
Novemher 19 198,

Despite the carping criticism of the Jeremiahs on the other
side of the house, the Minister of Finance has shown that he
has the courage and the fortitude to do the right thing.

Senator Asselin: What, back up?

THE CONSTITUTION

AGREEMENT BETWEEN GOVERNMENT OF CANADA AND NINE
PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENTS CONCERNING CHARTER OF

RIGHTS AND FREEDOMS

Hon. G. I. Smith: Honourable senators, I would like to
direct a question to the Minister of State who, I think, has the
responsibility for Indian and aboriginal affairs in this country,
and perhaps many other things as well; I am not quite sure.
Would the minister inform the Senate as to what concessions,
either during or since the last meeting of the first ministers,
the Prime Minister put before the first ministers of the prov-
inces in order to obtain their agreement to the entrenchment of
aboriginal rights in the accord which was reached at that time
or in the draft text of the resolution which has been placed
before us since that time?

* (1425)

Hon. Jack Austin (Minister of State): Honourable senators,
I think that the public record is very clear that the Prime
Minister sought to maintain section 34 in the amendments to
the Constitution proposed to be sent to Westminster, and that
a substantial number of provinces would not permit section 34
to be retained.

Senator Smith: That is not quite the question, although I am
sure the honourable gentleman would rather say what he did
say than answer the question. I will repeat the question for his
benefit, however, and see if he will deign to answer it. The
question was: What concessions did the Prime Minister offer
to the first ministers of the provinces in order to obtain their
agreement to such entrenchment?

Senator Austin: Honourable senators, the only fit answer to
that question is to be found in the notice of motion dated
November 19 which is now before you.

Senator Smith: Honourable senators, it sometimes becomes
a little wearisome to listen to this sort of spineless declaration
in answer to a question, and which avoids the question very
nicely.

Just in order to remind the honourable gentleman of the
attitude of the federal government, to which he now has the
distinction to belong, I should like to point out that in the
original resolution that was placed before the House of Com-
mons, of which t have a copy here, there was a notable absence
of any effort to do anything about the entrenchment of
aboriginal rights, and if there had not been amendments
recommended as a result of representations made to the joint
committee studying it there would have been no such contents
in the resolution which was placed before this house and the
other house in April last.

[Senator Perrault.]

Senator Austin: Honourable senators, t wonder at the abili-
ty of Senator Smith to skate on the thinnest possible ice.

Senator Smith surely knows that in the work of the joint
committee to develop what became known as section 34, the
government and the two opposition parties took positions on
the text that were similar, but not on the preconditions.
Senator Smith surely knows that the party to which he adheres
took the position that no provision such as section 34 and
others would be supported by the Conservative Party, except
with the support of a substantial number of provinces. As we
have not been able to obtain that substantial support, which
includes the support of a number of provincial Progressive
Conservative governments, I am amazed that he is on his feet
asking that question of us.

Senator Smith: Honourable senators, the honourable gentle-
man's capacity to be amazed rather than his capacity to
answer a question with facts is really amazing to me, I having
observed this facility of his now for quite some time.

I asked what concessions or persuasions the Prime Minister
of Canada offered to the first ministers in order to obtain the
agreement of the first ministers of the provinces. It is clear
that there was none, and I say to him that it is clear also that
the federal government never intended in the first place to
have any such provisions in the Charter of Rights, or whatever
they want to call this proposed resolution for a Joint Address
to Her Majesty the Queen concerning the Constitution of
Canada, bearing the name of the Prime Minister as the person
who introduced that resolution in the House of Commons for
the first time.

It is perfectly clear that there was no intention on the part of
the federal government at that time to do anything about
aboriginal rights.

Senator Austin: What is perfectly clear is that the Minister
of Justice proposed section 34 at a time during the course of
those dicussions when the aboriginal peoples had been success-
ful in making known their representations to the people of
Canada, and at a time when the opposition parties would have
been embarrassed to deny them that opportunity. But part of
the hidden agenda of the Conservative Party was the veto of
the provinces-
* (1430)

An Hon. Senator: Shame!

Senator Austin: -- of this country, and I might add, for
Senator Smith, that the successor government of his province,
Nova Scotia, has, I understand, moved its position on the
equality of women, from a denial to an affirmation, only under
the greatest of pressure, and no doubt Senator Smith will be
pleased to bring to the attention of Premier Buchanan and his
government the need to make a similar shift on aboriginal
rights.

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Yes, get on the phone!

Senator Smith: Well, my honourable friend, to use his own
words, continues to amaze me with his ingenuity in avoiding
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answering a simple question to which obviously the answer is
"no." How be could consider it relevant to turn a question
about aboriginal rights into a lecture on the status of women
amazes me, too. However, it is perfectly clear that the honour-
able gentleman is not prepared to deny what I said, and said
quite early in this discussion, to the effect that there was no
intention on the part of the federal government to put anything
in this resolution concerning aboriginal rights, because they
did not have it in their first edition which was introduced in
the House of Commons, and now it is still not there except in
some very attenuated form, which is far from satisfactory and
which, in fact, is extremely annoying, to put it mildly, to the
aboriginal peoples.

Senator Austin: Senator Smith, with his long legislative
experience, is a past master of the art of trying to turn white
into black. The record is very clear that this government,
through the Minister of Justice and the joint committee,
proposed section 34, and the record is very, very clear that it
was the provinces-eight of them, not including New Bruns-
wick and Ontario, and with the possible exception of Quebec,
as I said before, because I always want to be generous to
Quebec-who placed before the Prime Minister on the morn-
ing of November 5 a document which was a proposed accord,
on their part, that eliminated section 34. The Prime Minister
asked them whether that was an oversight and they said, "No,
it is not an oversight. This is our final position." The Prime
Minister asked them to reinstate in the accord the provisions
of section 36, which are now found in the document of
November 19 before us, and they were prepared to meet
without precondition in a first ministers' constitutional confer-
ence. Anything which Senator Smith, with his vast experience
in practising obfuscation and obscurantism, can produce here
will not get away from the real record of the event.

Senator Perrault: Hear, hear.

Senator Smith: My honourable friend bas just added two
very interesting words to describe his own conduct in this
house ever since he became a minister-

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): It goes
back further than that.

Senator Smith: -and I thank him for that, because they
would not have occurred readily to me as suitable words to
use. But whatever he may say, the fact is that in the first
edition of the resolution introduced by the Prime Minister in
the House of Commons there was absolutely no reference to
the question of aboriginal rights; but in the resolution which
was amended by a great number of amendments and which
was placed before the house in April of this year there was
entrenchment. Now, when we look at the resolution which was
introduced in the House yesterday, we find there is no
entrenchment. That leads to my question, whatever the facts
may be: What did the Prime Minister do to persuade the first
ministers of the provinces to agree? He bas now obviously said
nothing, except to ask them if they would.

Senator Austin: Honourable senators, Senator Smith is a
lawyer, and so am 1-

Senator Flynn: Are you a lawyer?

Senator Austin: -so perhaps I can say to him that we have
joined issue on this matter and we will debate it again before
the people of Canada.

Senator Flynn: I never realized you were a lawyer.

Senator Smith: I suppose, honourable senators, that is as
good an answer as I will get out of the distinguished senator.

Hon. George J. McIlraith: Question!

Senator Smith: Question? I have asked the question at least
four times already. If the honourable gentleman has not heard
it yet, that's because he is hard of hearing.

Hon. Lowell Murray: May I ask the Minister of State
whether it is not a fact that in the original resolution the
aboriginal rights referred to were to be defined at a meeting of
first ministers? Therefore, how does the question of provincial
veto arise?

Senator Austin: Honourable senators, I am not sure what
"original resolution" means, but in the first document that was
brought to this chamber as a proposed joint resolution there
was no such provision as section 36; that was also put in during
the course of the work of the joint committee. It is absolutely
true that the Conservative Party never raised the question of
including aboriginal rights at the time the document first
appeared, but that the question of aboriginal rights being
included flowed from the presentation of briefs by the aborigi-
nal peoples.

Hon. Martial Asselin: It was not raised by your party.

Senator Austin: Of course it was. It was raised by the
Minister of Justice after he had received the aboriginal peo-
ples' briefs.

Senator Perrault: Absolutely.

Senator Asselin: No, it was raised by the N.D.P.

Hon. Joan Neiman: Honourable senators, I should like to
direct a question to the Leader of the Government on the same
topic. I have not had a chance to refer to the original resolu-
tion, but having looked at the notice of motion laid before us
today, and having compared that with the resolution intro-
duced here in April, I have the overwhelming feeling that the
Charter of Rights has, in effect, been emasculated and that the
work done during the spring and summer by the special joint
committee has to a large extent been nullified. I hope that in
the course of the forthcoming debate the government will give
us an explanation of that.

I would ask the Leader of the Government to undertake to
determine why it was felt necessary to make a "notwithstand-
ing" clause applicable to our fundamental rights. We have
been talking so much about the equal rights of women and of
the native peoples-both, of course, are extremely important-
that I think we forget that this change strikes at the most
fundamental rights we now have. In fact, it takes away rights.
Why bother having a Charter of Rights at this point, I wonder.
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I hope we will be furnished with a statement from the govern-
ment with respect to the reasons why that was donc.

I am also extremely concerned about section 33 and its
application to all sections between 7 and 15. I do not know-
and perhaps the Leader of the Government can tell me-why
section 28 was left in, because at this point it really is
meaningless. It was added to the April version of this docu-
ment. I hope that during the course of the debate we will hear
some explanation of the government's policy. In particular, I
should like to have an explanation as to why it was felt a
reference to Parliament had to be included in section 33,
because when this resolution was presented to Parliament in
April I think it was approved by all parties and a commitment
was made to the people of Canada. In my opinion, Parliament
is honour bound to stand by that commitment.

I can understand our difficulties with certain of the prov-
inces-and I am glad to hear the news about the Province of
Nova Scotia, and now we have to deal with Premier Blakeney
and the Province of Saskatchewan-but that does not exempt
the Parliament of Canada from the commitment it made
earlier this year with respect to this Charter, and I hope that
our leader, Senator Perrault, on behalf of the government, will
be able to explain these changes.

I conclude by saying that I only raise these matters for
purposes of clarification.

a (1440)

Senator Perrault: Senator Neiman has asked a number of
important questions which will be taken as notice. Perhaps
those questions will be answered in more detailed form during
the course of the debate which may commence next week. This
is a matter which, of course, will be discussed thoroughly with
the Leader of the Opposition, but I would like to make a brief
statement with respect to the Charter of Rights. Perhaps this
statement will serve to allay some of the concerns expressed by
Senator Neiman and felt by certain other members of this
chamber.

It is important at the outset to understand that the entire
Charter of Rights will be entrenched in the Constitution, and
that no province will be able to opt out of any provision of the
Charter. The agreement signed by the Prime Minister and
nine premiers does not, in the view of the government, emascu-
late the Charter at all. Democratic rights, fundamental free-
doms, mobility rights, legal rights, equality rights and lan-
guage rights are all enshrined in the Constitution-

Senator Asselin: And women's rights?

Senator Perrault: -and apply across the country in all its
areas.

What the premiers and the Prime Minister have agreed to
could be described as a safety valve, which is unlikely ever to
be used, except in non-controversial circumstances, by Parlia-
ment or legislatures to override certain sections of the Charter.
The purpose of an override clause is to provide the flexibility
that is required to ensure that legislatures rather than judges
have the final say on important matters of public policy.

[Senator Neiman.]

The override clause of the Charter of Rights will require
that a law state specifically that part or all of it applies,
notwithstanding a particular section of the Charter. Such a
law automatically expires after five years, unless specifically
reviewed by a legislature. The effects of this provision are,
first, that it will be politically difficult for any government,
without very good reason, to introduce a measure which
applies notwithstanding the Charter of Rights; second, a
sunset provision of five years provides a degree of control over
the use of an override clause and allows public debate on the
desirability of continuing the derogation further.

It is important to remember that the concept of an override
clause is not new in Canada. Experience has demonstrated
that such a clause is rarely used and, when used, is usually
non-controversial.

The Alberta Bill of Rights was enacted in 1972 and includes
an override clause. The Saskatchewan Human Rights Code of
1979 also has an override provision. Neither has ever been
used. The Canadian Bill of Rights, enacted in 1960 by the late
Right Honourable John Diefenbaker, also contains an override
provision, which should provide encouragement to the Con-
servative members of both chambers of Parliament. In 20
years, the only time it has ever been used was in the Public
Order (Temporary Measures), Act enacted in November
1970, after the October crisis of that year. The regulations
under that act which derogated from the Canadian Bill of
Rights, however, expired less than six months later on April
30, 1971.

The Quebec Charter of Rights and Freedoms, adopted in
1975, contains an override clause which has been used several
times. However, its use has been non-controversial and is
instructive in looking at how the override clause may be
applied in terms of the new constitutional Charter.

For example, despite the provision in the Quebec Charter
guaranteeing that everyone is equal before the law, the Juries
Act states that a lawyer cannot be a member of a jury. Despite
the guarantee of open trials in the Quebec Charter, the Youth
Protection Act provides for circumstances where a juvenile
court may hold closed sessions. Despite the protection in the
Quebec Charter for the privileged doctor-patient relationship,
the Highway Safety Act requires a doctor to inform the
licence bureau of the name of a patient who is medically
incapable of driving a motor vehicle. These examples demon-
strate the utility of an override clause where strict application
of a Charter would otherwise lead to absurd results.

What is interesting, as well, in the Quebec experience, is
that the first draft of Bill 101 would have made its provisions
applicable notwithstanding the Quebec Charter of Rights and
Freedoms. In this controversial area, public pressure forced the
Quebec government to delete the clause from the bill.

Hon. Jacques Flynn (Leader of the Opposition): Keep some
of that for your speech.

Senator Perrault: It is because of the history of the use of
the override clause and because of the need for a safety valve
to correct absurd situations without going through the difficul-
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ty of obtaining constitutional amendments that three leading
civil libertarians have welcomed its inclusion in the Charter of
Rights.

Alan Borovoy, general counsel to the Canadian Civil Liber-
ties Association, was quoted in the Montreal Gazette of
November 7 as saying, "Our reaction is one of great relief.
They did not emasculate the Charter." He went on to say:

The process is a rather ingenious marriage of a bill of
rights notion and a parliamentary democracy.

Senator Flynn: I rise on a point of order. I realize that the
Leader of the Government is prompted by the speech made by
Senator Neiman, but that is not sufficient reason for making a
speech before the debate begins. A question is a question, and
a speech is a speech. I think we have had enough of this.

Hon. H. A. Olson (Minister of State for Economic Develop-
ment): You do not know the difference on that side.

Senator Flynn: We certainly do. You do not, because you
only make speeches.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, it may well be that
the Leader of the Opposition is rushing to a more important
appointment.

Senator Flynn: It is certainly something more important
than listening to you.

Senator Perrault: I ask this indulgence of honourable sena-
tors. I have left approximately one-half page of this rather
important explanation of the Charter of Rights, so I will carry
on. Mr. Borovoy was quoted as saying:

The process is a rather ingenious marriage of a bill of
rights notion and a parliamentary democracy. The result
is a strong Charter with an escape valve for the legisla-
tures. The "notwithstanding" clause will be a red flag for
opposition parties and the press. That will make it politi-
cally difficult for a government to override the Charter.
Political difficulty is a reasonable safeguard for the
Charter.

Gordon Fairweather, who was an outstanding Progressive
Conservative member of Parliament and now the Chief Com-
missioner of the Canadian Human Rights Commission, is
quoted as saying "I'm in no mood for nitpicking today. I'm
feeling tremendously upbeat." That quote appeared in the
Montreal Gazette of November 7, 1981. Mr. Fairweather said
that the override clause will become as dead from lack of use
as a clause in the British North America Act that, at least in
theory, still enables Ottawa to disallow provincial legislation.
Referring to long-standing provincial opposition to entrenched
rights, Mr. Fairweather said, "The gang of 'no' has become
the gang of 'yes'."

Professor Walter Tarnopolsky is a past president of the
Canadian Civil Liberties Association and an international
expert on bills of rights. His view is that the override clause is
"really not such a bad idea and could have a great many
advantages."

It should be clear, in conclusion, that the compromise
reached by the Prime Minister with the nine premiers main-

tains the principle of a full, complete and effective constitu-
tional Charter of Rights. It does not exclude rights which had
previously been guaranteed. In fact, the Charter has been
improved because unforeseen situations will be able to be
corrected without the need to seek constitutional amendments.

Honourable senators, I hope to provide a more extended
explanation during the course of my speech.

Some Hon. Senators: Hear, hear.

Hon. Jack Marshall: Will the honourable leader repeat the
answer?

Senator Neiman: I have a supplementary question. I
wonder, then, if the Leader of the Government would be able
to clarify part of the statement which he just made with
respect to the use by the Parliament of Canada of an excepting
clause. The statement he gave us was that there had been no
other exceptions made. I remind him of a provision of the
Canadian Human Rights Act, a section of which I looked at
less than an hour ago, which specifically exempts the provi-
sions of the Indian Act. Senator Austin, this is for your
information as well. This, to me, is a classic example of our
accepting something that was then, and is now, very
controversial.

I would ask the Leader of the Government to consider, since
the Canadian Human Rights Act was enacted in 1977, wheth-
er it will be subject to the sunset clause immediately, if this
present legislation is approved, or whether the application of
the sunset provision to legislation that contains such a non
obstante clause will only date from the time such legislation is
enacted.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, I have some notes
here but I will take the question as notice this time.

• (1450)

Hon. John M. Godfrey: Honourable senators, I should like
to ask a supplementary question of the Leader of the Govern-
ment in the Senate. Is he prepared to refer Senator Neiman to
a speech I delivered in the Senate on January 23, 1979, and
another on March 11, 1981, in which I advocated a "notwith-
standing" clause as a reasonable compromise and which set
out the same arguments as we have heard from the leader
today?

Senator Flynn: I think you will have an opportunity to
continue the debate, but to show you what a question is, as
distinct from a speech, I am going to ask the Leader of the
Government this question: Since the accord signed on Novem-
ber 5 provided that the Government of Manitoba was accept-
ing section 23, subject to the approval of the legislative
assembly of Manitoba, and since in the accord this opting out
or reserve of the government is not mentioned, has there been
any agreement with either the outgoing government or the
incoming government not to provide for that reserve in the
accord? That is a question of fact.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, my understanding is
that the premier-elect of Manitoba, Mr. Pawley, will be in
communication with the Right Honourable the Prime Minister
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sometime today to discuss the position of the incoming govern-
ment of that province.

Senator Flynn: But why was it not mentioned? Did you
assume that it did not mean a thing, or what?

Senator Perrault: Well, I hope the Leader of the Opposition
is not suggesting that the overwhelming defeat of the Con-
servative Government of Manitoba is a reason to halt all
action on constitutional proposals.

Senator Asselin: What about your party?

Senator Perrault: We believe that the new Premier of
Manitoba is a reasonable person, and it is heartwarming to
discover that he supports the idea of a Charter of Rights.

Senator Flynn: The Leader of the Government does not
understand my question. The accord mentioned that reserve. I
am asking you why it is not there. Do you know? If you do not
know, just say, "No. I will inquire."

Senator Perrault: The question will be taken as notice, but
the question is really academic now that Mr. Lyon is Leader of
the Opposition.

Senator Flynn: Unless you have had the agreement of the
premier-elect that would justify the non-inclusion of that
clause.

Senator Perrault: The Leader of the Opposition must be
aware of the fact that the new premier is presently engaged in
discussions with the Prime Minister on this and allied matters.
The new premier may have a different attitude with respect
to--

Senator Flynn: That is not my question.

Senator Perrault: -the marginal notation entered on that
original document of agreement by the Attorney General of
Manitoba.

Senator Flynn: I am asking you why it is not there.
Senator Perrault: We may know soon.
Hon. Florence B. Bird: Honourable senators, I have a

supplementary question for the Leader of the Government. I
had always been under the impression that the fundamental
freedoms, as outlined in Part I, section 2, came under federal
jurisdiction because a series of Supreme Court decisions had
given paramountcy to the federal government. Our committee
understood, that when we entrench this will continue to apply.

Why does the change in the resolution before us today not
only not entrench those rights so that they cannot be changed
by any legislature, but allows them to be changed by any one
of the provincial legislatures as well as Parliament? I would be
very grateful for an explanation of that.

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, the question will be
taken as notice. There will be a detailed discussion of all of the
provisions in this set of constitutional proposals within a few
days. I can say that there is some disappointment on the part
of the government that the Charter of Rights, which most
Canadians felt to be a splendid document, has not emerged in
its original form, but of course the leader of the Conservative

[Senator Perrault.]

Party and the leader of the N.D.P. insisted that there be an
agreement with the provinces, and in the process of obtaining
that agreement certain sections had to be modified in order to
meet the requests of the Conservative premiers, primarily, in
the provinces.

[Translation]
Hon. Martial Asselin: Is it not true that the Prime Minister,

in order to get a consensus from nine provinces, threw over-
board native rights and women's rights? Is it not true that
such was the price to be paid for securing the support of the
nine provinces?

[En glish]
Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, may I express the

personal hope, and I think the hope felt by many of those who
serve in Parliament, that before the debate has come to a
conclusion we will have again restored those sections with
respect to women's rights and native rights which will provide
assurances to both of those groups that Parliament is very
concerned about their protection and welfare.

Hon. C. William Doody: Honourable senators, I have a
supplementary to the question asked by Senator Neiman. It
relates primarily to the long and involved answer that the
Leader of the Government gave. If the override clause-the
"notwithstanding" clause-is so innocuous and so non-con-
troversial and it appears that it will never be used and so on,
why did it take so long for the Government of Canada to agree
to the inclusion of such an override clause? There was a time
when it appeared as though the whole heart and soul of the
Charter would be ripped out if such a clause where inserted,
and now, suddenly, it appears that it is not a very important
clause at all. Could the Leader of the Government give us an
explanation?

Senator Perrault: Honourable senators, again this is a fur-
ther demonstration of the desire of this government to develop
a spirit of co-operative federalism from coast to coast in this
country. From the outset, the government stated-and, of
course, these statements were not believed by the opposition-
that we would be responsible and flexible, and that we would
like to sit down with the provinces and work out an accommo-
dation. That has been done. I find it remarkable that some
honourable senators seem to resent the fact that an agreement
was reached. The achievement of the Right Honourable the
Prime Minister in working out this agreement will stand to his
credit for all time.

Senator Flynn: Or otherwise.

Senator Perrault: The official opposition should really
rejoice instead of sulking because of certain of these
achievements.

Senator Asselin: We will not rejoice as long as Quebec is not
part of the agreement.

Senator Doody: Honourable senators, my question is not
aimed at criticism of the Right Honourable the Prime Minis-
ter in coming to an agreement on the override clause, which
apparently is of no importance. My question is as to why there
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was such hesitation and delay and so much reluctance in
conceding that point over the past year.

Senator Perrault: In the process of achieving an agreement,
the federal government gave up certain of its positions, as did
the provinces. Isn't it remarkable, honourable senators, that
nine of the ten provinces-and, hopefully, all ten-will shortly
agree that we want to patriate the Constitution and-

Senator Asselin: We cannot do it without Quebec.

Senator Perrault: -that we want the ability to amend that
Constitution here in Canada, and that together with that
agreement we are providing a Charter of Rights for
Canadians?

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

REQUESTED ESTABLISHMENT OF INDUSTRIAL LABOUR AND
MARKET INSTITUTE

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, I have two delayed answers to give on
behalf of the Minister of State for Economic Development.
The first response deals with a question raised on November
10 by Senator Smith which concerned the Industrial Labour
and Market Institute.

A recommendation to establish an Industrial Labour and
Market Institute was presented to the federal government by
the Canadian Labour Congress and the Business Council on
National Issues. I am informed that my colleague, the Minis-
ter of Employment and Immigration, has agreed in principle
with the provision of federal funds for this institute.

The Canadian Labour Congress and the Business Council
on National Issues have been asked by the minister to submit a
detailed proposal for further consideration. It is my under-
standing that the CLC and the BCNI are expected to submit
this proposai to the Minister of Employment and Immigration
early next month.

ENERGY
NATIONAL ENERGY PROGRAM-NATURAL GAS BANK

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, the second question was asked on Octo-
ber 29 by Senator Roblin concerning the Natural Gas Bank.

As honourable senators know the Natural Gas Bank is one
of the initiatives of the federal government's National Energy
Program. The concept was developed at a time when it
appeared that a large number of Canadian companies were
experiencing cash-flow problems due to shut-in gas and they
would require financial assistance for their exploration
activities.
a (1500)

I am informed that Canadian-owned companies within the
industry are presently in the process of being polled to obtain
an estimate of shut-in gas and to ascertain if, in fact, a
cash-flow problem exists. The results of this questionnaire are

expected in the near future and will be carefully studied before
a final decision is taken as to what policy directions will be
pursued in relation to a Natural Gas Bank.

EMPLOYMENT AND IMMIGRATION
MINISTER'S ANNOUNCEMENT RE IMMIGRATION QUOTAS

Hon. Raymond J. Perrault (Leader of the Government): I
have a delayed answer to a question asked by Senator Muir on
November 4 regarding percentages of refugees from Indochina
accepted by Sweden, Norway, Denmark and the Soviet Union.

According to the United Nations, 660,667 refugees from
Indochina, including both boat people and those who fled
overland to Thailand, have been re-settled in third countries.
As of the end of July, 1981, Sweden and Denmark had each
admitted 0.3 per cent of refugees from Indochina, and some
0.4 per cent had re-settled in Norway. These percentages were
provided by the Office of the United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees. According to the UNHCR, no refugees
from Indochina were re-settled in the Soviet Union. Canada
admitted 11.3 per cent of the Indochinese refugees. Therefore,
Canada's performance in relation to these other nations is
truly remarkable and commendable.

Honourable senators, in response to a supplementary ques-
tion asked by Senator Godfrey regarding the Indochinese
Family Reunification Program, in March, 1979 an agreement
was reached with the Socialist Republic of Vietnam to begin
the processing of applicants in Vietnam for whom an applica-
tion had been made in Canada by a close relative. As of
November 10, 1981, 3,329 persons had been interviewed,
which resulted in the issuance of 2,360 immigrant visas. To
date, 1,740 persons have arrived in Canada.

[Translation]
BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

ADJOURNMENT

Leave having been given to revert to motions:

Hon. Royce Frith (Deputy Leader of the Government):
Honourable senators, as I explained before, I tried to get in
touch with the committee chairmen and was told that three
meetings were scheduled for next Tuesday, namely the Senate
Committee on Banking, Trade and Commerce, the Special
Joint Committee on Official Languages and the Sub-Commit-
tee of External Affairs on National Defence. I consulted the
three chairmen, who assured me that the committee meetings
would take place as scheduled, regardless of the fact that it
appears to be the wish of the senators that the Senate adjourn
until next Wednesday instead of next Tuesday. Therefore, I
move, with leave of the Senate and notwithstanding rule
45(1)(g), that when the Senate adjourns today, it do stand
adjourned until next Wednesday, November 25, 1981, at 2
o'clock in the afternoon.
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