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Document entitled "Guide canadien de redaction legis
lative fran9aise", First Edition 1980, issued by the 
Department of Justice (French text). 

Report of operations under the Fisheries Development 
Act for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1979, pursuant to 
section I 0 of the said Act, Chapter F-21, R.S.C., 1970. 

Report of the Freshwater Fish Marketing Corporation, 
including its accounts and financial statements certified 
by the Auditor General, for the fiscal year ended April 
30, 1980, pursuant to section 33 of the Freshwater Fish 
Marketing Act, Chapter F-13, and sections 75(3) and 
77(3) of the Financial Administration Act, Chapter F-10, 
R.S.C., 1970. 

Capital Budget of the Freshwater Fish Marketing Cor
poration for the financial year ending April 30, 1981, 
pursuant to section 70(2) of the Financial Administration 
Act, Chapter F-1 0, R.S.C., 1970, together with Order in 
Council P.C. 1980-2440, dated September 12, 1980, 
approving same. 

Report on operations under the Clean Air Act for the 
fiscal year ended March 31, 1980, pursuant to section 41 
of the said Act, Chapter 47, Statutes of Canada, 
1970-71-72. 

• (2020) 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

SPACE SHUTTLE COLUMBIA-FELICITATIONS ON SUCCESS OF 
MISSION 

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Honour
able senators, I would have thought the Leader of the Govern
ment would have had a word to say about the successful 
completion of the Columbia space shuttle mission. I am sure 
we were all extremely pleased with, and impressed by, its 

_extraordinary accomplishment. We wish to express our pleas
ure and congratulations to the President and people of the 
United States, and also our pride in having had something to 
do with it. 

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear. 

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government): I 
know that all honourable senators appreciate the initiative 
shown this evening by the Leader of the Opposition in drawing 
to our attention this major technological achievement. It 
should be noted, as was inferred by Senator Flynn, that some 
of the components for this further successful conquest of space 
were provided by Canadians and Canadian companies employ
ing Canadian technology, and we take special satisfaction m 
that. 

Hon. Senators: Hear, hear! 
[Senator Perrault.] 

THE CONSTITUTION 
MOTION FOR AN ADDRESS TO HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN

NOTICE OF MOTION RESPECTING DISPOSITION 

Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Government): 
Honourable senators, I give notice that tomorrow, Wednesday, 
April 15, I shall move: 

That the motion of the Honourable Senator Perrault, 
P.C., for an Address to Her Majesty concerning the 
Constitution of Canada shall be disposed of as follows: 

I. The debate on the said motion and any amend
ments proposed thereto as herein provided, shall be 
adjourned to Thursday, April 23, 1981, and may be 
debated between 2.00 p.m. and 6.00 p.m. and between 
8.00 p.m. and 10.00 p.m., and on Friday, April 24, 
1981, between I 0.00 a.m. and 12.00 noon. 

2. No amendments or sub-amendments may be pro
posed to the said motion except those moved by the 
Leader of the Government and the Leader of the 
Opposition in the Senate on Friday, April 24, 1981, as 
provided hereinafter. 

3. The question on the amendment to the motion, 
moved on March 26, 1981, by the Honourable Senator 
Yuzyk shall not be put except as herein provided. 

4. The Order to resume the debate on the main 
motion shall be called at I 0.00 a.m. on Friday, April 
24, 1981, and, notwithstanding any other motion in 
amendment thereto, the Leader of the Government in 
the Senate shall forthwith be given the floor to move 
any amendments to the said Address adopted by the 
House of Commons on Thursday, April 23, 1981, pur
suant to the Special Order adopted by that House on 
April 8, 1981; and no amendments may be moved to 
such amendments, but the Leader of the Opposition 
may, immediately after the said motion of the Leader 
of the Government, move any amendment to the said 
motion for an Address; and both the amendments of the 
Leader of the Government and the amendment of the 
Leader of the Oppositon may be debated at the same 
time but without further amendment. 

5. Every question necessary to dispose of any amend
ments moved by the Leader of the Government or by 
the Leader of the Opposition in the Senate of the 
motion in amendment by the Honourable Senator 
Yuzyk, if it is still before the Senate, shall be put, in 
that order, no later than 12.00 noon on Friday, April 
24, 1981. 

6. There shall be no debate after April 24, 1981, on 
the said motion until a day named by the Leader of the 
Government in the Senate pursuant to the following 
paragraph of this Order. 

7. After the Supreme Court of Canada has rendered 
a decision on the appeals concerning the opinion of the 
Manitoba Court of Appeal rendered on February 3, 
1981, and on the opinion of the Newfoundland Court of 
Appeal rendered on March 31, 1981, on the questions 
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put to the said Courts concerning the amendment of the 
Constitution of Canada, the Leader of the Government 
may, by rising in his place and informing the Senate 
thereof, name two days on which the said motion shall 
be debated by the Senate. 

8. At 6.00 p.m. on the second day named by the 
Leader of the Government pursuant to the preceding 
paragraph of this Order, the Speaker shall interrupt 
any proceedings and, without further debate, put every 
question necessary to dispose of the said motion. No 
Senator shall rise to speak after this hour, and all such 
questions as must be decided in order to comply with 
this Order shall be decided forthwith before the Senate 
adjourns. 

9. The provisions of this Order shall prevail notwith
standing any rule or practice of the Senate to the 
contrary. 

10. Nothing in this Order shall be considered to 
affect in any manner or to any degree the separation of 
the legislative and judicial powers, a fundamental prin
ciple of our Constitution. 

Honourable senators, the purpose of this motion is to imple
ment in the Senate the all-party agreement that Parliament 
should not vote on the motion for a Joint Address until the 
Supreme Court of Canada has ruled on its constitutional 
acceptability-a condition, honourable senators will remem
ber, that was insisted upon by many honourable senators 
during the debate in this place. That is the main purpose. 

Next, I wish to explain the key elements of the all-party 
agreement that was reached a couple of weeks ago. The first 
element is that the Supreme Court should have before it the 
form of the resolution to be voted upon in its finally amended 
form after the court's ruling; and the second is that the time 
for debate and vote on that resolution, as so amended, be 
agreed upon and fixed by order. 

Next, the procedural corollaries to the purpose, and to those 
key elements, are as follows: In the House of Commons the 
foregoing historic agreement found expression in a unanimous 
house order that meant an end to amendments except omnibus 
amendments proposed on behalf of each party by the party's 
house leader. Each member of the House of Commons, for this 
exceptional occasion, subordinated his or her individual right 
to propose amendments to the right of his or her party to do 
so; so that he or she had to work out his or her individual 
wishes in the party caucus for eventual expression in the house 
by the party leadership. 

• (2025) 

The second procedural corollary to that all-party agreement 
finds its expression in the Senate, in the motion for a Senate 
order, notice of which I am giving now, under rule 45(l)(a), 
(h) and (i). 

Honourable senators, the motion is meant to reflect in the 
Senate the order unanimously accepted in the House of Com
mons on the recommendation of the leadership of the three 
parties. The wording of the motion has been discussed over a 
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period of days with the leadership of the oppos1t10n in this 
house, and the government leadership and the opposition 
leadership have agreed that this is, and should be clearly 
considered as, a very exceptional order, in order to meet very 
exceptional circumstances. 

Beyond that I do not speak for the opposition leadership, 
who will speak for themselves tomorrow, along with any other 
honourable senators who may have discussed it in their cau
cuses, and who may wish to participate in the debate when the 
motion is called tomorrow. 

The exact wording of the motion will appear in both lan
guages in today's Debates of the Senate, which we hope to 
have on honourable senators' desks in their offices as early as 
possible tomorrow. 

We hope to debate the motion and to have the question put 
tomorrow afternoon. If it is disposed of then, we propose-and 
part of this appears in the proposed order in the motion-to 
honourable senators that we sit as follows: tomorrow, Wednes
day, April 15, from 2 p.m. to 6 p.m., in the hope that the 
question will be put on this motion before adjournment. We 
would then adjourn at 6 o'clock tomorrow afternoon, or before 
if we are through with our business, until Thursday, April 23, 
when we shall sit from 2 p.m. to 6 p.m., and from 8 p.m. to 10 
p.m. On Friday, April 24, we shall sit from 10 a.m. until I 
p.m., and the question will be put on any motions in amend
ment no later than noon on that day. That will be approxi
mately half a day after the House of Common disposes of their 
amendment to the resolution, because their house order 
requires disposition on the Thursday. 

It is then proposed, honourable senators, at I p.m. on 
Friday, April 24, to adjourn until Tuesday, May 19, at 8 p.m. 
That will be one week after the date to which we believe the 
House of Commons will adjourn. I believe that on Thursday, 
April 23, the House of Commons will adjourn until Tuesday, 
May 12. According to my present information, we will not 
have enough business from them to justify our sitting the three 
days that week, and, therefore, unless something changes, we 
will propose to honourable senators that our adjournment on 
Friday, April 24, will be to Tuesday, May 19, at 8 p.m. 

• (2030) 

Honourable senators, I shall not read every word of the 
motion. Essentially, the first paragraph sets aside those two 
days next week for dealing with the motion. The second 
paragraph provides that in this chamber, as in the other place, 
no amendments or sub-amendments may be proposed to the 
said motion except those moved by the Leader of the Govern
ment and the Leader of the Opposition in the Senate. 

The third provision is that the question on the amendment to 
the motion moved by Senator Yuzyk on March 26, 198!, not 
be put, except as herein provided-and we provide for that; 
that the order to resume the debate be called at 10 o'clock in 
the forenoon on Friday and, at that time, the Leader of the 
Government in the Senate be given an opportunity to propose 
to the Senate a motion in the wording adopted by the other 
place on the previous day. We will then proceed to have the 



Leader of the Opposition propose any amendments in an 
omnibus form. Those amendments may be debated at the same 
time but without further amendment. 

Every question necessary to dispose of any amendments 
moved by the Leader of the Government or the Leader of the 
Opposition in the Senate, and the motion by Senator Yuzyk, if 
it is still before the Senate, will then put in that order no later 
than noon on Friday, as I explained. The debate will then be 
adjourned until after the decision of the Supreme Court of 
Canada, after which the leadership will name a date, following 
consultation, for the final two days of debate in the Senate. 

Honourable senators, that is the background for this notice 
of motion, and those are the key provisions of the motion. I do 
not want to delay you further. I certainly did not mean to enter 
into a debate on the subject, but merely wanted to assure you 
that the exact wording will be available tomorrow in both 
languages. There will be an opportunity to caucus on the 
subject and to debate it tomorrow afternoon, in the hope that 
we can both debate the question and put it in the form of an 
order as to how to deal with the motion for a Joint Address. 

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Honour
able senators, I wish to confirm the discussions that have taken 
place since last week between the leadership of the government 
and the leadership on this side of the chamber. I confirm that 
the intention of the government is to have an agreement here 
that will reflect the agreement made in the House of Com
mons, but I also wish to confirm that we have not necessarily 
agreed to what is being proposed in this motion and that we 
reserve our right to contest the proposal, at least in principle, if 
not in practice. 

I would like to suggest a revision to what the deputy leader 
said about the resumption of the debate once the Supreme 
Court of Canada has ruled on the legality of the constitutional 
package. My understanding is that the Senate will deal with 
the resolution, if it comes back alive, if it survives the Supreme 
Court of Canada, only after the House of Commons has dealt 
with it in accordance with the order passed there--that is, 
after two days. I draw the attention of the deputy leader to the 
fact that our order should provide that we have two days after 
the House of Commons has made a decision on the resolution, 
not after the Supreme Court has made a decision. I say this 
because it is provided in the order in the other place that the 
debate there will be resumed after the decision of the Supreme 
Court, but here it will be resumed only after the House of 
Commons has disposed of the resolution. I think that a correc
tion should be made so that we do not commence the debate 
tomorrow. 

I think another small change should be made in the text of 
paragraph 4, which says that the order to resume the debate 
on the main motion shall be called at 10 a.m. on Friday, April 
24. Since we have already said that we would deal with it on 
Thursday from 2 o'clock to 6 o'clock in the afternoon and from 
6 o'clock ot 10 o'clock in the evening, paragraph 4 should 
begin: "When the order to resume the debate is called at 10.00 
a.m. on Friday ... " 

[Senator frith.) 
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This having been said, with the proposal duly corrected and 
placed on the order paper tomorrow, honourable senators will 
be able to assess exactly what is proposed, the position of the 
government, and, with the res·ervations that we have made, the 
position of the opposition. 

Senator Frith: Honourable senators, I think I should put on 
the record that I agree that, to make sense grammatically, the 
addition of the word "when" is appropriate. 

Senator Flynn: Also the suggestion regarding the House of 
Commons. 

Senator Frith: As to the other question, when I was com
menting on the background I pointed out that we were using 
the wording that was used in the other place-that is, after the 
Supreme Court decision-but that the naming of the date here 
would be done after consultation with the opposition. Of 
course, I would like to put on the record that we have an 
understanding with Senator Flynn that there will be an allot
ment of time after the debate in the House of Commons. 
Therefore, we can either rely on what I am saying on the 
record, or we can make the correction Senator Flynn is 
suggesting, and I will discuss that with him. 

Senator Flynn: I think my correction would be more logical 
because it could come at the same time. 

Senator Frith: The only reason I put it the other way is that 
I would like to be free, if it seemed appropriate, to persuade 
Senator Flynn that we should have two days named, but that 
we might arrange to do it in such a way that, for example, we 
only had one day after their day; that is all. 

Senator Flynn: You want to be able to announce it two days 
before the House of Commons has made the decision. Is that 
it? 

Senator Frith: I want to be free, if I have information on 
when the House of Commons' two days will take place, to do 
so. 

Senator Flynn: If that is the only problem, we will give you 
leave, after due explanation. 

Senator Frith: It is all on the record. 

Hon. David Walker: Honourable senators, I think my friend 
is somewhat confused. He suggests that after the Supreme 
Court has rendered its decision, and not until then, the motion 
for the Joint Address will be put. Is that not what you said? 

Senator Frith: Since we are trying to reflect the all-party 
agreement that has been made, the provision in the order of 
the House of Commons is that after the Supreme Court has 
made its decision, the government house leader will name two 
days for debate. After that, the vote will be taken. 

Senator Walker: I thought you said that; I did not misun
derstand you. Thank you. 

Under the circumstances, if the Supreme Court renders a 
decision that the whole matter is ultra vires, surely there can 
be no more debate on it. Why would you then vote on a motion 
which has already been declared by the Supreme Court of 
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Canada to be ultra vires? There is a 90 per cent chance that 
that will be the decision of the Supreme Court of Canada, with 
50 years of precedents behind it. 

Senator Frith: Honourable senators, if I may divide the 
question into two parts, and deal with the second part first, I 
do not want to lay odds. I suppose everyone is entitled to his 
own opinion as to whether that chance is 90 per cent or 10 per 
cent. In any event, to consider the first part of the question, I 
believe that that is why the party leadership in the other place 
did not say that the motion would be put on the order paper; 
that it would be debated and voted on after the decision of the 
Supreme Court. What was said is that the leadership would 
have a right to choose the two days. 

• (2040) 

It is pretty well understood that if the ruling of the Supreme 
Court of Canada is adverse those days will probably not be 
named. 

Senator Walker: I am glad you cleared that up, because you 
had said the opposite. 

Hon. John M. Godfrey: Honourable senators, I should like 
to direct a question to the deputy leader. I happen to be one of 
those who believe that the real work of the Senate is done in 
committees. If, as I understand, it is the intention that the 
Senate adjourn until May 19, I have no objection to that, 
assuming there is nothing for us to do in this chamber. 
However, there is a lot of work to be done in committees in the 
meantime. With that in mind, what arrangements will be 
made with respect to committees? I certainly hope the fact 
that the Senate will not be sitting will not affect the sitting of 
committees. 

Senator Frith: Honourable senators, in my brief period as 
deputy leader I have come to realize that the conflict between 
committee work and chamber work is a constant problem. One 
must always take into account the work of committees when 
one considers the adjournment of the Senate. I believe it is an 
implicit understanding that when the Senate adjourns the 
committees will not normally sit. I am not sure that should be 
the rule. In any event, to answer your question directly with 
respect to the arrangements that will be made to allow for 
committees to sit during the week of May 11, if the Senate is 
not sitting then, all the necessary arrangements will be made. 

QUESTION PERIOD 

[English] 
ENERGY 

DOMESTIC OIL PRICE~FEDERAL-PROV!NC!AL NEGOTIATIONS 

Hon. Richard A. Donahoe: Honourable senators, I have 
been containing myself with great impatience to ask the 
question which I endeavoured to ask improperly earlier this 

evening. I consider it a most important question and I address 
it to the Minister of State for Economic Development. 

Does the minister have a statement for this house on the 
current status of efforts to reach an energy agreement with the 
producing provinces? 

Hon. H. A. Olson (Minister of State for Economic Develop
ment): Honourable senators, the briefest answer I can think of 
is "no." Actually, I can add one sentence to that. Both 
ministers, who were at the meeting in Winnipeg, expressed the 
view that progress had been made. 

DOMESTIC OIL PRICEr--FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL NEGOTIATIONS

EXPRESSION OF OPINION BY ENERGY USERS COUNCIL 

Hon. Richard A. Donahoe: I have a supplementary question. 
Is the minister aware .of the existence of the Energy Users 
Council, which is a new association? I am told that that 
association is comprised of a number of organizations, such as 
the Housing and Urban Development Association, the Canadi
an Chamber of Commerce, the Retail Council of Canada, the 
Canadian Automobile Association, the Canadian Construction 
Association, and others. Is the minister aware of the formation 
of that new organization? 

Hon. H. A. Olson (Minister of State for Economic Develop
ment): I was going to say "no," but I believe I did hear that 
there was some work being done on it. I would not like to say 
"yes," however, if that were to imply that I know a great deal 
about the status of the organization or, indeed, its objectives. 

Senator Donahoe: In light of the minister's answer, perhaps 
I ought not to ask this further supplementary question, 
because, if the minister has so little knowledge of this new 
organization, perhaps he is not able to tell us that he is aware 
that it has said that the longer we delay in adjusting to higher 
prices the more difficulty we will have in adjusting to an 
inevitable reality. Is the minister aware of that expression of 
opinion by this new organization? 

Senator Olson: Well, I have heard that expression of opinion 
a number of times, but I did not know it had come precisely 
from that organization. 

Senator Donahoe: This is my final question. Can the minis
ter accept that that is the view of that new organization and 
that that view has been expressed in those terms? If so, does it 
suggest anything to him in respect of what he might advocate 
with his colleague the Minister of Energy? 

Senator Oison: Well, honourable senators, I would not like 
what I said a moment ago to be misinterpreted to the extent 
that I accept the view. I accept that the view was expressed. 
There is a significant difference. With that qualification, I will 
take Senator Donahoe's advice and try to find some confirma
tion of that. I will also try to determine why it was necessary to 
set up some kind of new organization to express that view, 
because most of the organizations he named as comprising it 
have already expressed views, some similar and some not so 
similar to what he has jnst stated. 


