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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Paproski): I declare the
motion carried.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. Nelson A. Riis (Kamloops): Mr. Speaker, I seek
your clarification on a point of order. I refer to Beau-
chesne’s fifth edition, citation 335 on the sub judice
convention. It says:

Members are expected to refrain from discussing matters that are
before the courts—It is a voluntary restraint imposed by the House
upon itself in the interest of justice and fair play.

It goes on to say in citation 338 (3) that the convention
applies to motions. As we sit, the issue of closure is
before the Alberta Court of Appeal. The Ontario Attor-
ney General has asked this court to rule that the use of
closure is unconstitutional and in violation of section 18
of the Constitution Act.

I seek some guidance since this is before the courts,
the whole matter of what we have just done. Is it
appropriate that we proceed when closure is still before
the courts, in recognition of the sub judice convention?

Mr. Albert Cooper (Parliamentary Secretary to Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to make two comments.

First, I think it was very clear from the Speaker’s
ruling of just 24 or 48 hours ago—I have forgotten the
exact time—that one of the prime prerogatives or
privileges of this House of Commons is to make and
enact its own rules. It was a very important ruling in
relationship to the particular issue we have before us,



