigbts
will be prcjudiced. Effectively, the rights of natives will have
been swept under the rug. We will sec notbing more than what
we saw in committee, wbich was a power play by the Minister
of Energy, Mines and Resources (Mr. Lalonde). 1 believe that
it is dangerous to designate lands to oul and gas activity before
provisions have been made for furtber negotiations and before
a meaningful solution to this problcmn is rcachcd, because
going ahead like this does not bring native rights any dloser to
any kind of scttlement. This kind of action contradicts the
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Charter of Rights which the government brings forward so
proudly. It makes a mockery of everything that we as Canadi-
ans like to believe we stand for. If the bill is passed without the
provision, the natives will lose forever their right to regain
control over their own destinies. They will lose the chance to
gain the revenue from developments that will occur on their
own lands. I believe this proposed amendment must be includ-
ed otherwise our native Canadians will never enjoy the full
benefit of Canadian citizenship.

* (2120)

Mr. Ray Skelly (Comox-Powell River): Mr. Speaker, I
want to participate by commenting on this area of concern. I
have read the provision which the hon. member for Wetaski-
win (Mr. Schellenberger) has carefully put forward. Very
clearly, the principle put forward is completely acceptable. It
is a questionable practice to allow the exploitation of resources
to go ahead before dealing with the fundamental issue of who
owns the land. Maybe the problem is with the drafting. As the
parliamentary secretary to the Minister of Finance (Mr.
Evans) has said, there is a problem in drafting the legislation.
But whatever it is, the key point is the principle. That principle
was hammered home time and time again in committee. The
government felt that it had protected the future or the existing
interests as more information became available through
detailed study. But clearly, nobody except government mem-
bers accepted that position. Again, it was a discretionary
matter. We were told by government members that a clause
was included in the bill to ensure that after exploration, after
the production facilities have been put in place and after we
see what the social and environmental impacts there are, and
perhaps even after the resource has been exploited and
exhausted, it will still be possible to come back and make a
claim. That is rubbish. I cannot find anyone who would accept
that concept other than the government. I think the govern-
ment is fooling itself, but it is not fooling anyone else.

This is very difficult, and there is definitely a misunder-
standing, as the parliamentary secretary suggests. But I think
the understanding is on the part of the government. There is a
desperate need for some action on this particular land claim
provision in the bill. We cannot allow alienation before some
firm commitments are made. As my colleague, the hon.
member for Vancouver-Kingsway (Mr. Waddell), has said,
this bill is not neutral. It does not adequately protect the
interests of the native people of Canada in sharing or par-
ticipating in the development. The establishment of the land
claim is extremely difficult.

We talk about the north. There is a lot of activity in the
north now. The northern people are trying to work out claims.
They are negotiating positions, and so on. But we must also
take into account the west coast where things are very
different.

The native people who live on the west coast are at various
stages of development. Some very sophisticated bands have
worked out land claims. They have attempted to define their
interest in the lands on the west coast and have presented it to

the government. The process is moving very slowly, whereas
the development of oil and gas offshore on the west coast is
moving much faster. The technology is in place. Procedures
will evolve much more quickly than the native people can deal
with it, unless the government specifies in the legislation
exactly what it is going to do to protect their interests.

The west coast is unique. The native people who live there
have an interest in the land and the sea from which they try to
make a living. Most people there are committed to living on
government welfare. They do not like it. They have been
alienated from their land already. I would have a hard time
expressing it better than the previous speaker who suggested
that for 200 years we have inflicted a totally colonial regime
on the native people, and that this particular bill and its intent
confirms it for the present and entrenches it for the future. It
could not be said better.

On the other hand, I think the opposition members in this
House, together with the native people, particularly those in
the north and on the west coast, are determined to break that
colonial status. They want to share adequately by defining
their interest in that area and by having the government
acknowledge it and provide action in good faith. The land is of
interest and so are the forest and mining resources. But we
must not forget the sea. The native people of western Canada
have a long tradition with the sea in the area immediately
adjacent to the west coast. Defining that will be a complex
problem. The resources in the sea are seriously affected by all
this activity. We need a provision in this legislation which
stops the alienation process before the land claim is developed.

I would urge members to travel through the native com-
munities located on the west coast. The inhabitants like to talk
about the place where they live. They like to talk about
themselves and their history. Native people are very close to
their parents and their grandparents. Tradition is handed down
through generations. For instance, the way the land and the
sea is used is locked into an oral history that has been
transmitted down through families in great detail and with
great consistency. You can travel down a fjord in a boat with
the west coast natives of British Columbia, you can pass a
point and they will tell you that their ancestors used to live
there. They will tell you what they did, but it always relates to
the sea. Marine resources are the base of that civilization. The
history and mythology of the natives which have been transmit-
ted through the generations really develops a land claim.
People, both old and young alike, who live and work out there
can tell you all about these people and what they did. History
is the base upon which these claims will develop, but it will
take a lot of time. There is a great deal of archeological
evidence which confirms the oral history, the interest in the
land and the marine environment.

Some bands have a very high level of development. They
have established land claims and they are working diligently
toward defining them. But this is very difficult to do. Some
bands do not have even basic means of day-to-day survival. All
of their resources are committed to that survival and they are
certainly inadequate. They do not have resources to begin to
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work out a land dlaim or to begin to negotiate with the
government. But two years from now holes will be punched in
the sea lied. There is even talk about exploring river beds.
Obviously they are hoping to find oil and gas. What the
government legislation proposes is to allow that development
to procecd quickly. This would have an impact environmental-
Iy, socially and economically wîthout giving adequate protec-
tion to the native people who need time to define their dlaims,
to develop their resources and so begin to negotiate with the
government. That is a big mistake. We have heard from the
native people, from. opposition members, from church groups.
In fact, a whole range of people in the Canadian society have
brought the concerns of the native people forward. But the
governiment has said, "Enough, discretion is ail right". The
government says to us, "Trust us, it is in the mail." But that is
simply not good enough. This is a very complex area in respect
of which the assurance of the government is needed. We need
an assurance that the government will recognize the principle
put forward in the previous member's motion. If the govern-
ment had come forward and opened up in a forthright manner,
a lot of the delay this bill has seen could have been avoided.
That delay could have been avoided by a statement of princi-
pIe and a clear expression of the government's intent.

*(2130)

Let me give you an example. We who worked in that media
unfortunately had to resort to a filibuster and to delaying
tactics. This was extremely hard on everyone, including gov-
ernment members who had to sit there and listen. But our
goals were very specific. The investor benefit section was vital.
We needed some definition. The government had a program
ail along. We asked them to hold a closed meeting if they were
afraid the information would get out, but to let us know in that
way how the government intended to provide protection. We
wanted the government to show us some developments or
mechanisms such as the British offshore supply office. We
wanted the government to put this into the legisiation and to
do something specific rather than just to ask us to trust it.First, we cannot trust the governiment, and history would
indicate it is often going in another direction.

After weeks of battling, by gosh, the government saîd,
"Okay, you win. We wilI have an in camera session". It was
good. However, the government just would not express the
principles to be used or demonstrate the mechanisms so that
one could have some confidence that Canadian interest would
be protected.

We face the same thing here with this motion. The drafting
of the amendment may not be the best. There are certain
aspects that I would question, but on the other side of the coin
there is the vital principle that the government must do more
because this whole question of trust is lost. There is nothing in
this on which the native people can hang their hats. We want a
definition because too much has been lost in 200 years.

I would guess, casting my mind back a bit in history, that
the west coast in British Columbia was run by three Indian
chiefs; Tatoosh who lived at Cape Flattery, Wichininesh who
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lived in the old Nanaimo-Alberni riding at Long Beach, now
the federal park, Pacjfic Rim, and another chief, Maquinug,
who lived at Friendly Cove. They ran the west coast of
Vancouver Island. The descendants of the Hilson people were
here today tryîng to talk to ministers of the Crown. Reputedly,
their ancestors travelled from Hawaii and Polynesia. They
Iived in a community called Waglisla. The sea is the resource
that supported ail those people. There is a tremendous history
of the native people in western Canada. There is a long
relationship with the land and sea, and there is a belief that if
we give the native people an opportunity, they can define,
substantiate, share and participate, as the rest of us hope to
share and participate, in the benefits of those resources.

The colonial system that was imposed on them from the
time of Cooke and Alexander Mackenzie and the others who
came was very clear. These native people lost their access to
the forests to the major forestry companies; MacMillan Bloe-
del, Dorman, Rayonier and IT & T. Ail of them now own the
forests of British Columbia and the Indian people have been
dispossessed. The Indian people used to have a large number of
fishing vessels, but Jack Davis and subsequent ministers have
taken away those vessels, and now most of them are on the
beach. The wealthy white men from. other walks of life, the
moonlighters and interlopers, have now taken the fishing
industry away from them, and the native people are now on
the beach. They have lost their resource base; they have lost
access to the sea. The Indian people have lost access to the
forest. The provincial government has cut them off from their
traditional resource base. Their actual reserve lands on which
they live have been cut down.

An hon. Meniher: Jack Austin will get it back for them.
Mr. Skelly: He has stili yet to prove himself, and I am

hoping that the uranium cartel will not impede his opportunity
to contribute to the native people. I say that seriously.

The key in ail of this is recognition by the government that
the native people have a dlaim to those resources. The problem
is that the exploitation, development, the infrastructure, the
commitment of the resource and the exhaustion of the
resource, will have taken place before the bands are even able
to define their dlaims. 1 defy the parliamentary secretary to get
up and tell me how, once this is aIl in place, they are going to
participate. He suggests the situation is incredible, but quite
honestly these people do not believe the government any
longer.

The hour is growing late, but the issue is certainly no less
serious. Perhaps the point has been made. Clearly the motion
is worth while and worthy of support in view of the fact that
there is nothing from. the government in this bare bones
legislation which provides a guarantee against dry holes, oul
spilîs, with moneys and benefits going elsewhere, with the
native people left with open mine pits, clear-cut forests or
possibly a destroyed marine environment on which their entire
livelihood is based.

In terms of the delays the government has experienced with
regard to this bill, it would be interesting to have one govern-
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ment member, perhaps the Parliament Secretary to the Minis-
ter of Finance, who I know is vitally concerned about this

issue, stand up and acknowledge the principle. Perhaps these
amendments are not drafted in the way the government would
exactly like tbem, but certainly the underlying princîples are
vital. The provisions in the legislation are clearly not adequate.
We bave the old story that there is too mucb goverfiment
regulation, too much centralization and too, mucb discretion-
ary control, and without these provisions the oil companies
with the louder voices will eventually shape policy at the
expense of other people.

I see that my time bas just about expired, Mr. Speaker, but

I would certainly invite the parliamentary secretary or anyone
else over there wbo might bave some consideration for the
native people to make some comment. Tbank you.

Mr. Gordon Taylor (Bow River): Mr. Speaker, I want to
support strongly the motion of the bon. member for Wetaski-
win (Mr. Scbellenberger), and I hope to prove to hon. mem-
bers on the government side why tbey too sbould support this
motion, particularly if tbey are sincere with regard to that
wbicb is already in the bill.

Let me refer to the motion wbich would add, "notbing in

this act abrogates", and that means repeals or cancels, or
"derogates", wbicb means detracts or takes away, from any
aboriginal title, rigbt or dlaim that pertained to the aboriginal
peoples of Canada prior to the coming into force of this act.
Wben I read the second paragrapb I see that it says the
governor in council may by order flot in this House but by

order-for any purpose or any condition set out in the order,
witbdraw from the application of this act sucb Canada lands
as are specified in the order. It is aIl-embracive. The amend-
ment simply states that any dlaim or interests the aboriginal
people bave will flot be withdrawn; that is, the lands will flot be
withdrawn. How can the government refuse to support that

amendment if it believes in that wbich already exists in the
bill? If Section 2 is to become ali-embracive and have power
over the other sections because it comnes before, then there is a
very serious and severe contradiction in the legislation.

*(2140)

That is flot the only thing wbicb disturbs me about this bill.
I do not really know wbat the policy of the goverriment is with
regard to our aboriginal people. May I remind you, Mr.

Speaker, that prior to January, 198 1, the Right Hon. Prime
Minister (Mr. Trudeau) was asked to include aboriginal rîgbts
in the Charter of Rigbts by a member on this side of the
House. The Prime Minister said that be would in no way

include aboriginal rights in the charter unless he knew what
aboriginal rigbts meant, unless aboriginal rights were defined.
That is the gist of wbat the Prime Minister said. In January,
1981, a provision on the rights of the aboriginal people was
placed in Section 34(l). It reads:

The aboriginal and treaty rights of the aboriginal peoples of Canada are
hereby recognized and affirmned.

1 reiterate, "recognized and affirmed". Now I would like to

know if the Prime Minister bas a definition of aboriginal

rights. 1 think it is important that he have such a defînition
because when 1 started looking into goverfiment policy 1 was
astounded to find an order in council which set out government
policy in regard to aboriginal claims, that is an order in council
dated August 8, 1973, which bas flot yet been eitber dis-
cbarged or denounced by the Liberal government. It is stili in
force. If it is in force, then Subelause (7) of this bill is
meaningless. I will read what the order in council says:

-the governmrrent will negotlate dlaims and seule dlaimrs according to the policy
in the Annual Report of the Department of Indian Affairs.

It simply says the government will negotiate a settiement
with the Indian and Inuit people who have flot entered into
treaty relationships with the Crown. These settiements will be

based upon the loss of their traditional use and occupancy of
lands in those parts of Canada where native rights, based on

traditional use and occupancy, have flot been extinguished by
treaty or superseded by law.

In other words, the goverfiment bas set out tbree caveats in

that order in council, which is still on the books, with respect
to the dlaims of Indian and Inuit people. The first one is that

the government wilI only negotiate and settle dlaims based on
land and occupancy of land. In other words, the whole culture
of the Indian and Inuit people will be ignored unless tbey live

on the land, unless they have already placed a dlaim on that

particular land and occupy it. There is no consideration for
negotiation whatsoever. That is set out in law. Consequently,
the amendment to this bill will mean nothing. The government
will simply point to the order in council of August 8, 1973,
which stili stands.

What do we mean by aboriginal rigbts? Aboriginal rigbts go

beyond land occupied. Most Inuit and Indian people, or at

least many of them, make their living by hunting and fishing.
They do not live on those lands, they hunt and fish on tbem.
They do flot occupy them by building a bouse on tbem, in that

sense of occupation. The rights they had when the white man
first came to this land, sucb as their language, their dances

and their political social and economic cultures, all of these are

part and parcel of aboriginal rigbts. They are being ignored in
this section. It deals only witb land, and even tben tbere is a

caveat placed on the land-tbat they must occupy it. Tbey

must bave already had a dlaim to it. I tbink the Inuit and
Indian people sbould take careful note and find out about this

policy mentioned in the charter of rigbts and find out if it has

not already been lost before the charter of rights is passed.

The next caveat set out in the order in council says that the

goverfiment will only negotiate and settle dlaims whicb bave
flot been extinguished by treaty. When the government, for

example, negotiates witb the Inuit or Indian people for a
number of years, it insists that the Indian and Inuit people give

up alI rights; those beld in the past, those they bave currently,
those tbey might have in the future, aIl rigbts flot specifically
extinguished by agreement. Well, that is going too far. 1
suggest that is a caveat the Indian and Inuit people would
want discarded before the section in the charter means very
much.
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There is a third caveat: the government wiIl only negotiate
and settle claims 'wbich have flot been superseded by law. If
any goverfiment, provincial or federal, since tbe beginning of
this country, bas passed any act or bill or order in council
taking away a rigbt from the Inuit or Indian people, then the
goverfiment wilI flot negotiate. Tbey will flot even talk about it.
Agaîn, 1 suggest to our Indian and Inuit Canadians that they
take a very careful look at ail the enactments since the
beginning of confederation to find out whetber they will bave
any rigbt to make a dlaim or even if tbey can negotiate. Wbat
does tbat piece in tbe charter say? It says:

The aboriginal and treaty rights of the aboriginal peoples of Canada arc
hereby rcSgnized and affirmcd.

Wbat does tbe order in council say? It says that the
government wilI flot negotiate unless tbe Indian and Inuit
people make a dlaim and occupy tbe land. They wilI flot
negotiate unless the traditional use and occupancy bave flot
been extinguisbed by treaty. Tbey will flot negotiate if any part
of tbat bas been superseded by any law or enactment or order
in council.

Wbere does that leave our Indian and Inuit Canadians?
Does tbis section in our Cbarter of Rigbts pull the wool over
tbe eyes of aur Indian and Inuit people, in tbe bope of pusbing
it tbrougb before tbey find out aIl these tbings? I suggest to
you, Mr. Speaker, that if tbis goverfiment is sincere in giving
aboriginal rigbts to our Indiafi and Inuit people, our native
peoples, tbey would define aboriginal rigbts and denounce and
discbarge tbe order in council whicb was passed on August 8,
1973. If tbeir policy means anytbing, let the Minister of Indian
Affairs and Nortbern Development (Mr. Munro) or the Prime
Minister, or tbe Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources
(Mr. Lalonde) stand up and say tbat the order in council bas
been annulled and discbarged. They sbould stand up and say
that tbey will annul and discbarge tbat order in council and
tbey sbould even pass anotber order in council that it is no
longer tbe policy of tbe goverfimefit. Then tbe Indian and Inuit
people migbt bave some hope of getting a fair and equal
settiement. Ever sînce wbite men came ta this country, tbe
Indian and Inuit people bave been exploited. We bave flot
given tbem an opportunity to develop tbeir skills. Even naw
our education system does flot go far enaugb. The witbdrawal
of Outreacb funds by tbe goverfiment wiIl have a detrimental
effect on the Outreacb programs oni at least one reserve of
wbicb I know in my constituency and I do flot know on bow
many otbers across tbe country. Tbe Outreacb program of the
University of Calgary on tbe Stoney reserve bas done a
tremendous job, witb tbe result tbat young people there bave
been able to get the necessary basic training to go to universi-
ty. Some bave graduated witb degrees and today are playing
their part in developing tbis country. However, cutting back
funds will affect tbat Outreacb program. We bave exploited
them; let us flot continue to try to pull tbe wool over tbeir eyes.
* (2150)

1 ask tbis goverfiment to denounce tbis order in council
program it bas been following and to be above board. Let us
put the record straigbt, let us say we will leave aIl that in the
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past and we will now define aboriginal rigbts witb the belp of
the Indian and Inuit people, in a way whicb is fair to everyone.

That is aIl our Indian and Inuit people are asking for. If tbe
goverfiment will flot do that, I for one will be very appreben-
sive about anything it says. about aboriginal rigbts.

Miss Pauline Jewett (New Westminster-Coquitlam): Mr.
Speaker, I too sbould like to address myself to tbe rights of tbe
native peoples of Canada. Only a little wbile ago tbe constitu-
tional resolution proclaimed tbe aboriginal rigbts of the native
peoples of tbis country wbicb the present Bill C-48 denies. I
therefore support flot only the amendment before us but,
indeed, other amendments my party bas brougbt forward.

I arn deligbted to see the bon. member for Hochelaga-
Maisonneuve (Mr. Joyal), now a minister of state, bere in tbe
House tonigbt because it was be, as co-cbairman of tbe joint
committee of tbe House of Commans and tbe Senate on tbe
constitutional resolution-

Mr. SkeIly: Who was tbe other co-chairman?

Miss Jewett: I bave forgotten.

Mr. Skelly: How soon we forge.

Miss Jewett: It was be, as I understand it-I may be
misled-wbo gave encouragement to the bon. member for
Nunatsiaq (Mr. Ittinuar) and other members of tbis party to
press for the introduction into the constitutional resalution of
Section 34(l), already referred to tbis evening, in whicb tbe
aboriginal and treaty rigbts of tbe aboriginal peoples of
Canada are bereby recognized and affirmed.

Wben tbe goverfiment acceded to tbe amendment this party
proposed, one part of wbicb included tbe strengtbening of the
aboriginal and treaty rigbts of the native peoples of Canada, it
was my understanding that at least tbis co-cbairman, and
perbaps bath co-cbairmen, of the constitutional committee
were entbusiastic and anxious to see this clause entrencbed.
That is flot to say tbat tbe clause is perfect, but most of us
tbought tben, and still tbînk, that tbe courts are likely to give
this clause paramauntcy; that tbe fears of many of the native
peoples of Canada tbat tbeir rigbts will still be denied tbem
are, we bope, flot genuine fears; tbat they are flot real; that
tbey need flot fear; and tbat we feel tbat tbe clause will be
respected and given paramountcy by tbe courts.

But wbat bappens to an bon. member wben be joins tbe
cabinet? I congratulate the minister on bis appointment, but
wbat bappens? Eitber be bas flot studied tbe bill before us and
tbe amendments before us or, if he has studied tbem, be bas
flot realized that tbe bill itself absolutely denies tbe very
aboriginal rights tbat he and all of us, at least in this party,
spent s0 much time affirming. It seems ta me that tbîs is giving
witb one hand only ta take away witb tbe other. The very same
tbing could bave bappened, and tbe minister responsible for
the status of women today assured us it would flot bappen, as
far as native women are concerned. If I beard correctly today
in the Hause, sbte said we would flot wait for the tbree-year
moratorium periad, assuming tbe constitutional resalution is
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passed, before we ensure that the inequities now in Section

12(1)(b) of the Indian Act are removed. Yet at the very

moment one minister of the Crown is saying we will not

continue with these inequities, the government, in a related

field, namely, all matters relating to land claims, fishing and

hunting rights and so forth, is saying we will perpetuate

injustice, unfairness and inequities.

I urge the Minister of State, the hon. member for

Hochelaga-Maisonneuve, before it is too late to bring his voice

to bear in cabinet and elsewhere to ensure that the amend-

ments which have been proposed and are still to be proposed

will in fact be looked at much more seriously by the govern-

ment. It will be too late, as far as the native people of Canada

are concerned, when exploration and development has surged

into the area of the Canada lands with no serious regard for

the needs of the native peoples of this country or for their

wishes or their genuine concerns, which we all say we share. If

the government does not act now, it will be much too late, so I

urge the minister, just as his colleague today said she would

urge the government, to take steps immediately to rectify the

inequities caused by Section 12(1)(b). I urge him to take the

same steps with the Minister of Energy, Mines and Resources

(Mr. Lalonde) and, indeed, with the whole government.

Similarly, I hope the Secretary of State for External Affairs

(Mr. MacGuigan), who was here a moment ago, will also

involve himself in this question of native rights. Hon. members

might think this is not a matter which would ordinarily

concern the Secretary of State for External Affairs, and I

agree that he has a great many other concerns, but I know that

the last thing he would want or, indeed, any of us want, would

be another reference to the United Nations Human Rights

Commission comparable to the Sandra Lovelace case. This

case, however, concerns deprivation of the rights of the native

peoples of Canada and particularly the right to have land

claims and other claims negotiated. I cannot say for sure that

could come before the United Nations commission, but it

might come before it.

Mr. Evans: Speak to the motion.

Miss Jewett: I am speaking passionately to the motion. I

hope the Secretary of State for External Affairs would be

concerned, just as I hope the Minister of State, who was a

co-chairman of the constitutional committee, would be con-

cerned because he too spent a good deal of time on the

constitutional resolution, and I am sure he too was grateful

that Section 34 was introduced, strengthened beyond its origi-

nal form. He too, therefore, must want to see the amendments

we are proposing and the amendment I am at present address-

ing accepted by the government in order to ensure that injus-

tice and inequities as far as the northern peoples of Canada are

concerned will not prevail.

May I call it ten o'clock, Mr. Speaker?

* (2200)

PROCEEDINGS ON ADJOURNMENT
MOTION

[En glish]
A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 40

deemed to have been moved.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Blaker): I should like to remind

members there has been difficulty recently with regard to the

amount of time members speak. Seven minutes is allotted for

the question and three minutes is allotted for the reply. The

Chair is obliged to keep to the time limit.

REQUEST THAT MINISTER RECONSIDER DECISION ON FUTURE
OF PASSENGER SERVICES

Hon. Don Mazankowski (Vegreville): On October 14 I

posed a question to the Minister of Transport (Mr. Pepin),

arising out of his announced statement of July 27 cutting back

VIA Rail services by 19 per cent, and affecting some 1.2

million passengers and, particularly, some 1,600 railway work-

ers, plus countless other jobs which will be indirectly affected

as a result of the cutbacks.

I asked the minister to reconsider seriously this illogical and

shortsighted arbitrary decision, given the fact that we are in

serious difficulty with the economy. Unemployment is running
at a high rate. The cutbacks will affect the areas of Canada

that experience the highest level of unemployment.

The reply the minister gave confirms to my colleagues and

myself that little thought had gone into the social and econom-

ic impact of such a decision on the workers and their families,
particularly in the eastern and western regions of Canada.
They will feel a tremendous impact from the cutback of the

transportation services which are needed and used.

The minister said he would be prepared to come before the

committee to explain his decision; but he did not say he would

be prepared to defer the decision. That is simply not good

enough, Mr. Speaker.

He also suggested we could have dealt with this matter

under our broad terms of reference that was issued by the

House with regard to the study of transportation matters in

Quebec and Ontario, which the Standing Committee on

Transportation undertook this summer. The minister knows

very well the mandate was limited. It dealt only with transpor-

tation matters in the province of Quebec and Ontario. The

cutbacks we are dealing with affect all of Canada, not only the
provinces of Quebec and Ontario. We had limited time. This

being a national issue, it requires a lot more study and a lot
more time than the minister is prepared to give it.

In the response of the minister we are simply being given a
whitewash. He will come before the committee, wax eloquent
and try to explain his position, without hearing the other side

of the story. This is simply not good enough. Lay-off notices,
Mr. Speaker, have already been issued. CN in Montreal
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