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The procedure which is now being followed in the other
place is to debate the motion to refer to the joint commit-
tee. If that motion is accepted in the other place, a
message will be sent to the Senate inviting us to partici-
pate. There will then be an opportunity for a debate in
this place, which will not be restricted; honourable sena-
tors will have an opportunity to set forth their views in the
frankest possible terms.

My question is as follows: Does the government leader still
stand by this statement? Do we have the assurance that the
debate in the Senate will be in no way limited?
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[En glish]
Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):

May I once again remind honourable senators about the rules
of this chamber. We have no time limitations. We have no
closure procedure and we do not propose to introduce closure
rule changes. Honourable members of the opposition will have
a full opportunity to set forth their views and, indeed, we shaîl
await with anticipation what they have to say about the
government's constitutional proposals. The rules of the Senate,
of course, differ from those existing in the other place. I stated
on October 14 that we hoped there would be participation by
honourable senators in this debate. Not only that, let it be
reiterated that the motion to be debated next week relates to
whether a joint Senate-Commons committee shall be formed
to study certain constitutional proposals. This will be the
substance of the debate. The committee at some point in time
will be reporting back to the Senate with its proposais, if any,
and there will be further opportunity for debate at that time.
Again i remind honourable senators that we have no closure
procedures in the Senate.

[Translation]
Senator Tremblay: On a supplementary.
In the assurance he has just given us, the Leader of the

Government stated specifically that the members of the oppo-
sition in the Senate would be entirely free to debate the matter
as they see fit. Bearing in mind the fact that, in the other
place, when the motion for closure was announced, there were
more speakers on the waiting list from the government side
than the opposition, when the Leader of the Government
indicated that members of the opposition in the Senate could
debate freely, was he limiting the privilege to senators of the
opposition only?

[English]
Senator Perrault: There is no intent on the part of the

government to limit the privileges of the opposition. I reiterate
that this debate shall proceed under the rules of the Senate
known to aIl senators.

Senator Tremblay: i am just asking if the members of the
majority will have the same privilege that we, the opposition,
have been granted, if I understand the words of the Leader of
the Government, in view of the fact that yesterday more
government members of the House of Commons were prevent-

[Senator Tremblay.]

ed from discussing the question because of closure than mem-
bers of the opposition?
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Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, a different set of
circumstances exists in the other chamber. It should be borne
in mind that a budget is to be presented this week, a budget
that has been advocated for many, many months by the
opposition. The parliamentary schedule in the other place is a
very full one. Members there have been discussing the consti-
tutional motion for many, many days. In fact, and on balance,
there has been no restriction on freedom of expression in the
other place. Far be it from me to comment further on matters
before members of that house. I can only say that as far as this
chamber is concerned, honourable senators, we are awaiting
with interest the comments of Senator Tremblay and others.
Indeed, we shall listen with interest to speeches from ail parts
of the chamber.

I think that the Leader of the Opposition's statement that
somehow the government supporters are servile-I think he
used that word earlier today-

Senator Flynn: In the other place.

Senator Perrault: -really is a reflection on the entire
Senate, and I think it should be resented by aIl honourable
senators.

Senator Flynn: I said in the other place. If I were to suggest
to the Leader of the Government that as far as we are
concerned we thought we could spend about two weeks of
debate in this place on this resolution because of its impor-
tance, would he agree?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I have no idea of
the speaking intentions of the Honourable Leader of the
Opposition and his followers.

Senator Flynn: But would you be satisfied?

Senator Perrault: It is of little value to engage in specula-
tion about the future course of events.

Motion agreed to.

QUESTION PERIOD

[English]
THE CONSTITUTION DEBATE

CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN LEADER OFTHE NEW
DEMOCRATIC PARTY AND THE PRIME MINISTER

Hon. Lowell Murray: Honourable senators, I should like to
ask the Leader of the Government whether he is going to bring
in the statement that yesterday he undertook to make concern-
ing an interpretation of the exchange of correspondence be-
tween the Prime Minister and Mr. Broadbent.
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Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Yes, I am very pleased to do so. Yesterday and the day before
a number of questions arose concerning the exchange of
correspondence between the Leader of the New Democratic
Party and the Right Honourable the Prime Minister of
Canada.

First of all, it is now incumbent upon Mr. Broadbent, the
Leader of the New Democratic Party, to move an amendment
in the other place when the resolution reaches the committee.
The supporters of the government are very eager to reach that
stage so that they will have the opportunity to explain in detail
some of the questions that have been raised in the other place
and in this chamber over the last two weeks. However, I
should like to respond to the concerns raised by several hon-
ourable senators, insofar as it is proper for me to do so.

I caution that the latest initiatives taken by the Right
Honourable the Prime Minister are in the form of a letter, and
as such have no legal status. It is, therefore, difficult to ascribe
legal interpretations to a letter in response to another party
leader, who will determine the language of the amendment
when it reaches committee.

Having said that, I would like first to deal with Senator
Roblin's question regarding the definition of "management" in
paragraph (1) at the bottom of page 2 of the Prime Minister's
letter. I suggest, honourable senators, that the word "manage-
ment" means precisely what it means in the dictionary, since
there is no legal definition for "management" and the Prime
Minister did not qualify the word in any sense. That word, if it
is included in the amendment-and I remind the honourable
senator that this is all hypothetical-will be equally open to
the interpretation of the courts as it is to the honourable
senator. I would therefore suggest that the honourable senator
may apply a broad interpretation to include economic manage-
ment if he wishes.

The Honourable Senator Tremblay said that the Prime
Minister specified only non-renewable resources in his letter.
In fact the Prime Minister specified forestry resources in
paragraph (1) at the top of page 3 of his letter. Forestry
resources, so important in my own province as well as others,
are a renewable resource, of course.

The second question that the Honourable Senator Tremblay
raised was whether the Prime Minister had worded the letter
in such a way as to maintain doubt over provincial ownership
of resources. This is clearly not the case, since these provincial
rights would be over and above what is already guaranteed to
the provinces in section 109 of the British North America Act,
and the government has no intention of changing section 109.
However, I would caution once again that this is all hypotheti-
cal, since the onus of the wording is in the hands of Mr.
Broadbent, the Leader of the New Democratic Party.

Senator Roblin yesterday asked why renewable resources
were excluded from concurrent jurisdiction in paragraph (2)
on page 3 of the Prime Minister's letter. The honourable
senator, as an experienced parliamentarian, perhaps recalls
that that is precisely the type of question that would best be

dealt with in committee. Therefore, the sooner we are able to
set up the proposed joint committee the sooner we will be able
to discuss the dynamics of the resolution and the draft bill, and
any amendments that are proposed, from whatever source.

Lastly, the Honourable Senator Tremblay asked about the
possible provision for indirect taxation on non-renewable natu-
ral resources by the provinces. At this the first stage of
constitutional discussions the government is not prepared to go
beyond that. However, in the next stage of the discussions the
provinces will be free to bring up anything they want, includ-
ing the broadening of indirect taxation, and the national
government can re-introduce the concept of an economic
union. The letter from the Right Honourable the Prime Minis-
ter to Mr. Broadbent merely says what we are prepared to
accept within the context outlined by Mr. Broadbent in his
letter.

I hope that this rather lengthy explanation of a hypothetical
subject has been satisfactory and of help. I would urge honour-
able senators to move to set up the proposed joint committee as
soon as possible, just as soon as we receive the motion from the
other place, to remove this debate from the realm of the
hypotbetical.

Senator Murray: Honourable senators, as a human being
my heart goes out to Ed Broadbent, because he has been hung
out to dry by the Prime Minister of Canada and by the
government.

Senator Flynn: And vice versa.

Senator Murray: The Prime Minister, through the instru-
mentality of the Leader of the Government in the Senate, has
tried to place the onus back on Mr. Broadbent to explain what
the Prime Minister meant in making what the Leader of the
Government calls his offer to Mr. Broadbent the other day.
The Prime Minister of Canada made an offer to accept an
amendment from Mr. Broadbent or one of his colleagues in a
certain context, and it is surely up to the Prime Minister and
the government to state what the limits of that offer are, to
define what that offer is, to explain what it is about and to
state what they will accept.

Perhaps I can focus on the point at issue by asking the
Leader of the Government now whether he and the govern-
ment stand by the statements he made yesterday during the
Question Period. I will very briefly put on the record the
salient points. At page 907 the Leader of the Government said:

In fact, in respect of natural resources, they confirm a
right which already exists. It is a reiteration of the
situation which now exists.

A little later on on the same page, when the Leader of the
Government was talking about natural resources, he said:

In fact, those rights possessed by the provinces are ensh-
rined in the British North America Act. The Prime
Minister's letter restates, reconfirms and reiterates the
situation which exists.
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At page 908, in answer to a question from my colleague,
Senator Smith, as to whether the offer has any implications
relating to offshore resources, the minister said:

No, my understanding is that it does not.
A little later, at page 909, the minister said:

There is no deviation from the B.N.A. Act. This state-
ment in the letter from the Prime Minister flows from the
B.N.A. Act itself. It is a reconfirmation.

Senator Perrault: Hear, hear.

Senator Murray: The statement goes on:
It is a restatement of a right which is already enjoyed by
the provinces. It is a clarification, perhaps, or a more
precise delineation, however it may be described.

The questions I put to the minister are whether he stands by
those statements; whether the Government of Canada stands
by those statements; and whether those statements define the
context and the limits within which the government will accept
an amendment from Mr. Broadbent or one of his colleagues
relating to natural resources.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I have nothing to
add to the statement I made yesterday and the statement I
made this afternoon. I think those statements were reasonably
complete.

I suggest, however, that we move as quickly as possible in
this chamber so that this matter may be referred to committee
and the committee can get to work on its analysis of the
constitutional proposals. I know that Senator Murray will
make a contribution to that committee if his leader allows him
to participate in its activities.

Senator Tremblay: I should like to point out that we raised
this question yesterday and it was taken as notice. We have
today received a written answer, and I wish now to discuss the
content of the answer. I have been impressed by one omission.
The honourable leader referred only to section 109, but made
no mention of section 92(5) which mentioned the administra-
tion and
[Translation]

-"The sale of the Public Land ( ... ) and of the Timber
and Wood thereon".

[English]
Has that omission some meaning? Since the honourable leader
took the question as notice, he has had time to consider this
section of the B.N.A. Act, and yet it is not mentioned in his
reply. I should like some clarification.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I have nothing fur-
ther to add. Again, the honourable senator requests a legal
interpretation. May I say that this is precisely the kind of
question that could be discussed, very profitably and at some
length, in the joint committee.

Senator Tremblay: I am sorry to insist, but I am not asking
for a legal interpretation. It is a question of understanding the
meaning of an omission on the part of the Leader of the

[Senator Murray.]

Government in his written reply to a question asked yesterday.
Is there some reason for his omitting to mention section 92(5)?

Hon. Ernest C. Manning: May I ask the Leader of the
Government for clarification of comments he made a few
moments ago concerning one point? If I understood him
correctly, he referred at the outset to initiatives by the Prime
Minister. A little further on he referred to the Prime Minis-
ter's correspondence as being in response to correspondence of
Mr. Broadbent. How did this whole exercise start? Did it
begin by a letter from the Prime Minister to Mr. Broadbent, or
did it begin by a letter from Mr. Broadbent to the Prime
Minister?

Senator Asselin: It started a long time before that.
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I have copies of this

exchange of correspondence on my desk, and I am in the
process of attempting to locate it. The initiative came from
Mr. Broadbent.

Senator Asselin: Suggested by the Prime Minister.
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I think that is a

most unfair comment.

Senator Flynn: Poor little Prime Minister.

Senator Perrault: I understand that the final written initia-
tive came from Mr. Broadbent on October 20 of this year. I
am not going to read the complete letter, but it does say:

Dear Prime Minister:
I am writing subsequent to the introduction in the

House of Commons of the "Proposed Resolution for a
Joint Address to Her Majesty the Queen respecting the
Constitution of Canada" and to the meeting I had with
you at your request on the day that you also met with the
Leader of the Opposition.

You will recall that at the meeting on October Ist-
And the letter goes on.

The Right Honourable the Prime Minister, in an endeavour
to develop a consensus among the parties for certain constitu-
tional proposals, met, quite properly, with the Leader of the
Opposition and with Mr. Broadbent, and spent considerable
time with both of those leaders in separate meetings. As a
result of the Prime Minister's initiatives, Mr. Broadbent wrote
the October 20th letter.

Hon. Duff Roblin (Deputy Leader of the Opposition): Hon-
ourable senators, I should like to return to the question of
renewable resources mentioned by my honourable friend, the
Leader of the Government, when he spoke previously. In view
of the fact that the Prime Minister of Canada has indicated his
willingness to make special concessions, or give special con-
sideration respecting non-renewable resources and some
renewable resources, could the minikter tell me what the policy
of the government would be if he were requested to include all
renewable resources-and I am particularly referring to
hydro-electric power?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I can only take the
question as notice. Again I say that this is the kind of question
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which should very properly be discussed in the joint
comm ittee.

Senator Smith: The answer should be available from one
wbo occupies the position of Leader of the Government in the
Senate.

Senator Roblin: 1 arn sorry to hear that my bonourable
friend cannot give me that information because my colleague,
Senator Murray, 1 think outlined, in a very succinct way, the
desirability of knowing the limits of the government's "flexibil-
ity" in respect of amendments that migbt be suggested in
connection with this. I would ask my honourable friend to
inquire of his leader witb respect to this matter so that when
the debate commences he will be able to tell us wbat the facts
are.

Senator Murray: Poor Ed Broadbent.

ENERGY

UTILIZATION OF OIL DRILLING RIOS

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Econoniic Develop-
ment): Honourable senators, 1 have a reply to a question asked
by Senator Bielish during Question Period on October 16
concerning the status of the reported exodus, or what was
alleged to be an exodus, of oul drilling rigs from Canada. 1 say
that because my reply, of course, requires me to use the word
"alleged" instead of "reported."

The drilling industry is forecasting a slack market for the
next 15 months. This, to some extent, is due to the fact that
the industry has expanded rapidly over the past few years and
bas over-built its capacity. In addition, it appears tbere wiIl be
a particularly good market in the United States over tbe next
one to two years, reflecting a shortage of drilling rigs in that
country. Canada is fortunate to have a healthy drilling indus-
try with haîf the fleet being less than tbree years old. The
industry is, therefore, very competitive and in a good position
to capture some of the U.S. market.

We must also realize that at present there is a surplus of
gas, and therefore a reduced incentive to continue exploring
for it. In addition, of late there bas been some difficulty in
marketing and exporting beavy oul whicb bas also resulted in
reduced demand for drilling rigs in Canada. However, tbe
slowdown in drilling from these circumstances is a temporary
situation.

It has been estimated that the capacity of the industry in
1980 is about 11,000 wells. The industry bad forecast drilling
some 8,900 wells in 1980, but the current estimate is about
8,300. Today there are 572 rigs in Canada, witb 475 actually
drilling or working. This represents a deployment rate of about
83 per cent, wbich is a very higb utilization rate for any
industry, and is by far the highest utilization rate for the oul
drilling industry in the last 12 years.
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INTERNATIONAL ENERGY AGENCY OIL RESERVES

Hon. Duif Roblin (Deputy Leader of the Opposition): Hon-
ourable senators, I intended to ask my honourable friend a
question before he rose to give delayed answers, and 1 wonder
if he would allow me to do so now.

1 mentioned in the bouse the other day a report from
Reuters dated October 16 respecting a study being conduct-
ed by the International Energy Agency wîth respect to the
effect of the war between Iran and Iraq on botb price and
supply in the next few montbs, and 1 asked wbetber tbat
information was available.

In bis reply, the minister Ieft me with the impression that
there is no sucb study going on, and I just want to confirm
witb him tbat that is tbe correct information.

Hon. H. A. Oison (Minister of State for Economie Develop-
ment): Honourable senators, 1 may have to go back and read
what 1 said, but my impression from memory is tbat 1 said I
would attempt to get the resuits of the study that was going
on. It seems to me 1 also said-and this, again, is strictly from
memory-tbat there was a report or press release, or at least a
public pronouncement, tbat bas already been made by that
organization, particularly respecting supply, stating the view
that tbey did flot anticipate a shortage within tbe next few
montbs because of that situation.

Senator Roblin: Honourable senators, I can provide my
honourable friend witb bis statement witb respect to the
matter. I initiaîly raised tbis question on October 14, and my
honourable friend replied on October 21 as follows:

1 would like to clarify tbat the IEA is not carrying out a
special study of tbe supply situation as a result of the
Iran-Iraq conflict.

That is tbe statement wbicb does flot seem to jibe with the
Reuters dispatch, and 1 amn curious to know wbo is rigbt.

We do know tbat the TEA bas looked at the shortfall in
supply and decided that, wbile it is over the 6 per cent test line,
it does flot require any rescbeduling of supply among tbe
various countries. But what I am talking about is quite a
different matter.

Senator Oison: Honourable senators, I sball recbeck with
tbe Department of Energy, Mines and Resources and perhaps
the Department of External Affairs, and any other department
wbicb migbt be involved, to determine whether or flot a study
is under way.

THE ECONOMY
UNPRODUCTIVE SUBSIDIES

Hon. Duff Roblin (Deputy Leader of the Opposition): Hon-
ourable senators, I bave a further question for the Minister of
State reponsible for Economic Development arising out of that
interesting speech hie made on October 20 to the Canadian

80084 6~0

October 23, 1980


