
Privilege-Mr. Nielsen
chamber, 1 find it extrcmely serious when a member uses such
tcrmns as forge, falsify and bribery. 1 submit those words
should flot be allowed to stay on the record one instant. I hope
thc hon. mnember wjll withdraw them.

The Solicitor Gencral was not in the chamber whcn those
words were said, but 1 wrotc them down. He said forge, falsify
and bribery in connection with thc statement the Solicitor
General made not only in committee, but by extension in this
House. 1 submit the most serious charge is not the one trying
to be drummed up by the other side because it is dissatisfied
with the rules, but the imputing of motives by the hon.
member for Yukon against the Solicitor General.

I-on. Jake Epp (Provencher): Nladam Speaker, 1 want to
put a few words on record on this matter of privilege. The
motion was seconded by me. In his comments the Parliamen-
tary Secretary to the President of the Privy Councîl (Mr.
Collenette) made the point that it was not within your power,
Madam Speaker. to refer this matter to the appropriate com-
mittce. The hon. member for St. John's Fast (Mr. N4cGrath)
neyer made that recommendation. The recommendation to the
Chair was that a referral be made, not that a direct referral be
made by the Chair. There is a very marked difference betwcen
that and what the parliamientary secretary was saying.

There arc two obvious questions that need answering in
ternis of redress. One was raised by the hon. member for
Yukon (Mvr. Nicîsen) and the hon. memiber for St. John's East,
narnely, that undertakings were given and undertakings were
removed. 1 will not address that any further. 1 believe that has
been fully discussed.

There is another undertaking that 1 feel is directly part of
this issue. In other matters we have a bill or a resolution and
an opportunity for mnembers to find redress, at least in the
legisiative sense, if flot in the moral sense, through the avenue
of report stage whereby amendments that have been defeated
can again be brought forward at report stage. The House can
at least address those amendments and take a decision apart
fromi what miight have happened in any comimittee of the
House. That is normal procedure in ternis of buis or
resolutions.

That is not what is facing us here. We have no rcdress to
bring an amendment forward to have that miatter discusscd
now by ail memibers of the House in the legislatîve sense,
because wc have flot received from the President of the Privy
Council (MVr. Pinard), the Prime Minister (Mr. Trudeau) or
the Ninister of' Justice (Mr. Chrétien) any word as to what
formi the debate will take once the matter is before this House.

Not only do 1 feel there is a rcsponsibility on your part,
Madam Speaker, to proteet the rights of members who now
have no recourse to redress in the commnittee because of the
weight of majority, and that majority is bcing exercised in the
commiittc, but on this issue there is no redress in a legislative
sense that the mnatter can again be brought before the House.
We do flot have those guarantees. Both of those issues should
bc dealt with.

Mr. Clark: Mvadami Speaker, there is one other miatter 1
mnight draw to your attention that will perhaps help you resolve
the dilemma between your responsibilities as guardian of the
privileges of the House and the difficuît technical problem you
have raised with regard to a question of privilege which arose
originally in committee.

fi is an unusual kind of committee, flot simiply in that it will
flot bc rcporting back as is normally donc with a bill, but
unusual more particularly in that its proceedings are televised
live. There is no question that memibers of this House of
Conimons, including the hon. mnember for Brampton-George-
town (MIr. \4cDermid) and others receivcd, through the
medium of television, a representation delivcred directly by a
mninister of the Crown having to do with goverfiment policy. I
was received directly through the medium of television by
those members of Parliament and taken as a represcritation by
a mînister in a parliamentary context to mnembers of
ParI i ament.

Many of those mnembers of Parliament acted on that under-
taking. They acted in terms of representations tlicy gave to
their constituents, telling themi that property rights would in
fact bc honoured and protected in the legisiation now before
the House of' Commons. They perhaps acted in other ways as
wcll.

1 know Your Honour wants to find a way out of the
dilemmna in which the rules have placed you. the dilemima
betwecn your responsibilities as guardian of the privileges of
this House and the technical problemi creatcd, ais the hon.
mnember for Yukon (M4r. Nielsen) pointed out, at other timies
when it was flot possible for the Speaker or other memibers of
the House to be sei.'ed of information that arose spccifically in
commnittce.

In this case, because television was there. and because this
House decided to extend that comnmittee beyond the commit-
tee to affect the decîsions and the information, flot only of ail
Canadians, but ail those Canadians who happcned to be
members of this House of Commons, there was direct coin-
miunication by a minister of the Crown to individual memibers
of Parliament emanating from, but flot confincd to, that
committc. which affected decisions taken by mlemrbers of
ParI ia nient.

1 believe Your Honour may well want to consider whcther
that fact would reduce the force of the technical obstacle,
which 1 believe is the only real obstacle that is of conccrn to
you in passing judgment upon what we consider to be a vcry
serîous breach of privilege.

M4r. Collenette: Madam Speaker, I risc on a point of order. 1
hesitate to risc because the usual rule is that individuals are
only allowed to participate once in a debate on a question of'
privilege.

Nladam Speaker: The hon. member can risc on a point of'
order, as did the I cader of the Opposition (Mr. Clark) who
spoke prcviously on this question of prîvilege. 1 can hcar the
hon. miember on a point of order.
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