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Last week, I visited Gros-Cacouna, the site whicb bad been

originally proposed for the LNG methane terminal for the

Arctic pilot project near Rivière-du-Loup. Wbile tbere 1 met

some people from the area. Sbortly before the proposaI was

made by Petro-Canada to tbe NEB, this proposaI was amend-

ed to include Canso in Nova Scotia, another possible site for

the terminal. It is clear, Madam, Speaker, tbat there is a

conflict here between the Minister of Energy, Mines and

Resources (Mr. Lalonde) and the Minister of Finance (Mr.

MacEachen) concerning tbis site. 1 move, tberefore, seconded

by tbe bon. member for Burnaby (Mr. Robinson):

That the choice of the terminal site be referred t0 the Commons national

resources committee in order to ascertain the pros and cons. 1 beg of both

ministers to put an end 10 their cheas game.

Madam Speaker: Order, please. The House bas beard the

hon. member's motion. Pursuant to Standing Order 43, this

motion requires tbe unanîmous consent of tbe House. Is there
unanimous consent?

Soine bon. Members: Agreed.

Some bon. Menibers: No.

[English]
PENSIONS

CALL FOR INCREASED BENEFITS MOTION UNDER 5.0. 43

Hon. Stanley Knowles (Winnipeg North Centre): Madam
Speaker, under the provisions of Standing Order 43, and
seconded by the hon. member for Beacbes (Mr. Young), 1
move:

That this House notes the frequent referencea made by the government t0 the

$35 a month increase in the Guaranteed Income Supplement provided earlier
this year, but this House points out that this increase bas been completely
absorbed by increased rents, increased fuel and other costs. and this House
therefore calls on the government to bring in a measure that will provide a
further pension increase. it being clear that such a measure will be passed in time
for the increase to be included in the cheques our pensionera will receive junt
before Christmas.

Madani Speaker: Presentation of sucb a motion requires tbe

unanimous consent of tbe House. Is there unanimous consent?

Sonie bon. Members: Agreed.

Sonie bon. Members: No.

Madani Speaker: Oral questions.

Oral Questions

ORAL QUESTION PERIOD

[En glish]
THE CONSTITUTION

SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE-BROADCASTING 0F

PROCEEDINGS-INSTRUCTION TO COMMITTEE

Right Hon. ,Joe Clark (Leader of the Opposition): Madam
Speaker, my question is directed to the Prime Minister. It
concerns the capacity of the joint committee of Parliament
wbich is considering the constitution to, have its proceedings
televised. The Prime Minister wîil know that Madam Speaker
bas ruled that that decision can be taken only hy this Ho-use in
s0 far as the House of Commons is concerned. Would the
Prime Minister tell the House whether it is the intention of bis
government to take an initiative wbich would allow Parliament
to give what Madam Speaker bas called a permissive instruc-
tion to the joint committee wbicb would allow full coverage by
radio and television of the proceedings of that committee?

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, 1 bad occasion this morning to listen to the views of
various caucus members on this subject. It was concluded that
the government House leader would be willing to meet the
House leaders of the other parties, as soon as tbey are ready,
to discuss ways in wbicb television migbt be brougbt into that
committee if agreement can be obtained ail around on the way
in wbich it can be done.

( 1415)

Mr. Clark: Madam Speaker, 1 am pleased that we bave
moved that far, although 1 tbink that was a conditional answer
given by the Prime Minister. Is it the position of the govern-
ment that there should be live radio and television coverage of
the proceedings of the joint committee?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, 1 believe that is a repetition
of the same question, and 1 can only answer in the same terms,
perbaps more elaborate if necessary. The position of this party
bas been for a long wbile, in spite of the foot dragging by the
officiaI opposition, that television should come into the House.
The Leader of the Opposition will recaîl that television cover-
age in tbe House be done under very spccified circumstances,
that tbere be certain kinds of electronic Hansard, and so on.
The answer 1 gave earlier indicates that our caucus is willing
to go in the direction of televising this particular committee if
the proper conditions, safeguards and framework are worked
out between the House leaders.

Mr. Epp: Wbat conditions?

Mr. McDermid: Before December 9?

Mr. Clark: Madam Speaker, again we do not bave an
indication yet that it is the intention of the Gov.ernment of
Canada to recommend full radio and television coverage. The
Prime Minister says that their agreement would be condition-
al. Would the Prime Minister tell the House of Commons
what bis conditions are?
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Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, I have indicated that our
House leader is prepared to meet his House leader and the
House leader of the New Democratic Party to discuss these
conditions.

Mr. Clark: Madam Speaker, to discuss what conditions?

Mr. Trudeau: Madam Speaker, the Leader of the Opposi-
tion surely remembers that when television was brought into
the House, it was after a long series of negotiations on many
conditions. Some conditions were put forth by his own party.
We want objective coverage, something in the nature of an
electronic Hansard. We do not want spots. We want to have
the equivalent of what takes place in the full House. There are
other conditions to be discussed which the House leaders will
be able to look at.

* * *

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE
McDONALD COMMISSION-POSSIBLE CONFLICT REGARDING

RELEASE OF INFORMATION

Hon. Allan Lawrence (Durham-Northumberland): Madam
Speaker, my question to the Prime Minister also relates to a
question of constitutional responsibility which needs public
airing.

Where there may be a conflict regarding the release of
information before a royal commission in this country and the
very clear duty and responsibility of a provincial attorney
general to prosecute or, at the very least, to have an investiga-
tion where serious allegations of a criminal nature have been
made, which in the view of the Prime Minister and the
government takes paramountcy? Is it the right of a royal
commission to decline to release information to a provincial
attorney general, or is it the right and responsibility of a
provincial attorney general to prosecute?

Hon. Bob Kaplan (Solicitor General): Madam Speaker, the
question oversimplifies the problem. There are two sovereign
governments involved and each has its own responsibility.
Speaking for this government, a royal commission was estab-
lished which has been asked to get to the bottom of the
incidents involving the RCMP. The work of the commission is
proceeding on course. It will report by next March 31, and as
has been indicated many times in this House, the government
will take its responsibility with that report.

Mr. Lawrence: Madam Speaker, I am curious as to why the
Prime Minister, who claims to have a very serious knowledge
of the law of this country and constitutional questions, would
not answer that question.

My supplementary question to the Prime Minister relates, of
course, to the long letter sent to the Minister of Justice by the
attorney general of Ontario. Other attorneys general across
this country are also seriously concerned about the absence of
full and complete disclosure, contrary to an undertaking given
by the Clark administration to those attorneys general, of

information relating to very serious allegations of a criminal
nature which would be given to them before the release of that
information to the public.

• (1420)

I come back to the Prime Minister. Which in his mind has
paramountcy when he, his Solicitor General, his Minister of
Justice and I know that, in relation to the Checkmate matter
in any event, in November, 1980, there is very little in those
files which relates to national security matters.

Right Hon. P. E. Trudeau (Prime Minister): Madam
Speaker, the hon. member wants to know why I did not answer
the first question. The answer is obvious. It was because the
Solicitor General had the answer, and it was a perfectly
satisfactory answer. We are faced with the problem of two
levels of government having different areas of jurisdiction.

I repeat his words. As far as we are concerned as a
government, we established a royal commission. We always,
both in this House and outside the House, took the position
that we would not intervene in the work of that commission,
that we would not prejudge issues until the commission had
reported, that we would not prosecute witnesses until the
evidence was completely in or until the commission itself said
that it was prepared to release the evidence. I think that is a
perfectly acceptable and justifiable procedure, all the more
justifiable, as the House knows, when the Solicitor General a
very few days ago tabled an order in council indicating that we
wanted the royal commission to bring in its final report by the
end of March of next year, five months from now.

* * *

THE CONSTITUTION

SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE-METHODOLOGY OF
BROADCASTING PROCEEDINGS

Mr. Edward Broadbent (Oshawa): Madam Speaker, I have
a question for the government House leader. I want to get a
little more detail on what I now take it the government has
accepted in principle, that is, the notion that there will be both
radio and television coverage of the proceedings of the special
joint committee on the constitution. Will the House leader
confirm that the kind of detail the government has in mind
simply refers, for example, to the method of covering the
proceedings of the House-that everything that is said by a
speaker in the House has to be included, that there be no
editing; and, second, that cameras or radio microphones will
not be focused on people who are not being formally recog-
nized by the Chair. Is that the kind of detail the government
has in mind?

[Translation]
Hon. Yvon Pinard (President of the Privy Council): Those

are good suggestions, Madam Speaker, and might I point out
to the leader of the NDP that last week, when the members of
the committee opposed their proceedings being televised, cer-
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