
Ca ntemhpr li 1992Q' SENATE DEBATE 22

as he or she probabiy will. the Senate oniy has a 30-day sus-
pensive veto. No longer wiii it be able to defeat the legisiauion
and cause a joint sitting of the two houses.

I have had some experience dealing with appropriations,
Main Estimates, and Suppiementary Estimates, and I can tell
honourabie senators that there are a number of bis that go
through Parliament that have appropriations attached to them.

The free trade bill wouid be a case in point. Those bis
under this legisiation would become supply bis, and the Sen-
ate wouid lose ai power to deai with them other than to sus-
pend them for 30 days.

There is aiso another aspect that is somewhat arcane but
nonetheiess worthy of examination. Quite often in the Main
Estimates and the Suppiementary Estimates. there are what we
cali one-dollar items. The government legisiates by putting
into the Estimates an amount of $1, and then amends existing
legisiation.

If one thinks about it, if they bning in the Main and Suppie-
mentary Estimates with S1 items, those are suppiy bis;, again
they can legisiate through that method and the Senate cannot
do more than suspend the bis for 30 days.

So there is a real hole here. The Senate wouid not be able to
deai with the legisiation on the basis of causing a joint sitting;
all it could do is suspend it for 30 days. As 1 have said, in the
hands of an aggressive govemnment. there is no way that I can
see that this couid reasonably be stopped. unless there was a
much stronger Commons speaker than we have had in the
past.

Hon. Loweli Murray (Leader of the Government): With
regard to the carlier point of the honourable senator, does he
flot agree that the Charlottetown agreement tries to limit the
definition of supply bis so that the definition couid not cover
as wide a variety of legisiation as Senator Everett and Senator
Stewart suggest?

1 draw my friend's attention to page 6, paragraph 13 of the
Consensus Report.

Senator Everett: That is a very liberal interpretation of the
proposai. It refers to revenue and expenditure bis -supply
bis. Then it goes on:

In order to preserve Canada's pariiamentary traditions,
the Senate shouid not be able to bhock the routine flow of
legisiation rehating to taxation, borrowing and
appropriation.

Revenue and expenditure bis ("supply bis"e) should
be defined as only those matters invoiving borrowing,
the raising of revenue and appropriation, as wehl as mat-
ters subordinate to these issues.

My legai interpretation of that, not having practised iaw for
some considerabie iength of time, would be that, even under
the ejusdem generis mile, this language wouhd be interpreted
by most courts as giving a prelty broad ambit to the govemn-
ment of the day to decide that a bill, whiie aibeit not being a

major appropriation bill arising out of the Main or Suppie-
mentary Estimates, couid be a supply bill because there was
an appropriation attached to it.

Moreover. the proposai states quite clearly that the initiator
of the bill wiii decide what kind of bill it is. I think anybody
interpoeting that clause at the bottomn of page 6 wouid say that
theoe is a broad ambit in the hands of the initiator of the bill to
make that determination, and if the Commons Speaker agrees
that is the end of it.

The honourabie Senator Murray may be right, and at some
future date 1 may apologize to him for being a iess taiented
interpreter of the clause than he is. Indeed it may be, in terms
of usage and custom, that the kind of thing that I arn talking
about does not occur. But the fact of the matter is that the
potentiai is here for that sort of thing to occur. Tbrough the
designation of these bis as suppiy bis, or through the use of
$1 items, the power of the Senate wouid be very greatiy
reduced. There are two other categories.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: Honourabie senators. the
miles require that I point out that 15 minutes have eiapsed. Is
there leave for the honourable senator to continue?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Senator Molgat: Honourabie senators, during this debate
we have had a number of oequests from honourabie senators
for an extension of time, and 1 think we should accept that
generally in this debate. Certainly from our standpoint, we
have no objections.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: May I interpret that to
mean that there is consent that, during this debate, the Speaker
wili have no onus under the miles to point out that 15 minutes
have eiapsed?

Senator Lynch-Staunton: I think it would be wiser if we
dîd not ailow uniimiied debate. This is an important issue, and
I think time limitation has worked pretty wehi so far. It is good
that the Speaker aierts us when the 15 minutes have expired.
To date. the Senate has been understanding and senators have
been aiiowed to finish. 1 wouid urge the His Honour give a
reminder, if need be, in each case.

The Hon. the Acting Speaker: I just wish to understand
the Senate's position: Is it that the Speaker shahl continue to
point out when the 15 minutes have elapsed. and ask for leave
for the senator then speaking to continue?

Hon. Senators: Agreed.

Senator Evereit: I thank honourabie senators. 1 wiii try to
be as bni as possible. However, when a question is asked in
the middle of a speech, 1 think the clock ought to stop mun-
ning. I thank honourable members for their courtesy.

There are two other categories of hegisiation, as honourabie
senators are aware. One deais with fundamentai tax policy
changes directiy reiated to naturai resources. In that case, the
majority of the Senate wiIl decide whether the tax legislation
will pass or not. That decîsion cannot be ovemrdden by the
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