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Honourable senators, as in my earlier reply to Senator
Grosart, I suggested that I would take the question as notice,
and more information will be sought.
Senator Everett: Honourable senators, I should like to reply
to the Leader of the Government in this respect. Of course, I
will not make such a submission to the joint committee,
because I would then be suggesting that they had the power
that I am suggesting they do not have. I make my representation to the Senate, and the Senate then decides whether or not
that joint committee has the power.
Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.
BUSINESS OF THE SENATE
POINT OF ORDER

Hon. Lowell Murray: Honourable senators, I wish to rise on
a point of order. The leadership on this side of the house
agreed today to have the Orders of the Day re-arranged to
accommodate the government, or some senators on the government side who had other matters to attend to. In doing that, I
was not aware that the leadership on this side agreed to forego
the Question Period, which, with great respect to the one
minister who is remaining, results from the absence of the
other two ministers-the departure of the Minister of State for
Economic Development, as well as the continued absence of
the Minister of State for the Canadian Wheat Board, who was
not here yesterday. He obviously is following the deliberations
of the chamber with quite avid interest, and he is close enough
to Parliament Hill to get a letter to us overnight. I cannot
believe that he is very far away, given the efficiency of the Post
Office. In any case, a number of us on this side of the house
have questions for the Minister of State for Economic Development and for the Minister of State for the Canadian
Wheat Board, which there is no point in pursuing in their
absence.
I simply wish to state, on the point of order, that the
leadership of the government should not think that in future
the Question Period can either be abbreviated at their whim,
by getting us to accommodate them on the Orders of the Day;
nor can it be cut off by the sudden departure or absence of
ministers. We are not going to put up with that sort of thing.
Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, the circumstances today were rather
special. The Honourable Senator Argue, of course, is battling
agricultural problems in North Battleford, SaskatchewanSenator Murray: Who is winning?
Senator Perrault: I am pleased to report that the Liberal
government is winning.
Senator Nurgitz: In Saskatchewan?
An Hon. Senator: That will be the day!
Senator Perrault: As for Senator Olson's absence-a rare
absence, as honourable senators must admit-he is dealing
with some vital matters on behalf of Canadians from coast to
coast, regardless of party. May I say, however, that in my
[Senator Perrault.]
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humble way I will attempt to answer any questions that the
honourable senator may have.
BANKING
ELECTRONIC TRANSFER OF FUNDS

Hon. Nathan Nurgitz: Honourable senators, I have a question for the Leader of the Government. A newspaper account
yesterday reported Mr. Robert Maclntosh, President of the
Canadian Bankers' Association, as saying that the technology
is available, and has been for some time, for government to
electronically transfer funds to the accounts of recipients of
such government benefits as Unemployment Insurance, Old
Age Pensions and Family Allowances-and, I assume, a whole
raft of other government benefits.
Mr. Maclntosh, in a speech made at a Toronto press
conference, said that the government tried the system some
five years ago but declined to adopt it, despite the potential
saving of millions of dollars to the taxpayers of this country.
He alluded to the fact that it would be upsetting to the Post
Office.
Can the leader confirm that the government did experiment
with a system of electronic transfer of funds, and, if it did, can
he tell us why implementation of a cost-saving system like this
has been rejected or delayed?
Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
The question will be taken as notice.
THE CONSTITUTION
SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE-SENATE

MEMBERS

Hon. David Walker: Honourable senators, I have a question
for the Deputy Leader of the Government. He has been flitting
to and fro. Senator Frith, may I ask you a question'? It's nice
to have you back. It is a very innocent question, of course.
Senator Perrault: Yes-lost innocence.
Senator Walker: Did my honourable friend-I am speaking
of you, Senator Frith-bring to the attention of the government the question of the composition of the committee, which
has resulted in the change in personnel that has been tabled
today? It is a simple question. Did you bring the matter to the
attention of the government before changing the names of the
representatives from the Senate on the joint committee? Did
you bring this matter to the attention of the government before
re-arranging your list and bringing it back to the house today?
Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, the answer to that question will depend
on what the honourable senator means by the words "attention
of the government." I certainly discussed it with our caucus.
Senator Walker: Did you discuss it with the government?
You just said the caucus.
Senator Frith: I discussed it with the caucus, and there were
members of the government present at the caucus.
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Senator Walker: Members of the cabinet were there, were
they?
Senator Frith: Yes.
Senator Walker: And was it as a result of that, that you
decided you would make the changes you have made?
Senator Frith: Honourable senators, I will not say anything
further about what took place in caucus.
Senator Walker: I am not asking you to, but was it as a
result of your deliberations in the caucus, and only in the
caucus, that you made these changes?
Senator Frith: I cannot answer that question.
Senator Walker: You refuse to answer it?
Senator Frith: No. I am saying that I will say nothing more
about what took place in caucus than what I have already said,
and that the decisions were made by the Leader of the
Government, myself as Deputy Leader of the Government, the
whip, and representatives of the Senate caucus.
Senator Perrault: Recommendations.
Senator Walker: Yesterday you were being questioned by
Senator Hicks, and this is what was said as reported at page
115 9 of Hansard:
SENATOR HICKS: What you said was that the views of
the government would be taken into account.
SENATOR FRITH: I did not say that.
SENATOR HICKS: With respect, you did.
SENATOR FRITH: I said that the Senate's views would
be taken into account.
SENATOR RoBLIN: You did not say that.
Which one is right?
Senator Frith: If I understand it correctly, both were right. I
took the views of the Senate into account, discussed them with
the persons that I have already mentioned in reply to Senator
Grosart, and with the persons that I have mentioned to you.
There was an exchange, and the exchange of views and
information resulted in a decision being made by the government party leadership in the Senate and the government
Senate caucus as to whom would be put forward by this side.
Senator Walker: Under all the circumstances, you did not
do as you promised to do at page 1156, namely:
I assure honourable senators that we will bring to the
attention of the government the constructive suggestionsSenator Frith: In the sense that I have just answered the
question, I did exactly that.
Senator Walker: That is a question of opinion. Two and two
usually make four, except with you.
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SPECIAL JOINT COMMITTEE-SENATE PROCEDURE FOLLOWING
PRESENTATION OF REPORT

Hon. George . Smith: Honourable senators, I should like to
direct a question to the Leader of the Government. It relates to

the questions and supplementaries asked by the distinguished
senator from Manitoba, Senator Everett.
As I understood his question originally, it was to the following effect: Is it not correct, under the terms of the resolution,
and under the rules and practice of the house, that all the joint
committee can do is make a report to the house as to whether
or not a loyal Address should be forwarded, and that, before
further progress can be made, or the Address can be dispatched, it is necessary to have a resolution of the Senate to
that effect?
I also understood the leader-perhaps I misunderstood
him-not to agree with that assertion, but to characterize it
simply as an interesting suggestion which perhaps the senator
should put before the committee. By that answer I took it that
the leader was not willing to agree that the suggestion made by
Senator Everett was correct. If that is so, and if that is the
view of the leader, then what alternative has he in mind?
Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I do not wish to cast myself in the role of
attempting to make advance rulings with respect to matters to
be raised in a joint committee which will come into existence
very shortly as a result of our actions today. I want to assure
honourable senators, as I stated before, that the government
fully expects that certain amendments may come before that
joint committee. It does not regard the joint committee's
responsibility as being that of merely approving or disapproving of the proposed Address to Her Majesty in its present
form. The government expects that there may be changes
proposed by the joint committee and dealt with by Parliament
before the final form of the Address to Her Majesty is
accepted by Parliament. There could be changes recommended
by the joint committee in the report which will follow the
termination of its activities on December 9. It will then be for
both houses of Parliament fully to debate the report and any
proposed changes which may have been recommended by the
committee.
Senator Smith: I thank the leader for his explanation, which
is much appreciated. It does not, it seems to me, answer the
question raised by Senator Everett, and now raised by myself.
I do not think Senator Everett was asking, and certainly I am
not, the Leader of the Government to predict what the committee might do. What we are concerned with is what this
house will do, or has the power to do, when the committee
reports.
Let me go over this again, so that we will be clear on what I
am asking-if it is possible to make it clear. I understoodand certainly if Senator Everett was not asking about this,
then I am-that when the report comes back, it will be
necessary, before an Address can be forwarded with the
concurrence of this house, for someone in this house to move
that the Address, containing whatever it might contain, be
forwarded to Her Majesty, with the concurrence of the House
of Commons. I understood the Leader of the Government,
also, in the way he answered Senator Everett, not to agree that
that was the procedure, but to suggest that perhaps Senator
Everett should try to persuade the committee that it should be.
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That leads me to believe that the Leader of the Government,
since he does not agree with the suggestion of Senator Everett,
must have some other course of action in mind which the
Senate could and might take. I am asking, therefore, if he
would be kind enough to say what alternative there is to the
suggested procedure which Senator Everett put to him.
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, the resolution route
could very well be the procedure which the Senate would
follow. I would like to take this question as notice. I believe the
joint committee may well recommend to both houses what
procedure should be followed when the Joint Address comes
back here. No one has any way of knowing. I would rather
take the question as notice and attempt to provide a fuller
reply during some later Question Period.
Hon. Allister Grosart: Honourable senators, so that I can be
clear on this point, is not the question raised by Senator
Everett and Senator Smith exactly the same one that I raised
and on which the Leader of the Government said he would
make a full statement? Am I correct in that?
Senator Perrault: Yes.
Senator Grosart: Fine.
Senator Roblin: He made a statement, but did not say
anything.
ENERGY
ATLANTIC REGION--HOME H EATING-CONVERSION GRANTS

Hon. Orville H. Phillips: Honourable senators, I would like
to direct a question to the Leader of the Government in the
Senate. Yesterday the energy minister, the Honourable Marc
Lalonde, announced that the Atlantic provinces must prove
that they are not burning imported oil to generate electricity,
before homeowners there can qualify for grants to assist in
converting their home heating to electricity. This unilateral
action on the part of the Minister of Energy has altered the
proposals outlined in the budget-but then, unilateral action
seems to be popular this year.
Would the Leader of the Government assure us that this
discriminatory action will be delayed until the federal government has completed the drafting of anti-pollution guidelines
for the generating plants converting to the use of coal?
Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I am rather surprised at the political
edge that I detect in the Honourable Senator Phillips' comments. It is rather unusual for him to engage in that kind of
thing. I must say that my colleague, the Honourable Marc
Lalonde, has not made available to me a copy of the statement
in which the Honourable Senator Phillips alleges these
remarks appear. As a result, it would be unfair of me to offer
many comments on that subject.
Honourable senators, I think that all Canadians support the
idea of having $460 million spent under the Energy Program
in the Atlantic region to meet increasing energy problems. The
ISenator Smith.
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program is an impressive one, as some honourable senators are
aware.
I am sure that the Honourable Senator Phillips is enthusiastic about more natural gas going to the maritimes, via a new
pipeline, just as he must be about an acceleration of offshore
development, ensuring local purchases; a utility off-oil fundthat is, conversions to coal-financing of interprovincial electrical connections; a $200 million equity contribution for the
Lower Churchill; financial support for local technology in the
Donkin mine feasibility studies; coal research and development; coal utilization technology; extension of the Prince
Edward Island conservation and renewable energy agreement;
up to 50 per cent of the cost of energy efficiency improvements
in industry; an enhanced conservation program in Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island; and many, many other measures which I am sure will bring great benefits to the Atlantic
region.
I know that the Honourable Senator Phillips must be very
supportive of these measures, despite the fact that they originated with a Liberal government.
Senator Phillips: The fact that the Leader of the Government in the Senate is unaware of the announcement of the
Minister of Energy, an announcement made before a committee of the other place, confirms my view that it was a unilateral action. I cannot imagine the Honourable Marc Lalonde
operating without the consent and knowledge of the Leader of
the Government in the Senate. Is the Leader of the Government in a position to tell us how long it will take to convert an
oil-burning generating plant to coal?
* (1620)

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, the latter question I
will take as notice. As to the senator's earlier observations,
that he is surprised I had not read the Honourable Marc
Lalonde's latest speech, let me assure honourable senators that
I have spent a very busy 24 hours, and I am somewhat behind
in my reading.
Senator Flynn: It was right in your field of expertise.
AIRLINES
GREAT LAKES AIRLINESSERVICE

Hon. Andrew Thompson: Honourable senators, my question
to the Leader of the Government relates to a question I asked
about six months ago concerning the regularity of the Great
Lakes Airlines service to Peterborough. I realize this is a
technical question and that the department will have to give
this matter careful consideration. However, I have waited
almost four or five months for an answer.
Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I believe I presented an answer to that
question some time ago. The honourable senator may not have
been in the chamber at the time. The Ministry of Transport
did provide me with a rather extensive summary of the takeoffs and landings, cancellations, and other problems which
have afflicted a particular carrier, which may have been Great

