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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES, RULES & PRIVATE BILLS
Thursday, March 25, 2004

10:00 a.m.

Tape No. 1

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):   Okay, I think
everyone is here.  We might as well get started on
our meeting.  MLA Andy Mooney is sitting in for
Elmer MacFadyen and Wayne Collins is sitting in
for Honourable Kevin MacAdam.  I guess
maybe–is it, who’s sitting in for Carolyn?  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   I am.  I wrote that
letter.  It’s in the office.  Do you want it?  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    We can get it
later.  Honourable Ghiz is sitting in for Carolyn
Bertram.  So with that, we’ll be meeting here from
10:00 to 12:00 today so we’ll get through as much
as we can on the three items that are on the
agenda.  The first one for discussion is the Rules
of the Legislative Assembly respecting
membership on the Standing Committees.  I guess
that was the Speaker who brought that to our
attention?

Charles MacKay (Clerk):   Well, no, not really.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    No, it was
Honourable Ghiz, yes.  

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    No, it was by motion
of the Premier, seconded by–it was by motion of
the Premier that brought it here.  There was a
decision of the Speaker surrounding membership
on the Committees of the House.  And what the
Speaker said, there was some question about the
composition of the Committees as reported by the
Committee on Committees.  

The Leader of the Opposition asked Speaker for
clarification of the Rules respecting the provision in
the Rules of the Legislative Assembly surrounding
that and the Speaker ruled that with respect to the
question before him interpreting Rule 4, it is his
interpretation that the Rule accord some flexibility
to the Committee on Committees in determining
membership and does not strictly limit
representation of the Official Opposition to one
member per Committee given present standings in
the House.  

So then after that, the House reconsidered the
Special Committee, the Special Committee on
Committees was reconstituted.  There was an
additional member of the Opposition put back on
House Committees.  Then subsequent to that,
there was a motion put by the Premier to the floor
of the House requesting that the Standing
Committee on Rules, Privileges and Private Bills
meet in a timely fashion to clarify the Rules of the
Legislative Assembly Prince Edward Island
surrounding Committee membership.  So that’s
why we’re here today dealing with this question.  

Wes MacAleer (PC): The number on Committees.

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    Yes, that’s right.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    The proportion.

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    The Rule presently
says. . .

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Number 4.  Go
ahead, Charles.

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    . . . that “membership
of the Committees shall be allocated by the
Committee on Committees in generally the same
proportion as that of the recognized political
parties in the House itself, if such approach is
practicable.”  That’s what the Rule presently says.
And the Speaker ruled that there was some–it was
in his interpretation that there was some flexibility
with that Rule in that there could be two Opposition
Members on Standing Committees.  

Wayne Collins (PC):   Madam Chair?

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Go ahead,
Wayne Collins.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Thank you, Madam Chair.
I know I’ve served on just about every Committee
since–in the Session so far and pleased to do so.
And I must say, I think it’s been a very positive
experience to have two Members of the Opposition
sitting on those Committees.  I think it’s made for
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some very insightful debate and a very good
contribution all around.  Certainly, I wouldn’t be
adverse at all to seeing at least a minimum of two
where practicable to serve on these Standing
Committees.  I think it’s been a good experience.

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC):    I concur.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you.
Honourable Ghiz, would you like to add anything to
that?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    No, what’s the
date today so I can mark that down?  

Richard Brown (L):    Wes can vote on this one.

Wes MacAleer (PC): So what are we saying here
now?  We’re saying that we can have a minimum
of two, of who though?

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    It doesn’t state
a minimum of two.  It just gives us that word,
generally, in there so that there is that flexibility
that you can put two.  

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    It’s in the grey pages,
Mr. MacAleer.  

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): Madam Chair,
I think it’s the participation of two Members of the
Opposition has, as my colleague has indicated,
has added a broader perspective to the debate.  I
think it’s good.  Now I’m not sure in the last
Session of the House where there was only one
Member and the previous time when the
Honourable Pat Mella was the lone Member.  I
mean, obviously, you can’t have two there.  But
where numbers permit, I think we should go with a
minimum of two I’ve . . .  So I would agree with my
honourable colleague.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you,
Honourable Dover.  Mr. Ghiz, Honourable Ghiz.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    I totally agree.  I
think it’s, generally speaking, at the end of the day
the government members have to have the
majority on these Committees.  But I think
generally speaking, as the Honourable Minister
said, we can’t have five on Committees because
we don’t have five Members.  So having two on
Committees, at the end of the day it’s only going to

increase debate in the Committees.  It’s not going
to affect the overall structure of the Committee and
I think it’s good for democracy. 

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Would you like
to see the word minimum of two added to that or
just leave it the way it is?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    No, just the
generally, I think is fine.  We’re reasonable people
and I used an example in the past when I think
there was a time when there was two people in
Opposition and both those people were on a
Special Standing Committee at that time was the
example I used and it worked back then and I’m
sure it’ll work now.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay, anyone
else?  Mr. Brown.

Richard Brown (L):    Just one comment, the
Rule that we have in our book is basically the
same Rule that’s in the Parliament of Canada’s
Standing Orders, so why change it?  They have
the identical wording as us, generally.  And also,
any Member of the Legislature can come to any
Committee meeting and participate in any meeting
anyway.  It’s in the final decisions of the
Committee and the deliberations of that Committee
that Members at large or that aren’t appointed to
the Committee are not allowed to be at or not
allowed to move Motions.  

So with those minor restrictions, like we shouldn’t
restrict people coming from the Committee, the
Rules allow it.  So as for the majority of the
Committees, the government will always have the
majority on hand and they will rule the day no
matter what the Opposition tries to do and only the
Opposition can only point out the errors of the
ways of the majority of the Committee.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you, Mr.
Brown

Richard Brown (L):    Thank you.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Honourable
Shea.

Honourable Gail Shea (PC):   My concern is that,
you know, after every election are we going to
have to have a decision by the Committee on
Committees to allow a minimum of two?  If that’s
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the intent, I don’t see why we’re not adding it to the
Rules to clarify things and I would move that
motion.  

Unidentified Member:    I’ll second it.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    I’ll just address
that.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    I think we kind of
had generally in there, for example, let’s say next
election, well we’ll even put it like this just to be
kind, that it becomes, let’s say 18 to 9 and then it’s
two Members.  It would say two on there and the
generally, then it’s kind of up for negotiations that
you can get maybe three Members on some
Committees or two on some Committees or four
on some Committees, all depending on what the
Opposition feels so I think it’s just–the generally
word is there and it’ll be up for negotiations
because there will be some Committees where
perhaps the Opposition doesn’t want to have two
people on a Committee or like that.  Do you want
to (Indistinct) quite frankly, if they want to put a
minimum two, the only problem is what happens
when there is only one?  

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): You’d have to
say where numbers are applicable.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Where numbers
are applicable.  

Richard Brown (L):    That’s what it says now,
generally.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Did you want to
speak to that, Mr. MacAleer?  

Wes MacAleer (PC): No, I think that as long as we
put the proviso in where numbers allow, I think
we’ve covered a possibility that it can’t be fulfilled.
I certainly support the idea of . . .

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Of putting the
minimum of two?

Wes MacAleer (PC): Minimum of two, yes.

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): Madam Chair,
it seems to me that we have indicated that we feel

there’s been a broader perspective added to the
debate by having two.  Now, this has come about
because the Premier stood in the House and felt
that we should.  But what if, what if conditions
changed and you had somebody there, they might
have to go through the whole debate again?  So I
think Honourable Shea has probably got a good
point that maybe we should put a minimum in
there.  I’m not sure of the procedure?  Does this
have to go back to the House?

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    The Committee could
make the recommendation in its Committee report,
build it into the Rules of the Assembly and on
adoption in the House would become part of the
Rules.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    How does the
Committee feel?  Honourable Ghiz.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    I got to counter
that.  I was trying not to counter that.  I was trying
not to get political and I was even using the
example there of even if the current government
was still in power and I was trying to be very
diplomatic about this but I do have to point out to
the honourable minister that it was myself who
raised it.  The Premier challenged me numerous
times on it.  It wasn’t until I asked for a Ruling from
the Speaker that the Premier actually said, okay,
well maybe something is different there.  So I just
want to correct that.  I wasn’t the one who started
getting political.  I was trying to be non-partisan
there but anyway.  

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): With all due
respect to the honourable member, if the
Honourable Premier had decided that things would
stay at status quo until our Committee made the
decision, then we would have only one member on
this Committee from the Opposition.  Well, the
Speaker said that there was flexibility but he didn’t
say. . .

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    But anyway, it
doesn’t matter, I raised the point.  

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): But we’re really
generous.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    The Premier
denied it numerous times and finally I got a Ruling
from the Speaker. . . he came around.



4

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): Okay.  We’re
glad you’re here, honourable member.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay, with that,
anyone else like to . . .

Unidentified Member:    (Indistinct) vote on it.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay, and the
motion, I didn’t put it down.

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    The motion would be
that we incorporate into the Rules in the
appropriate fashion that a minimum of two
Members of the Opposition be on Committees of
the House where practicable.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Is that agreed
with everybody?  Okay?

Richard Brown (L):    We’ll all have the Rules
saying it but . . .

Charles MacKay (Clerk):     Yes, and this will be
in. . . 

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    In addition.

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    . . . the Committee will
have a chance to look at the final report, of course,
before introduction in the House so if there’s any
concerns with the wording that we come up with,
then it will be dealt with at that time.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay,
everyone in favour?   Say aye.

Members: Aye.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Contrary?
Okay, Motion Carried.  So I guess number one
then has been dealt with.  

The second issue on the agenda is a debate
motion from Mr. Brown as tabled on February 5th,
2004.  Maybe if the clerk would like to read that
motion.

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    I think everybody has
a copy but I’ll read it into the record. 

WHEREAS the Standing Committee on Privileges,
Rules and Private Bills has been asked to consider

the Rules of the Legislative Assembly pertaining to
the propriety of the deputy speaker serving on
Executive Council Committees;

AND WHEREAS the Rules of the Legislative
Assembly do not mention the existence of
Executive Council Committees;

AND WHEREAS the Executive and Legislative
branches of our parliamentary democracy are
traditionally separated;

AND WHEREAS sections 9 and 9.1 of the recently
amended Executive Council Act may blur the
separation of Executive and Legislative branches
of our parliamentary democracy; 

AND WHEREAS the Executive Council
Committees cost Islanders hundreds of thousands
of dollars every year in staff resources and special
payments to government MLA’s;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Standing
Committee on Privileges, Rules and Private Bills
begin a thorough examination into the propriety of
non-ministerial members of the Legislative
Assembly serving on Executive Council
Committees before any change to the Rules of the
House are considered;

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the
Standing Committee on Privileges, Rules and
Private Bills invite appropriate experts in
parliamentary procedure to offer guidance.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay, with that,
maybe Mr. Brown, if you’d like to speak to.

Richard Brown (L):    Thank you, Madam
Chairman.  I brought this Resolution forward
because a lot of Legislatures across the country
are experiencing the Rules of the Legislature, the
Executive branch, the Judicial in the Legislative
branch.  I think the general public is looking at the
Legislative branch as less and less important as
time continues.  Traditionally, there was the
parliament that appropriated and did its job in the
Executive ran the government.    

I feel personally that since the Magna Carta, I
guess, I don’t want to go back that far but since the
Magna Carta, the power of the King has been
transferred to the power of the Premier.  And
numbers of studies have been showing that and
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less and less of an importance to the Legislature.
I think that is where the people’s business should
be done because the Legislature is an open
process.  The documents, the debates, the
reasoning behind the decisions are all made
public.  Whereas at the Executive branch, it is
shrouded in secrecy.  

All the decisions of the Executive are made in
cabinet which is secret which with the current
legislation or current Freedom of Information Act,
the public does not get to look at how those
decisions were made; what criteria was put in
place to make those decisions until 20 years after
the decision has been made.  Current legislation
says documents of Executive Council will be made
public after 20 years.  So decisions we make in
2004, that the government makes in 2004, no one
will know about them until 20 years from now.  

I think some sort of public scrutiny has to be put on
the Executive other than during election times.
Because with the secrecy around Executive
Council, things can be done before an election to
sway public opinion.  And I think that the more
control that the Legislative branch can assert upon
the Executive, it’s only better for the people of
Prince Edward Island and the people that go to the
polls and elect their elected representatives.   
I personally want to see the power get back to the
elected MLA’s that sit in the Legislature and that
independent decisions can be made at those.  I
know I’m going to get a lot of disagreement today.
You know, we have this caucus solidarity and all
this stuff and if we’re serious about trying
something out here, I would recommend that
before we vote on this Resolution, that we invite at
least, we ask the Political Science Department of
the University of Prince Edward Island to appoint
one of their professors to come in and just explain
to this committee how we got to where we are
today because they’re pretty intelligent people out
there and I think this committee would realize it
from what the learned people say is too much
power is being concentrated in the hands of too
few in this democracy and that’s not what
democracy is about.  It’s the power invested in the
people, not in one or two individuals and that is
what I would like to see us return to.  And that’s
why I put forward this motion today.  Thank you. 
Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you, Mr.
Brown.  Anyone else like to speak to that?  Mr.
Mooney.

Andy Mooney (PC):   As far as my sitting on
Cabinet Committees, my personal take on it is
simply this, as far as my constituents are
concerned, they would just as soon see me sit on
a Cabinet Committee and know what is going on in
government and know the logic behind why certain
decisions are made.  And ultimately, at the end of
the day when elections come, the MLA’s are
accountable for, the government MLA’s are
accountable for whatever decisions government
makes.  

I mean, we can still question in the Legislature the
whole nine yards but the bottom line is it’s the best
thing I can be is as informed as possible for my
constituents that if they ask questions on certain
policies in government that I know that some of the
logic behind what was done and if I’m contrary to
it, well I’ll soon ask questions in the Legislature on
it and that’s the simple truth of it.  But I think
because we’re MLA’s, I don’t think it’s good to hold
us in isolation.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you, Mr.
Mooney.  Mr. Ghiz.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Then what
happens is Mr. Mooney is elected to represent his
constituents in the Legislative Assembly, not into
Cabinet.  It’s up to the Premier to appoint a
Cabinet that runs the Executive of the government.
Then it’s up to the Legislature to criticize what
happens in Executive of the government and to
vote on ideas that come from the Executive.  By
Government Members and back bench MLA’s
being allowed to sit on these Executive Council
Committees as Mr. Mooney just said creates a
two-tier system whereas my constituents then
would not be as informed as he just said or have
as much say as a back bench MLA which
shouldn’t be the fact.  When it comes down to the
Legislature, we become equal Members and by
becoming an Executive Council Member, that
creates two classes within our province.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you, Mr.
Ghiz.  Honourable Shea.

Honourable Gail Shea (PC):    Executive Council
Committees only make recommendations to
Executive Council.  They don’t actually make the
decisions.  So I see Executive Council Committees
as a way to get input and I do agree with my
colleague, Mr. Mooney, that he is responsible to
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his constituents for government.  While you in
Opposition, I mean it’s government’s job to
formulate government policy and that’s why there’s
an Opposition and a Government side.  I don’t
agree that they shouldn’t be sitting on Executive
Council Committees because Executive Council
does have the final say. 

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you,
Honourable Shea.  Mr. Collins.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Thank you, Madam Chair.
I’m a great believer in the democratic process as
well, I really do.  I believe that Election Day is a
very important, pivotal day in the lives of all Prince
Edward Islanders and that is where I put the focus
right there, on the people’s will on that day.  And
perhaps the Rules of the Legislative Assembly do
not mention the existence of Executive Council
Committees but I can assure you that the Laws of
Prince Edward Island as duly enacted by the
elected representatives of the people in the
Provincial Legislature, that hallowed Assembly Hall
across the way, do mention the existence of
Executive Council Committees.  That Executive
Council Act was presented through Third Reading.
It was debated.  It was the will of the elected
Members of the time based upon the governing
party of the day and they’re there because of the
will of the people.  

I would also question the idea of hundreds of
thousands of dollars every year costing Islanders
for this Executive Council Committees.  I’ve only
served briefly for the short period of time since
after the September 29th election on any of these
Committees on Legislative Review.  But I would
hazard a guess that there are also opportunities to
actually save money for Prince Edward Islanders
by offering some good advice to Executive Council
and I emphasize advice.  No decisions are made
there that Executive Council can’t simply ignore,
overturn or whatever.  The power remains with
Executive Council.

So for those reasons, I would certainly not support
this motion.  Thank you.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you, Mr.
Collins.  Anyone else?  Honourable Dover.

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): I have a
concern with the final “RESOLVE that we invite
experts in parliamentary procedure.”  And if I

listened to Mr. Brown, the experts that he would
cite would be professors of Political Science and
although they may know history and they may
know the politics of certain countries, I’m not so
sure that they are experts in parliamentary
procedure.  

Now I’m not so sure where you’d go.  You might
go to the Speaker of the House of Commons or
the Speaker of the Senate, I suppose, to find
experts on parliamentary procedure.  I’m sure they
exist.  But the fact that someone is a professor of
Political Science doesn’t necessarily mean that he
is an expert on parliamentary procedure.  

However, it seems to me that what goes on in our
House is our business and what goes on in the
House of Commons is not to make decisions.  It’s
not to impact our decision-making process here
unless we have something in our Rule book that is
not covered.  And although there is no reference
specifically to an Executive Committee, it does say
in No. 9 under the section on Committees that
“Other Committees, Standing and Special, may be
appointed on motion.”  So I suppose one could
suspect that that may cover Executive Council
Committees.  But the reference to the Election Act
or the Executive Council Act, Section 9, does
make reference to the ability of the Executive to
appoint committees.  And as Mr. Collins said, that
was taken to the House, voted in the House.  

The Legislative Assembly is the scrutinizing power
that goes, that exists in a democracy.  We do have
three branches of government, the judicial, the
executive and the legislative.  The Executive
Council makes up the laws and the rules and the
acts and whatever and then it’s taken to the
Legislative Assembly.  And it’s my contention that
an informed Assembly is better than one that is not
informed.  By having members sit on an advisory
capacity, not a decision-making capacity, but an
advisory capacity, they are able to provide input in
the House and the Premier does believe in a free
vote contrary to what some of the Opposition
Members may think.  And it seems to me that if Mr.
Mooney felt that he couldn’t agree with a certain
thing that came up in the House, he would vote
against it.  He could certainly speak against it and
if he didn’t, his constituents would let him know
come the next election that there was something
that he voted for in the House that they didn’t
support.  
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So I do believe that the Legislative Assembly is the
final clearing House, if you like and I do think that
the Members are quite free.  In fact, I think,
compelled by their commitment to their
constituency.  When I presented myself to the
constituents of District 8, I told them that I would
be their voice in the Legislative Assembly.  Years
ago, every member of a community met together
and they made decisions.  But as time went by, of
course, the population’s growing, the
constituencies had to pick somebody and that
person goes to the Legislative Assembly to be the
voice on that constituency.  And if they’re not, then
I think the constituency will pretty soon recognize
that and will vote them out in the next election.  

So I think, although there is a commitment
certainly to government, because they are part of
the governing party, they are Private Members
when it comes to the House and that’s why they
put forth a Bill they’re called, Private Members.  It’s
called a Private Members Bill.  And I think their
commitment to their constituency is pretty
important or they’ll not be there in the next time
after the next election to represent their
constituency.  

So I have two points to summarize then.  Number
1 - if we were ever to agree with the final
RESOLVE, I’m not sure where you’d have to go.
Like I say, we don’t need to go outside our own
House unless our own Rules don’t cover it and I
think our Executive Council Act does cover it.  The
second thing is that when it comes to the
Legislative Assembly, the Members are Private
Members and they are responsible to their
constituency and they are informed and that, to
me, is better than a non informed Member of the
Legislative Assembly.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you,
Honourable Dover.  Mr. Brown.

Tape No. 2

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Thank you
Honourable Dover.  Mr. Brown?

Richard Brown (L):   Thank you, Madam
Chairman.  The key point was said earlier.  An
informed Legislature - informed.  Then if we are to
be informed in the Legislature then all the
background information of legislation should be

tabled when a piece of legislation is put before the
House with discussion papers and how things are
made.  But we have an Executive Council that is
shrouded in secrecy for twenty years.  So the
House, at least the Opposition side, is not
informed and the people are not informed because
the Executive Council committees are sworn to
secrecy.  So when a bill comes to the Legislature
from Executive Council they’re sworn to secrecy.
Sure they can get up and talk a bit about a bill and
that but they can’t discuss it because they’re all
sworn to secrecy for 20 years.  So therefore the
public is not informed of  the decisions that are
being made and why they’re being made.

As for having experts in from the outside, we have
a higher academic university.  They are the people
that teach Islanders.  I think it is a good place to
start.  As for us knowing it all in the Legislature and
we’re the masters of our own destiny, well if that
was the case then why did we have to go out to
have an election study done by Justice Carruthers.
Why couldn’t we have done it ourselves?  That
was an expert we brought in to go out and ask the
people of Prince Edward Island.  So to say that the
professors and that the University of Prince
Edward Island doesn’t have the knowledge or
doesn’t have the people capable of coming before
this committee to talk about parliamentary
procedure, these are people that have PhDs in
Political Science in how our system came about on
the Magna Carta to now.  They have knowledge.
I don’t have it all.  And these are the best people I
think to start with anyway to come in and tell us
something.  To say let’s look at a new model here.

  I want to say before the last election when it was
all talking about proportional representation and
everything the Executive at that time choose to go
out and bring a person in from the outside for
optics, for the people of Prince Edward Island –oh,
look, look what they’re doing.  They’re going to
change something here.  They’re going to look at
something.  And we were promised that, hey, there
will be a referendum on an election.  But the report
got delayed and delayed and after the election the
report is not even going to be studied by the
Legislature.  It’s being studied by a secret
committee now–secret.  This is a public report.
This should have came to this committee to further
develop it and make a recommendation on that
report to the House.  But what do we have today?
We have a legislative committee, the Premier said,
a legislative, or an Executive Council committee is
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going to study this report.  They’re sworn to
secrecy and we will make a recommendation
some time.  We don’t know when–sometime.

But I guess to sum up mine is, sum up my
arguments, is that I think the Guardian said it right
in its editorial - “Let the Deputy Speaker sit this
one out”.  I think, I couldn’t sum it up any better
than what they have said in this editorial, you
know.  As for electing our MLAs, if the Premier
does not sign or the leader of a party does not sign
a nomination paper,  that person does not get to
run.  Let’s be truthful here.  Studies have shown
that more and more power or more and more of
the electorate is voting for the leaders of these
parties.  Now, if we’re allowed to have some of
these professors in maybe they’d show us the
trends of the public.  So therefore people depend
more and more on a party to get themselves into
a House, into a Legislature.  Very few does an
independent person get elected.  And rules come
around that.  The premier or the executive or the
party itself has decided, okay, if you’re going to run
you’re going to run under these rules, you’re going
to run under this and if you get elected, you know,
and we appoint you to this secret committees–I’m
not calling them secret, they’re not secret–or the
deliberations of those committees are secret.  

Your hands are tied, that’s all I’m saying.   I’m
saying maybe it’s time to take a look at it from
outside the box, from outside the Legislature and
see what people are seeing.   People are seeing
an ineffective Legislature in part, that’s what
they’re seeing.  They’re saying we go over it, we
debate, decisions are made as you already said
earlier, you know.    I was told the other day at this
committee last time if I want to get on an Executive
Committee and to have my constituents concerns
told to government then buy a Tory card–totally
wrong.   Totally wrong I think, you know. 

 If we’re going to be involved in the decision and if
we are going to be an informed Legislature, then
maybe we shouldn’t be on these committees.  But
maybe the deliberation and the minutes and the
reasoning behind the decisions be made public.
Maybe that will come out of this.  I don’t know what
will come out of it.  I know that the people will . . .
I guess what may come out of it is a better and
more open system.  The people will be able to sit
down and say, okay, I know why that decision was
made now.  And I agree with it or disagree with it
but I know and I was informed.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Okay.  Mr.
MacAleer?

Wes MacAleer (PC):   I think the honourable
member brings up some interesting points and I’d
like to address some of the challenges I think I
have in my own mind with what he’s talking about.
I agree that there’s, in our system of government
there’s a great deal of power vested in the prime
minister or the premier’s office.  That’s another
issue.  I think that Executive Council committees
have been created for the good of the system in
that it does create a broader input into decisions
made by government and also increases the
information that goes back to the MLAs that
participate.  It’s unfortunate, I guess, that in the
system that we have,  is that opposition members
don’t participate on those, not because they’re
opposition members, but simply because they’re
not members of the government.

Now let’s just deal with the Legislature.  I think
you’re absolutely right about legislatures being
considered to be ineffective.  But I don’t think that
that’s necessarily as a result of government
members participating on Executive Council
committee meetings and being better informed.  I
think that people judge the Legislature on the basis
of the quality of the debate that occurs and the
challenge that I think that we have as legislators is
first of all, that we have a question period in which
the opposition can pose questions to the
government and I think that that requires that the
opposition do a good job at asking questions and
I realize that that is a challenge.  But, you know,
I’ll compliment the member who’s proposing this.
I think he does a lot of good research and has
really put forth some very excellent questions
during the debate.  But that’s what it simply
takes–it takes a lot of work on your part to come
up the questions and to follow up on them and to
present them well in the Legislature.

Prohibiting somebody else in the Legislature or
who holds a legislative position from their capacity
to get a better understanding of government, I
don’t think helps the Legislature improve its image.
The problem I’ve got is whether or not during that
question period MLAs on the government side
should be given more time to make questions
because we’ve always debated this, whether or
not, you know, we’re giving the Opposition
adequate time to present their proposition.  Maybe
government MLAs who may have a greater
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interest in the topic or be better informed should,
you know, demand more time.  But I think we’ve
taken the position is that it’s Opposition time, it’s
the opportunity in the Opposition to get up and ask
questions and, you know, we back down on our
demand to put forward the idea that we should
have more time.  

I think there’s two aspects of government that we
should be dealing with and that’s accountability
and transparency.  During legislative discussions
I think there’s been ample opportunity for
Opposition members as well as MLAs to
participate in discussing legislation and we’ve
done that.  I think we’ve do a really good job at
doing that within the capacity that we have to do it.
It doesn’t get public scrutiny. It’s not on T.V.   It is
on the internet but, you know, it’s downplayed
because it’s just darn hard work, you know.  We
have to sit there and we have to labour through.
It’s not exciting and I congratulate the Opposition
members that sit there along with the rest of us
and discuss these bills.  I can tell you that many
bills that come forward I haven’t seen them either
even though I’m on an Executive Council
committee.  I mean I have greater interest in some
legislation than others and I could try to participate
and I think the Opposition members do that.

In terms of accountability it all goes back to the
people that put us there.  And I think it’s up to the
individual member to ensure that they’re present in
the Legislature, that they participate in the
discussion of the Legislature and I think that those
who don’t do that possibly aren’t judged on the
basis of that particular participation.  But there’s a
lot of problems with judgment because the
ministers are busy, they have other
responsibilities.  So I think as MLAs we who are
not ministers have a special responsibility to be
there and we are there as much as we can along
with you as an opposition member.  

In summary your motion is with the idea of
enhancing the role of the average MLA to
participate in a Legislature  and I can tell you as
one the only way you’re going to do that is do your
homework and be there and ask the questions and
hopefully you can make a contribution to the
exercise.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Thank you, Mr.
MacAleer.  Anyone else like to participate.  Yes,
Mr. Brown?

Richard Brown (L):   Question Period - we do get
an opportunity to ask questions but there’s a rule,
a parliamentary privilege rule–one member cannot
question another member’s facts.  So that
basically says a minister can get up and say
anything.  I can question the facts but I can’t ask
for a ruling from the Speaker to say investigate
that answer for me because I don’t think that
answer’s correct.  And if we were, Mr. Speaker, I
will take your advice when you review the Cabinet
documents if that answer is correct or not.  The
Speaker cannot even go into Cabinet and say,
well, I have a privilege, I as a member have a
privilege to a correct and informed answer.  That
privilege is taken away from me because the order
says I cannot question the facts. I cannot ask for
the Speaker to rule on the facts of one of my
questions.  So anything can be said at Question
Period.  I have no recourse other than to ask the
question again and again and again and again,
you know.

Andy Mooney (L):    The worst time with that, the
Opposition,  and no matter what opposition, throw
some things out there that you would love to see
substantiated as well which  there’s no recourse
on government side.  There’s thing lobbed across
the floor and questions asked on things that may
not be factual but it leaves an impression with the
people that there must be something here.  And
sometimes it’s a shot in the dark hoping that
something will come out.  Maybe it’s just in their
mind they think something, then throw a question
on that line.  It’s the same thing.  

Richard Brown (L):   Andy, no offence, but at the
end of Question Period, Minister’s Statements,
that’s when they can respond.  Or they can
respond during Question Period.  To say that we’re
lobbing stuff over there, you know, innuendo–that’s
Question Period.  You answer your question and
if at the end of Question Period the minister has
Minister’s Statements.  They can spend up to 15
minutes probably explaining.  But the question is
when they don’t want to explain there’s no
recourse, no recourse other than to ask the
question again and again and again and again.

Andy Mooney (L):    On a point, as far as back
again on private members sitting on Cabinet
committees, if at the end of the day I don’t have,
basically my constituents are leaning a different
way than government’s leaning then I’m with my
constituents.  As an example, even on proportional
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representation,  I’m completely and utterly
opposed to proportional representation and I’ll
stand on the highest hill and I don’t care what way
government is leaning on that one I’m opposed to
it as are most of my constituents. 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   Well then will you
have to resign from your Executive Council
committee?

Andy Mooney (L):    Well, because the ultimate
decision is not made at Executive Council
committees.  It’s made with Cabinet.  And if I’m
sitting on the committee and this is the
recommendation, well, if I’m not for it,  at the end
of the day, put it this way, at the end of the day if
I’m opposed to some thing government’s coming
out with then I answer to my constituents.  It’s the
bottom line.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   Yes, but you said
earlier that you’re on the Executive Council
committee because you’re there to represent
government.  So if you’re not agreeing with
government you shouldn’t be sitting on Executive
Council committees.

Andy Mooney (L):    I’m there representing my
constituents,  I said.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   No, you said you
were there to represent your constituents to the
government.  So if they’re not agreeing with you,
the Government, you should then therefore not be
sitting on Executive Council.  That’s where the
whole independence of the issue comes into play.

Andy Mooney (L):    What I stated is that it’s the
best thing for my constituents is for me to be on
Cabinet committees.  I know what is going on and
so when I have a town hall meeting in the area if
they ask a question on, you know, why the devil
did government do such and such, whether I agree
with them . . . 

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   What do I tell my
constituents then?  Sorry, you voted Liberal, sorry
you voted for an Opposition.  You’re not going to
be as well informed as the people from Souris-
Elmira.  Where’s the democracy in that?  Come
on.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Okay, honourable

Dover?

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair: Yes, a couple of
things.  First of all,  I didn’t say that the professors
at the University were not educated.  I didn’t say
that they were not knowledgeable about their
subjects.  I did say that because they teach
political science doesn’t make them an expert in
parliamentary procedure and I stick with that
comment.

 In relation to Question Period though my
colleague MacAleer commented on the fact that
traditionally the Opposition is a group that asks
questions but you have to remember it’s called
“Questions by Members”  and that means that on
the government side members are free to ask
questions and they do.  I agree that traditionally it
has been Opposition members but the title is
“Questions by Members” and all members are free
to ask questions during Question Period. 

Now as Speaker I could tell you that I certainly
would not have allowed the governing side
members to ask questions first.  I always let the
Opposition begin the Question Period and I gave
them the majority of the time.  When half of
Question Period or more than half was over then
I included any members who had indicated that
they wanted to ask a question and then I always
allowed the Opposition to close Question Period.
So I think there is a consideration in our House
that the Opposition probably should dominate
Question Period but there is no rule that says that.
It says “Questions by Members” and that means
the private members too.

It seems to me that the discussions in the House,
because we don’t have time periods on them,  they
can go on forever and ever.  I mean we could be
sitting here in July if all members so wished.  We
don’t have time frames on debates.  We don’t have
time allotments assigned to discussions of a bill.
We could discuss the bill forever if we wanted to.
And the same with our committees.  And we can
discuss–the minister goes right onto the floor.  The
opportunity is there for both the Opposition and the
Private Members to ask questions, to discuss.
There’s no limitation as far as  time is concerned
and so whatever scrutiny needs to be placed on
the bill, whatever discussion, whatever
background, those things can be asked in the
House.  



11

I object to the idea that ministers will give just any
numbers in the House and there’s no . . . I mean
ministers have a reputation and . . .

Unidentified Committee Member: (Indistinct)

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   He did.  He
said that, well he said, the Honourable Richard
Brown said that we could give whatever numbers
we wanted to and I mean as ministers we have a
reputation.  They can be checked.  It certainly
wouldn’t look very good for a minister, wouldn’t
look very good for a minister to give out statistics
or facts, especially with numbers that weren’t
accurate.  So I think most ministers, all ministers in
my opinion, give the accurate facts.   And they’ll
put a political spin on it, of course, but these are
politicians–as the Opposition will put a political
spin on it and they’re politicians too.   But the facts
of the situation, the numbers that apply, I think
those are up for public scrutiny and I think a
minister would be ill advised to give inaccurate
facts in the Legislative Assembly.

Anyway I just wanted to clarify the fact that
Question Period is for all members, Opposition
and Private Members, and I think it’s well used.
Our Legislature, I think, is a place with a fairly
good reputation and I know in other provinces
politicians may not be viewed with a whole lot of
respect but I think our Island constituents are well
served by the members who come to the
Legislative Assembly and I think our politicians are
probably held in higher respect than they are in a
lot of other provinces.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Mr. Ghiz?

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   We seem to be
changing our subject here totally from what we
wanted.  We weren’t here to discuss Question
Period.  We’re here to discuss the independence
of what happens with members of the Legislative
Assembly sitting on Executive Council.  We’ve now
discovered that it’s creating a two tier system with
regard to citizens on Prince Edward Island.  We’re
discovering now that they’re there to give advice.
They’re just taking away from their role as
legislators by sitting on these Executive Council
committees.  And I’m going to give the minister her
kudos on this and I’ll say, Minister, guess what,
you’re probably right.  Those people out at UPEI
don’t know what they’re talking about.  So guess
what, I’ll let you . . . 

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   I didn’t say that.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   No, no, no.  In
terms of this, okay, you didn’t say that.  They might
not be the experts to have before this committee is
basically what you said.  I’ll let you make the
recommendation on who the experts should be to
come before this committee and explain it to us on
the democratic process in the Legislative
Assembly.  You can make the recommendation.
We’re not arguing about that.  It makes no
difference to us.  What we’re pointing out here is
there seems to be a two-tier system developing
and we’ve discovered that by what these members
are saying , that they have to sit on these
Executive Councils committees just to represent
their constituents better.  We’re discovering now
that they’re saying, well, this is going to allow us,
because we’ve got to be there to defend
government.  Well, the thing is you’re elected as
individual members of the Legislative Assembly
and the political stripe that you’re a part of then
comes together after the election to form the
government.  That’s why sometimes you have
minority  governments and different groups are
coming together and they’re elected as individuals.

And if it continues on like the member from Souris-
Elmira was saying then it’s just going to be one
way or the other because there’ll be no
individuality within our democratic process here on
Prince Edward Island.  So if he says, okay,  all
members of the government live and die by the
sword of the governing party or let’s say the Tory
party, well then if the population decides to put
them out well then they all go out.  Then you never
have an opposition and it’s very important to have
an opposition.  That’s why there has to be
individual members that can stand up and say, like
Cletus Dunn’s not here today,  but he could stand
up and say I,  100 per cent disagree and Howard’s
Cove should have had the right or yourself,
Howard’s Cove should have had the right to have
a processing license.  And then you would
probably get elected next election for taking on the
government and maybe sitting as an independent
and that’s how the democratic process works.  But
unfortunately with what’s happening now it’s not
working like that.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Thank you very
much.  Just on the point of appropriate experts, I
think the Clerk has mentioned a couple of experts
that he feels would be appropriate.  I think if the
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Clerk could put out  those couple of names.

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   Could I reply to
that?

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Yes, Honourable
Dover?

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   As far as
experts are concerned I could probably come up
with some names of experts too.  But I’m not
willing to do that because I don’t feel we need to.
I feel that we . . . 

Richard Brown (L):   (Indistinct)

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   No, I said that
. . . pardon me?  Did you want to clarify my
comment?  What I said was . . .

Richard Brown (L):   You said UPEI, there’s
people not out at UPEI expert enough to come in
here and discuss.

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   I didn’t say
even that.

Richard Brown (L):   Now we have given you the
opportunity to pick someone to bring them in. You
pick someone and let’s bring them in or go back to
your original thing, you’re not going to vote for the
thing anyway.

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   Honourable
Member, if you’re going to quote me please quote
me accurately.  I did not say what you’re
suggesting I said.  What I said was the fact that
they’re political science professors does not
necessarily make them experts in parliamentary
procedure and I stick with that.  And the second
point .. . .

Richard Brown (L):   You pick someone.

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   I am not willing
to pick someone because I don’t believe that we
need to do that.  Okay.

Second point–the fact that somebody has
discovered something is not . . . I think the final
discovery comes from the committee and whether
or not we’ve discovered something that somebody
has interpreted doesn’t mean that the committee

has discovered that.  But I don’t believe that my
colleague said that his position was to defend
government.  I don’t think you ever said that.  So I
wanted to bring a little clarity to some of the
comments that have been made.  But I am not in
favour of bringing in experts at all and I would like
to move that we don’t do that.

Richard Brown (L):   (Indistinct)

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   Well, you didn’t
ask me. (Indistinct - many talking at once) We
didn’t have a vote yet.

Honourable Gail Shea (PC):   When we have a
vote I’ll vote against, Honourable Members.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   There you go.

Honourable Gail Shea (PC):   Yes, there you go.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Mr. Collins?

Wayne Collins (PC):   Madam Chair, I think we’re
putting the cart before the horse here.  We have a
motion on the floor and only if that motion passes
would I entertain the idea of finding out who are
appropriate experts.  But we haven’t even agree
that we even want to have appropriate experts in
here.  I think we should deal with the motion before
we hear anything else.

Richard Brown (L): Can the Clerk mention some
of the names you wanted to bring in?

Wayne Collins (PC):   No.  Because the Motion
should be passed, should be passed.  That’s what
the Motions there on the table–appropriate
experts.  If it passes we can come up with a
potential list of appropriate experts and then we’ll
deal with it then.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Thank you, Mr.
Collins.

Richard Brown (L):   You come back with our
experts, we’ll come back with our experts and we’ll
decide.

Andy Mooney (PC):   Call for the vote.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Are we going to
hear the suggestions of who could come in?
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Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Yes, when we’re
through.  After we’ve dealt with the Motion.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   I’d just like to point
out the person I know who is the largest expert in
terms of anything to do with parliamentary affairs
is Peter Milliken, who is currently the Speaker of
the House of Commons.  That man, the knowledge
he has, he’s obsessed with it.  I would say he’s got
a disease when it comes to parliamentary affairs
because it’s his whole life.  He can read whatever
the books is called–I don’t know–he quotes from it
on a daily basis, doesn’t even have to open it up.
He’s obsessed with it and if we ever did have
someone before the committee it would be great to
have him.  Anyway . . .

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   I just felt that the
Clerk did have a couple of names that I felt would
. . .

Hon. Mildred Dover (PC) Chair:   Let’s vote first.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   We’ll vote for it.
The committee agrees that we’ll vote on the
Motion?

Richard Brown (L):   Then we’ll get on to the real
issue, Jamie’s internet access.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Okay.  All of
those in favour that the motion pass as it is here
say aye.

Committee Members: Aye, aye.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   All of those
contrary, nay.

Committee Members: Nay, nay.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Nay.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):   Close.

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Okay, just before
we go onto another topic I thought the Clerk did
have a couple of names and I thought they’d
perhaps be . . .

Charles MacKay:   It’s up to you, Madam Chair,
but I mean the committee just voted . . . 

Helen MacDonald (PC) Chair:   Voted it down.
Okay, we’ll perhaps do it another time.  Okay.  The
third item on our agenda is the LAN access on the
floor of the House.  So with that we’ll open that up
to discussion.  So anyone would like to start the
discussion on allowing the LAN access in the
House?  Mr. MacAleer, do you want to start?

Wes MacAleer (PC):      I don’t mind.  I support
the use of electronic tools in government mainly
because it allows us to be better informed, it’s
current and it’s not intrusive.  And if it is meant or
designed, any tools, in the Legislature which are
considered to be annoying or disturbing or lower
the quality of debate would not be supported.  And
that includes (indistinct) so my proposition here is
if the tools that are brought to the floor of the
House will improve the quality of the debate,
increase the information flow and improve the
transparency and accountability then they should
be supported.

Tape No. 3

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Okay, Mr.
MacAleer, you’re finished?

Wes MacAleer (PC): I don’t know.  My red light’s
not on but. . .

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Go ahead, Mr.
MacAleer.

Wes MacAleer (PC): I think I’ve completed my
remarks.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    You’ve
completed?  Okay.  I think that the Standing
Committee on Privileges, Rules and Private Bills,
back in April 2nd, 2002, No. 38 - Laptops and hand
held computers may be used in the Legislative
Chamber subject to the following conditions:  

All sound capabilities . . .

Charles MacKay (Clerk):    That was my
understanding of when we initially discussed this,
just really looking for confirmation from the
Committee that that’s–I think when we discussed
this the last time, there was pretty much
consensus that LAN access be granted on the
floor, the hand held and laptop computers be
permitted.  And really just looking for confirmation
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that that’s what the Committee wanted and
furthermore, whether or not there should be some
extension and consideration of Committees of the
Legislature associated with that recommendation.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Mr. Brown.

Richard Brown (L):    There’s a thing in the
technology world now that–over information, too
much information, information overload blurs
decisions.  I think by having electronic devices in
the House takes away from the free flow of debate,
the free thinking of debate.  I think people will
probably be spending too much time trying to look
something up on the Internet to respond to
something than listening to the questions and the
debate of the day.  So I am not voting for
electronic devices in the House.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you.  Mr.
Mooney.

Andy Mooney (PC):    For the record I want to say
, I finally once agree with . . .

Richard Brown (L):    Right that one down too
then, holy smokes.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Mr. Collins.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Madam Chair, I just want
to clarify here.  What are the current, what is
currently allowable in the House?  I understand
that you can indeed bring in laptops and hand-
held’s, but they cannot be connected to a local
area network, a LAN hookup to the Internet and
that these devices are allowed to be used at any
time during the sitting of the House whether it’s
during Question Period or not, right?  So at the
present time, there’s a fairly wide, I guess,
opportunity to use these devices for referring to
notes or et cetera.  

What we’re only talking about here is actually
hooking up to the Internet.  Have that live
connection which I understand is available at each
one of the–all throughout the House.  Well all I can
say is I haven’t had a dull moment at any time I’ve
been inside the rail.  I’ve enjoyed immensely
listening to everyone.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Thanks to the
Opposition.

Wayne Collins (PC):    Of course, I’ve got a front
row seat and I’m enjoying it immensely and as far
as I’m concerned, the number one priority of, I
believe, most Islanders when their Member is
inside the rail is that the Member pay attention to
what’s being said and I repeat, what is being said.
Not what people are scurrying for on an electronic
latest gizmo.  I believe there’s always something
being said inside the rail.  There’s always
someone with a speech or with a Point of Order or
a question or a response and that demands you
use your ears; that demands you use your hearing
skills.  And you cannot do that, if you’re busy
surfing the Internet.  And the number one priority
is to listen to what others are saying and to think
about what they’re saying and engage in debate
on that.  And for those reasons, I’m barely tolerant
of the current use of computers inside the rail,
barely tolerant of it but it’s been there, I’ll go along
with it but I wouldn’t want to see it go any further
than it is right now.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you very
much.  Anyone else?  Yes, Honourable Dover.

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): Thank you, I
have to agree with Richard Brown which is
surprising.  I’m sure he’ll write that down too and
with my colleague, Wayne Collins and my
colleague, Andy Mooney.  I have to say, I think
that the computer has your files on it.  I mean,
those are your briefing books, if you like, the way
it’s currently done by some Members in the House.
And I have no problem with that.  It doesn’t make
a noise.  It’s not disruptive and they have–I mean
you have a briefing book or you have it on your
computer, so that’s fine.  But beyond that, I agree
with Mr. Collins.   I think we have a job to do in the
Legislative Assembly and that’s to pay attention to
what each of us is saying.  Sometimes it’s difficult
and sometimes it’s off the topic but that’s fine.
That’s the nature of it, and I would prefer Members
sitting there listening than surfing the Internet.   

When I was Speaker, I would not allow them, with
all due respect to the media, I would not allow
them to be reading the newspapers.  Now I realize
that they’re reading their briefing books probably.
That’s fine.  But I’m not, I’m totally opposed to
surfing the Internet when the House is in session.
I think they should be paying attention.  I think
that’s what we’re there for.  Even if it does go off
the topic a little bit, that’s still part of the whole
Legislative Assembly and you can’t get into the
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parry and thrust, I think were the words that you
used to use, Charlie.  You can’t get into that if
you’re half distracted or totally distracted by what
you’re looking at on your computer.  I think you
should be participating and if you get upset with
the other Member, that’s fine.  That’s just part of
the combative nature of the Legislature and the
debate formation, so I would vote against
expanding the use of the computer beyond what
we have now.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Anyone else
like to speak?  Honourable Ghiz.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    I fine, yes, I think
the computer for myself would be distracting in
there.  I don’t know what it’s like but if you’re in the
heat of debate, to look down at a little screen and
figure out what your notes are, I’m not going to be
doing it too often.  Generally, if there’s any debate
going on, I’m participating in it anyway.  It doesn’t
matter what the topic is.  And you know, it’s 3:00
to–what do we sit a day?   Like 2:00 to 5:00 and
7:00 to 9:00.  It’s not like–there’s still a bunch of
hours left in the day if someone has to get work
done.  That’s why it’s good now that we have other
Members.  If I get an important email or an
important something or other, someone comes in
and gives me a note and I can go out.  Perhaps
what we should do is–I don’t know if our Lounge
has Internet access or something like that.  But if
someone is concerned about getting access to
something in a hurry without running back over to
this building, we can make sure that those. . .

Unidentified Member:    (Indistinct)

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    They are?  There
you go so if you need to get a hold of something,
you’re 30 seconds away and you don’t have to be
sitting in there.  I know that public opinion on this
seemed to be–you know that people thought that.
. . 

Richard Brown (L):    That Jamie was going to be
surfing.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Yes, you’d be
surfing the Internet, I don’t know, looking on eBay
for a new watch or something when debate is
going on in the House.  I don’t think the purpose
was for that but if you really need documents, they
can be on a disc but you’re allowed to have a
computer in there anyway, right?  So really, what

are you going to–if you know what the debate is or
if you’re going into Question Period and like the
minister said, you’ve got your briefing book.  Well,
you’ve also got your disc that can have your
briefing book as well.  

So in terms of Internet, I just don’t know what I’d
be using it for except for perhaps checking my
emails in the middle.  You know, you’re in there
searching.  Yes, I hate to say it but you know, if
you take–can I borrow this book?  If you take this
book and you’ve got the tabs there, it’s much
easier to find what you’re looking for in the middle
of a debate than it is to be clicking somewhere and
trying to find what’s going on anyway.  So I just
don’t see the purpose and I’m glad to see that
most of this committee is agreeing.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you very
much.  Anyone else?  Mr. MacAleer.

Wes MacAleer (PC): Well you see, Madam
Speaker, you see--this debate reminds me of PEI
back when we prohibited Graham Bell from
coming over with his car because it was going to
scare the cow.  You know, the problem we’ve got
is that we overrate everything that we deal with
and access to a tool that may in fact help
somebody do a better job shouldn’t be considered
to be misused because somebody simply wants to
improve their presentation.  I know that people are
uncomfortable because they see a number of
different uses of this that could lead to an abuse.
That can be done in any form in the Legislature.  It
doesn’t have to reserve–you don’t have to reserve
that to an electronic means.  You can be distracted
by paper or you can be distracted by somebody
from the press if you want to go behind the scenes
and talk.  

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    Chat to the
person sitting next to you.

Wes MacAleer (PC):   I mean, whether you, if you
abuse your activity in the Legislature, I don’t know
how you’d prevent that, by not providing somebody
with proper tools.  Anyway, sooner or later it will be
allowed in the Legislature because other
Legislatures will be using it and other people will
be becoming more comfortable and I realize that it
takes time.  But I guess the one point I’m making
here is that we, as leaders in our community, if we
don’t keep abreast of technology, I can tell you, we
are providing a major disservice to our community
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because other communities are moving ahead
much faster than we are.  And we have to indicate
by example that we, in fact, can become or
maintain a technological at least, a status quo as
opposed to being leaders.  And I can tell you the
use of the Internet for the passage of information
is being used by the average school kid at least
under grade six and if we can’t cope with that
environment, I tell you as a society, we’re being
really left behind.  

There are abuses.  There are problems with it but
running away from it is not going to solve the
problem.  Coping with it is the only way to deal
with these things and learning how to use these
tools properly is going to be essential to every
society that we’re going to live in, in the next little
while.  So all I’m saying is that yes, it looks proper
and people will have various opinions on this for
using this.  But it’s up to us to take a leadership
role.  And if we can’t do that, I think we’re not
serving our constituents in a manner that we
should be.  

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you Mr.
MacAleer.  Mr. Collins.

Wayne Collins (PC):   Yes, I agree with most of
what Mr. MacAleer has said, I really do.  And I
certainly don’t think, I’m not saying we got to
become (Indistinct) or anything to technology that
we’re going to have to go back to the Dark Ages
here.  That’s not what I’m advocating.  All of us at
this table use computers on a daily basis.  We all
surf the net, I presume, on a daily basis to find
information that we need.  All I’m saying is that for
those hours that people are on the floor of the
Provincial Legislature, I really think that that is one
more potential distraction that’s not needed.  And
whether it’s newspapers or whether it’s whatever
other distractions, you can go through a wide list of
them that can occur when people are gathered
together to try to concentrate on an issue or a topic
of debate or whatever it maybe, there’s a million
things can come your way and divert one’s
attention.  

This is just another potential diversion away from
what, I believe, people are expecting and
demanding of their Members and that is to pay
attention to what’s being said.  And I really don’t
see how you can deviate from that.  I can see how
you can deviate from that by going to an Internet
connection.  

I honestly don’t know right now what a Member
would need to have an Internet connection for,
quite frankly, live on the floor of the Provincial
Legislature.  It could be emails, but there’s lots of
time outside the hours of the sitting of the
Legislature to handle your email.  I don’t know how
urgent it would be and I agree with the Honourable
Leader of the Opposition that if it truly is urgent,
someone is going to gather you and get you to a
computer, if that’s really, truly necessary if it’s that
urgent.

But no, I don’t think that by not allowing Internet
connection on the floor of the Legislature, we are
in any way turning the clock back or I don’t think in
any way we’re marking time and letting others
forge ahead of us.  I think if anything, we’re
upholding the sanctity of debate within the
Legislative chamber and I think that that’s what
we’re doing and I’ll leave it at that.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Thank you Mr.
Collins.  Something that hasn’t come up this
morning on this discussion is something that has
come to me, to my attention and it was the item
that was in the Guardian and it just says here, “it
does allow the ministers to do some of their work
or any of the members while they are in the
House.  It will probably keep members in the
House more and the comments that they
made–they’re typewritten in–isn’t being in the
Legislature their work?  Were they not elected to
represent their constituents in the Legislature?  If
they are able to surf the net while the House is in
session, how can they be paying attention to the
House proceedings?”  Now, I’m presuming it came
from an outside person, but it’s not signed by
anyone.  But it was interesting just to hear their
comments.  

Unidentified Member:    (Indistinct)

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    No, it was in
the Guardian and they just typed some things
there so that was their opinion so it was kind of
interesting.  

Wayne Collins (PC):    I didn’t write that, Madam
Chair.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    I don’t know
who did.  They didn’t sign it.  Okay, anymore
discussion on. . .?



17

Wes MacAleer (PC): Just to comment on that
particular item, of course, is the failure of the
article is to not recognize the fact that there might
be some relationship between what the people are
doing in the Legislature and information that they
might gain as a result of being able to tap other
information sources that lie outside the Legislature
at that time.

You see, the assumption here is that because you
got a tool that’s going to give you an advantage to
do a better job, that you’re going to misuse that
and in some way, downgrade what’s happening in
the Legislature, I take the other extreme and I say
that most MLA’s, ministers are highly responsible
individuals, that they will utilize a tool when given
it to improve their performance in the Legislature,
to enhance the level of debate and to bring to the
floor of the Legislature the information accurate,
we hope, that’s going to enable them to inform the
public and improve the transparency and
accountability of government.  If they don’t do it in
that fashion, then obviously they’re misusing a
capacity which technology is providing them.  But
there isn’t any debate or there isn’t any use in
discussing it if you don’t give them the capacity in
the first place.  And I don’t understand why we
would automatically assume that somebody is
going to abuse or misuse a capability before we’ve
given them the opportunity to explain why they
would want to use it.  

Now, I have, I don’t think personally, maybe I don’t
have an use for these things but I could see if I
was a minister and I was called upon to make
presentations which involve complex or
information I may not have available, I would like
to bring it to the floor of the House because I owe
it to the public to give them the truth and this
simply allows them to do that if they can master
the technology.  If they can’t, then we don’t have a
problem because they’re not being used.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Honourable
Ghiz.

Honourable Robert Ghiz (L):    I’m just trying to
think of examples because Mr. MacAleer makes a
lot of good points.  But I’m trying to think of
examples when I would, in fact, in the House use
the Internet connection and I hate to–this is going
to be taking a shot at one of our friends over there,
but if the Guardian had archives on there, I’d
probably argue for it because you know, you could

go in and I could find out exactly what the minister
said or the Premier said in a formal article in there
because that’s what I like to use the Internet for is
to research a lot of those things going on but you
know, I have the transcripts in front of me already,
easier to find than probably clicking through and
maybe if the Guardian had archives, I’d look
another way.  

I don’t see exactly what I could be using it for.  Like
you’re in a debate and you’re writing down notes
like the Member does right here and to go on
there, you lose your train of thought and then if
someone finds a site where, I could just imagine it
in the House, I’m up on debate and I say, well I
found this right here and then everybody’s going to
be, what site’s he on?  What site’s he on?  And
then everybody is going to be trying to get to that
site.  So then they get–so that they can argue the
point that I’m making that I’m getting from that site.
Like I didn’t say that.  I didn’t say that.  And then
you got to go in and digging around and it will take
away from the spontaneity of it. 

I do agree with a lot of the points that the
honourable member makes.  Right now, I just don’t
foresee myself using it.  Like I said, if the Guardian
had archives, maybe I would.  But maybe at some
point, a trial basis or something like that but just
right now, I don’t see us needing it.  

The other advantage too, that no one’s raised
would be an environmental advantage perhaps or
you know, we could use a lot less paper.  Because
there’s a lot of paper right now that we go through.
And I know I clean out my desk at the end of the
week and it’s a disaster.  There’s lots of paper.
You’ve got transcripts and you’ve got this and
you’ve got that and if you had all the transcripts
and everything right there on your computer, it
could work.  A way perhaps around what’s going
on with some of the reports on what we hear there.

I don’t think we’re going to decide on this today
because there’s–I’d like to think some more about
it and perhaps I’ve only sat in one session of the
Legislature, I’d like to have another session,
maybe see, mark down or keep a mental note how
many time I think the Internet would help me but
we could almost have it so there was only one
Internet site set up with certain sites on that site so
people could say, so it would only be transcripts,
newspaper articles and certain sites that we could
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use to get information.  It’s almost like our own
Legislative library so that no one could ever
accuse us of being on eBay or anything else.
There’s only the one site where this committee
would pick exactly what sites you’re allowed to go
into to find your information, if we do deem it
appropriate someday to get rid of the critics out
there that think we would be surfing through eBay.
So I’m still against it for right now but my mind
could be persuaded at some time.  

Richard Brown (L):    (Indistinct) all the requests.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    I’m getting the
same feeling from almost everyone.  Anyone else
like to speak to that?  Well, I guess the consensus
maybe here that we, maybe somewhere down the
road, but we’re just not quite ready right now.
Okay, we’ll bring it back maybe at a later date.  

Honourable Mildred Dover (PC): Do we vote on
it or not?

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    Oh, all of those
in favour that we bring it back at a later day?
Maintain the status quo, all of those in favour.

Committee Members:   Aye.

Helen MacDonald (PC) (Chair):    All those
contrary.  Thank you very much.  I guess that’s--
our meeting is adjourned.  Thank you.  


