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Senator Molgat: And so says the Commissioner.

Senator Frith: Honourable senators, i close oy again want-
ing to be clear that i do flot feel at ali mean-spirited about the
efforts that the goverfiment bas taken to rernedy this situa, an,
the situation which is the subject of my amendrnent. I _nk
they have made a good effort, and it is only for these r,. )ns
that 1 feel the record should show clearly that the legi -on
should provide the sanction, rather than the undertaicing,
though given in very good faith by two ministers.

Hon. John Lynch-Staunton (Leader of the Goyernnient):
Honourable senators, 1 think that before we vote or. the
amendment we should remember that a similar amendment
was proposed in the House when this bill was being debated
over there and it was turned down. So one should ask himself
or herseif this question: if an amendment is passed similar to
the one already turned down, what will its fate be over tbere?

Secondly. if an amendment must be passed and it then goes
back to the House, the passage of this bill could weIl be
delayed indefinitely. 1 bring that up because, in Montrealý, the
local authority already has-

Senator Frith: You have flot lost the majority over there
while we were flot looking?

Senator Lynch-Staunton: 1 think they probably are pressed
with other buis.

Senator Frith: You may have trouble getting it on the Order
Paper.

Senator Lynch-Staunton: Yes. And we hope to see passage
of this bill without an amendment, as we ail appear to agree
that the letter is nearly as strong and binds the governiment as
much as an amendment to the act would.

In Montreal, -- local authoritv i1ich wili be responsible
for the manageme,.. cf the Montreai .nd Mirabel airports has
an agreement already. It oniy needs -,.-if ication of the bill and
signature for the agreement to go in:-_ effect. They have been
working on it for four years and are 'very anxious to get going.
That shouid be taken into consideration when we corne to vote
or -he amendment.

[Translation]I
Hon. Maurice Siniard: Honourable senators, 1 just want to

take a moment to inform you that shail support Senator
Frith's motion.

i wili not repeat the arguments put forward in a previous
speech !made on this subject back in November, October or
early -ember 1991. i arn definitely flot going to read vou
the documents produced by Senator Frith, the letter from :.ne
Minister of Transport date February 27 and from the Com-
missioner of Officiai Languages.

On the other hand, 1 want to make it quite clear that, should
Senator Frith's motion be defeated, Bill C- 15 wilI represent a
setback, the loss of vested Iinguistic rights for airport
empioyees in designated bilingual areas.

i wiIi spare you as weii the innurnerabie contradictions I see
in the government's argument in support of this bill. It does

iSenator Frith.]

flot want to go against Quebec iaws, we are told. whiie we
know that this was aIready granted in the Officiai Languages
Act. Before the Departrnent of Transport received this iatest
legai opinion, that you have read. they bad set out to tell us
aiso that other legal opinions had been given to the effect that
the federai goverrnent couid flot have deaiings. flot even
through leasing, with the like, of the Société des aéroports du
Nouveau-Brunswick et du Québec because, among other
things, it couid flot take part in a breach of Quebec legisiation
in spite of the fact that this is already being donc and wiIl
continue to be as regards the language of service as it appies
to section 29 1 believe.

The act will continue to provide that with regard to the sign
law the policy shouid be much more generous than is permit-
ted under the Quebec provincial legisiation in this respect.

1 would advise the minister not to corne up with this kind of
contradictions too often because I think they will be thrown
right back in bis face.

Honourable senators, I think rnarked progress has been
made in collaboration with the ministers, my colleagues on this
side of the House and witb the support of our colleagues
opposite.

1 think it is a considerable improvement, but it is flot
enougb. As I said eariier, despite the benefits of privatization,
we wilI bce deprived of certain services. Now this rnay flot have
much of an impact on people in New Brunswick or anywhere
else. However, even if it affects the rights of a single individu-
ai, the principie is there, and 1 don't think we need that now.

We can only hope that both sides of this Chamber will be
prepared to support Senator Frith's motion, even if it does
cause sorne embarrassrnent or further deiay if Bill C-I15 is
amended i nd has to go back to the House of Commons.

I would ,ave preferred. and I stili prefer the force of Iaw to
this comrr!;:ment by rninisters Loiselle and Corbeil to include a
clause in id leases for greater Montreai, New Brunswick and
the National Capital Region. As Senator Frith said, there is no
guarantee that future ministers or federal governments wiil
perpetuate vested rights in terrns of language of service and
language of work.

Anyone wbo bas taken a course in business iaw for a few
months ca; tell you that the two signatories to. a contract can,
by common agreement, cancel any clause in mnat contract.

Even legisiation does flot give us any guarantee of perpetuit%
but, as you know, it is rnuch harder to change legisiation than
to cancel a clause in a lease.

That is the reason for rny preference.
I1 noted the contents of the letter from the Office of the

Commissioner of Officiai Languages, and I think Mr. Gold-
bloorn's spokesman was quite clear about the fact that bis boss
and bis entire staff would have preferred the first alternative,
in other words, keep the legislation as is.

e(1700)

What it rneans is that after ail those years of hard work, as
Senator Kýobichaud and others wiii testify, after 20 years of
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