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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Tuesday, May 9, 2023

The House met at 10 a.m.

 

Prayer

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS
● (1000)

[English]

PETITIONS

CRIMINAL CODE

Mr. Arnold Viersen (Peace River—Westlock, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, today, I have one petition to present. It is a petition on be‐
half of Canadians from across the country who are concerned about
the risk of violence against women, particularly when they are
pregnant.

Increasingly, the injury or death of preborn children as victims of
crime is not established in Canadian law as a risk factor. Folks are
calling for Canada, this Parliament, to consider that to be an aggra‐
vating circumstance in sentencing under the Criminal Code of
Canada. Currently, Canada has no abortion law and this legal void
is so extreme that we do not even recognize preborn children as
victims of violent crime. Justice requires that an attacker who abus‐
es a pregnant woman and her preborn children be sentenced accord‐
ingly and that the sentence should match the crime.

The people who have signed this petition are calling on the
House of Commons to legislate the abuse of pregnant women and
inflicting harm on a preborn child as an aggravating circumstance
for sentencing under the Criminal Code.

HEALTH

Mr. Larry Brock (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker, to‐
day, I present a petition signed by the residents of Brantford—Brant
in response to the heartbreaking and tragic death of 12-year-old
Grace-Lindsay McSweeney, whose life was taken far too soon from
a Tylenol overdose.

Unfortunately, the situation is not uncommon as acetaminophen,
a key ingredient in over-the-counter pain medication, is responsible
for approximately 10,000 overdoses in Canada per year. Grace's
parents and other petitioners urge the government to require warn‐
ing labels outlining the risk of lethal overdose on all medical prod‐
ucts containing acetaminophen.

Additionally, the petition calls for removing acetaminophen from
non-analgesic over-the-counter products and for its sale to be re‐
stricted to behind the counter with a minimum purchasing age. The
petitioners believe that all acetaminophen products should be re‐
quired to have a child lock cap and be limited to selling only 36
units per package.

With approximately 10 Canadians dying from suicide each day
and a mental health crisis adversely impacting youth across
Canada, the petitioners urge the government to offer immediate as‐
sistance to the provinces to further mental health counselling for
young Canadians across this country.

● (1005)

SENIORS

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I
have a petition to present today that calls upon members of Parlia‐
ment in the House of Commons to undertake a serious and compre‐
hensive review of the current transit system of Canadian citizens'
money in this country, with the aim of putting in place more strin‐
gent procedures, protocols and safeguards to protect seniors, in par‐
ticular from losing their lifetime savings and wealth to fraud.

We recognize there is a growing retiring population in Canada.
Increasingly, they are becoming the target of fraud, given that they
have built up wealth over a lifetime to help support their retirement
years, and are vulnerable due to lack of controls and protections
through the transmission of money within the Canadian banking
system. Seniors are seeing the savings they have built up over years
removed.

This is about consumer awareness and what we can do, as parlia‐
mentarians, to protect seniors' retirement.

* * *

QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I would ask that all questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.
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Privilege
PRIVILEGE

REFERENCE TO STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND HOUSE
AFFAIRS

The House resumed from May 8 consideration of the motion.
Mr. Marty Morantz (Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia—

Headingley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to rise in the
House today. I want to start by thanking you for your very impor‐
tant ruling on the matter of privilege raised by my colleague, the
member for Wellington—Halton Hills, a ruling in which you found
a prima facie case of a breach of privilege and allowed the member
to present his motion for this matter to be further studied at the pro‐
cedure and House affairs committee. I want to put your ruling in
some common language for the common people. I do not want to
put words in your mouth, Mr. Speaker, but when I thought about it,
I was reminded of the quote from the movie Network when the an‐
chor said, “I’m as mad as [blank], and I’m not going to take this
anymore!” That is how Canadians feel about what has happened
with these allegations around foreign interference in our elections.

What a nightmare. One can imagine waking up one morning and
reading in the paper that a foreign power is threatening one's fami‐
ly. I cannot imagine waking up, seeing that and knowing how I, or
any member of this House, or any Canadian, might feel. The prob‐
lem is that many Canadians are experiencing this. I will get to that
in a minute.

Let us think about that. A foreign power decides it does not like
how a high-profile elected politician voted in this House and makes
it its mission to threaten and intimidate his family. I wish it was just
something from a spy novel or a movie, but it is real. It actually
happened and it is happening as we speak.

Those who are watching this broadcast right now might think
that I am talking about the Prime Minister, but I am not. In fact, the
Prime Minister abstained from the vote that triggered this whole
matter, which is like not showing up to play with his team and then
saying that because he was not there he is not to blame that they
lost. I am not speaking of the Prime Minister or a cabinet minister,
although they also abstained from the vote, or a member of the gov‐
ernment or even a Liberal member; in fact, I am speaking about an
opposition member. The member for Wellington—Halton Hills was
sanctioned by Beijing for taking a moral stance and voting against
genocide.

I want to take a moment to read from an article published on
March 27, 2021, after this occurred. After the sanctions, the mem‐
ber for Wellington—Halton Hills, said, like the mensch he is, that
he was going to wear those sanctions “as a badge of honour.” That
is leadership. That is not hiding, delaying or impeding the progress
of this House in terms of passing laws that are important to Canadi‐
ans. He stood up to the PRC, the Communist Party in China, and
said that he was going to wear this as a badge of honour: in other
words, that he was not going to allow it to intimidate him by doing
this.

What were those sanctions? After the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills, who is also our party's foreign affairs critic, voted on
the motion, which I will get to in a minute, the sanctions were also
placed on the House of Commons Subcommittee on International
Human Rights, which concluded in October that China's treatment

of its Uyghur population amounted to genocide. The Chinese Com‐
munist Party said that the individuals concerned are prohibited
from entering the mainland, Hong Kong and Macao, and Chinese
citizens and institutions are prohibited from doing business with the
relevant individuals and having exchanges with the relevant entity.

● (1010)

Other members might have just said nothing. They might have
said that they did not want to stir the pot any more than it has al‐
ready been stirred. However, the member for Wellington—Halton
Hills took a principled stand, and he said, to the Chinese Commu‐
nist Party, that he was wearing it as a badge of honour. That is what
leadership looks like.

When I was a young man, I would often tune into the proceed‐
ings in this place. I looked at the MPs debating and understood the
high honour bestowed on those who put their names on a ballot and
come to this place to make laws and shape the future of this great
country. It is a high honour.

My favourite, Winston Churchill, said something that has been
quoted many times in this House but it could never be quoted
enough. He said that “democracy is the worst form of Government
except for all those other forms.” Our system is messy by design,
chaotic, as members know, and at times descends into a serious
state of disorder. Many people ask, “What are these guys doing?
Why are they so critical of the government? Why do they not actu‐
ally offer solutions?” Our debate can, at times, be furious in this
place, but it is from the hot cauldron of debate that good policies
and laws are created.

The reality is that we, in this party, are His Majesty's official loy‐
al opposition. We believe that it is an act of loyalty to oppose the
government. Consider what things are like in countries with no
strong opposition that is free to be critical of the government. We
need look no further than what Mr. Putin has done to his critics,
like Alexei Navalny, Vladimir Kara-Murza and Sergei Magnitsky,
or what China has done to its Uyghur population, to the Turkic
Muslim population and to Hong Kong, and what it wants to do to
Taiwan, to understand that in countries where opposition is si‐
lenced, terrible things happen.

That is what Beijing tried to do. It tried to silence this opposition
through intimidation efforts against the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills and his family, and to silence Chinese Canadians
through ongoing intimidation and scare them into thinking that vot‐
ing in Canada might be hazardous to their future. I will get into
more of that in a moment.

This did not happen in China. This is happening right here, on
Canadian soil. I am astounded at the lack of care, the lack of atten‐
tion, the lack of interest by the government in dealing with this fact.
I am going to talk a little more about that as well.
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Privilege
I just want to say, to Canadians of Chinese descent, Chinese

Canadians who are watching this speech right now, that I want
them to know that the Conservative Party of Canada stands with
them. We will always stand with them. Just like my grandparents
came here 100 years ago to avoid the pogroms in Ukraine perpe‐
trated against Jewish communities, they came here to avoid the op‐
pressive freedom-hating regime in Beijing. On behalf of all my col‐
leagues, I want to thank them for being here and I want them to
know that we will always stand up for their rights as citizens of this
country.

● (1015)

So many stories have come out of this about Chinese communi‐
ties in ridings across this country, where, as the leader spoke about
in his speech yesterday, there is demonstrably lower voter turnout.
Why is that? It is because, although the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills has the ability to stand up in the House, on the biggest
stage in this country, and defend himself, millions of Canadians
who do not have that ability are suffering at the behest of the Chi‐
nese Communist Party in this country. The House needs to wake up
and do something about it before it goes on any longer.

I say to the members of the Chinese community that they should
always know that we will be with them and that they should never
be afraid to go vote in this country. It is a great privilege. I can say,
as someone who won by only 460 votes in the last campaign, that
every vote counts. Their vote really matters, and that is what makes
Canada such a great country. I want to thank the Chinese Canadian
community for trusting our country to do the right thing, even if the
government needs to be dragged, kicking and screaming, into doing
the right thing by His Majesty's official and very loyal opposition.

With respect to the facts of the specific matter, the Prime Minis‐
ter claims he did not know until last Monday about a Beijing opera‐
tive's intimidating a sitting MP. He claims that he did not know
about it, even though the intelligence report was in his office two
years ago. It is hard to imagine. It was not just in his office; it was
with his national security adviser, ironically. It was not with his
chief of staff. It was not from someone else in the PMO; it was ac‐
tually with a person who is responsible for advising the Prime Min‐
ister about national security threats. That is what the role of the na‐
tional security adviser is.

This whole sordid affair reminds me of a Sherlock Holmes
quote, “when you have eliminated the impossible whatever re‐
mains, however improbable, must be the truth.” We have a mystery
here. The Prime Minister says that he would never deliberately
keep such information from any member, and that it would be
wrong to do so. I agree with him. It would be very wrong to do that.
Therefore, for the moment, let us take him at his word. He says he
did not know. That is something I can somewhat believe, because
he does not seem to know much about what is going on in his of‐
fice. He did not know that the Trudeau Foundation had a meeting in
his office. He did not know that Beijing donated $140,000 to that
very foundation. He did not know about an important intelligence
report that his national security adviser was given two years ago.
He did not know, even though Katie Telford, his chief of staff, said
in committee that he reads everything and that nothing is kept from
him.

How do we reconcile these things? There is something missing
here when the Prime Minister says he did not know about this until
a week ago, but his chief of staff says he is told everything and he
reads everything. There is a disconnect here. That is why it is so
important to pass this motion; we need to get these questions an‐
swered, and the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Af‐
fairs is the right place to get to the bottom of all this. The bottom
line is that we have a Prime Minister who does not know what is
going on in his office. That should be a concern to every Canadian.

What is left? The report was in his office, but he never read it.
The only thing really left to assume is incompetence and negli‐
gence. There it is. Option one is that he knew and is denying it; op‐
tion two is that he did not know and is incompetent.

● (1020)

Two years ago, the government was briefed by our security agen‐
cy, CSIS, which said that there was an ongoing intimidation cam‐
paign against the member for Wellington—Halton Hills. Why was
this happening? It was because that member brought an important
motion to the House. I thought it would be worth taking a moment
to read that motion and bring us back in time to two years ago, the
time of that vote, to understand what that important motion was
speaking to. The motion said:

That,

(a) in the opinion of the House, the People's Republic of China has engaged in
actions consistent with the United Nations General Assembly Resolution 260,
commonly known as the “Genocide Convention”, including detention camps
and measures intended to prevent births as it pertains to Uyghurs and other Tur‐
kic Muslims; and

(b) given that (i) where possible, it has been the policy of the Government of
Canada to act in concert with its allies when it comes to the recognition of a
genocide, (ii) there is a bipartisan consensus in the United States where it has
been the position of two consecutive administrations that Uyghur and other Tur‐
kic Muslims are being subjected to a genocide by the Government of the Peo‐
ple's Republic of China, the House, therefore, recognize that a genocide is cur‐
rently being carried out by the People's Republic of China against Uyghurs and
other Turkic Muslims, call upon the International Olympic Committee to move
the 2022 Olympic Games if the Chinese government continues this genocide and
call on the government to officially adopt this position.

That was a very important motion. To put it in basic language, it
was about calling out Beijing for committing genocide, the most
heinous crime a government can commit against any people. We
did the right thing, or most of us did. Conservatives voted for the
motion, with the Bloc, the NDP and even some Liberal members,
but there was one important Member of Parliament in the House
who did not vote for it; it was the Prime Minister. The Prime Minis‐
ter refused to recognize that there is a serious problem. Not only
did he not vote for it, but he did not vote at all, which is even
worse. It was a gutless move that left the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills, a member of the opposition, to bear it, which is what I
am trying to get across. In the aftermath, China banned him from
entering the mainland, as we talked about, and it did something
else: It threatened his family because of his motion and how he vot‐
ed. Nothing is more important than our democracy, and that is un‐
derpinned by the privilege MPs have to speak their mind in this
place and to vote how they choose.
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Privilege
There have been a lot of leaks about foreign interference since

last fall. Intelligence officials, frustrated with the Prime Minister's
actions, have taken to leaking information to The Globe and Mail.
Each leak is like a bomb going off. First, there was the one about
funding 11 candidates. Then came foreign police stations, and then
there was the allegation that a Liberal member tried to get Beijing
to hold the two Michaels longer for political reasons. Now we have
this.

Canadians desperately want a public inquiry. Members want a
public inquiry. What does the Prime Minister do? He drags his feet
and appoints a “special rapporteur”, a term never used before, who
happens to be a member of the Trudeau Foundation.

The Prime Minister looks weak, and I am sure Beijing thinks he
is weak. In fact, I think this is pure Neville Chamberlain-level
weakness and incompetence.

Finally, yesterday, after a week of questions and immense pres‐
sure from His Majesty's loyal opposition, the Prime Minister ex‐
pelled the diplomat.

I just want to conclude by saying that it is time for the House to
wake up from this nightmare. This country desperately needs a real
leader who will stand up to tyrants and dictators without delay or
hesitation, and bring home respect for Canada on the international
stage. The member for Carleton would be that leader after the next
election.
● (1025)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, if we listened to the Conservatives' questions during ques‐
tion period, or to their speeches over the last 24 hours, with all indi‐
cations that they would like to continue to debate this issue, it is
very clear that this is a political issue for the Conservative Party. It
is an issue through which they want to attack the Prime Minister.
They have been very clear. The Prime Minister found out last week;
they know that, yet they continue to espouse misinformation.

My question to the member is this: Is there not any sort of con‐
science on the other side, when the Conservatives continuously
want to espouse misinformation and continue to want to ramp up
this issue to politicize it? Why are they doing it?

Mr. Marty Morantz: Madam Speaker, honestly, as a fellow
Manitoban, I know that the member is better than that. I know he
does not really believe what he just said, so it is hard for me to dig‐
nify that with an answer. What he is saying is that, having all this
information, knowing that the report was in the Prime Minister's
Office two years ago, he would just have us sit here quietly, like
Beijing has its opposition sit quietly and like Mr. Putin puts his op‐
position in its place. He would have the loyal opposition sit here
and do nothing, and that is not something we can do. There is too
much at stake.
[Translation]

Ms. Monique Pauzé (Repentigny, BQ): Madam Speaker, we
have been talking about this issue for hours, for weeks already. If
quick action had been taken at the outset, we would not be held up
by this issue today. We could be talking about health, seniors, the
fight against climate change and biodiversity.

Does my colleague agree with me that we have really become
stuck on this issue, and that we could be accomplishing a lot more
for the people of this country?

[English]

Mr. Marty Morantz: Madam Speaker, my colleagues know that
I am a numbers guy. I love the finance committee, and I agree
100%. I would like nothing better than to be debating the budget,
but the Liberals cut off debate on the budget. Therefore, we cannot
talk in the House about, for example, the fact that they have dou‐
bled the national debt in the last six years, from $600 billion to $1.2
trillion, because the government and the costly coalition NDP part‐
ners actually quashed debate in the House about that.

I agree wholeheartedly, but the fact of the matter is that action
should have been taken early on, two years ago, to let the member
for Wellington—Halton Hills know this was going on and to call a
public inquiry.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech. I real‐
ly appreciated his reminding us that the opposition is important to
democracy and to Parliament, although I do not remember him say‐
ing anything like that when Stephen Harper was Prime Minister.
Things were different then.

What is going on right now is very troubling. Every day brings
new revelations. The member for Wellington—Halton Hills and his
family are being directly threatened. The Liberal government is
dragging its feet despite having had this information for two years.

Does my colleague agree with me and with many other members
of the House that the only way to fully understand what is going on
and fix it is to have an independent public inquiry into foreign po‐
litical interference in general in this country?

● (1030)

[English]

Mr. Marty Morantz: Madam Speaker, first, in terms of being
the opposition party, I just want to say to that NDP member and his
entire party that we could use a little help over here. They are not
the opposition any more; they are a part of the government. They
vote with the government on pretty much everything.

I appreciate the question, but, of course, the member knows very
well that our position is that we should have a public inquiry. If it
had been called right off the bat instead of having an appointment
of the Trudeau Foundation as special rapporteur, maybe we would
not be in this place right now.

Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Madam Speaker,
I listened intently to the hon. member's speech, and I think he laid
out the facts quite clearly and perfectly.
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One of the things that struck me was his comment about an op‐

position, because we have seen, over the last eight years, that this
government, in effect, does not want an opposition; it actually
wants an audience. It wants us to sit here and listen to its members
ram pieces of legislation through, as they have been doing, that
have profound impacts on Canadians. This issue has a profound im‐
pact not just on the member for Wellington—Halton Hills but also
on the Chinese Canadians who are facing that fear, intimidation and
harassment by the Chinese regime in Beijing.

On the issue of an independent inquiry, do all roads not lead to
that? Do we need a rapporteur to tell us what the majority of parlia‐
mentarians and the majority of Canadians are saying, which is that
we need an independent inquiry?

Mr. Marty Morantz: Madam Speaker, the words that come to
mind when I think about the Prime Minister are “deny”, “deflect”
and “delay”. If he rags the puck, maybe this will not be a big issue
by the time the special rapporteur gets around to making his ruling.

The member for Winnipeg North says that we are playing poli‐
tics. They are playing politics with the future of our democracy, and
they should be ashamed of themselves for standing up in this House
saying they are not.

[Translation]
Ms. Nathalie Sinclair-Desgagné (Terrebonne, BQ): Madam

Speaker, as the hon. member for Repentigny rightly pointed out, we
have been discussing the issue of foreign interference, particularly
Chinese interference, for several weeks now. We know that the
government has blundered on several fronts when it comes to deal‐
ing with interference. We saw it with the elections and with
the $125-million endowment it gave to a foundation several years
ago out of the public purse—our money. I am talking about the
Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation, of course.

The foundation is having major problems, especially on the tax
front. For many years, the foundation has failed to meet the criteria
for a charitable organization, and things are only going to get
worse, because the criteria are increasing and the foundation is not
doing anything to improve.

What does my colleague have to say to members about the threat
that Chinese interference poses to charitable organizations in
Canada?

[English]
Mr. Marty Morantz: Madam Speaker, it just stretches credulity

to think that, when a so-called Chinese philanthropist showed up at
the Trudeau Foundation to give it $140,000, they did not have their
own agenda. They did have an agenda, which was to influence the
Prime Minister to be soft on China.

That is why I said in my speech that this is Neville Chamberlain-
level appeasement, weakness and incompetence.
● (1035)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I wonder if the mem‐
ber could reflect about the number of years that foreign interference
has been an issue, even while Stephen Harper was the prime minis‐
ter and today's leader of the Conservative Party was the minister re‐

sponsible for democracy. Those individuals did absolutely nothing;
they did zero in terms of dealing with this particular issue.

The Prime Minister has done numerous things. When he actually
found out about this specific case, just a week ago, he took immedi‐
ate action. The Conservatives may disagree, but based on the
speeches that I have been hearing over the last number of hours,
this debate is more about character assassination of the Prime Min‐
ister than it is about defending rights.

What hits one affects us all, and the Conservatives are doing a
disservice to the issue by ramping it up politically. Does the mem‐
ber not believe that the Conservatives need to turn the page, dial it
down and ensure that we deal with the issue?

Mr. Marty Morantz: Madam Speaker, members opposite like to
say that prior governments should have created a law that would
have protected the Liberals from getting into yet another scandal. I
find it quite ironic.

I want to mention one thing. I noted yesterday that the member
for Winnipeg North was waxing philosophical about his time in the
Manitoba legislature and the many years he spent there. He made a
point of saying that he was in opposition. I think members on this
side want to do him a favour and make sure that he is returned to
the role he cherished so much as soon as the next election comes
along.

Ms. Melissa Lantsman (Thornhill, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
am going to split my time with the hon. member for Bay of Quinte.

It is usually a pleasure to rise in this House on behalf of the con‐
stituents of Thornhill, but I am afraid that is not the case today. I
want to start by speaking about the member for Wellington—Hal‐
ton Hills, somebody who has been in this House a lot longer than I
have. He looks at this place as upholding democracy. He knows
more about this than I will ever know. I seek advice from him as a
member who works with opposition colleagues and who treats this
place as it should be treated. To know his privilege was breached is,
unfortunately, something that nobody ever wants to speak to. I
know the member probably does not want me speaking about him,
but I hold him up when it comes to members of Parliament who
teach me something about being here.

On that note, the member had to deal with getting a call, proba‐
bly sometime in the afternoon, from a journalist who told him that
he and that his family living abroad in Hong Kong might be the
subjects of intimidation. The journalist told him that this was done
by a diplomat who, until yesterday, was given immunity, powers
and rights by the government that Canadians do not even have.
Moreover, the government knew about that diplomat's behaviour or
what that diplomat did over the course of two years.
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The government will say that it has acted quickly and as soon as

it found out, it did something. However, there is more to this. It
made a conscious decision to disparage the character of the member
for Wellington—Halton Hills. Members of the Liberal Party sug‐
gested that the member for Wellington—Halton Hills was in fact
briefed two years ago on what the diplomat did, not a week ago af‐
ter it became known in the newspapers. They said that he was
briefed on the intimidation or the behaviour of this diplomat two
years ago. It was a conscious decision by Liberal members opposite
to say that, and we know that is not true.

In fact, last Wednesday, after The Globe and Mail printed what
the member learned in that call from a journalist about the intimida‐
tion of the member and his family, the Prime Minister went as far
as to say that the CSIS report that we are talking about of July 2021
never left the intelligence agency and that it was not shared. Of
course, this claim was debunked a day later, when his own national
security adviser told the member for Wellington—Halton Hills that
this was not true at all, that it was shared with multiple ministries
and the Privy Council Office, which is directly attached to the
Prime Minister's Office. This weekend at the Liberal convention,
where Liberals were clinking glasses, the public safety minister
blamed CSIS for not informing the government. However, we
know that is not true.

The member for Wellington—Halton Hills went to committee to
ask the Minister of Foreign Affairs directly why she has not ex‐
pelled this diplomat, and that is before they waited seven days to
act after knowing for two years. He asked why this person still en‐
joys diplomatic immunity, rights that Canadians do not have, life in
Toronto and taking his kids to the Ex, while they go to school with
their compatriots in Toronto. After two years of knowing the be‐
haviour of this diplomat, why is that even okay?
● (1040)

The member for Wellington—Halton Hills asked her, and the
Minister of Foreign Affairs, who was confronted at committee last
week about the expulsion, gave a stream-of-consciousness re‐
sponse. She gave a live-action response, a cost-benefit analysis of
why they would, why they would not, why they should, why they
could not and why it took so long. This was for the whole world to
watch. On something a minister should use their inside voice for,
she gave this response in front of committee while the cameras
were on. She did it in front of a member of Parliament whose fami‐
ly was being threatened over a vote in the House of Commons,
which the government knew about for two years. We know that.
That is what happened back then.

Members on the Liberals' side have suggested that this member
knew. The member opposite just talked about this being a debate
about character assassination, but that is the character assassination.
They actively tried to assassinate Wellington—Halton Hills' charac‐
ter by suggesting to the Canadian people that he was briefed on this
two years ago. That is a shame. It stops members of Parliament
from doing the work in this chamber.

We know why we are talking about this. The member for
Wellington—Halton Hills cosponsored a motion. By the way, much
of the front bench of the Liberal Party was absent for the vote on
that motion. They did not vote on it. There is probably a reason for

that. To have the member's family attacked because he sponsored
that motion is a complete breach of privilege, and it is hard for any‐
body to look at this as anything else.

It is hard for Canadians to have confidence in a government that
puts its political fortunes ahead of the work that is done in this
House, as the member for Wellington—Halton Hills never does. It
is hard to believe that is the case. It is harder to believe that Liber‐
als take this seriously and that they have done so many things, as
they get up and claim every day. Even yesterday, in question peri‐
od, they were asked about it a number of times. The Minister of
Public Safety has said, on at least one occasion, that the Chinese
police stations that have been widely reported on in the media are
closed. This is just not true. That is not the case. We know of at
least two that are open.

For the duration of most of the question periods leading up to
this, day after day, we find out new information trickled out by The
Globe and Mail. The Liberals say the reporting is not true, and the
Minister of Public Safety continues to lead Canadians to believe the
police stations are closed when they are not. In fact, an opposition
motion that was voted on in the House just yesterday called for
closing those police stations. Who voted against this? It was 150
members of this House who all ran under the Liberal banner.

These members voted against a national inquiry on the matter of
foreign interference in elections because they already appointed a
friend, a former member of the Trudeau Foundation, to tell Canadi‐
ans whether an inquiry is needed. Yesterday, they voted against that
inquiry, as well as a foreign agent registry.

A foreign agent registry is something the U.S. and Australia
have. We have a lobbyist registry for just about anybody on just
about any charity. Just about any business that talks to government
needs to register, but there is no existence of a foreign agent reg‐
istry for people who come here from another country who are regis‐
tered, who are given diplomatic immunity by the government, who
engage with the government and who engage in their own affairs
here. We do not have a foreign agent registry. When asked about it,
we are told it is just continued consultations and some gaslighting
view that a foreign agent registry would in some way be racist.

Do we know who would not think it is racist? The Chinese Cana‐
dians who are intimidated in their own homes would not think it is
racist, nor would the Iranian Canadians who have called our offices
with a blurred-out background in a car far away from their homes
because they are terrified of the intimidation they feel from dictato‐
rial regimes on the other side of the world. That is a shame. We
want to see a foreign agent registry, and we want to see it now.
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● (1045)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, my question is with respect to the spreading of misinfor‐
mation. Last Thursday, I was heckled by a member who said that I
had said the Prime Minister and the member in question had the
same briefing.

I stood up and I said, and I quote from Hansard:
Mr. Speaker, it was never my intention to say that the Prime Minister and the

member had the same briefing. If that is in fact what I said, I would apologize for
saying that it was the same briefing.

No matter what we tell the Conservatives, they have their certain
spin. It is about character assassination. As we continue with the
debate, as they continue to want to ramp up the politicization, it is
more about the character assassination of the Prime Minister than it
is about the issue.

When will the Conservative Party depoliticize this and allow the
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs to deal with
the issue?

Ms. Melissa Lantsman: Madam Speaker, we will depoliticize it
when the government acts. This motion of privilege is not about
that member. It is not about the member in question.

That member has gaslit Canadians into believing the member got
a briefing two years ago. We can look into the parliamentary record
to see it. He has disparaged the character of a member of the
House.

He has said himself that an attack on any member of the House is
an attack on all members, so he should think about that.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of or‐
der. What I was reflecting on in my question was the issue that the
member did get a general briefing, as other members—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
That has been dealt with by the Speaker and I hope we can move on
from it.

The hon. member for Beauport—Limoilou.

[Translation]
Mrs. Julie Vignola (Beauport—Limoilou, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I am trying to understand why the government is failing to
act on this matter, but I cannot. The House has repeatedly voted in
favour of standing up to any form of intimidation and harassment
against communities and even against an MP who became an inde‐
pendent so as not to compromise his core values. The government
party also voted in favour of that.

In short, I get the impression that the government is not always
walking the talk. That is the case here. It seems as though the gov‐
ernment is never short on fine words when it is time to talk but
turns into a pillar of salt when it comes time to take meaningful ac‐
tion.

What should the government have done if it had put its fine
words into action?

[English]

Ms. Melissa Lantsman: Madam Speaker, I agree with the hon.
member. The government has not acted on this. We had a motion in
the House, which the government voted against, that called for a
public inquiry, that called for a foreign agent registry. That is least
the government can do to show Chinese Canadians, and, frankly,
Canadians right across the country from many diaspora communi‐
ties who are intimidated by the regimes at home, who are fearful
for their lives, their livelihoods and their families, just like what
was done to the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, that it actu‐
ally takes this seriously and that it takes national security seriously.
It can vote in favour of the many motions in front of the House that
have called for sanction on that.

● (1050)

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, NDP):
Madam Speaker, I have intervened on this topic several times to
implore members of the House to lower the temperature. I applaud
the member who just spoke, because she did attempt to lower the
temperature in the House and focus on real solutions.

How does the member see a way out of this impasse in the
House, where everything is being held up? Would she agree with
me that the things that were in the Conservative motion were quite
reasonable, including the necessity of calling a public inquiry, so
we are not constantly saying ”he said, she said” about what has
happened here and we can get an independent authority to judge the
facts about foreign interference?

Ms. Melissa Lantsman: Madam Speaker, a public inquiry
would be one of the ways. A foreign registry would be another way.

Canada does not have a legal definition for political interference.
What we have to do is find other things that happen, where diplo‐
mats are potentially breaking other laws, in order for us to investi‐
gate them.

A foreign registry would allow us a legal definition, perhaps, of
what interference is. The Australians have that. This would be a
good model to look at.

If the government were actually serious about this, it would at
least engage in conversation and not just disparage members of the
House.

Mr. Ryan Williams (Bay of Quinte, CPC): Madam Speaker,
“speak softly and carry a big stick” was the foreign policy of
Theodore Roosevelt, the American president in the early 1900s. It
meant softly spoken diplomacy, backed by something that could
make one's word count when it mattered and make it stick.

We may not have the largest military in the world, or population
or government, but we do have trade, resources and IP. All of those
can be used to ensure we uphold our great nation. It allows Canada
to maintain its democratic system, while simultaneously expelling
any unacceptable state actors who threaten our democracy.
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Why does it matter? Because this country matters and our coun‐

try's place in the world matters, as it is becoming increasingly more
hostile. Canada has always been a beacon of hope, a pillar of
democracy and freedom alongside our allies including Europe, the
United States, Australia, Japan and South Korea, among many oth‐
ers.

However, our democracy is under threat and the threat has infil‐
trated the very democratic system that we hold incredibly dear. The
government has failed to protect Canadians from foreign interfer‐
ence from Beijing. There have been no less than eight police sta‐
tions set up in Canada to monitor our own citizens in Canada, and
11 MPs were influenced in nominations and elections.

Two years ago, the member for Wellington—Halton Hills had his
family threatened and intimidated by a Beijing operator over a vote
to denounce the treatment of Chinese Muslim Uyghurs in China
and the government allowed the perpetrator to remain in Canada for
that two years.

This country, the Prime Minister have allowed Canada to be in
an abusive relationship with China. China takes advantage of
Canada, which has resulted in a “speak softly and carry a small
stick” foreign policy to allow China to treat Canada as the “little
potato” nickname it calls our Prime Minister.

China is taking advantage of Canada. If we want proof of that,
we can compare it to a survey that talks about the five signs that
someone's partner is being taken advantage of. Members can be the
judge. The signs are constantly making excuses for them, frequent‐
ly compromising on the things one wants, being afraid of con‐
frontation with them, often waiting around for them and paying for
dinner almost every night.

We constantly make excuses for China. We only need to look at
Hansard from the last few weeks to see the government tripping
over itself and making excuses for China. The Liberals go so far as
to blaming the MP for Wellington—Halton Hills for the fact that
his family went through hell. They say it was his fault.

The Liberals have said that it was the Leader of the Opposition,
when he was the minister of democratic reform, who did not put
stricter laws in place that would have restricted the Liberal govern‐
ment from being interfered with. They say that it is not China's
fault. It is the fault of the Conservatives. It is the fault of Canadians.
It is the fault of anyone but the Liberals. They constantly make ex‐
cuses for China when they should not.

We also frequently compromise on the things that we want. What
is the biggest export from Canada? Coal. For a government that
talks about net zero, or how great it wants the environment to be
and how it wants to make the world better, Canada ships coal that is
burned in China. Of course, the wind just blows it back toward
Canada. Does that sound like we are frequently compromising on
the things we want?

We had a deal for vaccines with a company called CanSino in
China. It was signed in May 2020. Canada put all its eggs in that
basket. It said that said this would save us. The government did not
go to Pfizer. It did not go to Moderna at that point. It went to
CanSino and signed a deal. Guess what. The deal fell through be‐

cause China fell through. We are in an abusive relationship with
China.

We lost $55 million. I know this is small potatoes compared to
the almost $1 billion we lost with Medicago and Novavax, but it
was the first of three failed deals, and it was with China. The gov‐
ernment promised we would get vaccines. It promised we would
have them produced in a facility in Montreal in the summer of
2020, but China let us down because of this relationship.

Another issue is that we are afraid of confrontation with China.
We took two years to kick out an agent who threatened a sitting MP
in the House. Intelligence went to CSIS and to the Privy Council.
We are afraid of confrontation.

We often find ourselves waiting around for China. The Prime
Minister had to wait for a meeting with the president of China. We
buy $100 billion in trade from China, yet when there was a G7
meeting, the Prime Minister had to go to a side room and have a
meeting off camera. The president told him that he was supposed to
have a meeting off camera, that he was not supposed to tell anyone
about it. The Prime Minister then said that Canada respected the
rule of law. Again, we are afraid of confrontation. That is an abu‐
sive relationship.

● (1055)

We also pay for dinner every night. In the trade relationship with
China, Canada buys $100-billion worth of goods per year from it
and China buys, in response, $25-billion worth of goods per year.
Madam Speaker, an analogy would you giving me $100 and I give
you $25 back, saying that I have the better relationship, that I have
to compromise. No, if people give me $100, they have the relation‐
ship and the ability to set the compromises. It is a really sad situa‐
tion.

The real question for Canada and for the Prime Minister is this.
What are we going to do to protect Canada's democracy, its people,
its government, its MPs, their freedom and democracy, and our
home and our values? The government has failed its citizens in its
basic duty to protect our values and our home.

If it were not for the accurate and honest reporting of reporters
for The Globe and Mail and Global News, the litmus test for a free
and democratic society being freedom of the press, our democracy
in the House would be worse off than it is now when it comes to
protecting the values of our democracy. If it were not for His
Majesty's loyal opposition, the government-in-waiting and this
prime minister-in-waiting, we would be worse off than we are now.
It has been this freedom of the press, not the government, that is
truly protecting Canadians by reporting accurately and honestly. It
may be too accurately and honestly.
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At the Liberal convention this weekend, a motion was passed,

saying that the Liberal Party of Canada request the government to
explore “options to hold on-line information services accountable
for the veracity of material published on their platforms and to limit
publication only to material whose sources can be traced.” In other
words, if The Globe and Mail or Global News did not disclose its
sources, these stories would never have been allowed to come out.
Let us think about that for a moment. We are in the House today
only because of the freedom of the press.

Reporters Without Borders just demoted Canada from fifth in the
world for freedom of the press to 22nd. That is really alarming. Is it
only to protect this abusive relationship with China?

The bigger conversation is that a government that promotes
democracy should be prepared to face the consequences in protect‐
ing it. When this democracy is under threat, the government does
not seem to take it seriously. The real question is this. Why do
Canadians continually have to shame our government into action?
If the government had a leader, that leader would stand up for the
country and the democracy which it represents.

Perhaps the biggest question is this. What are we afraid of? Are
we afraid of an open inquiry into foreign interference that is not
headed by a former member of the Trudeau Foundation? Are we
afraid of sending very bad actors who threaten our very own MPs
packing? Why did it take two years and two weeks? Why are we
afraid of shutting down and stamping out Beijing police stations,
with force if need be? Why are we afraid of setting up a foreign
registry like they do in the U.S. and in Australia? Are we afraid of
defending our democracy, our people and our nation and of holding
Canadians and Canada to the high standard that we expect of our
government?

We can work together but we will not put up with this abusive
relationship. We do not capitulate to infiltration of our elections and
our national security or to threats and intimidation to our citizens
and our elected officials. When it comes to an abusive relationship,
we can either get out of the relationship or we can improve it. The
first step, when we are looking at an abusive relationship, is to ac‐
cept that we are in an abusive relationship and to tackle it head-on
in an open inquiry. I think every party in the House has asked for an
open inquiry. Maybe it is better if we phrase it as counselling.
Maybe we just need a new leader.

To fix this abusive relationship, we need to stand up for Canadi‐
ans. We need to speak softly, diplomacy is very important, but we
carry a big stick. We do not put up with abuse. We do not put up
with compromise in our democracy. We certainly do not put up
with one country infiltrating another, and we do not put up with
democracy as a whole being threatened and putting down Canada,
which we know is the number one nation on this planet. To fix this
abusive relationship, we need to stand up for Canadians, but per‐
haps what Canada really needs is a prime minister who will do just
that.
● (1100)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, when I was sitting in the opposition benches, Stephen
Harper went to China and brought back a commitment for panda

bears. What he did not tell us is that he actually signed off on a se‐
cretive trade deal.

The member might want to reflect on that, given his comments
about trade—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Or‐
der. Could we allow the hon. member to ask his question?

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, when it comes to for‐
eign interference, it is really important to recognize, as I have, that
foreign interference has been taking place for many years, even
when Stephen Harper was there. Stephen Harper was aware of it.

How does the member justify the secretive trade agreement or
Stephen Harper doing nothing? The Prime Minister found out about
this last week for the very first time. Within a week, that diplomat
was asked to leave the country.

Mr. Ryan Williams: Madam Speaker, first of all, we have a
trade relationship with China because they are the second biggest
economy in the world.

When Stephen Harper signed investment deals, not trade agree‐
ments, it benefited Canadians. At this point, there is now a massive
trade deficit, and Canadians are not benefiting. Canadians are in an
abusive relationship and are losing in this relationship with China
under the Prime Minister.

At the end of the day, we have to have a nation that speaks softly,
has diplomacy and has sets of investment deals because that is good
for Canadians and Canadian companies, but we do not put up with
Canadians being compromised, elections being compromised or
democracy being compromised. There is a difference. Our govern‐
ment knew that difference and acted on it. The Liberal government
does not.

[Translation]

Mr. René Villemure (Trois-Rivières, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
had the pleasure of serving with my colleague on the Standing
Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics. I always
liked his knack for summarizing, for getting straight to the point.

As a member of the Bloc—

[English]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Would hon. members please remain silent to allow colleagues to
ask questions?

[Translation]

Mr. René Villemure: Madam Speaker, as a member of the Bloc
Québécois, I am always surprised to hear our neighbours across the
way point out what Mr. Harper has done. Apparently, Mr. Harper
has made a big impact on politics, based on how often they mention
him.
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Now, for my question. The member mentioned the fact that a res‐

olution passed at the Liberal convention this weekend—one that
was akin to a form of media censorship—would be dangerous.

What should we think of a Prime Minister who gets his informa‐
tion from the newspaper rather than CSIS?
● (1105)

[English]
Mr. Ryan Williams: Madam Speaker, we are all very concerned

with the fact that there is information that went through the proper
channels, but either the Prime Minister ignored it, or he was incom‐
petent in receiving that information on behalf of Canadians.

We have been over this. This has been perhaps the most alarming
part of the information we have received. Canadians have been left
in the lurch for two years. The Liberal government is trying to fig‐
ure out why, only based on the fact that the freedom of the press
allowed information to come to the public. Otherwise, we would be
going about our days dealing with an array of other issues right
now.

First and foremost, we want to know who knew, and when. We
cannot believe that the Prime Minister and a lot of other people did
not know. Certainly, the first act is, how do we fix that? The only
way to do that is through an open inquiry at this point.

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I think we all agree that the member for Wellington—Hal‐
ton Hills has an incredible amount of integrity.

Where we do not see integrity is in how the Conservatives are
trying to exploit this. I am amazed that my colleague quotes Teddy
Roosevelt. Do Conservatives think their leader is going to carry a
big stick? Teddy Roosevelt, of course, launched illegal invasions
into Cuba and Philippines, and mass murder, based on falsehoods.

The Conservatives believe that, as long as Canadians do not
know history, they will be okay. When it was Stephen Harper who
was kissing up to China, what did they announce? The member on
the back bench can confirm that they were going to send blueber‐
ries to China. In exchange for blueberries, what did China take?
Chinese state corporations took control of a huge part of the oil
sands. Stephen Harper said that was okay because they were suck‐
ing up to China.

For Conservatives to come in now with this false history is really
concerning. They are exploiting a very serious situation to make
their very juvenile leader look like he is going to walk out on the
world stage with his big stick to take on China. For sure, Canadians
deserve better than that.

Mr. Ryan Williams: Madam Speaker, Canadians deserve a gov‐
ernment that is going to stand up for them. As I clearly noted, the
big stick is our trade relationship, which will ensure that we can not
only encourage growth and investment, but also keep out bad actors
and bad countries that want to do bad things to Canadians. We are
certainly going to do that. This prime minister or the next prime
minister, the opposition leader is going to be a great prime minister
and will do that for Canadians.

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Madam
Speaker, in listening to the debate last night and today, which has

been quite something, I am at a loss for words as to how to frame
what we are hearing from the other side and the costly coalition
down the way. They are scrambling to the defence of the one mem‐
ber of the government who continually stands up to speak to this
very important issue. How did we get here?

For months, Canadians have been hearing, through leaked securi‐
ty reports to the media, about Chinese interference or foreign inter‐
ference in our previous elections and nominations. Then, within the
last week, we found out that there was a foreign operative from
Beijing, by the name of Zhao Wei, who took it upon himself to find
out about a sitting member of Parliament in the House, the member
for Wellington—Halton Hills.

The member for Wellington—Halton Hills is very respected on
all sides because he is a very reasoned leader. He is very passionate
and very articulate. He is measured in his responses, measured in
his debate, and he has garnered respect on all sides. However, this
foreign operative endeavoured to find out the whereabouts of this
sitting member of Parliament's family in China and perhaps here.

Why was that? It was to make an example of him because of the
way he voted and the motion he put forward on China's human
rights atrocities and its record on human rights as it applies to the
Uyghurs, a section of China's population who are being persecuted.
Horrible acts are being committed against them. All that he was do‐
ing was standing up for this minority, and this Chinese operative
decided to target him and his family to make an example of him.

Two years ago, in September 2021, a CSIS report came out iden‐
tifying this, and this government did nothing. As a matter fact, up
until yesterday, Zhao Wei was still in this country affording the
privileges and rights that many Canadians do not even have. He had
diplomatic immunity to say anything and to do anything. Indeed,
the lone speaker from the government would want Canadians to be‐
lieve that the Prime Minister, his ministers and his cabinet knew
nothing about this.

I want to read something from CSIS a report entitled “Mission
Focused: Addressing the Threat Environment”. Under the heading
of “Duties and Functions”, it reads that they are to:

Investigate activities suspected of constituting threats to the security of Canada
and report on these to the Government of Canada.

Take measures to reduce threats if there are reasonable grounds to believe the
security of Canada is at risk.

Provide security assessments on individuals who require access to classified in‐
formation or sensitive sites within the Government of Canada.

Provide security advice relevant to the exercise of the Citizenship Act or the Im‐
migration and Refugee Protection Act.

Conduct foreign intelligence collection within Canada at the request of the Min‐
ister of Foreign Affairs or the Minister of National Defence.

However, the report continues with what CSIS, in its own words,
can do. It reads:

CSIS may collect foreign intelligence; that is, intelligence relating to the inten‐
tions, capabilities and activities of a foreign state. However, foreign intelligence
may only be collected from within Canada at the request of the Minister of Foreign
Affairs or the Minister of National Defence, and with the consent of the Minister of
Public Safety.
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These assessments or reports are relied upon and provided to the

Government of Canada. The report goes on to say:
In 2022, CSIS produced over 2,500 intelligence [reports]. These are relied upon

by Departments and Agencies to help inform policy making and to support evi‐
dence-based decisions. Separately, CSIS may also take measures to reduce threats
to the security of Canada.

● (1110)

I offer that into the record because there are only two choices
here. Either the Liberals and the government do not care about the
safety of parliamentarians, the families of those who serve, and the
stress and mental health of those in the chamber trying to do their
jobs daily, or they are negligent in their duties with malicious in‐
tent. They are either grossly incompetent or grossly negligent. That
is right. We have two choices here. That is it.

They allowed a threat against a sitting member of Parliament and
his family, then they allowed this person, who sent that volley
across the bow of the ship and threatened a sitting of Parliament, to
stay in the country for two years. They will also have us believe
that, seven days after they found out about it, the Prime Minister
acted swiftly. If the leader of our country does not know about
these threats, he does not care about them, which is crazy to be‐
lieve. As I said, there are two choices here: They are either grossly
incompetent or grossly negligent.

For over two years the government has sat on knowledge that a
member of this House and his family have been under threat. For
over two years, it has done nothing about it. If we go around this
chamber or anywhere on the site of Parliament, there are signs
about our security. If we see something, we say something.

Now, we have top secret CSIS security reports that are being
leaked to the media. Why is that? It is because, as we heard through
other testimony on foreign interference, CSIS has been providing
these reports and nobody is acting on them, so whistle-blowers
from within are trying to find a way to raise the awareness of the
threat levels in our country, whether they are threats of interference
in our elections, threats against sitting members of Parliament or
threats against Canadians of the Chinese diaspora.

We go out, as members of Parliament, and we meet with Canadi‐
ans from all walks of life, and there are many times I have had a
meeting with members from different diasporas, and they say, “Can
we just go outside? I am going to turn my phone off, and I want to
go outside.” This is real. They are worried about the foreign inter‐
ference. They are worried about their country of origin listening in
and finding out. They are being intimidated during elections as to
who to vote for. These threats are real, and our colleagues across
the way would have us believe that there is nothing to see here.

Originally, they said it was because they did not have the infor‐
mation. The government did not act because it did not have the in‐
formation. It only found out about the threats and intimidation
when it was revealed in a Globe and Mail story. What has tran‐
spired over the last week in the case before us today provides valu‐
able insight into the Liberal government. What has happened to the
hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills is just another example.
Two days after the story broke, the Prime Minister told Canadians
that the CSIS document in question had not been circulated.

Can members believe that our leader, the leader of our country, is
so woefully unaware? He is blissfully unaware, going merrily about
his way in whatever he is doing, going to cocktail events and taking
selfies, but he does not know about the threats against a sitting
member of Parliament in the House. He told Canadians that the re‐
port by CSIS outlining the details of the threat to intimidate the
member for Wellington—Halton Hills never left the building. On
Thursday, the member for Wellington—Halton Hills caught the
Prime Minister in this miscommunication. I say “miscommunica‐
tion”, because it would be unparliamentary to call it anything like a
“lie”.

● (1115)

According to the member, the Prime Minister's very own nation‐
al security adviser called him directly to tell him that the intelli‐
gence assessment of July 20, 2021, was indeed sent to all relative
departments, that in fact it did go to the Prime Minister's Office and
it did go to the public safety minister's office.

I do not want to get into the machinations of the machinery of
the government, but for those watching, the Prime Minister's Office
also includes the Privy Council Office. PCO is the Prime Minister's
department. He is solely responsible for it. Anyone who has worked
in a large organization will understand the silo effect, each part
working on its own projects, its own agenda with one large body
overseeing everything, being the guy who sits in that seat right
there.

With the exception of possibly the finance department, PCO is
the only organization in all of government that actually knows what
is going on everywhere. In fact, each week all the deputy ministers
from across the government descend on the Prime Minister's Office
in Langevin Block to discuss what has transpired, what is coming
up and how they are going to move forward. They strategize. Each
week, all the political chiefs of staff from each department meet so
they can inform the Prime Minister's Office on their files and how
they are progressing.

The Prime Minister and the government want us to believe that
they did not know, that they were not informed, that this informa‐
tion simply fell through the cracks. With all these people meeting
each week, discussing issues of national importance, I find it ex‐
tremely hard to believe that no one in this government would flag
this issue, that not one person would say to the Prime Minister that
he needed to know about this, that not one person would raise it.

As I said at the start, we should give them the benefit of the
doubt. Gross incompetence or malicious intent, there are cases
made for each. We have seen gross incompetence daily. We have all
heard the rumours about files piled so high on the Prime Minister's
desk that it is not inconceivable that perhaps he actually still has not
seen the memo yet as it is not on this month's reading list. Maybe it
is on next month's reading list.
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The total control demanded by this PMO is unlike any in the his‐

tory of government. Nothing gets signed or passed until the Prime
Minister's Office has seen it or okayed it. Nothing gets done until
the Prime Minister has given it the green light. Advice from the de‐
partments can sit for weeks and months in PCO and PMO and, be‐
cause the Prime Minister is vacationing in the Caribbean, surfing in
B.C., taking all-expense paid trips, things just seem to pile up. I
mean, leading is hard.

We all heard the testimony of the Prime Minister's chief of staff,
Katie Telford, in recent weeks. The Prime Minister reads every‐
thing. If that is true, if he reads everything, we know with certainty
that the CSIS intelligence file was in his office. Would it not stand
to reason that he actually read it, that he understood it and that he
willfully chose to ignore it? That leads us to gross negligence. Why
on earth would a Prime Minister put the lives of members of Parlia‐
ment at risk? I will remind this chamber that the Chinese operative
was going to “make an example of” a sitting member of Parliament.
What does it mean to “make an example of” ? Why would any
threat against a parliamentarian go unanswered?

Why would the government willfully ignore intelligence briefin‐
gs from CSIS? It is because it did not suit their needs or their politi‐
cal agenda. That is right. If it was not incompetence, it was negli‐
gence. It is that simple. If we look at the political climate and the
events that were transpiring around this time, we can see a pattern.
We know that foreign actors were funnelling money to 11 Liberal
candidates in the greater Toronto area, 11 sitting members of Parlia‐
ment. That is a fact. CSIS has reported on that.

We know that the Prime Minister was planning a snap election at
the same time. We know that, despite numerous warnings, the
Prime Minister and his staff understood the security threats. We
know that CSIS provided the information on the intimidation cam‐
paign against the member for Wellington—Halton Hills in 2021
and the government did nothing.

● (1120)

In its 2021 annual report to Parliament, CSIS said that foreign in‐
terference threats had increased. Canada's spy agency said efforts
by foreign states to steal intellectual property from Canadian re‐
searchers and companies were “persistent and sophisticated” and
contributed to a “mounting toll on the country's vital assets and
knowledge-based economy.” It warned that foreign interference
threats in Canada to shape public policy or harass dissidents, as
well as espionage, “increase[d] in scale, scope and complexity”. In
2022, an unsealed indictment in the U.S. alleged that Beijing's
overseas campaign to put pressure on Chinese nationals to return
and face criminal charges in China included enforcement efforts on
Canadian soil. That is right, through its use of illegal police stations
operating in Toronto and Montreal, the Communist Chinese regime
was using intimidation to influence Canadian citizens.

Prior to the 2021 election, constituents came to me and asked if it
was real, was it actually happening in Canada that a foreign country
had police stations in our country and was forcing Chinese Canadi‐
ans to do their deeds through intimidation. I chalked it up as con‐
spiracy and told my constituents that it could not be true, yet it is.
Months after the government stood in the House and admitted, yes,

it is and it had closed their doors, but these police stations are still
open. They are still threatening Chinese Canadians.

I said at the beginning that if one sees something, one should say
something. Can anyone imagine being from China and living here?
They come here for a better life, and yet they are still feeling the
undue pressure of the foreign government that they fled because
they still have family there. They are still worried about persecu‐
tion. They are still worried about intimidation. They are still wor‐
ried about the threats of violence or whatever could happen to their
families. Why would they say something when they see the leader
of our country taking such a weak stance?

Talking about weakness, time and again we have seen the Prime
Minister on the world stage being so weak. Literally weeks after
Iran shot down PS752, a Ukrainian airline, killing 57 Canadians,
there he was bowing to the same regime that killed those Canadi‐
ans. The right thing to do is to send a message to these countries
that we are strong, that regardless of our political beliefs, we will
stand up for one another here.

There is something that we do not take into consideration, at
least I did not when I signed up to be a member of Parliament, and
that is the threats of violence, the increasing threats to our own
safety and our families' safety. I have to say it is alarming. I can
handle myself, but I worry about my family, always. The message
has to be that regardless of which party we are with, if a country
attacks one of us, it attacks us all, and it will not be allowed. When
the government was challenged with that, its response was that it
was kind of worried about what China was going to do. That is BS.
I would like to say that word in full.

The government is so weak on such issues that matter to all
Canadians. We can do so much better. Yesterday we had a motion
before the House about setting up a foreign interference agency and
having a non-partisan commission to investigate foreign interfer‐
ence, and the government voted against it. Yes, it has appointed a
special rapporteur who has close connections to the Prime Minister.
He might as well just sign the report right now and hand it in be‐
cause we know what it is going to say. I am not besmirching our
former governor general. I am saying the Prime Minister should
have better guidance from those around him.

I will cede the floor with this. I am so troubled by the fact that all
the government wants to do is impugn the reputation of a sitting
member of Parliament that it could have protected in the first place.
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, what has become abundantly clear in the hours of debate
we have had thus far is the fact the Prime Minister found out about
this just last week, and a number of measures were taken, including
the expulsion of a diplomat within a week. Those are the facts. The
member might want to speculate, hypothesize and all these other
weird things, but those are the facts.

The Conservatives continue to want to dial up the issue because
they want to focus on character assassination more than they want
to deal with an issue of substance.

One member affects all members. This is an issue that will be
discussed at committee. The question is this. There were 49 mem‐
bers of Parliament in 2022, a couple of dozen provincial legislators
and even some local councillors. Does the member not believe that
the best way to deal with this is to put politics aside and let the
committees do what they need to do?

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, the best way to deal with
this would have been two years ago when the government first had
the report.

I do not believe for one minute that the Prime Minister, his min‐
isters or those around him did not know about it. I think it is unac‐
ceptable that this member of Parliament continues to stand up here
and gaslight with respect to the 49 elected officials who were
briefed on this. He continues to throw that out there.

Last week, when the Liberals changed their talking points, they
tried to say that the member for Wellington—Halton Hills some‐
how knew about it two years ago and did nothing when it was sole‐
ly their responsibility to stand up not only for the sitting members
of Parliament who have been elected to represent Canadians, but al‐
so for those Canadians who are facing intimidation from foreign
agents.
● (1130)

[Translation]
Mr. René Villemure (Trois-Rivières, BQ): Madam Speaker,

when we look at this whole situation, it is obvious that the Prime
Minister does not understand China. When it comes to foreign af‐
fairs, I do not think he understands Russia. There are many things
like that.

I would like to ask my hon. colleague a question. Is the Prime
Minister acting this way because he is gullible, naive or incompe‐
tent?
[English]

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, that goes to the main point
in my intervention, which is this. The Liberals do not care about the
safety of parliamentarians or the families of those who serve, so
they are either negligent in their duties with malicious intent, gross‐
ly incompetent or grossly negligent.

I worked in China for a long time in my previous career and I
know about the threats and intimidation. As soon as people land
and get into a taxi, it gets pulled over and the Chinese officials
know exactly who they are and why they are there.

I have faced intimidation by China. I cannot imagine what it is
like to be from the Chinese community living here in Canada, hav‐
ing fled that country for a better life, yet still being faced with
threats of violence and intimidation, and worrying about my friends
and family back home and the coercion they face. It is unacceptable
and the sign of a weak leader. It is not even leadership; it is just
weakness.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam
Speaker, my hon. friend from Cariboo—Prince George would know
that my colleague from Kitchener Centre and I, the Green Party,
supported the motion to ensure that the prima facie case of privi‐
lege that the hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills advanced
goes to committee for study, but there is one factual matter I want
to probe a bit with him.

We know a lot of things about the circumstances here, and I have
an open mind on whether the Prime Minister or the people near him
in the PMO knew for two years. We do not know that. We know
that CSIS wrote a report, we know that the national security advis‐
ers knew, but we do not know whether that information was com‐
municated to the Prime Minister's Office and I am not prepared to
make that assumption. With respect to the information going for‐
ward from CSIS or the national security adviser to the Prime Minis‐
ter's Office, I find it entirely plausible that it did not pass it on. I
would like to ask him if he does not think there is even a possibility
that is the case.

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, I am going to respectfully
disagree. This is a matter of national importance and of the safety
and security of a sitting member of Parliament. I will go back to
what I said during my intervention. CSIS does these reports and in‐
vestigations only at the request of the Minister of Foreign Affairs,
the Minister of Public Safety or the Minister of National Defence. I
just cannot see it happening that it produced these reports and they
somehow sat under a stack of selfies in our Prime Minister's Office
without him seeing them. I just cannot see a situation where our
Prime Minister does not know about the matter of a national securi‐
ty threat.

Beyond that, CSIS built these reports about potential threats
within his party to nominations or whatever. I cannot see any sce‐
nario where the Prime Minister, in his leadership, had no knowl‐
edge of it. He can say he did not know and plead ignorance all he
likes, but I just cannot see it. I have sat in security briefings at the
highest level, and I cannot believe that the Prime Minister had no
knowledge of it. Our first job is to tell our commander-in-chief
when there are threats. We cannot insulate them and allow them to
be willfully ignorant of these threats.

Mr. Gary Vidal (Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I want to ask my colleague from Cari‐
boo—Prince George to comment briefly on the facts of the timing
of all this. We heard from the member across the way that he wants
to talk about facts, so let us do so.
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We started on Sunday night, when the member for Wellington—

Halton Hills was informed of this potential threat to him and his
family. That story came out in the media on Monday. On Monday
and Tuesday, the government side deflected; there was no comment
about anything. Finally, on Wednesday morning, the Prime Minister
and the public safety minister said that this report never made it out
of CSIS. I think by the end of the day or early the next morning, the
member for Wellington—Halton Hills was in fact informed that this
report had made it to the PCO and the national security adviser's of‐
fice. The Liberals deflected for a couple more days. They were go‐
ing to summon the ambassador to have a conversation, and finally,
we end up with this operative, as he is called in many reports, being
expelled from our country.

What we are trying to accomplish in this parliamentary privilege
motion is actually getting to the truth, and we have the goal of get‐
ting it to the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs
for a deeper study. Could the member for Cariboo—Prince George
talk about how this changing set of facts and narratives affects this?
● (1135)

Mr. Todd Doherty: Madam Speaker, that is kind of the modus
operandi we have seen from the Prime Minister, at least in the sev‐
en and a half years that I have been a member of Parliament.
Whether it is “elbowgate”, Jody Wilson-Raybould, SNC or the WE
scandal, it is always, “There is nothing to see here.” Then they
blame Stephen Harper or the previous government. It just goes on
and on.

The Prime Minister reminds me of the schoolyard bully, where
he picks and natters at somebody. When the person finally has
enough, they punch the bully in the nose, and the bully runs to his
parents and blames everybody else. He does not take responsibility
for his own actions, which caused that to happen.

It is the lack of leadership we have seen and come to expect from
the Prime Minister, as well as the weakness he has shown time and
time again. It is his own self-adulation, the arrogance we have seen
and how he loves being on the red carpet rather than being on this
green carpet right here.

This is the House of the people; this is the House of Commons.
This House elects 338 members of Parliament so that we can bring
Canadians' voices here. At the very least, the Prime Minister should
be standing up for the 338 members of Parliament so that they can
vote with their conscience and be the voices for their constituents
and Canadians. Canadians know that we will stand up for them. Re‐
gardless of who they are or where they are from, we will allow
them to have a free and democratic life here in Canada. We will not
stand for a foreign country intimidating them.
[Translation]

Mr. Alain Therrien (La Prairie, BQ): Madam Speaker, I must
first acknowledge the Speaker’s ruling on the question of privilege
raised by the member for Wellington-Halton Hills. I find the Speak‐
er’s response to that motion very interesting.

I am an economist by training. More specifically, I am a macroe‐
conomist. Some say that a macroeconomist is a microeconomist
who knows how to count, but, no, I would not say that. Many
things could be said about economists, but I would say that I like to

have an overall picture of the situation, so that is what I will pro‐
vide to the House. I know my colleagues have waited a long time
for me to explain the situation to them. No, that is not true, I know
that is not the case, but I will nevertheless take on the task of ex‐
plaining who the Prime Minister is. I will share my macroanalysis
of this situation. I will start at the beginning.

I was a member of the National Assembly in Québec City before
sitting here and, in Québec City, I served under two premiers, Ms.
Marois and Mr. Couillard. When I saw them during oral question
period, they were always passionate. For Ms. Marois, it was always
a true pleasure to cross swords with her friends across the floor. It
was clear that she loved debate and that she loved being premier.

As for Mr. Couillard, there are many things that divide us. I can
say that because I faced him for four years. However, he was like
that as well. When he got to question period, he was prepared. It
was clear that he enjoyed it, and we enjoyed asking him questions.
One of Mr. Couillard’s problems is that he had left “his heart at
home”, as Michel Rivard would say. However, that is another de‐
bate. If he is listening today, I salute him and I reverently salute Ms.
Marois, the first woman premier in Quebec history.

When I arrived in the House of Commons, I was anxious and
happy. I told myself that I would be finally seeing the Prime Minis‐
ter in all his splendour. In 2015, it was said that he was a rock star,
a bit like Bono or something. He was heard singing songs from
Queen even though it was not very convincing. I still thought it
would be impressive.

I arrived in the House and I saw him for the first time. I would
say, respectfully, that I was disappointed. There are many other
words that would come to mind. I know that there are people who
would encourage me to say them, but I will just say that I was dis‐
appointed. In summary, I would say that I saw someone who did
not want to be here. He is in the House but he does not really want
to be, nor does he want to answer questions. Sometimes, he pro‐
rogues Parliament and leaves for a while. He was excited to be re-
elected in 2021, but we waited months before returning to the
House. It appears as though he does not really want to be here.

It occurred to some that he might not like this part of the job, but
surely he still worked hard as the leader of Canada, was aware of
everything that was going on, read the CSIS reports and had an
opinion on everything. People really wanted to believe that that was
true.

I will give a short presentation. I hear people laughing on this
side of the House, while on the other side, people are giving me the
stink eye and wondering where I am going with this story. I feel
like they are worried, but I want to assure them that I am not speak‐
ing to the Liberal Party, but to its leader. I know, there are small dif‐
ferences.
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I figured that I might as well watch him for a while and give him

a chance, because that is the kind of guy I am. Those who have
watched me for a while know that I give people a chance. It is
something that people like about me. I therefore gave the Prime
Minister a chance and then I studied his actions over many crises.

First, I always have the proverb in mind that says, “To govern is
to anticipate, and whoever does not anticipate is doomed.” It was
Émile de Girardin who said that in 1852. I believed that, because he
was in government, the Prime Minister had to be someone who
plans ahead, but that is not so. He planned to hire McKinsey until
2100. This is one of the things that he can anticipate. He anticipated
that Canada would have a population of 100 million by 2100. It is a
prediction, but I am not sure that it would be very glorious.
● (1140)

When it comes to anticipating things, he scores a big fat zero. He
simply does not have that skill. Some might say that anticipating is
not always easy, but I would remind the House that to govern is to
anticipate, and whoever does not anticipate is doomed. He certainly
seems to be running toward a brick wall. He is running toward it at
such speed that even Alexis le Trotteur could not catch up. Then,
when a crisis hits, he decides to take his time. It is a bit like The
tortoise and the hare. He starts off very late and moves at a tor‐
toise's pace. He has both disadvantages at the same time.

Let us return to the crisis. Let us talk about crises for a moment
so that members can understand where I am going with this. I am
painting a portrait.

First, there was the Wet'suwet'en crisis. When that happened, had
he anticipated it? The answer is no. He did nothing. In fact, it is be‐
cause he did nothing that it ended in a crisis. When the crisis began,
he was travelling. That is another thing, he likes to travel. He does
not like crises, does not like governing, does not like being here,
but he likes to travel. He is a great traveller. Let us think back to the
first 10 days of the crisis. He was travelling and said that he would
not return for that. It was a rail crisis and there were no more trains
anywhere, but he said that he would not return for that, that there
was no way he would miss a trip. It is like a trilogy. It lasted 30
days. In the first 10 days, he said he was travelling and did not want
to be bothered. However, he had to return one day. In the next 10
days, he acknowledged that there was a problem but stated that it
was not the government's job to address it and that the provinces
would have to figure it out. In the last 10 days, he realized he was
really in a jam, so he decided to listen to what the Bloc, among oth‐
ers, was saying, and to do what the Bloc had requested him to do,
and it worked.

Then, there was the COVID‑19 crisis. Could it have been antici‐
pated? Of course not. COVID‑19 could not be predicted. I cannot
blame him because nobody, or at least almost nobody, saw it com‐
ing. Countries began closing their borders. People were panicking
and asking what the Prime Minister had decided to do in Canada.
He had not done a thing. People were coming here and they did not
need to be tested. There was nothing. Planes full of people were ar‐
riving from China, from Italy. There was no problem. The Prime
Minister's handling of the situation was so abysmal that even
Valérie Plante, the mayor of Montreal, became involved. The may‐
or arrived at Dorval and said to stop letting people into the country,

that it was terrible and that we would end up full of COVID‑19 cas‐
es. It is unbelievable: The Prime Minister did so little that the may‐
or of Montreal had to become Canada's head of state on the fly.

Let us talk about trucks and the occupation in front of Parlia‐
ment. Was it foreseeable? It was, a bit. There was talk of it. I re‐
member a man from British Columbia. He was in Vancouver in his
53‑foot truck. He said he was headed to Ottawa to protest. Canada
is big. He left Vancouver with a 53‑footer. When I heard him talk‐
ing he was clean shaven. When he arrived here, his beard was so
long he could have joined ZZ Top. In other words, we saw him
coming, the guy with his truck. The protesters settled in. Once they
were settled, someone a bit calmer than the others asked the Prime
Minister to intervene. The Prime Minister did just that: He went
outside and insulted them. He waved his arms in the air and insult‐
ed them. He went back inside satisfied that his job was done. Sadly,
no, it was not; the protesters were even more riled up than usual.
Their eyes were practically popping out of their sockets and they
needed sunglasses to keep them in. It was bad. The Prime Minister
finally decided to emulate his father, more or less. He brushed off
the Emergencies Act and ended the whole thing by using the nucle‐
ar option.

The Prime Minister is a procrastinator. He keeps putting things
off and letting them drag on. Picture a teenager's bedroom. That is
pretty much Canada, in Trudeau's eyes. He lets everything drag
on—

● (1145)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
would remind the member that we do not use names.

Mr. Alain Therrien: Madam Speaker, I apologize. I was not re‐
ferring to him. I was talking about the Prime Minister. I am sorry
and I will never do that again, unless I make a mistake.

Now let us talk about Chinese interference. Chinese interference
is very serious. It poses a threat to democracy. According to the in‐
telligence services, it is the greatest known threat to Canada. This is
very serious. It seems to me that the guardian of democracy in
Canada is the Prime Minister. It is up to him to ensure that we have
a healthy democracy. This guy was democratically elected, so I
think it would be in his interest to try to protect our democracy.

This all began in the fall of 2022. Honestly, there are so many el‐
ements to Chinese interference, but I will focus on the most impor‐
tant ones. I will address all of them and try to find the common
threads, in other words, the same issues that keep coming up over
and over again. Members will see where I am going with this.

In the fall, we read in the papers that China had interfered in 11
ridings in 2019. We asked the Prime Minister what was going on.
He said that he had no idea, that he had never heard anything about
it. When we asked again, he compared us to Trump, of all people. I
cannot say we were happy about being compared to Trump. The
Prime Minister accused the opposition of saying that the elections
were not legitimate, despite the fact that no one in the opposition
had said anything of the sort. That made us angry.
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We answered that we were not saying that the Liberals had not

won the election, but that we simply wanted to know what hap‐
pened in 11 ridings. The Prime Minister told us that he had no
knowledge of this. Right after that, he went to the G20. I can still
see it. He told us he did not know what was happening, but at the
G20, he ran after Xi Jinping to talk to him, as if he had no one else
to talk to. He spoke to Xi Jinping for so long that Xi got fed up. The
Prime Minister told us that he had talked to Xi about interference.

However, he had told us that he had no knowledge of any of this
and that the election results were not illegitimate. Why did he talk
to the president about interference? That is the first problem. Was
he joking? Is the Prime Minister a joker? Perhaps he is.

There was also interference in 2021. I would like to remind the
House that this is a minority government. According to the final
polls, it was a close race. The Chinese interfered in 11 or 15 ridings
in 2019. Since then, they must have practised and gotten better at it,
because they may have interfered in up to 15 or 20 ridings. It does
not take a PhD in math to understand that, if someone can influence
the election results in 10 or 15 ridings where the Liberals and Con‐
servatives are neck and neck, that could mean victory or defeat for
one of the parties. It could determine which party forms govern‐
ment. This is no laughing matter.

We know that the Chinese government is fond of the Liberals. It
likes them. It believes it could get close to the Liberals without
much trouble. It would prefer a minority Liberal government. The
Chinese government is not as fond of the Conservatives. It is a
well-known fact. This is troubling.

We told the Prime Minister that the issue had to be dealt with be‐
fore the next election. We have a minority government, which
means that an election could be called at any time. We need to re‐
solve this problem quickly to make sure that the dice are not loaded
when the next election happens. That will take intelligent action.

Then we learned that, in 2021, the member for Don Valley North
apparently spoke to the Chinese consulate and even asked them not
to free the two Michaels, so as not to favour the Conservative Party.
It is not always easy to grasp all the arguments in this affair. It is
about as easy as eating an apple through a tennis racquet. I do not
really understand it, but, in any case, that is what happened. Obvi‐
ously, the Prime Minister says that he was unaware. The Liberal
member for Don Valley North is now an independent member, de‐
spite the fact that he had the Prime Minister’s support. It is trou‐
bling.

Then there is the Trudeau Foundation debacle, and that is a real
circus.
● (1150)

If anyone thinks they understand something about the Trudeau
Foundation, it is because someone explained it wrong. It is compli‐
cated, so we are looking into that. Apparently, in 2016, the Chinese
government donated $140,000 to the Trudeau Foundation.

The Prime Minister says that he has not had anything to do with
the foundation for 10 years. That is another joke. He is a real card.
He says that neither he nor his office has had anything to do with
the foundation.

Then again, his brother is involved in the foundation. In 2016,
the Prime Minister’s Office called the foundation about the Chinese
donation. After that, the Prime Minister asked Morris Rosenberg,
the former CEO of the Trudeau Foundation, to look into the matter
and determine whether there had been any Chinese interference. In
Mr. Rosenberg’s massive report, there are four lines about Chinese
interference and that is to say that there is none. The Prime Minister
then asked David Johnston to act as special rapporteur so he could
decide on whether there is a need for an independent public inquiry.
Mr. Johnston told him that that was a big ask, that he was not sure
he could answer right away, and that he would study the situation
for two months. It is like Rodin’s The Thinker: everyone is waiting.

While we are waiting, other things are happening. All of these
people are from the Trudeau Foundation. The Prime Minister goes
to spend Christmas with a friend who is involved in the Trudeau
Foundation. His office also hosted the Trudeau Foundation.

Do they take me for a fool? The Prime Minister says that he has
not had anything to do with the foundation for 10 years. He keeps
repeating it. The members of his government keep repeating it. The
government House leader rises and says that he has not had any‐
thing to do with the foundation for 10 years. Does he believe that?
The Liberals are in trouble. They believe that guy, when everyone
knows that it is all complete nonsense, and it just goes on and on.

The latest news is about the police stations. There are two in
Quebec. That is new. The Minister of Public Safety was very seri‐
ous last week when he said that they had been closed. We called,
and they are still open.

How can he not know that? Before saying something, he should
check it. He is a minister. He also has a team. If he does not have
time to check, he can ask his friend to call and find out.

They are still open. It is troubling. One of these police stations is
five minutes away by bike in my riding. I will say it again, this is
troubling.

Here is the cherry on the sundae. Now I come to the present day.
Two years ago, the hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills and
his family received threats. Once again, the Prime Minister says he
was unaware. Jody Thomas, his national security adviser, said she
was aware, but he was not. Is he telling jokes, or is he a little lost? I
am putting it extremely politely, but that is what we must ask our‐
selves.

Now, we have a member who was threatened by the Chinese
government because he voted against its wishes. We do not care
about its wishes. It did not elect us.

I just said that. The Prime Minister will never be able to say that
the hon. member for La Prairie may have been threatened. We do
not know. The hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills was
threatened two years ago, but we did not find out about it until this
week. The government still says it was unaware.
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I swear that if I were the prime minister of Canada, which will

never happen, but let us just pretend for a moment, and I found out
that a member had been threatened, I would be throwing the diplo‐
mat out five seconds later. It would not take me five weeks or five
days. In just five seconds, he would be out on his ear.

If the Prime Minister had learned about this right away, he could
have thrown him out and told him to beat it. Instead, he procrasti‐
nated. The Liberals got together to figure out what they should do.
The Prime Minister knew two years ago, the rascal.

He knew two years ago. Now they are getting together to figure
out what they should do. The opposition demanded that this person
be ejected. They said that they could not do that and that it is no
easy thing to expel an ambassador.

Finally, yesterday, they bought themselves a spine and an‐
nounced they would be throwing him out. Now they are patting
themselves on the back like they are heroes.

We do not believe that. Are any other members of the House be‐
ing threatened by China? We do not know. It is troubling. It is very
troubling.

● (1155)

Members of the House and their families may be under threat.
The Prime Minister may know this is happening, but he will not
say. The Prime Minister is a cross between Ulysses and Pontius Pi‐
late. Happy the man who, like Ulysses, has travelled well.

There is one thing this Prime Minister likes. He likes to travel.
Last weekend, when he was in front of the Liberals, he was happy
because he was travelling to see the King—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): We
have to go to questions and comments.

The hon. parliamentary secretary to the government House lead‐
er.

[English]
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐

er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, at times, we can witness that the coalition between the
Conservatives and the Bloc is doing quite well. It is kind of like the
blue and the light blue. It is interesting.

I went through premiers Gary Doer, Greg Selinger, Gary Filmon
and, of course, former prime minister Stephen Harper, all in opposi‐
tion. I am very comfortable with what we have been able to accom‐
plish.

I would challenge the member. He has a different view of the last
eight years. I could talk about the tax break to the middle class; the
GIS lifting hundred of thousands, going to millions, of people out
of poverty; and the historic number of trade agreements signed off
by the government. Shall we talk about COVID and about the nine
million Canadians who benefited from CERB? What about the
wage subsidy program? Shall we talk about post-COVID? We can
talk about child care. We can talk about the health care agreements.
We can talk about the Volkswagen deal. It is endless.

That is a leader who has demonstrated an immense amount of fo‐
cus, when every day, the Conservatives, and now the Bloc, are
more concerned about character assassination. As those two politi‐
cal parties focus their attention on the negative, on the Prime Minis‐
ter, and are spreading misinformation, we will continue to espouse
what is important to Canadians.

[Translation]

Mr. Alain Therrien: Madam Speaker, that was not really a
question. It was a love letter to his own party. I am surprised to hear
him list all the things that the government has done in the last eight
years. Considering how much money they make, I should hope that
they are getting things done. The Prime Minister certainly ought to
be doing things. He has a packed schedule. However, we could list
all the things he did not do or did wrong. Dental care was a mess,
and CERB was plagued by fraud.

My colleague said that we are a coalition. I would respond that
we are the coalition of democracy. That is what we are. The Con‐
servatives are right to be angry with this government, because one
of their members was intimidated, threatened for two years, and
this government sat idly by. Now the government is trying to get
the Bloc Québécois to say that they are only Conservatives and that
they are not part of our party. Come on. They are right.

When the Conservatives are right on one issue, we are not
ashamed to stand up and say we support them. The coalition for
democracy is standing up to this government of opacity.

● (1200)

[English]

Mr. Todd Doherty (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I agree with the hon. member. If I ever have the opportuni‐
ty to be prime minister, regardless of where the threat came from
and against whom, that diplomat and that country would know, ex‐
actly, that the government would not tolerate that.

It is NHL hockey playoffs right now. Evander Kane, from the
Edmonton Oilers, said something that is a saying in my riding as
well, which we say to bullies. I will paraphrase because some of the
language is unparliamentary: If someone messes around, they will
find out what will happen to them. That is the message I would
send to China regarding this: Mess around and find out.

In my intervention, I said that there are two choices we have
here: malicious intent or willful negligence. I want to ask what my
hon. colleague believes as to why the Prime Minister sat on this in‐
formation and did not inform the sitting member of Parliament.

[Translation]

Mr. Alain Therrien: Madam Speaker, there is an obvious kernel
of truth in my colleague's question. It is very troubling. Did the
Prime Minister know the truth but fail to say anything when he
should have, or did he not know because he was too naive? Which
of these alternatives is preferable? Neither of them.
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The government obfuscates and remains silent every time we say

something about Chinese interference. Their attitude is deny, deny,
deny. Lives may be at stake, but the Liberals continue to deny. That
is the problem.

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague from
La Prairie for his speech. I always learn new turns of phrase from
him. This time, it was, “It is about as easy as eating an apple
through a tennis racquet”. I had not heard that one before.

I would like to make it clear that the NDP obviously supports our
Conservative colleague from Wellington—Halton Hills and his
family, who are in an extremely delicate position. I also agree that
troubling facts keep emerging, what with the secret police stations,
the contributions to Liberal candidates, the strange donations to the
Trudeau Foundation, and now these threats against a member of
Parliament, who was not informed for two years.

There is nothing more important in a democracy than getting to
the whole truth so that Canadians can trust our institutions and the
electoral process. Does my colleague agree that the only way to get
at the whole truth is to hold an independent public inquiry?

Mr. Alain Therrien: Madam Speaker, my colleague is right.
Speaking of coalitions, I think it is pretty clear. The Conservatives,
the Bloc Québécois and the NDP all agree. Is that partisanship? No,
it is not.

I completely agree with my colleague that we need an indepen‐
dent public inquiry. We have been asking for one for a long time.
The NDP has been asking for one. The Conservatives are also ask‐
ing for one. The government got the brilliant idea to procrastinate
once again, hoping things would get better on their own, only to
discover that it had wasted two months and that the revelations
keep on coming. It is not over yet, I am sure.

I therefore agree with the hon. member for Rosemont—La Pe‐
tite-Patrie. We need an independent public inquiry.
● (1205)

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Madam Speaker, I
want to commend my colleague from La Prairie for the tone and
mood of his speech. He addressed serious topics, but he found a
way to make it fun to listen to. He is a talented speaker who should
inspire many. I really like listening to him in the House.

A few days ago, the Prime Minister stated that he was not aware
of the threats and intimidation that the hon. member for Welling‐
ton—Halton Hills had been facing for the last two years. Soon af‐
ter, we learned that he may have been aware and that his entourage
was aware. In short, all this is unclear. However, CSIS was well
aware of this information and did its duty by notifying the Prime
Minister's Office.

My question for my colleague is as follows: Does he feel that
this government is listening to the agencies, especially CSIS, the
way it should, or is it operating in isolation?

Is CSIS just there for decoration?
Mr. Alain Therrien: Madam Speaker, I recognize all the work

done by my colleague. Our caucus truly appreciates him and so do
his constituents.

The question is whether CSIS has discovered anything. I have
never been there, but I imagine that those people must work hard.
They are not sitting on their couches eating chocolates and waiting
for people to come to them with information. They have to go look
for the information and work hard.

They go look for information some place, somewhere, and that is
extremely important. They want to protect Canada's democracy and
parliamentarians. After making all these efforts, they come up
against a government, and especially a prime minister, that com‐
pletely ignores the hard work they do. There is reason for concern.
We are in the dark.

Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Madam Speaker,
I will ask my question in English, because I do not have much time.

[English]

I want to thank the hon. member for his speech, the history and
the truth. In my interactions as former House leader, I found that
this member speaks the truth. He is honourable, and his word is his
worth. I cannot actually say that about the Liberal or NDP House
leaders.

Is there no other option at this point but to have a public inquiry,
with Mr. Johnston, to get to the bottom of what is happening with
foreign interference and all of the stuff that is happening with the
Trudeau Foundation? Is an independent public inquiry the only way
to get to the bottom of what is happening here?

[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
member for La Prairie has 40 seconds to respond.

Mr. Alain Therrien: Madam Speaker, it would take me longer
than 40 seconds to say how much I appreciate my colleague. He is
amazing.

To answer his question, yes, an independent public inquiry is es‐
sential. One thing we know for sure about the Prime Minister is that
he is in no way competent enough to find out what happened and
disclose it publicly. He has to hand over the reins to someone else,
and an independent, public inquiry is what it will take.

[English]

Mr. Arnold Viersen (Peace River—Westlock, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I too want to add my voice to the conversation we are hav‐
ing here today in this debate on privilege. The issue of a member's
vote in this place is really what we are after today. Our ability to
vote without influence from other countries is very important.
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Privilege
I would note that the vote in question had to do with the recogni‐

tion of the genocide of the Uyghur people in China. The Beijing
government has been focused on repressing the Uyghurs through
things such as forced abortion, forced sterilization, re-education
camps and concentration camps. Members may have seen the pho‐
tos of Uyghur folks lined up at the bus terminals and being loaded
onto the trains. We have stated often in this place “never again”,
and here we are watching “never again” happen again.

That vote that took place in the House of Commons was historic.
The Canadian Parliament was one of the first parliaments around
the world that voted to recognize that. It was something many
members had worked fairly hard on, and we had also felt pressure
from various corners to ensure that we got that right.

What is fascinating is that the member for Wellington—Halton
Hills voted for that motion while the entire Canadian cabinet did
not. That is telling, perhaps, as to the weight of that vote. However,
it also raises the question of foreign influence happening here in
Canada. What kind of influence is that having on the Canadian cab‐
inet, given the fact that we have discovered now that the govern‐
ment knew for over two years that the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills' family was being harassed because of this particular
vote? What was happening to members of the cabinet in their per‐
sonal lives and how was that being influenced? That is what this
whole debate is about. It is about the privilege of members of Par‐
liament to be able to do their job.

Probably one of the most important things we do as members of
Parliament is to vote from our seats in this place. That is what we
are elected to do. We are elected to take our seats in this place to
vote on things. Votes are a moment in time. Votes are a very binary
thing. We vote for something; we vote against something.

In many cases, when we have a vote, those are weighty mo‐
ments. Members must consider all the ramifications and impacts of
the position they take on that. There is nothing that brings more
clarity into a situation than having a binary vote on a particular
piece of legislation because that is when we get to find out about
who is affected, what the ramifications are and all of these kinds of
things. Particularly if people are upset about that vote, we get to
hear about it after we cast that vote. Our ability to vote in this place
is incredibly important.

The member for Wellington—Halton Hills has been a stalwart
defender of democracy. This may be due in part to his roots, as he
comes from Hong Kong, so he has a firm understanding of the rela‐
tionship with the Beijing government and the world. Just due to the
nature of his heritage, the member has some fortitude when it
comes to understanding how democracy works, and he has worked
very hard in this place to ensure that democracy works better. He
has a very good grasp of the history of this place and the history of
our mother Parliament over in England. He worked on the Reform
Act, which is an act that has empowered individual members of
Parliament. That is something that the member has been passionate
about.
● (1210)

He has argued for increased members' budgets. He has argued for
more members of Parliament, so we have more representation for

individual Canadians. His allegiance to democracy, parliamentary
democracy and the House of Commons is unquestioned.

I want to thank him for that. I know his passion and diligence on
these democracy issues are so important. That is perhaps the great
irony of this particular situation. Of all members of Parliament for
this to fall upon, the member for Wellington—Halton Hills has im‐
peccable credentials in the defence of democracy. That is why it is
so frustrating to see that the government sat on this information for
over two years, only for us, as individual members of Parliament, to
find out about this through the press. That goes to show why the
freedom of the press is so important.

This is something the Liberal government has been undermining
over the last number of years, just as we have seen with Bill C-11.
We see how voices that may disagree with the government may be
repressed online. We see that with the funding of journalism across
the country. We see this with the subsidization of CBC, how that
money influences the reporting that we get.

This particular instance shows that the freedom of the press, the
ability for the press to be unencumbered by owing the government
a favour of any sort, is necessary. We see, with The Globe and Mail
and Global News, that if it were not for the work they had done, we
would never know about this. We would never know that, for over
two years, the government and the Prime Minister sat on the infor‐
mation that a member of the House and his family were being
threatened because of a vote that had taken place here.

We have heard, over the last couple of days as we have been hav‐
ing this debate, over and over again how the Liberals are trying to
spin this, and it is classic gaslighting. My working definition of
“gaslighting” is that whatever someone is doing, they accuse their
opponents of doing the same. I would like to address a couple of
those things.

One of the things they say is that the Conservatives did nothing
when they were in power. The fact of the matter is that the Liberals
have done nothing to stop this. They have allowed it. They have
watched it grow. They have watched the foreign influence grow in
Canada and have done nothing to prevent it over the last number of
years.

The other thing that is interesting is that, under Stephen Harper,
there was a different leader in China. When Stephen Harper was the
prime minister, there was a different leader. China had a different
outlook on the world under the other leader. There has been a sig‐
nificant shift.

If someone wants to look it up, they can google “wolf warrior”.
The current leader of China, Xi Jinping, has openly stated that Chi‐
na is moving into a wolf warrior pose in the world. Instead of bid‐
ing its time, which was the previous leader's line, it is looking at be‐
ing a wolf warrior. They are looking to be dominant in the world.
There is no doubt about that. They are much more aggressive.
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That is a completely different context. I know the member for

Winnipeg North will probably stand up to talk about Stephen Harp‐
er and the great job Stephen Harper did when he was the prime
minister. The point is that, when Stephen Harper was the leader,
Canada was seen as a strong player on the international stage. We
were convening meetings to take on ISIL. We were a valued partner
of the Five Eyes. Australia, the United States and the U.K. looked
to Canada to provide a leadership role in many of these discussions.
Now we are ignored, sidelined and not trusted by the international
community when it comes to dealing with things like China.

The Beijing government worked much more carefully. It was
much more concerned about what Canada had to say about what it
was up to. Today, we have a completely different context.
● (1215)

Today, we see the Chinese run roughshod over Canadian values
and institutions. They have set up police stations on Canadian
sovereign soil. We have seen this over and over again. We just
know that a lot of this is about posture. We know that, under
Stephen Harper, Canada had a proud posture on the international
stage. We had a posture that said we were open for business but that
we had rules that everybody had to follow. Canadian sovereignty
was something we were very concerned about.

In fact, we spent a lot of time mapping the north. The entire
search for the Franklin expedition was a mapping exercise to estab‐
lish Canadian sovereignty in the north. This was a nation-building
exercise. It was something that we told the Canadian people about.
It was a source of pride for Canadians. However, we also said we
needed to establish Canadian sovereignty in the north because of
threats from China.

Threats from China were something that the Harper government
took very seriously. It was something that we went into with both
eyes open. We dealt with China, but we said that we knew it was a
Communist country and that Communism is not something that is
equivocal. We cannot make equivalencies between Communism
and democracy, and therefore, the rules of engagement that we deal
with when dealing with France, Germany, Holland or the United
States are going to be different from those we have when we are
dealing with China.

Because it operates on a different system, we need to ensure that
we deal with China appropriately. To some degree, this comes back
to ideas around humanity and whether people are basically good.
Maybe it is postmodernism that the government really espouses,
with ideas around equivalency, and we just have to basically trust
that everybody is good. There are evil actors in the world. There are
nefarious actors, and China is one of them. China has not been a
force for good in the world over the last number of decades.

That is a major difference between Conservatives and Liberals.
Liberals have a naive view. They want to equivocate. They want to
say that it is a different system, but it is just as good. I would argue
that this is not the case and that there are threats and nefarious ac‐
tors in the world. These are threats and actors that we must take se‐
riously and challenge. We must stand up for democracy and make
the arguments for why democracy is better and why the Western
systems are better.

Those are important things to do, and I do not think it is good
enough to say, “You do it your way, and we will do it ours.” I think
we should say, “This is the way we do it because it is better, be‐
cause it is moral and because it is the right way to do things.” I see
this postmodern idea that there is no truth, or that the truth is rela‐
tive, as a failure of the current government. All of these kinds of
things have really been worked into it.

The other area of gaslighting I see happen through this debate,
particularly in questions from the Liberals, is how this is the mem‐
ber's fault and how the member should have known about this. Of
course—

● (1220)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
member for Beauport—Limoilou is rising on a point of order.

[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola: Madam Speaker, I apologize to my hon.
colleague for interrupting his riveting speech, but we have no
French interpretation. We have to select the English channel to hear
anything. The French channel is completely silent.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): We will
look into it right away.

[English]

Is it working now? Yes.

[Translation]

The hon. member for Peace River—Westlock.

[English]

Mr. Arnold Viersen: Madam Speaker, the other area where we
are seeing some significant gaslighting is where the government
says that it is the member's fault and the member should have
known about this. This is an interesting thing about victim blaming.
We see the government accuse others of doing this all the time, and
here we are seeing that once again. The government's newest line is
that it did not know; it only found out on Monday, just the other
day. However, there seems to be a lot of evidence that it knew
about this over two years ago. That does not include all the other
troubles we have with foreign interference in this country. The
Trudeau Foundation is embroiled in a whole host of scandals now
around taking Chinese money.

When the government was kind of embarrassed about its cozi‐
ness with the Beijing government and Chinese influence in Canada,
it appointed a special rapporteur. This position does not have any
legal standing in Canada; nonetheless, it has appointed this person.
One would think that if one were trying to allay Canadians' fears
around this foreign interference issue, one would find somebody
with no connections to the Beijing government and no relationship
to the people who are being accused of not doing anything about it.
However, here we are with the director of the Trudeau Foundation
being appointed as the special rapporteur.
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That organization has taken money from the Beijing government

or their emissaries. We have seen all kinds of confusion around
who took the money and how it was organized. The Prime Minis‐
ter's brother was the one who facilitated a donation. Then we see
that this organization's annual report names the Prime Minister as a
member. Now, he says he is unaffiliated and has not had contact
with it for over 10 years, but his name is still in the annual report.
He is still part of the Trudeau Foundation. That is the reality,
whether the Prime Minister wants to admit it or not. He can say that
he is currently uninvolved in the operations of the organization, but
when he leaves this place, he will be able to be a part of its director‐
ship. If he says that funds donated to that organization today could
not be disbursed in the future, what does he take Canadians for?

Today, donations are being made to the Trudeau Foundation; de‐
spite saying he is unaffiliated to it at the moment, the Prime Minis‐
ter has connections to this organization. It is obvious that even if it
were true that he is unaffiliated, which it is not, he will be reaffiliat‐
ed in the future. He will be back on the governance board doing the
same things, and he will have whatever kind of money has been do‐
nated to the Trudeau Foundation at his disposal once again.

We have also seen over and over that the Liberals' claim to suc‐
cess is about how much money they spend. The Liberals accuse the
past Conservative government of not doing anything and then go on
to state how much they have increased funding for whatever the sit‐
uation is. The Liberals accuse Conservatives of not having done
something compared with how much more money they are spend‐
ing on a particular thing.

Again, this is another place where the Liberals will say that they
have spent more money on this, which is an interesting way of
ranking things. If we can get something and not have to spend mon‐
ey on it, that would seem to be a good win. We will not have to
spend money on it if we can have national security because of our
posture in the world and because we speak softly and carry a big
stick. We will not have to spend money if we have no foreign inter‐
ference because, rhetorically and by our posture, we signal to the
world that Canada is not open to foreign interference.
● (1225)

These are things that will happen naturally and organically. We
will prevent foreign interference by our posture and by our rhetoric,
and we will not have to spend money. However, the Liberals will
come and tell us how much money they are spending on initiative
X, Y or Z as a point of proof that they are doing more. I just want
to reject that whole premise outright. The amount of money that is
spent dealing with a particular thing does not necessarily correlate
to taking action on that thing.

I just want to restate once again that Canada is not for sale.
Canada is a sovereign nation. The Canadian government should do
all that it can to prevent foreign influence in our democracy and en‐
sure that Canadian democracy is upheld wherever it is under threat.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, just to pick up on the member's last points, people who are
following the debate should be very much aware of the facts. The
fact is that, whether the Conservatives want to agree or disagree,
the Prime Minister first found out about this just last week. He took

immediate action. Within a week, we now have a diplomat being
expelled from Canada.

Back on March 12, we talked about establishing a foreign influ‐
ence transparency registry. On March 15, we put in a special rap‐
porteur, who could well come back suggesting that we have a pub‐
lic inquiry. The Prime Minister says that if that is the recommenda‐
tion, that is what we will accept. Would the member not acknowl‐
edge that the Prime Minister found out for the very first time last
week, as he has indicated?

● (1230)

Mr. Arnold Viersen: Madam Speaker, the member will have to
forgive me for not believing a lot of what comes across from that
side of the floor. There was the WE Charity scandal, the SNC-
Lavalin scandal and the question of who stayed in a $6,000-a-night
hotel room. We have seen over and over again that the government
has not been forthcoming. It has been a distract-and-deflect kind of
government. Therefore, we are not going to take the Prime Minister
at his word. We are going to continue to investigate this and call for
an independent inquiry. We are going to hold the government to ac‐
count so that we can show Canadians that there is an ethical gov‐
ernment-in-waiting ready to take a seat on that side of the House.

[Translation]

Ms. Louise Chabot (Thérèse-De Blainville, BQ): Madam
Speaker, the motion is important because it enables us to express
our indignation and shine a light on what happened to my Conser‐
vative colleague and his family.

Since day one, this government has been reacting instead of tak‐
ing action. This has been going on for weeks. It is hard for us to
believe that the Prime Minister just happened to find out last week
that a member and his family were being threatened for the past
two years. That is pretty hard to believe.

There is only one way to shine a light on the situation as a whole,
which is not pretty: an independent public inquiry. We have been
calling for this for weeks, as my colleague just said.

Instead of waiting for the special rapporteur, who is not indepen‐
dent in the least, will the Prime Minister stand up right now and
launch an independent public inquiry?

[English]

Mr. Arnold Viersen: Madam Speaker, that is probably the crux
of the situation. Canadians are looking to the government to pro‐
vide stability, to provide clarity and to ensure that this kind of thing
does not happen anymore. A public inquiry that is truly indepen‐
dent and has the ability to follow its nose and to look in the dark
corners, if set up correctly, would actually have the opportunity to
bring trust back to our Canadian institutions.
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The member is totally right in that this is bigger than just the in‐

dividual member. I mentioned this off the top. For me, it is an inter‐
esting thing that the entire cabinet did not vote on that particular
item, on the same vote that the member's family was threatened
over. Therefore, was their vote being influenced? Were their fami‐
lies being threatened, or was there some other part of their personal
life that was being used to extort a non-vote on that particular item?
This is the one that we know about. What other actions have been
happening in this place to—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Ques‐
tions and comments, the hon. member for Timmins—James Bay.

Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Madam
Speaker, we have a responsibility in the House to protect democra‐
cy, and that means we have to be the adults in the room.

When the allegations of electoral interference came up, the Prime
Minister reasonably should have said that there would be a public
investigation so that people would know that it was not so much
just about China, but that there could be all manner of foreign inter‐
ference. We know about Russian bot interference during the con‐
voy. Let us do that and reassure people.

We found out the shocking news about the member for Welling‐
ton—Halton Hills. I do not know that there is any evidence that the
Prime Minister knew two years ago, but when he was made aware,
he did not expel the diplomat, and that sent a very disturbing signal.
In the midst of this debate, and I mean no offence to my Liberal
colleagues, the fact that they put forward the member for Winnipeg
North and the member for Kingston and the Islands is turning this
into a gong show, and that is not helpful.

However, I would ask my hon. colleague about his own leader,
who is getting up and making outrageously juvenile claims that
thousands of Chinese Canadians were intimidated into not voting,
in order to benefit the Prime Minister. That kind of exploitation and
falsehood is also dangerous to democracy.

We need to take this thing in a focused manner. We need to be
able to reassure people. However, to exploit it like the Conservative
leader is doing is, to me, as concerning for democracy as the failure
of the Liberals to take responsibility for their ship and what they
should be doing right now to protect democracy.

● (1235)

Mr. Arnold Viersen: Madam Speaker, building on the com‐
ments from my hon. colleague around the gaslighting that happens
in this place, one of the other things that the Liberals bring up all
the time is the perceived partisanship of this. Again, it is interesting
that they accuse their opponents of doing what they are actually do‐
ing.

One of the things that is fairly obvious is that the Liberals bene‐
fited from the Beijing influence in the previous election, and, there‐
fore, were not interested in dealing with this. It is becoming in‐
creasingly obvious that one of the reasons the Prime Minister did
not deal with the perceived foreign influence of Beijing is that the
Liberals stood to benefit from the influence. Therefore, when they
say it is partisan interest that is driving this, that is precisely why
they did not do anything.

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it cannot be emphasized enough how important this debate
is for the proper functioning of Canadian democracy. I know that
the Liberals seem to be making light of the fact of what happens in
this place.

My question for the member for Peace River—Westlock is this:
Is he concerned about what seems to be the increasing disconnect
between the legislative and executive branches of government with
respect to how Canadian democracy is supposed to function?

Mr. Arnold Viersen: Madam Speaker, 100% that is a concern
for me. This is part of the Liberals' increased Americanization of
this place.

We get a lot of American politics that comes across the border in
our media, so many people would not necessarily know, but, in the
United States, the executive branch does not sit in the legislature
like it does here in Canada. In Canada, the executive branch is just
the Prime Minister and the cabinet, who sit right in our legislature.
We have the opportunity to interact with them. We see, increasing‐
ly, that the government is less and less interested in participating in
the chamber and ensuring that they can be held accountable to ev‐
eryday Canadians and this place.

[Translation]

Mrs. Julie Vignola (Beauport—Limoilou, BQ): Madam
Speaker, foreign interference in nothing new. Let me provide a
quick run-down. First there was the contract for embassy equip‐
ment awarded to Nuctech, a Chinese company. Next we have the
telecommunications contract for border services and protections for
the Prime Minister awarded to a company using products from
Hytera, a Chinese company. Then we have the Trudeau Foundation,
the National Microbiology Laboratory in Winnipeg and the illegal
police stations. Let us not forget the delayed release of the two
Michaels and the threats to an MP and his family.

How many so-called coincidences will it take for this govern‐
ment to understand that Chinese interference is real, and that an in‐
dependent public commission of inquiry is absolutely critical?
When will this government finally take action to send a clear mes‐
sage to the Chinese government that Quebec and Canada are not for
sale?

[English]

Mr. Arnold Viersen: Madam Speaker, the coincidences are pil‐
ing up, as the member points out, and that is probably not a coinci‐
dence. I remember that, way back before 2015, the Prime Minister,
at an event, said that he admired the basic dictatorship of China.
Little did we know how prophetic that would be.

Mr. Damien Kurek (Battle River—Crowfoot, CPC): Madam
Speaker, as always, it is an honour to stand to debate the things that
are so important to Canadians in this place.
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Since it is the first opportunity I have had to speak since last

Wednesday, I would like to take a moment to acknowledge that
May 3 was Constitution Day in Poland. This takes on a special rele‐
vance in the midst of the debate taking place today, because it is a
celebration in the midst of significant adversity that the Republic of
Poland experienced throughout its history. In 1791, it brought about
the first modern constitution on the European continent. For many
years, though, while Poland was under Soviet control, people were
not allowed to celebrate that milestone. It is certainly an honour for
me, as someone of Polish heritage, and for many of the Polish dias‐
pora across our country and so many around the world who look at
that example of peace, freedom and democracy and acknowledge
the importance of that. I wish the Polish diaspora here in Canada
and around the world who celebrated on May 3 a happy Constitu‐
tion Day.

We have before us what is a very unique debate. It has been very
troubling over the last couple of weeks and number of months,
when we have seen highlighted in this place, and specifically in
media across the country, how there have been attacks on Canadian
democracy. It cannot be emphasized enough how important it is to
ensure that the first priority of any prime minister, any member
who sits in the chamber, and, I suggest, every Canadian should be
to be aware of how important the preservation of our democracy is.

When I was first elected, in 2019, and, more than that, as I have
been engaged in politics in various capacities, from a volunteer to a
political staffer and a number of other different ways throughout
my life, I have seen that we need to emphasize how important the
preservation of our democratic infrastructure is. However, over the
last number of weeks, we have seen that it is under threat. It is one
thing to see something under threat; what is worse is that we have
seen that the current Prime Minister and what seems like a small
group within the Liberal government that is apparently calling the
shots have refused to take meaningful action to protect Canada's
democratic infrastructure. We see that hitting a boiling point.

We have before us a privilege motion, concerning the privileges
of a member of Parliament that were seen to be violated, according
to the Speaker's ruling that was made yesterday. We have what is,
in its very nature, something that takes priority. For the many Cana‐
dians watching this debate, let me unpack a bit of the history as to
why this debate is even taking place, because the word “privilege”
is something that does not necessarily enter the lexicon of most
people when they think about democracy.

When we look back at the very origins of this place, the reason
why there is green carpet in this place speaks back to the more than
800-year history of why we have the democratic institution called
the House of Commons. We have what are called privileges as
members of Parliament in this place, and they date back to when
there was a tension with the executive government, which was the
Crown in the United Kingdom about 800 years ago, that led to a
large group of English noblemen who were not in agreement with
the Crown at the time. It led to disagreements, and they came to a
resolution, which resulted largely in, although not limited to, the
Magna Carta, which created the ability for discourse to take place
without fear of repercussions from the Crown.

Many of the symbols that exist in this place today are in direct
reference to that strong democratic history that we have. I cannot

emphasize enough how important it is even to just have the honour
and privilege of being able to stand here to represent the 110,000 or
so people I represent in east central Alberta, in the constituency of
Battle River—Crowfoot. That came from eight centuries of figur‐
ing out how that works. When it comes to a privilege motion or a
privilege debate, as we have before us, what that means, for all
those watching, is that somebody's ability to do their job in this
place was hindered.

● (1240)

My colleague from Wellington—Halton Hills is someone I have
come to know over the last couple of years and have followed sig‐
nificantly throughout his career in politics as I volunteered for the
Conservative Party and monitored all things Canadian politics, in‐
cluding his run for leadership and his efforts to protect and build
Canadian democratic infrastructure. What we see here is that, be‐
cause of the actions of a hostile foreign regime, the Communist dic‐
tatorship in Beijing, the People's Republic of China, his ability to
do his job in this place was put at risk.

That is egregious, and I do not think there is any disagreement in
this place that it is egregious, and it is good we are able to have de‐
bate and discussion about it here today. The context in which that
has happened is astounding. Like I said to start, it is one thing for a
threat to take place against our democratic infrastructure, but it is
very much another thing for it to have taken place and not been re‐
sponded to.

Over the last number of months, we have had significant debate
in this place about the idea of foreign interference. It is certainly
not new. This is something that has been debated at length over dif‐
ferent points in history over the last number of years, and certainly
going back much further than that. However, we have seen that the
Liberals did not seem to take it seriously. I would suggest today
that this is the real crux of why what we are doing here today is so
important and why their actions have been so disappointing.

Again, I will come back to the idea of privilege. A member of
Parliament has the right to speak and be unhindered in their ability
to do their job in this place. That is very important. It is absolutely
essential. We cannot have a hostile foreign regime, or anybody,
keeping us from being able to represent our constituents. That is the
idea of privilege.

The lack of action on the part of the Prime Minister and the Lib‐
eral government is very concerning, and I will get into some of the
timelines and specifics as to why, when we look at the facts, that
certainly is the conclusion that I and so many have come to.

The member for Wellington—Halton Hills has spoken very elo‐
quently throughout the course of the debate over the last couple of
weeks, even when members from the Liberal Party were accusing
him of maybe being the one perpetrating falsehoods. There were a
whole host of other peripheral discussions taking place.
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Privilege
What the member for Wellington—Halton Hills has emphasized

is that he, as a member of Parliament, has the opportunity to rise on
a point of privilege to be able to make his case heard in Canada's
democratic institution, the House of Commons, the people's House
of Commons, yet many Canadians do not have that ability. How
many Canadians are facing pressure from the Communist dictator‐
ship in Beijing or other hostile foreign regimes, yet do not have the
voice or ability to make their stand in a place like this?

It is not simply about whether an MP was able to perform his du‐
ties. That is certainly part of it, but so significant is the fact that
there are so many Canadians, whether of the Chinese diaspora,
from other groups who may face pressure from different govern‐
ments around the world, or any Canadian who would face that kind
of pressure, who do not necessarily have the same voice that we do
in this place. As we stand and debate our right to be able to protect
Canadian democracy, we need to not only think about the 338 of us
in this place, but also to think so seriously about every single Cana‐
dian who could face similar struggles.

As we look at that, let us make sure we look at the regular, com‐
mon person. Let us make sure we look at every single person,
whether they escaped a hostile foreign regime to come to Canada
for a free and better life, or whether they are a multi-generational
Canadian. We need to take this seriously, because it is not only
about MPs. This is often what the Liberals forget. They talk about
what happens in Ottawa as if it were the pinnacle of all things that
matter. Everything that happens in this place needs to be focused on
the Canadian people, because they are who matter.

● (1245)

Let me unpack the timeline before us.

Approximately two years ago, it was revealed that intelligence
was sent up the chain, and we know for a fact it reached the Prime
Minister's national security adviser, that there was an effort to influ‐
ence the decisions of a member of this place by a hostile foreign
regime, being the Communist dictatorship in Beijing. It is not sim‐
ply media reports that have highlighted it. It has been corroborated
through testimony and evidence.

Let us look back two years ago at the context for which that pres‐
sure was placed on the member's family, which still lives in Hong
Kong. It is important to know what the debate was that led to that.

There were two motions, and this happened around the time of
the second of two motions. One was a committee motion and the
other an opposition day motion. Parliament was tasked with dis‐
cussing and debating the idea that the Communist dictatorship in
Beijing was perpetrating a genocide against a minority group,
specifically the Uyghurs, in China.

If we want to look at the context for that, we can look at the pub‐
lic record to see what those votes and debates were. For both of
those motions, the Conservatives, the Bloc Québécois, I believe the
NDP and in fact many Liberals were part of the group of MPs who
voted to say that what the dictatorship in Beijing was doing was
bad news, it was constituted genocide, from forced abortions to
slave labour camps to other very serious things.

I cannot help but recall one specific instance that left me deeply
troubled about the state of our Canadian democracy and specifical‐
ly about how flippantly the Liberals treated it. When faced with one
of those votes, a member of the Liberal cabinet stood while the vote
was taking place and said that he was abstaining from the vote on
behalf of the Canadian government.

As somebody who knows parliamentary procedure, and I know
the table has followed closely all things that have happened in this
place in its 800 or so years of tradition, that is not how things work
in this place. MPs vote. Therefore, it was not only unprecedented
for a member of the Liberal cabinet to stand and make that declara‐
tion, but it certainly left a bad taste in my mouth. For many ob‐
servers who follow Canadian democracy closely, it was incredibly
concerning that an effort was made by the government, the cabinet,
ministers of the Crown led by the Prime Minister, to make a decla‐
ration like that. In fact, it was the chair occupant at the time who
basically highlighted that it was not okay, that this was not how
things worked around here. We saw two motions over a period of a
number of months when the Liberal government, the cabinet, the
ministers of the Crown, refused to take a stand on the issue.

Two years later, because Conservatives took a stand, pressure
was applied to a member. This is not just any member, although
constitutionally all MPs are equal in this place, which is one of the
cornerstones of what our Westminster system of democratic gov‐
ernment means. This member is the shadow minister for foreign af‐
fairs, the person responsible for providing that critical oppositional
perspective to the minister of the Crown. It is incredibly poignant
that it was not the family of some random member of the House,
but specifically the opposition critic, the shadow minister for for‐
eign affairs, whose family had this pressure exerted upon it.

● (1250)

That is the context for what happened two years ago.

We now fast-forward to about two weeks ago. On a Monday
morning, I happened to be on Twitter while I was on my way to a
meeting when all of a sudden I started to see these articles referenc‐
ing that the family of the member for Wellington—Halton Hills had
been pressured. This was a developing story. It was one of those
days, as the Speaker and others in this place would know well when
something like that develops, things changed rapidly.

We started asking questions. We learned over the course of the
last two weeks a very concerning trend of events. The Prime Minis‐
ter's national security adviser was advised of this two years ago. I
have before me the 2022 CSIS public report in which it talks about
a lot of the efforts it undertakes. It talks about accountability, about
people being first, outreach, briefings to elected officials and what‐
not. This is all well and good, and important, but the fact is that the
Prime Minister's national security adviser was advised two years
ago, yet the Prime Minister was not informed.
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Privilege
I am going to talk about the disconnect between the legislative

branch and the executive branch of government in a moment. I
want to highlight some testimony that we heard at committee.

The Prime Minister's chief of staff, who acts as the gatekeeper,
so to speak, talked at length about all the information and the pro‐
cess in which the Prime Minister received security information.
When Ms. Telford testified before committee, she may not have re‐
alized the implication of the testimony when she referenced, and I
am paraphrasing, that the Prime Minister read everything that was
put before him. Quite frankly, I have my doubts as to whether that
is the case, but that is my personal opinion.

We have a great disconnect between what has been said and what
seems to have happened. We have a great disconnect between the
security apparatus in our country and the information that it is obvi‐
ously trying to get to the decision-makers and the ability for the
Crown, the government, being able to make decisions. That is
deeply concerning.

I have talked a lot about how it is so essential to safeguard our
democratic infrastructure, to stand up for the abilities of Canadians
to be involved and engaged in their democracy. One of the issues I
would suggest should be highlighted as of primary importance is
one of a technical matter, and it is somewhat unique to the West‐
minster system of Parliament and how it operates in Canada, and
that is the growing disconnect between the legislative and the exec‐
utive branch of government.

It is inconvenient to the Liberal agenda to have a minority Parlia‐
ment. We know that. The Prime Minister has referenced that on
many occasions. Democracy is the reason why this place exists, the
reason why a government operates on the idea of confidence from
the people's House, notwithstanding the coalition agreement and
some of those intricacies of the current circumstances, whether it is
committees or actions of this place. In fact, it seems to be no acci‐
dent that the government sued the Speaker when it did not want to
follow through on actions of the House, and that puts Canadian
democracy at risk.

I would be remiss if I did not mention this. Everyone in this
place has a mom, and as we come to the conclusion of this debate, I
hope I will be given the latitude to simply say this. As Mother's
Day is soon upon us, I wish Danielle, my beautiful wife, my mom,
my two grandmas and my great-grandma, who is 100 years old, a
happy Mother's Day. On behalf of myself and all my constituents,
happy Mother's Day to every mom in Canada.

● (1255)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I applaud the member for his comments in recognizing the
important role that mothers play in our society. I would echo those
words.

However, I am in disagreement with the member on virtually ev‐
erything else he has said. I would classify it as spreading informa‐
tion that is factually not true. For example, we do know for a fact,
and it is a fact, that the Prime Minister found out about this issue
just last week. We know for a fact that the Prime Minister has taken

a number of actions, and within a week, we have seen a diplomat
asked to leave the country over the issue.

Whether it was at the very beginning or where we are today, this
government has taken the issue of foreign interference very serious‐
ly. Could the member explain to me why the former Conservative
government chose to do nothing on the issue?

● (1300)

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, I find it that interesting,
and I talked a lot about process and history and why this debate was
important, that the member seems to disagree with virtually every‐
thing I said, other than my wish of a happy Mother's Day to all
moms in Canada. This highlights the concern that exists with the
growing disconnect between the executive government branch and
the legislative branch.

The Liberals say that they did a lot, yet the Prime Minister's chief
of staff said that he saw everything. Now, all of a sudden, he did not
know about it.

This is not just me as a Conservative saying this. I am hearing
this from many constituents and many Canadians across the coun‐
try. It is either ignorance or incompetence. Either way, it is incredi‐
bly concerning and we have to do better as a country.

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ):
Madam Speaker, obviously I am appalled by this whole situation. I
am concerned about our parliamentary privilege. There is also the
issue of security for us and for my family members.

I would like my colleague to comment on the message that the
Prime Minister's inaction is sending. How should we, as members
of Parliament, interpret his inaction in relation to the fundamental
public service that we perform and that serves democracy? What
message does this send to any potential candidates who might de‐
cide to sacrifice part of their lives to go into politics, when that can
have a dramatic impact on their safety and that of their families?

[English]

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, the hon. member is abso‐
lutely right. It is not serving our democracy well.

More than that is the fact that it is not only members of Parlia‐
ment who have been pressured in an effort to silence their voices
when they stand up for human rights, let alone many other things
that we stand up for on a regular basis.

As the member for Wellington—Halton Hills has referenced re‐
peatedly, it is not only the privileges of members of Parliament that
we need to be concerned about, but rather the implication this has
for all Canadians, whether that is because they swore their oath to
the Crown today or because they are multi-generational Canadians.

Democracy is put at risk when we allow hostile foreign states to
take advantage of Canadians. The fact that the Liberals did nothing
is so incredibly concerning and puts our democracy at risk.
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Privilege
Mrs. Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Madam Speaker,

the member has talked a lot about the foreign interference that has
taken place in our country beyond just my colleague who we are
speaking of directly. He also raised the point that in committee the
Prime Minister's chief of staff stated that nothing was ever withheld
from him and that he read everything.

Given that intelligence reports have been produced with regard
to my hon. colleague and the harassing nature of Beijing toward
him and his family, given that those reports have been released and
given that the Prime Minister has access to everything and nothing
is ever withheld, that he reads everything and never ignores a thing,
I wonder what my hon. colleague might say to the Liberals' procla‐
mation that the Prime Minister somehow did not see these docu‐
ments.

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, there was and old radio
show, although I did not listen to it on the radio, as I am too young
for that, in which detectives would say, “Just the facts.”

What my friend from Lethbridge has referenced is where the
facts dispute the official narrative that the Prime Minister and mem‐
bers of the Liberal Party have forwarded. The fact is that they obvi‐
ously knew about it or they lied at committee in regard to another
matter. That is a question; it is not an accusation. If my reading of
the Standing Orders is accurate, it is my understanding that the
question can be raised.

Either way, we need to get to the bottom of this, because the
facts are disputing the Liberals' narrative. Something does not add
up and Canadians deserve answers.
● (1305)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I just
want to remind the member that he might want to stay away from
the word “lie”. We cannot say indirectly what we cannot say direct‐
ly.

The hon. parliamentary secretary to the Government House lead‐
er.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, maybe the member
can explain why it is that the Conservatives intentionally choose to
ignore the fact that the Prime Minister did find out last week and, as
I indicated, a number of actions were taken virtually immediately,
one of which led to a diplomat being expelled from Canada within
a week. I would suggest that is action.

Why do the Conservatives continue to want to make this a politi‐
cal issue by spreading misinformation?

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, in relation to your previ‐
ous ruling, accusing somebody of spreading misinformation, I
would suggest, is doing indirectly what they are afraid to do direct‐
ly.

We are faced here with a pretty substantial dispute on what the
Prime Minister has said, versus what everything else says. When it
comes to the Prime Minister's record, his is a litany of broken elec‐
tion promises, of things he said or did not say, and of accusing peo‐
ple of experiencing things differently. Quite often we look at the in‐
tegrity of somebody who is making a claim as to whether it can be
backed up. Of the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, members

of all political parties have emphasized how trustworthy he is.
When it comes down to the claims that Prime Minister has made, I
cannot find anybody who is willing to believe a word he says, other
than those Liberals.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Before I
go to the other question, I just want to say that members are using
the words “spreading misinformation”. Both sides have used it over
and over again, and I would just say that, again, it is similar to say‐
ing that someone is lying.

The hon. member for Barrie—Innisfil.

Mr. John Brassard (Barrie—Innisfil, CPC): Madam Speaker,
we have been listening to this debate intently. There has been a lot
of information that has come out over the last couple of weeks as a
result of CSIS and The Globe and Mail. I am going to suggest that
there is a disconnect between government, our security establish‐
ment and certainly the information that is being leaked to the me‐
dia. There is only one option, and it is the only option that Parlia‐
ment should be seized with, but also Canadians are showing a will‐
ingness and a desire for an open public inquiry into foreign interfer‐
ence, and I am wondering if my hon. colleague shares those senti‐
ments.

Mr. Damien Kurek: Madam Speaker, my friend from Barrie—
Innisfil is right. A public, fair, free and open inquiry is absolutely
essential. That is one small step that needs to be taken to help Cana‐
dians to restore their trust in our democratic institutions. Canadians
cannot trust what happens here and Canadians, regardless of their
political stripe, cannot trust what their Prime Minister says. We see
increasingly this is the case, and that is not my opinion, that is in‐
creasingly what Canadians say when they are polled.

It is so deeply concerning about the future of our democracy, so
we need that full, transparent and open public inquiry on this issue,
and we need to ensure we get to the bottom of it, so that we can do
the tough work to restore trust in our institutions, but we have to do
so.

I would simply note that the member for Wellington—Halton
Hills has referenced how this case is only the tip of the iceberg of
foreign election interference is in Canada. That behooves each and
every one of us to take seriously the fact that we have to get an‐
swers. We have to get to the bottom of this, so that we can preserve
our democracy.

Mr. Glen Motz (Medicine Hat—Cardston—Warner, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his great intervention.

Things have gone badly over the last eight years, and they are
going badly. Inflation is rampant. The economy is struggling. Cana‐
dians are not able to keep up and are not able to make ends meet.

Members may ask themselves how are these connected to the in‐
timidation campaign orchestrated by Wei Zhao against the member
for Wellington—Halton Hills and other members. They are more
connected than we may think.
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Privilege
Governments work on many levels. We act locally with our

neighbours, voters, Canadians who farm, Canadians who work in
the energy sector and Canadians who care for our communities. As
members of Parliament, we also have a role to play internationally.

The things that we say publicly have consequences that are sub‐
stantially larger than they may appear to be at first glance. The
Prime Minister and his ministers know this. What is worse is that
they knew this when they were in the third party position in this
House and they were willing to do anything to return to power.

In 2013, 10 years ago, the Prime Minister said, “There's a level
of admiration I actually have for China,” because of its basic dicta‐
torship. It seemed foolish, did it not? It seemed outlandish and
bizarre.

Inexplicably, Canadians who were too busy living their own
lives, and not tuned in to the inner workings of politics, could not
be faulted for missing that there was possibly something more be‐
hind it. Perhaps it was not spoken off the top of his head in an ab‐
sent-minded moment. Perhaps it was an invitation.

Other governments listen. They listen to what we say in this
House and in committee. They listen even closer to what we say in
the media. They listen especially carefully when we say their name,
is that not right, China?

Why should we care? We know they are listening. Here is why
we should care: China will do what it always does. It acts in its own
best interest. It will always look after its own best interest no matter
the risk and no matter the cost, it will unabashedly do that until it
gets caught, and even after it gets caught.

Why should we care? We have something to lose. We have a del‐
icately crafted democracy. It is not perfect—

● (1310)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): We have
a point of order.

The hon. government House leader.

* * *

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I request that the ordinary
hour of daily adjournment at the next sitting be 12 midnight pur‐
suant to the order made Tuesday, November 15, 2022.

[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Pursuant
to order made Tuesday, November 15, 2022, the minister's request
to extend the said sitting is deemed adopted.

[English]

Resuming debate, the hon. member for Medicine Hat—Card‐
ston—Warner.

PRIVILEGE

REFERENCE TO STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND HOUSE
AFFAIRS

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

Mr. Glen Motz (Medicine Hat—Cardston—Warner, CPC):
Madam Speaker, the question was this: Why should we care? We
should care because we have something to lose. We have a delicate‐
ly crafted democracy. It is not perfect, but we are proud of it and it
is a democracy that we built together and one that we are proud of
as Canadians. However, it is fragile. Threats to our democracy are
real and they need to be treated as such.

We have heard stories over the last number of weeks about the
intimidation tactics that Canadians from China and Canadians with
family in China faced in the last election. We have had a member of
the Liberal caucus leave the party among allegations that he was
part of foreign interference by the Chinese Communist government.
He stands accused of having a hand in delaying the return of Cana‐
dians held in China because it was politically valuable to the Liber‐
al Party. Now, we have the Conservative MP for Wellington—Hal‐
ton Hills reveal that he and his family were targets for the Chinese
state interference in 2021.

Why, though, did the Government of China want to ensure that
the Liberals won the last election and, in fact, the last two elec‐
tions? Here is why. The Conservative stance on the Chinese Com‐
munist government was too principles-based and the resolve of our
party was too strong to be advantageous to foreign interference.
The Conservative position was in line with 53% of what Canadians
believe, which is that the government's response to China in recent
years has not been strong enough and that more needs to be done.
In fact, a recent poll from the Angus Reid Institute shows that 69%
of Canadians believe that the government is scared of standing up
to China, including 91% of past Conservative voters, 62% of past
NDP voters and 46% of those who have mistakenly voted for the
Liberal Party at some point in their life.

Let us not overlook the recent activity with spy balloons that are
in Canadian airspace and how our Prime Minister has little to say
about the ongoing situation. We know that foreign interference can
undermine the integrity of democratic processes, such as elections,
by attempting to sway voters or influence political outcomes. We
live in a country where corporations cannot legally provide any
funding to political candidates. Individuals are limited to contribut‐
ing $1,700 annually. The reason for this is to prevent our politicians
from being bought off by the big money of special interest groups
and wealthy individuals. Canadians themselves can only con‐
tribute $5,000 to their own campaigns and yet Liberals think that it
is okay for the Trudeau Foundation to receive $200,000 from two
businessmen identified as being linked to the Communist govern‐
ment in China. That is utter, absolute nonsense. For those listening
at home, the House ethics committee is probing a $200,000 dona‐
tion given to the charity by two men with links to the Chinese
Communist government. The committee is deciding whether the
donation was an attempt by Beijing to curry favour with the Prime
Minister.
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Privilege
If we can just for one minute cut through the political rhetoric

and admit to ourselves, like all Canadians already have, that we
know this money was intended to buy favour with the Prime Minis‐
ter, ignoring the reality would be willful blindness on all of our
parts. We are sent here to represent our constituents, Canadians, but
also to defend our Canadian democracy. If the members opposite
need to wonder why they are here or why they cannot stand in their
places and say that, when a foreign government that the Prime Min‐
ister admires so openly donates a six-figure sum to a foundation in
the name of his father and run by his brother, it is at best inappro‐
priate and at worst foreign interference.
● (1315)

This is not just any country getting uncomfortably close with our
Prime Minister. It is among the worst in the world for a govern‐
ment's treatment of ethnic minorities, shown by its treatment of
Uyghurs, Tibetans and Falun Gong practitioners. If at any point we
want to see how far the Prime Minister's admiration of the Beijing
leadership goes, we can just ask him to stand up for Uyghurs, Ti‐
betans and Falun Gong practitioners in a meaningful way when
meeting with Chinese leadership. He will not. He is afraid. He is
afraid that he will offend the country he so admires.

The ruling of the Speaker of the House is an important first step,
but now the committee needs to be allowed to do its job, which is a
tall order with this government. It seems that whenever a commit‐
tee is trying to do its duty for Canadians and thoroughly investigate
or review bills, the Liberals and their NDP coalition partners find a
way to strangle the committee and steamroll democracy.

Here is an example of that: I sit on the public safety committee,
and we are currently reviewing Bill C-21, the firearms legislation.
It has been in front of us for quite some time. When Canadians hear
that we have been at this for months, it may seem slow, but in fact,
we are simply doing a job of government. The government put the
bill forward as a handgun bill and then, in a move that can only be
seen as averting democratic process, stuffed the bill full of other
unrelated amendments, completely changing the scope.

What happened when we brought this it up? It was steamrolled
by the Chair in a unilateral decision that it was in order when, in
fact, we know it was not. That was upheld again by the Liberal al‐
liance when we challenged the Chair. The Liberals and the NDP are
preparing to quash debate on that bill and limit the opposition on
each of their amendments to five minutes per amendment and then
force votes.

Over in the PMO, there is—
● (1320)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The hon.
parliamentary secretary to the government House leader is rising on
a point of order.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, the member is prov‐
ing, by the statements he is making, that more and more of his de‐
bate is not about the motion. The member is talking about other
legislation. He is not talking about the motion at hand. He is either
attacking the Prime Minister or talking about issues that are not rel‐
evant.

Some hon. members: Debate.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I am
able to make my rulings.

The hon. parliamentary secretary knows full well that there is
some latitude during discussions in the House and that other mat‐
ters get brought into the debates. I would say that this is what is
happening, and the hon. parliamentary secretary has raised more a
point of debate than a point of order.

The hon. member for Medicine Hat—Cardston—Warner has the
floor.

Mr. Glen Motz: Madam Speaker, I appreciate your ruling on
this.

As I said before, the Liberals and the NDP are preparing to quash
debate on Bill C-21, limit opposition to only five minutes per
amendment and then force votes. As I said, over in the PMO, there
is a Prime Minister proud of the basic dictatorship that he has creat‐
ed for himself.

When the Speaker of the House made his ruling, and in that rul‐
ing supported a prima facie case of contempt concerning the intimi‐
dation campaign orchestrated by Wei Zhao against the member for
Wellington—Halton Hills, it gave me hope and it ought to give
Canadians hope.

The Speaker of the House and I are no different. We are two
MPs, elected by our constituents to represent them here in Ottawa.
We are both doing our best with the skills and experiences we have.
We know that we have to go back to our constituents, face them
and account for the decisions that we make in this place.

I speak here today with some hesitancy, as we are not immune to
the intimidation that was faced by the MP for Wellington—Halton
Hills and other members of the House. I know that speaking on this
important topic opens the possibility of being put in the sight of the
Communist government in Beijing, much in the same way that I
can imagine the Speaker of the House had and was possibly think‐
ing about when he drafted this decision.

For me and those in law enforcement, we have faced these deci‐
sions before. Back in the years I was in policing, I faced threats and
intimidation, but I always knew that my brothers in blue had my
back. There was a sense of being protected from those who wished
me harm because we were a team, a family.
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In this place we are a family too, but recently the trust that is

needed to rely on each other as a family has been eroding. The
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs and its cross-
party membership is now in a unique position to rebuild that trust.
It will need to look past party differences, just as the Speaker of
House did and has been able to do. It will need to take the required
time, debate openly and review the situation. It will have a chance
to send back a decision that shows support to the MP for Welling‐
ton-Halton Hills and other members of the House who have faced
the intimidation campaign orchestrated by Wei Zhao on behalf of
the Communist Government of China, as well as the others who
could possibly could face that, moving forward.

This committee can show Canadians and the Beijing Communist
government that, although we disagree on a lot, and I mean a lot,
when it comes to protecting Canadian democracy, we are all unwa‐
vering. That would send a clear message to Beijing to stay out of
our politics, and a strong message to all members of the House that
we have each others' backs. Will we admit that we are susceptible
to foreign interference, or will the Prime Minister instruct his coali‐
tion to continue to cover this up, to steamroll the committee, as they
seem eager to do when it comes to domestic policy such as the ex‐
ample I gave with Bill C-21? Will the committee show the world
that we are fractionalized with a system of government that can be
influenced from the outside? Will the Prime Minister utilize his
control through the basic dictatorship he has been building in Chi‐
na's likeness?

I hope that the members of the Standing Committee on Proce‐
dure and House Affairs have the same sense of honour and good
conscious that the Speaker of this House showed in the prima facie
decision he made.

● (1325)

Mr. Taleeb Noormohamed (Vancouver Granville, Lib.):
Madam Speaker, I listened with great interest to my colleague, with
whom I serve on the public safety committee. He reflected on his
career in law enforcement and his profound shock and disappoint‐
ment at the foreign interference and the intimidation of the member
for Wellington—Halton Hills. We all share that concern.

I also note that the member opposite spent a considerable amount
of time talking about how much he supported the convoy that occu‐
pied Ottawa and how much time he spent with the organizers of
that convoy. I would like to know if he is as concerned about the
Russian foreign interference that took place during the support of
the convoy—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): There is
a point of order from the hon. member for Prince George—Peace
River—Northern Rockies.

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Madam Speaker, it is certainly over the top
for the member to impugn the integrity of another member on this
side with that question. He should take back that comment. I think
that would be appropriate in this case.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): This is
another point of debate.

The hon. member for Vancouver Granville has the floor.

Mr. Taleeb Noormohamed: Madam Speaker, I would like to
ask the hon. member opposite, having supported the convoy, and
having met with the organizers of the convoy, if he is equally con‐
cerned about Russia's interference in amplifying the message of the
convoy. If so, what does he propose to do about Russia's interfer‐
ence in that situation?

Mr. Glen Motz: Madam Speaker, I find the question odd. Dis‐
traction seems to be the common theme here.

Those involved in the “freedom convoy” were disgusted with the
current government and their ability to continue to earn a living
based on its vaccine mandates. The statement that the member
made about the Russian influence in the “freedom convoy” has no
basis in truth, and the evidence is suspect at best, so I do not know
where he is getting this information from.

I will say that the foreign interference before the House, which
we are seized with now with regard to the member of Parliament
for Wellington—Halton Hills, is significant and needs to be given
the full attention of this House. What I am disgusted with is the de‐
lay by the government. It knew for two years and did nothing about
it.

[Translation]
Mr. Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ):

Madam Speaker, I am glad to find out that the member has a seat
on the Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security,
because I have some questions. What would make a Prime Minister
ignore recommendations and special security intelligence concern‐
ing Canada? It all seems very alarming. I mean, is it not essential to
listen to what CSIS has to say? How are we supposed to perform
our duties as members if the recommendations made by the agen‐
cies created to protect us and keep us safe are ignored?

As a member of this committee, is my colleague not tempted to
ask questions and make sure that the integrity of the role of member
of Parliament is protected?
● (1330)

[English]
Mr. Glen Motz: Madam Speaker, “willful blindness” is the term

I would use to describe this. I trust implicitly the skill and ability of
our national security apparatus, CSIS and others, to ensure that it
gathers the information in an appropriate way. There is no doubt in
my mind that CSIS provided the information to the national securi‐
ty adviser, who has admitted that it did, and others, in a timely way
with exactly what was going on as it was happening.

For the Prime Minister and his office to suggest to Canadians
that he did not know about it until Monday of last week, and I
struggle with the right word to use so it is not unparliamentary, but
I find it difficult to believe. The Prime Minister has a serious credi‐
bility problem, and this just amplifies what we have seen over the
last seven and a half years with the Prime Minister.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, I am
glad the convoy issue was raised because Americans came to my
riding to be part of the illegal blockade along Huron Church Road
at the Ambassador Bridge. There is certainly a record of those indi‐
viduals.
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I am wondering whether the hon. member thinks those people

should now be barred from coming into Canada. Similarly, and to
our embarrassment, the Proud Boys went to Washington as part of
the civil issue that is now quite public. Does the member think they
should be banned from going into the United States, especially be‐
cause our democracies are affected by the actions of those individu‐
als?

Mr. Glen Motz: Madam Speaker, again the question is some‐
what unrelated to our debate, but I will answer that any extremist
group, left-wing or right-wing, that undermines our democracy
needs to be dealt with and should have the full support of the House
to deal with that in an appropriate way.

Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern
Rockies, CPC): Madam Speaker, there it is. We see members of
the Liberal Party and the NDP focused on the freedom movement,
which really stood up for freedom and what the current government
was doing. My question for the member is related to this, because it
shows the Liberals' level of disregard. Instead of looking at Chinese
Communist foreign interference and dealing with that issue, they
were attacking their own citizens at that time.

I was just at PROC, where we had two witnesses who testified
three times. Every time they attempted to testify and speak, there
was a broadcast interruption. I talked to one of the witnesses, who
said that when she said she was going to testify, her computer went
down.

If the current government would have taken foreign interference
seriously, as the party across the way does, we would not be in this
situation. Is the member confident that the current Prime Minister
and the Liberal government have the backs of Canadians with re‐
spect to foreign interference?

Mr. Glen Motz: Madam Speaker, I will say this: It is a sad day
when the fine ladies and gentlemen of our national security appara‐
tus find it necessary to go contrary to their oath of secrecy to get
matters before the public's attention. They do so because the current
Prime Minister and the government refuse to deal with the matters
that come before them that impact them, make them look bad or
mean that they are seen as having the advantage they have. There‐
fore, no, I do not have confidence in the government to properly
deal with some of the issues, because of its own thirst for power
and its inability to do anything that is beyond its own self-interest.
● (1335)

Mr. Ken McDonald (Avalon, Lib.): Madam Speaker, a lot of
the speeches we have heard in the House on this topic centre on the
idea of a public inquiry, and the member mentioned that. If a public
inquiry were held and it upheld what has been said by the members
on this side with respect to who knew what, heard what or partici‐
pated in what and when, would the members opposite accept that
ruling or would they say that there was something wrong with the
public inquiry?

Mr. Glen Motz: Madam Speaker, that is a unique question, and I
thank the member for it.

The issue is this: The evidence that has been presented is non-
partisan, and it is pretty clear. Yes, I support a public inquiry.
Therefore, my question back would be this: Would the current gov‐

ernment actually act on the findings of a public inquiry to improve
our country's ability to reduce, limit and stop foreign interference?

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I would like to draw this to the attention of my colleague:
Was it not our government's decision to not allow the U.S. to open
NEXUS stations in Canada because they would basically be Ameri‐
can soil, yet we have allowed police stations from China to open
up?

Mr. Glen Motz: Madam Speaker, on this side, as Conservatives,
we have said that Canada is broken. The example my colleague
mentioned is another example of Canada being broken under the
lack of leadership of the current Prime Minister and the Liberal
government. The fact that we can have foreign states operating with
impunity on Canadian soil speaks to the depth and seriousness of
where we find ourselves. Yes, it is disconcerting.

Mr. Kevin Vuong (Spadina—Fort York, Ind.): Madam Speak‐
er, I am pleased to be able to speak on the motion standing in the
name of the hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills.

Like most Canadians, I was appalled to hear of the treatment of
my hon. colleague, and I immediately presumed that the govern‐
ment would be taking firm action by expelling the Chinese diplo‐
mat responsible. That is what any government should do, especially
when facts are clear. It should act immediately.

However, the Liberal government did not. It immediately went
into its patented circle-the-wagons approach to try to obfuscate, de‐
flect and then pay lip service. Promises were made to stand up to
ensure the safety of all members of the House; however, such non‐
committal platitudes for the cameras were not backed up by con‐
crete action. The NATO-esque mantra that an attack on one of us is
an attack on all of us wears just a little thin. Moreover, one certain‐
ly hopes that no member is counting on such whimsical offerings of
invisible protection.

Members deserve to know when a threat is made against them by
anyone, whether foreign or domestic. They deserve to know who
made the threat, when it was made and how the government will re‐
spond, hopefully in a timely fashion. This process clearly did not
happen in the case of the hon. member for Wellington—Halton
Hills.

When a member is the target of a threat, they should be advised.
This should be carried out efficiently and in the most expeditious
manner. The government, CSIS, the RCMP or any other of our se‐
curity services should be involved. Yet, in this case, while the gov‐
ernment indicated that it would stand up for the safety and security
of a member, it then pawned it off on others to let the target know.
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Information on a threat to the hon. member for Wellington—Hal‐

ton Hills was known within CSIS and, at some point, within the
PMO. The Prime Minister and his group of security ministers sure‐
ly must have known. Why, then, did it take months for the member
to be informed of this threat? Was it due to the government's ongo‐
ing reluctance to do anything that it thinks would upset the Chinese
government? If the safety and security of members is said to be a
primary focus of the Prime Minister and his government, one must
question how much of a priority is really attached. Would this
threat ever have come to light? Did the government adopt a wait-
and-see approach? Perhaps it hoped that nothing would happen and
that the matter would just go away.

What message does this lackadaisical approach send to Beijing?
What picture does it paint of the government's first and foremost
role to protect Canadians? It seems that foreign operatives can
threaten our citizens at will, and maybe, in a couple of months, our
government just might get around to doing nothing.

Perhaps some Liberal Party focus group finally indicated to the
government that it should declare Wei Zhao to be persona non gra‐
ta. However, the government was oblivious to supporting the oppo‐
sition motion before the House calling for the exact same thing and
a few other sensible measures to combat Chinese interference in
our democracy.

After the vote passed, with the support of all members of the
House except the Liberals and one independent member, the gov‐
ernment stood up and announced that Mr. Zhao would be sent pack‐
ing. It is not a contest. All governments have an obligation to put
people before foreign operatives and party polling. Why are we still
debating the creation of a foreign agent registry, similar to what the
United States and Australia have? Why is the government so op‐
posed to creating a public inquiry on foreign interference? With so
much smoke, Canadians know that a good fire is smouldering.

Why is the government so reluctant to shut down Chinese police
stations? The U.S. did not put up with this meddling in their inter‐
nal affairs. The Chinese government would not put up with it for
one moment if a few RCMP stations popped up in Shanghai. I do
not know what is causing such a timid government response to con‐
fronting the issue of foreign interference. Is the government content
to display to Beijing that our country is a doormat and will not
stand up for MPs and Canadians across our country? Canadians de‐
serve better. Hopefully they will get it, if Beijing allows.
● (1340)

I made reference to Australia. I want to do a Canada-Australia
comparative analysis on fighting foreign interference. Both of our
countries are resource-based economies. We are of similar size,
population and land mass. Frankly, just like them, we have a lot of
people spread out and dispersed outside of urban centres, and we
share a lot of their multicultural characteristics. However, unlike
Canada, Australia has created a foreign agent registry. The country
has taken action, even at significant economic cost.

In 2022, over a quarter of Australia's exports, 25.9%, to be exact,
went to China. For Canada, it is only 3.7% of Canadian exports. I
want to reiterate something that an expert on Chinese Communist
Party influence stated. Vice-Admiral Paul Maddison, formerly a
commander for the Royal Canadian Navy, now retired, as well as

Canada's high commissioner to Australia, stated this: “Exposure to
economic coercion [of Canada] is much less than in [Australia], yet
Australia has stood up to the CCP, absorbed the costs, diversified
trade, and made it clear that no foreign power will be permitted to
undermine its democracy and values.”

Is it the government's intention to send a clear signal to Beijing
that Canada is a doormat? How difficult is it to create a registry?
Did the PSAC strike set it back a few weeks? How has the govern‐
ment stood up and confronted Chinese interference in Canada head-
on? I shudder when I think about what our allies must be thinking.

The government recently expressed its desire to enter AUKUS,
after the Prime Minister had initially dismissed the security partner‐
ship as just looking at nuclear subs. How could our allies trust us?
What message does it send, when the Prime Minister seems more
intent on communicating to NATO that we will not even bother
with hitting 2%, although this is an international commitment that
our nation has made?

I also want to address the issue of racism, because it is often
raised as a rebuttal to criticize action, whether it be on a foreign
registry or otherwise. Right out of the Chinese Communist Party
playbook, the issue of racism is used to deflect when there is any
sort of real legitimate criticism, whether it be against the ongoing
Uyghur genocide or attacking and dismantling the democratic insti‐
tutions of Hong Kong. China continues its aggression toward Tai‐
wan, threatening any country and trying to intimidate anyone who
dares to support the rightful membership of Taiwan in the WHO.
This deprived the world of the expertise, lessons learned and best
practices that Taiwan could have contributed to help fight the pan‐
demic. There is also ongoing Chinese aggression in the South Chi‐
na Sea, despite UNCLOS, the UN Convention on the Law of the
Sea.

We must take action to address foreign interference, and we must
take what the hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills has raised
very seriously. If we do not, there is a real cloud of racism that is in
play here. It hovers over any Canadian of Chinese heritage or any‐
one who might look like they are of Chinese heritage. We need the
government to return to its sunny ways and shine a light into the
shadows where foreign operatives hide.

Because there are incredible Canadians of Chinese heritage, and
because May is Asian Heritage Month, I want to take this occasion
to speak about one of them. I want to highlight Lieutenant-Com‐
mander William King Lowd Lore. This hero had his application to
join the Royal Canadian Navy rejected three times, in 1940, 1941
and 1942, until the chief of naval staff intervened.



14204 COMMONS DEBATES May 9, 2023

Privilege
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Lieutenant-Commander Lore went on to become not only the
first Chinese Canadian officer in the Royal Canadian Navy, but the
first naval officer of Chinese heritage to serve in any of the Com‐
monwealth royal navies. There are Canadians of proud Chinese
heritage who loyally served this country and continue to do so to‐
day. Lieutenant-Commander Lore forged a path for others to be
able to follow in his footsteps, including myself, to be able to
proudly serve in His Majesty's Royal Canadian Navy.

Speaking of brave leaders, I want to take the occasion to reiterate
my support and admiration for the hon. member for Wellington—
Halton Hills. He is of Chinese heritage like me, but he has served in
this House for much longer and has been a role model and a leader
who has made it easier for someone like myself to be able to serve,
because one cannot be what one cannot see. It is hard for kids
growing up without seeing someone who looks like them in a par‐
ticular role or job to be able to imagine themselves in that position.
Whether it is Lieutenant-Commander Lore, whose descendants I
had the honour of meeting, or the hon. member for Wellington—
Halton Hills, they are trailblazers and leaders who made it easier
for everyone who came after them.

I want to conclude. Yesterday we finally learned, after the gov‐
ernment actually decided to finally do something, that the threshold
to expel a diplomat is targeting an MP's family. This is a good first
step, but I would argue that setting up illegal police stations in our
country and intimidating our people on our soil also warrant action,
not the least of which should include shutting down these police
stations. Let us show these oppressive regimes that Canada is not a
doormat.

I hope the federal government listens to the majority of parlia‐
mentarians, who voted yesterday for the Conservative motion on
foreign interference.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I would like to reinforce the fact that it has been very clear
that the Prime Minister first found out about this just last week. I
know it upsets a number of people in this chamber, but the fact is
that the Prime Minister found out about it just last week. Since
then, he has taken a number of direct actions to deal with the issue.
Other issues, such as the registry and the public inquiry, could be
dealt with by David Johnston, who was a Conservative Stephen
Harper appointment. We will wait for that report to come. There is
no denying that this government has been proactive on the file.

Does the member not believe, when he talks about the credibility
and integrity of individuals, that all members in this chamber are
honourable, and if the Prime Minister says he learned about it last
week, that is a fact?
● (1350)

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, I remain skeptical that the
Prime Minister only just found out, because I have trouble reconcil‐
ing the fact that his chief of staff said that everything that is put in
front of her gets put in front of him.

Let us presume he really did just find out, and accept what my
colleague just said. How is that a good excuse? An MP's family

was targeted, and only recently, after two years, did he just find out.
That is not a good excuse, so either he was willfully ignorant or he
intentionally decided not to hear it, or he was incompetent. Those
are not good rationales to try to explain this away, and I would en‐
courage my colleague to please drop that talking point.

Mr. Robert Kitchen (Souris—Moose Mountain, CPC):
Madam Speaker, recognizing the member's history and his role in
the military, and understanding the processes that happen, if we
were to assume that the Prime Minister actually just knew about
these things a week ago, what does it say about the system that has
been set up for the Prime Minister to even know that information?

As the hon. member knows, as one follows through the ranking
process and information is being shared, there is a process in place.
I would like to hear his comments on this. If this is the case, what
sort of denigrated structure is set?

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for
raising a really good point. If, indeed, the Prime Minister only just
found out, clearly the system is not working. Clearly, the informa‐
tion that is being assessed is not being passed on to the people who
need to know. I think any time a member of the House and their
family are being targeted in any way, they must be informed.

I truly hope that, when this government comes out and says, “We
are going to change that”, it actually will, because for the duration
of this government, for more than just two years, the Liberals have
come out and made some great promises, which sound really great
and make exceptionally awesome headlines, but there is no follow-
through and no implementation, and the execution continues to be
lacking.

Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, as
we are dealing with China in general, I wonder what the member's
thoughts are with regard to the overall policy.

I remember this first being raised when I got here with China
Minmetals. The government of the day, under Paul Martin, was
selling our shares of Petro-Canada, and China Minmetals was buy‐
ing up Canadian natural resources. I always thought it was odd that
it was not okay for Canadians to own our own gas but it was okay
for the Chinese to.

Later on, we saw policies under the Harper administration, when
we had the largest delegations that went to China for investment
opportunities, and a series of things have come out of that. It was
actually to strengthen and grow some of our universities and co-op‐
erative programs, which are now being questioned by a lot of indi‐
viduals.

I am curious as to whether we need to do something different in
terms of how we approach this entire issue. I would conclude by
saying that these are non-democratic governments, which is the
context we have been raising it in, so I think it is larger than just
China.

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, I agree that whether it is
academic partnerships, research and development or corporate in‐
vestments and so on, all of those have to be examined with a criti‐
cal eye.
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It is not just the Chinese Communist Party. Frankly, influence,

potential interventions and other nefarious approaches are being
used and deployed by many other regimes. The IRGC is one that
comes to mind. I think it is vitally important that, while we start
with directly attacking this issue right now of Chinese Communist
Party interference, we also keep in mind the full scope that extends
beyond that.

● (1355)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, in responding to the question from the member for
Winnipeg North, the member suggested that the chief of staff to the
Prime Minister would have indicated that she forwards and shares
all information with the Prime Minister. The only problem is that
the member for Wellington—Halton Hills indicated recently in an
interview that he was informed by the national security adviser to
the Prime Minister that neither the Prime Minister nor his chief of
staff, Ms. Telford, received any information with respect to this. To
suggest that it was the chief of staff who just did not provide the
information is not accurate, based on the facts that were stated by
that member.

I wonder if the member would like to rephrase what he previous‐
ly said regarding the chief of staff and the Prime Minister.

An hon. member: Oh, oh!
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I am not

sure who is yelling, but I would just say that if they want to speak,
then they should wait until questions and comments.

The hon. member for Spadina—Fort York.
Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, speaking about rephrasing,

I recall that, when this matter surfaced, the member for Kingston
and the Islands had initially used the talking point to attack the
member for Wellington—Halton Hills and his credibility. That is
the thing that continues to stand out to me. I am glad he did end up
rephrasing and apologizing for his comment, because I could not
think of a more honourable and principled member than the mem‐
ber for Wellington—Halton Hills.

Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern
Rockies, CPC): Madam Speaker, I appreciated the member's
speech, and I appreciate him as a member of Parliament. We have
gotten to know each other during days at the range and different
things.

The one thing the Liberal government wants to do is say, “Hey,
sorry, guys, it wasn't us. The Prime Minister needs to be trusted
and, look, he didn't get the information.” I am going to ask the
member a really simple question: Does he believe that the Prime
Minister really did not get the information, straight up?

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Madam Speaker, as I said earlier, I remain
skeptical and, frankly, the explanation that they did not know is not,
in itself, a good excuse for not knowing something that is of the ut‐
most importance, such as a member of the House and their family
being targeted. Incompetence and ignorance are not an excuse.

An hon. member: Oh, oh!

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): I want to
remind the member for Calgary Signal Hill that I can still hear him
yelling. If he wants to raise his voice, he should wait until I ask for
questions and comments.

The hon. parliamentary secretary to the government House lead‐
er.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, there have been a
number of actions that the Prime Minister has actually taken.

This is what I find incredibly offensive. The members in the
House are honourable members. There is no member, either the
member who has just spoken or another Conservative member, who
has given any sort of evidence whatsoever that shows that the
Prime Minister is not telling the truth, yet they continue to spread
misinformation, which causes more damage than I think members
realize.

Would the member not acknowledge that the Prime Minister
found out last week and that we have taken virtually immediate ac‐
tion, which ultimately led to a diplomat being expelled from the
country?

Mr. Kevin Vuong: Mr. Speaker, I guess the dynamic Liberal duo
is back.

Speaking of offensive, there was nothing more offensive than at‐
tacking the credibility, as this member had tried to do, of the hon.
member for Wellington—Halton Hills. We cannot, on the one hand,
try to say that everyone is super honourable, and then, at the same
time, attack the honour of another member. This is rich.

STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS

[English]

VESAK

Mr. Chandra Arya (Nepean, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Vesak, also
known as Buddha Jayanti or Buddha Purnima, the most important
Buddhist festival, was celebrated on May 5 by Buddhists across the
world. The festival commemorates the birth, enlightenment and
death of Gautama Buddha. I had the honour to host Vesak day on
Parliament Hill last Sunday with several hundred Buddhist Canadi‐
ans. Buddhist temples in Ottawa and their followers participated
with chanting of prayers, beating of drums and cultural perfor‐
mances.

I am thankful to Fo Guang Shan Temple of Ottawa, Ottawa
Amitabha Buddhist Society of Canada, Hilda Jayewardenaramaya
Buddhist Monastery and Hieu Giang Vietnamese Buddhist Cultural
Centre of Ottawa for their participation. In particular, I am thankful
to June Sun of Fo Guang Shan Temple of Ottawa for her hard work
to make this beautiful event a success.
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AFGHAN REFUGEES
Mrs. Stephanie Kusie (Calgary Midnapore, CPC): Mr. Speak‐

er, almost two years ago, Conservatives saw the warning signs in
Afghanistan. We asked the government to put aside partisan politics
and rescue Afghans who risked their lives to aid our military. How‐
ever, despite knowing lives were in jeopardy from Taliban retribu‐
tion, the Liberals took weeks to act. Even then, their promise to ex‐
pedite applications failed. Many Afghans who managed to escape
to neighbouring countries did so only with the financial and organi‐
zational help of former colleagues. Too many of them continue to
wait in limbo, essentially homeless. They have no money, no jobs
and little hope.

In February, we witnessed the desperate plea of an Afghan citi‐
zen in this gallery, begging the Prime Minister to help his family.
Canada should prioritize those who bravely fought alongside our
military. Instead, the government continues to break promises to the
weak and the vulnerable, both at home and abroad.

* * *

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE IN
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR

Ms. Joanne Thompson (St. John's East, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
we are getting people to where they need to be in Newfoundland
and Labrador, with significant investments in public infrastructure.

We are twinning more of the Trans-Canada Highway between
Whitbourne and Grand Falls-Windsor for safer, more reliable trav‐
el. We are developing a shared-use path that will connect St. John's
like never before. We are investing in eight accessible hybrid transit
buses for the city. We are supporting new trails and planning in Por‐
tugal Cove-St. Philip's and Logy Bay-Middle Cove-Outer Cove.

Our government is getting things done to ensure healthy, strong
and vibrant communities, while also creating jobs along the way.

* * *
[Translation]

DAVID GOUDREAULT
Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Mr. Speaker, today

I want to highlight the extraordinary honour recently bestowed up‐
on Quebec poet David Goudreault, who now has his own entry in
the dictionary.

The team at Petit Robert chose to add an entry about the slam
poet from Sherbrooke in its literature and philosophy category, a
commendable decision indeed. The dictionary will describe him as
an ardent defender of the French language in his performances, po‐
ems and novels, adding that he is profoundly inspired by real life
and unflinchingly describes marginalized people and the absurdity
of society.

Goudreault is not the only new entry from Quebec in the dictio‐
nary, which will now include some of our homegrown terms, such
as “mégenrer”, to misgender, “complosphère”, the conspiracy com‐
munity, and “infonuagique”, the cloud.

Speaking of clouds, David Goudreault is currently on cloud nine
at the news that he will be in the Petit Robert. He will feel right at
home surrounded by the things he loves, plays with and uses to ex‐
press himself: words.

* * *

MARC LALONDE

Mr. Peter Schiefke (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, I rise today to honour the memory of the Hon. Marc Lalonde, a
distinguished Canadian statesman, lawyer, dedicated politician and
Order of Canada recipient, who passed away on Saturday in
Notre‑Dame‑de‑l'Île‑Perrot, with his wife, Claire, by his side.

Born in Île‑Perrot in 1929, Marc was a lifelong learner, earning
degrees from the Université de Montréal, Oxford University and
the University of Ottawa. After completing his studies, Marc
worked as an adviser to prime ministers Lester B. Pearson and
Pierre Elliott Trudeau. In 1972, he was elected as the Liberal mem‐
ber of Parliament for Outremont, and he would hold five different
ministerial portfolios over the course of his 12 years in office.

His work positively influenced the lives of millions of Canadi‐
ans, and that work continued even after he left public life, as he re‐
mained actively involved in his community of Vaudreuil—
Soulanges.

We will remember the Hon. Marc Lalonde. We will celebrate his
extraordinary life, his devout commitment to public service and his
dedication to this country that he loved so much.

May Mr. Lalonde rest in peace.

* * *
● (1405)

[English]

JEWISH HERITAGE MONTH

Mr. Marty Morantz (Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia—
Headingley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise today in celebration of Jew‐
ish Heritage Month, a time to celebrate and recognize Jewish cul‐
ture, faith and history, and the community's immense contributions
to the social and economic fabric of Canada.

This Jewish Heritage Month, we also celebrate the 75th anniver‐
sary of the establishment of the state of Israel. Against all odds, to‐
day Israel is a successful, prosperous and democratic state that hon‐
ours the rule of law and fundamental freedoms. It has overcome
wars, droughts and poverty with few natural endowments other
than pure human grit.
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This past month, I had the pleasure of joining the Israeli ambas‐

sador to Canada, Ronen Hoffman, for the flag-raising ceremony at
Ottawa City Hall in celebration of Yom Ha'atzmaut. The ambas‐
sador has done extraordinary work during his time in Canada, and I
know all members are very sad to see him leave. As we celebrate
Jewish Heritage Month, I want to thank the ambassador for his
great contributions to Canada during his time here.

* * *

RETIREMENT CONGRATULATIONS
Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr.

Speaker, this week marks the end of an era for a business, and in‐
deed an industry, in Kingston. Classic Video has been a landmark
in Kingston for 35 years. This one-of-a-kind video rental store out‐
lived all of its competitors and continued to thrive in the face of on‐
line streaming services.

For decades, Classic Video offered a vast array of video rentals
as the premium choice of home entertainment for so many of its
loyal patrons. Upon hearing of his intentions this week to close his
store, customers formed lineups outside of Tom lvison's quaint lo‐
cation on Clarence Street, just steps from City Hall. Hundreds of
customers, new and old, paid one last visit to say goodbye, and of‐
ten ended up purchasing their favourite film they had rented so
many times before. It was indeed a testament to Tom's friendly cus‐
tomer service that was truly second to none.

I want to thank Tom for his dedication to downtown Kingston
and his passion for film, and wish him all the best in the next chap‐
ter of his life.

* * *

TASTE OF MANILA
Mrs. Salma Zahid (Scarborough Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

May is Asian Heritage Month and I would like to recognize the or‐
ganizers of the Taste of Manila festival in Toronto.

Spearheaded by Rolly Mangante and other leaders in the local
Filipino community, the first Taste of Manila street festival to
showcase Filipino culture and cuisine was held nearly nine years
ago in 2014. It has grown from there in leaps and bounds, attracting
more than 400,000 in 2019 to become one of the largest Filipino
street festivals in North America. Held in the heart of Toronto's Lit‐
tle Manila, there is no better showcase of Filipino art, culture and,
of course, food.

During Asian Heritage Month, I wish to congratulate Rolly and
all his team for their work to promote and showcase the best of Fil‐
ipino culture, and I look forward to joining my Filipino friends for
the next festival.

Mabuhay, Taste of Manila.

* * *

CRIMINAL CODE
Mrs. Cathay Wagantall (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr.

Speaker, in April 2017, Arianna Goberdhan and her family were
eagerly awaiting the birth of her first child, a baby girl named
Asaara. She was due to arrive in 20 days, and Arianna's estranged

husband knew she was pregnant with their child, but then tragedy
struck. After a physically and emotionally abusive marriage, Arian‐
na’s estranged husband stabbed his wife and unborn daughter 17
times, to death.

Six years later, the murderer has found a way to retraumatize the
Goberdhan family. While serving his sentence at a medium-security
prison, he is also looking for love on a matchmaking pen pal web‐
site for lonely convicts. His featured photo is none other than one
from their wedding day. While the Goberdhans live with their pain
every day, their daughter’s killer seems to be moving on with his
life as if nothing had happened.

A requirement for the sentencing judge to consider pregnancy as
an aggravating circumstance in Arianna’s murder should have been
in place. The sentence should have matched the crime. It is time to
pass the violence against pregnant women act.

* * *

GORDON LIGHTFOOT

Mr. Terry Sheehan (Sault Ste. Marie, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, to‐
day, I rise to pay tribute to one of Canada's greatest artists, the late
Gordon Lightfoot, who passed away recently.

One of his most famous songs, “The Wreck of the Edmund
Fitzgerald”, is about a ship that sank not far from my riding. Many
of my constituents, and visitors from across North America, visit
Pancake Bay and go to the Edmund Fitzgerald Lookout to pay trib‐
ute to the 29 lives that were lost. This year, the Mariners' Church of
Detroit, which rings its bell 29 times for those lost lives, rang it 30
times to pay tribute to Gordon Lightfoot.

Gordon Lightfoot was absolutely amazing. We all remember
when the Edmund Fitzgerald went down, those of us who are of
this age, and recall where we were when it went down and the
severity of the storm. I thank Gordon Lightfoot. It is sundown and
we hope he takes care.
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● (1410)

WILDFIRES IN BRITISH COLUMBIA
Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern

Rockies, CPC): Mr. Speaker, wildfires are already causing a lot of
damage in my neighbouring communities of McBride, Red Creek,
Doig River First Nation, Boundary Lake and many other areas in
northeastern B.C., but thanks to local McBride resident, Mike
Savarella, who reached out to me and phoned me the evening of the
fire, I was quickly able to reach out to the local MLA, Shirley
Bond, who was able to reach out to the BC Wildfire Service to get
much-needed resources to the fire. I also want to thank Mayor Gene
Runtz of McBride for keeping me informed and updated.

Most of all, my thanks go to the BC Wildfire Service and the
many people who stepped up to help their neighbours. This reminds
me of when the member for Foothills and I were talking to farmers
in the Upper Pine area, in my riding. At that particular time, a fire
had broken out at a neighbouring farm. Quickly, neighbours re‐
sponded and put the fire out, neighbours helping neighbours. I have
heard similar stories around the riding of other neighbours helping
others, and I just want to thank them for that.

To those who are still fighting fires in their area, we are with
them. Most of all, they should report any fires they see to BC Wild‐
fire Service at 1-800-663-5555. I hope they will be safe out there.

* * *

CARBON TAX
Mr. Clifford Small (Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, Newfoundland and Labrador is feeling the
pinch. Industries and transportation rely on fuel to support our very
existence. Our fishery, mining, forestry, agriculture, tourism and
offshore oil industries are heavily impacted by the cost of fuel.

The Liberal government wants to drive up the cost to do business
and the cost to put food on our table, with the ever-increasing car‐
bon tax. A Conservative government would axe the carbon tax to
bring home lower food prices and make it more affordable to drive
on our roads. We would bring home lower operating costs in our
fishing industry, our mining industry, our forestry industry, our
agriculture industry, our tourism industry and our oil industry.

It is time for common sense. Our Conservative leader stands for
the common sense of the common people. A Conservative govern‐
ment would work for the common good of Newfoundland and
Labrador. Let us bring it home.

* * *

CENTRE FOR DISCOVERY AND INNOVATION
Mr. Mike Kelloway (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,

our government believes that investments in education and invest‐
ments in Canada's future are one and the same. That is why we are
proud to have recently made a $20-million investment in Cape Bre‐
ton University's new Centre for Discovery and lnnovation. This fa‐
cility, in the heart of Cape Breton—Canso, will deliver on Canada's
commitment to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, while welcom‐
ing and training the future workforce locally, regionally, nationally
and internationally.

Investments like these will also provide folks from across Cape
Breton—Canso with the comfort of knowing that the state of local
education is in good hands. As a graduate of Cape Breton Universi‐
ty, and as someone who has worked there for 10 years, I am excited
to see what opportunities are waiting for tomorrow's students.

I will also say to all members of the House that I am proud to be
hosting, along with the member for Sydney—Victoria, Cape Breton
University on Parliament Hill today. I hope to see all of the hon.
members for a Cape Breton ceilidh later this evening.

* * *
[Translation]

PALESTINE

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, May 15 marks the 75th anniversary of the
Nakba, the great Palestinian catastrophe, an event that is etched in
the memories of Palestinian families around the world.

From one day to the next, thousands of men, women and chil‐
dren were driven from their homes. The first refugee camps ap‐
peared. Many of those camps still exist and have transformed into
small towns. Obviously, the situation deteriorated with the Israeli
military occupation of the West Bank and Gaza. With the growing
establishment of illegal settlements through violence, Palestinians
are losing a little more of the land on which they live every day.

At the turn of the century, one of the slogans of the Zionist
movement was “A land without a people, for a people without a
land”. There was, and still is, a people in the land of Palestine:
Palestinians.

The Liberal government needs to do a lot more, including en‐
forcing the United Nations resolutions, voting in accordance with
our own official positions at the UN and condemning the oppres‐
sion, violence and discrimination that Palestinians experience every
day.

* * *
● (1415)

NURSING WEEK

Mr. Luc Thériault (Montcalm, BQ): Mr. Speaker, their names
are Isabelle, Mélanie, Arianne. They are joined by Bruno, Pierre,
Claude and thousands of names with the same reassuring faces. It is
the face of the Quebec body of nursing, the face of women and men
who are there for us when we are scared, when we suffer, when we
are worried about our loved ones.
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In emergency rooms, in operating rooms, in clinics, in obstetrics

and at the end of life, from the first breath to the last breath, I have
seen nurses hug those who are grieving, consoling and comforting
them. I have seen them smile as they hand a new mother her new‐
born and share in her happiness. I have seen nurses work 16 hours
in a row with the same energy, the same attentiveness and the same
professionalism.

We owe an immense debt to these women and men. During this
Nursing Week, on behalf of the Bloc Québécois I simply want to
thank them for being there.

* * *

THE ECONOMY
Mr. Richard Lehoux (Beauce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, after eight

years, this Prime Minister is more out of touch than ever, and Cana‐
dians have no money. He has accumulated more debt than all the
other prime ministers before him, and yet everything seems to be
broken.

The government is increasingly taxing and clawing back the
earnings of Canadians, making life more difficult. The dream of
home ownership has never seemed more unattainable for most
Canadians. The government has also driven up the cost of food
with its ineffective policies like the carbon tax and the fertilizer tar‐
iff. Food banks, like Moisson Beauce in my riding, are experienc‐
ing unprecedented demand, and donations are running out.

At a time when Canadians cannot even get a passport, the Prime
Minister has already taken his fifth vacation of the year.

Enough is enough. Canadians deserve better. That is why a Con‐
servative government will fix what is broken and will again put
Canadians first.

* * *

MARC LALONDE
Ms. Rachel Bendayan (Outremont, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise

with a heavy heart to honour the passing of a great man, a great
Canadian and a titan in federal politics.

As the member for Outremont, Marc Lalonde dedicated himself
to serving our community. During his time as principal secretary to
Pierre Elliott Trudeau and later as a key member of his cabinet,
Marc Lalonde played a pivotal role in shaping our society.

His unfailing commitment to promoting national unity and social
justice are woven into our history. As our Prime Minister so rightly
said, it is impossible to overstate the impact that Marc Lalonde has
had on Canada.

As an aspiring member for Outremont and a lawyer practising in‐
ternational law, I had the pleasure of working alongside Marc
Lalonde and getting to know him. I could never thank him enough
for everything he did for me. He was a strong believer in helping
young leaders, and he passed on to me, and to all of us, his vision
of a just and united Canada.

May Marc Lalonde rest in peace. His love for our peace will con‐
tinue to inspire future generations.

ORAL QUESTIONS
[Translation]

PUBLIC SAFETY
Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,

CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Minister of Public Safety told the House
that the RCMP took decisive action to shut down the so-called Chi‐
nese police stations, but the Chinese government representatives
operating those two illegal Montreal-area police stations thumbed
their noses at the minister when they said, “We have not received
any closure requests from the RCMP. Our activities are proceeding
normally.”

Can the Prime Minister confirm that these illegal police stations
are still open, and will he ask that they be closed?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, the member is well aware that the RCMP is following up on the
matter.

I would like to share a little update on Alberta, though. The gov‐
ernments of Canada and Alberta are working together to ensure that
all those affected get the help they need.

[English]

The federal government will continue to work with provincial of‐
ficials, municipalities and indigenous communities to support peo‐
ple across Alberta and across the country in any way we can. Of
course, we encourage everyone to follow the advice of local author‐
ities and stay safe, but know that all orders of government are
working together to keep people safe through this difficult time.

[Translation]

Mr. Pierre Paul-Hus (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Liberal-NDP coalition is clearly starting to
crumble, because yesterday in the House, all opposition parties vot‐
ed together in favour of the Conservative Party motion calling for a
national, independent public inquiry into foreign interference and
the closure of the illegal police stations in Canada. The Liberals do
not seem to be in a hurry, and we know that has helped them in the
past.

Can the Prime Minister tell us why no effort is being made to
close the illegal police stations in the Montreal area?

● (1420)

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, the Conservative Party knows full well that the police in this
country operate independently. They are expected to do their job to
keep Canadians safe, and they will continue to do that.

The member is suggesting that we have done nothing about for‐
eign interference. We have appointed former governor general
David Johnston as an independent special rapporteur to follow up.
We are establishing a foreign influence registry. We are defending
the proper functioning of the House by expelling a Chinese diplo‐
mat, and we will continue to work to protect Canadians.
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[English]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS
Ms. Melissa Lantsman (Thornhill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it has

been eight days since we found out that a member of the House and
his family were intimidated for a vote that he cast and two years
since the government has known. The government finally expelled
the guy who did it, and that is the very least it could have done.

We know more MPs have been threatened. We can ensure the
government does not let it happen again by bringing in a foreign
agent registry. Yesterday, every Liberal on the other side voted
against that.

How can Canadians believe that the government is serious about
national security when it ignored the problem for two years and
then voted against fixing it?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, the member opposite is being disingenuous. She knows full well
that we are moving forward on establishing a foreign agent registry.
We are doing it properly so that it actually responds to the needs of
Canadians.

We will continue to ensure that we are standing up for our val‐
ues, taking seriously these issues, which is why we did take the
time to ensure, as we declared a Chinese diplomat persona non gra‐
ta, that it was done appropriately.

Ms. Melissa Lantsman (Thornhill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
Prime Minister is being disingenuous when he tells Canadians that
he is taking this seriously.

We need a foreign agent registry, like the ones that exist in Aus‐
tralia and the U.S. We need a national public inquiry into foreign
interference. We need to shut down the illegal police stations oper‐
ating in Canada that harass innocent civilians, which the Minister
of Public Safety told Canadians were already shut. They are not.

Once again, he has misled Canadians. When will he end this cha‐
rade?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, that foreign actors are attempting to monitor, intimidate or
threaten Canadians is completely unacceptable. The RCMP has
said that it is actively investigating these suspected stations. As it
has done before, it will not hesitate to take action again.

Everyone should feel safe in this country. We will exhaust all ef‐
forts to protect them from unacceptable behaviour by hostile au‐
thoritarian states.

Ms. Melissa Lantsman (Thornhill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is no
surprise that the Prime Minister told Canadians that the 2001 report
from CSIS was never shared. We know that is false, because we
know the national security adviser had said so. She informed the
member for Wellington—Halton Hills of the truth.

The Prime Minister is stalling on a foreign agent registry. He will
not shut down illegal police stations. He does not have the courage
to call a national public inquiry. Why would anyone believe that he
takes national security seriously?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, in 2015, when we took office, we committed to establish an

oversight committee by parliamentarians to see and engage with
our security intelligence agencies every step of the way. The Con‐
servatives were totally opposed to that kind of oversight by parlia‐
mentarians, but we moved forward with NSICOP anyway. This is a
powerful tool that we have to ensure Canadians are being kept safe.

On top of that, we established a panel to oversee our elections in
2019 and 2021. That panel confirmed that the elections' integrity
held despite attempts at interference.

We have always taken this issue seriously and we will continue
to.

* * *
[Translation]

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP

Mr. Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, let us talk about interference. What interference are we
talking about specifically? Are we talking about China's interfer‐
ence in Canada or McKinsey's interference in Canada?

McKinsey is behind the proposal to increase Canada's population
to 100 million by the end of the century. The Prime Minister surely
must have held consultations about such an extraordinarily impor‐
tant initiative. I would like to know what Quebec said when he con‐
sulted it about having a population of 100 million, or 500,000 more
people a year, unless he did not talk to Quebec.

● (1425)

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, our country's linguistic duality is an asset that we must protect.
In that regard, Quebec establishes its own immigration targets, and
it has the exclusive power to select the majority of its immigrants.

For our part, we firmly believe that we can grow our economy
while protecting the French culture and language. We will continue
to be there to defend Quebec's interests and to promote the impor‐
tance of the French language across Canada.

Mr. Yves-François Blanchet (Beloeil—Chambly, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, I ask the Prime Minister a question and he replies by read‐
ing a Heritage Minute.

Quebec would have to take in 110,000 more people per year, but
it cannot afford to do that because of the cost of services. Of course,
it cannot do it because of the need to integrate immigrants in
French. McKinsey did not take into account the specific reality of
Quebec or the French language. Dominic Barton said as much in
committee.

The Prime Minister is francophone himself. Why is he not taking
Quebec's reality into account?
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Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐

er, we will always take Quebec's specificity into account. I get it.
That is why we were the first federal government to recognize that
not only do we need to protect both official languages across the
country, but we also need to pay particular attention to this issue in
order to continue to protect French in Quebec.

The decision on federal immigration levels was made indepen‐
dently. It is based on advice from departmental officials, organiza‐
tions, stakeholders, provincial and territorial leaders and citizens
from across Canada to determine the best immigration policy for
Canada.

* * *
[English]

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS
Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP): Mr. Speaker, for‐

eign interference is a serious threat to our democracy. A member of
Parliament and his family were targeted by a foreign government
for his vote in the House. Imagine what it is like for thousands of
families across our country that fled governments that were oppres‐
sive only to come to Canada and have those threats follow them.

The Prime Minister will not even call a public inquiry. How can
he keep the rest of Canadians facing serious threats safe?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, from the very beginning, we have always taken threats to Cana‐
dians around foreign interference extremely seriously, which is why
we have created new mechanisms and new tools to counter foreign
interference. It is why we have actually appointed an independent
expert to look at the foreign interference landscape and to ensure
that we have all the tools we need and to create more, including a
public inquiry if necessary.

We will follow the advice of the independent expert. The expert
is the one who is best placed to say how we move forward.

Mr. Jagmeet Singh (Burnaby South, NDP): Mr. Speaker, let
me help the Prime Minister. It is necessary. We need it.

[Translation]

Foreign interference has a real impact on people's lives. It has a
real impact on the Chinese community and on several communities
in Canada. Imagine what it must be like for families fleeing repres‐
sive governments. They come to Canada and the threats—

[English]
The Speaker: I am going to interrupt for a moment. I believe the

translation is not working.

[Translation]

Is there interpretation now? Okay, it is working.

[English]

The hon. member for Burnaby South, from the top, please.
Mr. Jagmeet Singh: Mr. Speaker, we need a public inquiry. It is

necessary.

[Translation]

Foreign interference has a real impact on communities across the
country. We saw the impact on the Chinese community, but there
are several other communities that are also suffering the conse‐
quences.

Imagine what it must be like for families fleeing repressive gov‐
ernments. They arrive in Canada and the threats continue. This gov‐
ernment is turning its back on these people. It is radio silence. It is
doing nothing to protect these families.

Why is the Prime Minister not calling a public inquiry and why
is he not protecting these families?

Right Hon. Justin Trudeau (Prime Minister, Lib.): Mr. Speak‐
er, as my hon. colleague points out, the diasporas, whether the Chi‐
nese Canadian, the Iranian Canadian, Russian Canadian or Indo-
Canadian communities, are often the first communities to be target‐
ed by foreign interference.

That is why we have brought in measures to protect them. We
will continue to work with them, not just to protect them from in‐
terference, but also to protect them from the unfortunate racism and
discrimination they face from the public when they are suspected of
being foreign agents. It is a problem we will continue to address.

● (1430)

[English]

Mr. Larry Brock (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we
would think the illegal operation of foreign agents in this country
would serve as a good enough reason for the Liberals to appropri‐
ately intervene. Instead, the public safety minister chooses to mis‐
lead Canadians by claiming that the RCMP has shut down all Bei‐
jing-backed police stations, when in reality, two Montreal groups
under investigation for hosting these stations have not received any
closure requests.

How much longer do Canadians need to wait before the govern‐
ment finally closes down these illegal Beijing-backed stations?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, by now my colleague will know that the RCMP provided
an update that it has taken action to disrupt the activities of these
so-called police stations. As we heard the Prime Minister say, it is
this government's expectation that, if any such foreign interference
activities occur or pop up again, it will take the necessary action to
keep our communities safe.

More to the point, there is $49 million to assist the RCMP in
budget 2023. Instead of tough talk and sabre-rattling, Conservatives
should support that budget so we can protect our communities from
foreign interference.
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Mr. Larry Brock (Brantford—Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker, ac‐

tions speak louder than words. Canadians deserve no less. The gov‐
ernment's apathy concerning the threats of foreign interference con‐
tinuously fails to protect Chinese Canadians across the country. We
have had enough with the smoke and mirrors.

Last week, on this very same topic, the minister stressed the im‐
portance of communication and transparency in the House. It is
time for the minister to demonstrate it and finally answer the ques‐
tion: When will the government close down all of the Beijing-
backed police stations in Canada?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, the member opposite knows full well that operational in‐
dependence is a pillar of our democracy. We put our confidence in
the RCMP and our national security apparatus to protect our com‐
munities from foreign interference.

Instead of misguided statements like the one the member oppo‐
site just said, he should put the work into protecting our institu‐
tions, including the people in this chamber. All of that is built on
the foundation of the work this government has been doing since
we took the reins in 2015.

Mr. Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands
and Rideau Lakes, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it took two years for the
government to do the right thing and expel the diplomat who was
directly involved in interfering in our democracy and intimidating
the family of a member of the House of Commons for a vote of his
in the House of Commons. Meanwhile, the dictatorship in Beijing
continues to operate illegal police stations in Canada, which are
used to intimidate members of the Chinese diaspora community.

Are the Prime Minister and his public safety minister going to
wait two years, or will they commit today to shutting down these
foreign influence operations running out of these Beijing-backed
police stations?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, as long as we get the same questions, Conservatives will
get the same answers.

The RCMP has taken decisive action in the foreign interference
relationship to these so-called police stations and, going forward,
will take the necessary steps to protect our communities.

Conservatives talk about apathy. They were apathetic for a
decade when they held the reins of government, and they could
have put in place the tools, measures and resources they are now
asking the government to do. We are doing that work. They need to
stop with the politicization, stop with the claims of political inter‐
ference and get behind the work this government is doing.

Mr. Michael Barrett (Leeds—Grenville—Thousand Islands
and Rideau Lakes, CPC): Mr. Speaker, what we would like is for
the government to actually start doing the work. Yesterday, all
members on that side, including the public safety minister and the
Prime Minister, voted against a public inquiry. They voted against
expelling a diplomat. They voted against a foreign agent registry.
All of these tools can be used to protect members of the Chinese
diaspora community from intimidation from the Communist dicta‐
torship in Beijing. It is operating here on our soil, and the govern‐
ment has the ability to stop it.

We have a very simple question. The minister says that, if we ask
the same question, we will get the same answer. We would like
some action to go with it. Will they implement a foreign agent reg‐
istry and shut down these Beijing-backed police stations?

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, here is the record of action that this government has taken.
We declared the foreign agent persona non grata. That person is
now on his way out of Canada. We have put hundreds of millions
of dollars into the national security apparatus to give it the tools it
needs to protect our communities against foreign interference.

Rather than continue to politicize this issue and make claims
around apathy, Conservatives should take a look in the mirror at
their own record, where for 10 years they did none of the work they
are now asking the government to do. The difference is that we are
doing it. We are protecting our institutions, and we are protecting
the people in them.

● (1435)

[Translation]

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
today, the Prime Minister said that he would launch a national pub‐
lic inquiry on foreign interference if necessary. Who will decide if
it is necessary? The decision will be made by a former director of
the Trudeau Foundation, which received an illegal donation from
the regime in Beijing. I can already guess what the special rappor‐
teur's response will be and how much credibility he has.

Yesterday, we gave every member of the House a unique oppor‐
tunity to vote in favour of an independent national inquiry on for‐
eign interference. All members of the House, except the govern‐
ment members, voted in favour of that motion.

Why does the government show so little respect for MPs?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Mr. Johnston is a former gover‐
nor general of Canada. He is independent and will soon present his
action plan to counter foreign interference. As an expert, he can
look at all of the options, obviously.

With regard to the Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation, it is an in‐
dependent foundation in which the Prime Minister has no personal
interest.

Mr. Luc Berthold (Mégantic—L'Érable, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
the government is saying that it is taking action. Taking action gets
results, but to date, the government's score on foreign interference
is 25%. That would not be a very good mark to get on a report card.
Why?

The Liberals finally expelled a diplomat after two years, but they
have done nothing to create a foreign agent registry, to conduct an
independent national inquiry or to shut down the Chinese police
stations.

Every time we ask them questions, they fail miserably at protect‐
ing Canadians. Our question to them is, why?
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[English]

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I was the critic of public safety
at the time of Stephen Harper's government, and when Justice Ia‐
cobucci and Justice O'Connor issued their recommendations saying
that urgent action needed to be taken, and that an independent par‐
liamentary committee of parliamentarians should oversee every as‐
pect of national security, they did nothing.

It was our government that brought in that body, which allows
parliamentarians of every party to be able to see into every aspect
of our national security. We acted on those and many other recom‐
mendations that the Conservatives opposite, when they were in
government, sat on and did not act upon.

* * *
[Translation]

IMMIGRATION, REFUGEES AND CITIZENSHIP
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.

Speaker, let us talk about the Century Initiative. Many Quebeckers
and French Canadians are concerned about the federal government
potentially tripling the population to 100 million by 2100 without
any public debate. The Minister of Immigration, Refugees and Citi‐
zenship says his plan has nothing to do with the Century Initiative
and he makes his own choices. Coincidence or not, his 2023-25 im‐
migration targets are remarkably similar to those proposed by the
Century Initiative.

Will he at least confirm the fact that his target, 500,000 newcom‐
ers in 2025, lines up with the proposal and actually goes a bit fur‐
ther?

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the federal govern‐
ment's immigration plan is to grow our economy. People need to
recognize that it is possible to grow the economy while protecting
the French language and francophones' demographic weight.

We will continue to increase the number of francophone new‐
comers. That is good for official language minority communities
and it is good for our economy too.

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Mr.
Speaker, the minister brags about 4% of immigrants outside Que‐
bec being francophone, but according to francophone and Acadian
communities, they need 12% next year and 20% in the future just to
slow the decline of French.

Quebec's Minister of the French Language calls it the most hare-
brained idea of the century. He says it is not good for Quebec or for
the Canadian francophonie.

Will the minister commit to not tripling the Canadian population
to 100 million by 2100?

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, that is very interesting.

It is clear that the hon. member has read the McKinsey plan and
the Century Initiative plan. It is equally clear that he has not read
the Government of Canada's plan. If he is interested in reading that
plan, as I am and as our government is, I can easily send him an

email with the chapter on francophone immigration after question
period.

I have one priority: to increase the number of francophone new‐
comers and support minority francophone communities while
growing the economy.

* * *
● (1440)

HOUSING

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Mr. Speak‐
er, we are in the midst of a housing crisis.

It is virtually impossible for people in Quebec to find affordable
housing. Three weeks ago, the National Housing Council stated
that, although the federal government has built 115,000 units,
Canada has lost a jaw-dropping 550,000 affordable housing units
over the past 10 years. We are moving backward, not forward. For
every new affordable housing unit, we lose five.

Before any talk about tripling the population, is there a single
MP on the government side who has thought about where all those
people are going to live?

Hon. Ahmed Hussen (Minister of Housing and Diversity and
Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for the ques‐
tion.

[English]

It is very important to understand that immigration is actually
one of the tools among a number of tools in our toolset that we use
to address the skills and labour shortage within the construction and
building trades sector to actually build housing for Canadians.

I would invite my hon. colleague to look at our national housing
strategy, the housing accelerator fund, the results we have delivered
through programs like the rapid housing initiative and the Canada
housing benefit to see the real effects on the ground to deliver more
safe and affordable housing for Canadians.

* * *

THE ECONOMY

Mrs. Karen Vecchio (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, according to a constituent, he makes a decent living of
around $70,000 and lives within his means with no credit card debt,
yet he and his wife are struggling. He states that there are no extras
for the family, so they cannot afford the Liberal way of living and
shelling out more and more.

This is a common cry from Canadians. However, the Prime Min‐
ister is too busy on vacations to listen to Canadians who are strug‐
gling. Will the Prime Minister land his plane and start doing his
job?
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Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate

Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as the minister for Alber‐
ta, I would like to take a moment to thank first responders across
the country, and Canadians from coast to coast to coast, for work‐
ing with Alberta and coming to support us as we face the crisis with
the forest fires.

On the substantive issue of affordability, our government has in‐
troduced targeted measures to make life more affordable. Today, I
was at the Senate finance committee, where we asked the senators
to pass Bill C-46. They have done so, and it is now in front of the
Senate for third reading.

Mrs. Karen Vecchio (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, government policies have made life more unaffordable.
They are not working for Canadians who are struggling or for se‐
niors on fixed incomes.

The Prime Minister does not understand that 41¢ per litre being
added to heat, gas and food does drive up the cost of living. Se‐
niors' budgets do not have that flexibility. Why is the Prime Minis‐
ter making life harder for seniors who are already struggling?

Hon. Kamal Khera (Minister of Seniors, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
since 2015, we have been there, supporting Canadians, including
seniors, by lowering the age of retirement back to 65; strengthening
the guaranteed income supplement, which has helped over hun‐
dreds of thousands of seniors and has lifted 45,000 seniors out of
poverty; and enhancing the Canada pension plan. All these mea‐
sures, by the way, were opposed by the party opposite.

Budget 2023 continues to support seniors. Our new grocery re‐
bate will put more money in their pockets. Our new dental care
plan will give them the dental care they need. We are here, deliver‐
ing for Canadians. The Conservatives can just say things that make
no sense, but we are here, delivering.

* * *

ETHICS
Mr. Glen Motz (Medicine Hat—Cardston—Warner, CPC):

Mr. Speaker, my constituents are sick of the Prime Minister's
hypocrisy. With Alberta's average monthly salary at $5,000 a
month, many struggle to make ends meet while the Prime Minister
spends more than that for a one-night hotel stay. It was $6,000 for
one night. His poor decisions demonstrate just how out of touch he
really is with the average Canadian.

Why does the Prime Minister make Canadians pay for his lavish
travel while they continue to struggle?

Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House
of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I greatly sympathize, obviously,
as we all do, with Canadians. At a time of global uncertainty, with
global inflation and the challenges it poses, they are expecting ac‐
tion. That is why they expect the facts to be presented to them, just
as the action we are taking to help them should be fairly presented.
The member opposite talked about the night the Prime Minister
spent to commemorate the Queen's death and to be there. As I have
iterated before, the fact is that there was security in that room.
There was more than one room. They misrepresent facts, and unfor‐
tunately, they continue to be personally focused on the Prime Min‐
ister.

● (1445)

[Translation]

FINANCE

Mrs. Dominique Vien (Bellechasse—Les Etchemins—Lévis,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister is more out of touch than
ever.

Canadians are struggling. Everything costs more: food, housing,
heating. Meanwhile, he keeps going on luxury vacations and spend‐
ing recklessly. He refuses to listen to anyone, not even his own par‐
ty members, who tried in vain this weekend to convince him to bal‐
ance the budget.

Will the Prime Minister get his act together and put an end to his
ill-advised policies that are poisoning Canadians' lives?

Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I thank the Conservatives
for underscoring just how wonderful our Liberal convention was. It
was held here in Ottawa, and it was a great chance to gather togeth‐
er with Liberals from coast to coast to coast.

The facts show that Canada has the lowest deficit and the
strongest economy of any G7 country. Our government is there to
support Canadians.

The Conservatives oppose what we are doing, yet we are deliver‐
ing results. This is our duty as Liberals.

* * *

HOUSING

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Mr. Speaker, Hochelaga-Maisonneuve is one of the neigh‐
bourhoods hardest hit by Montreal's housing crisis.

However, the Liberal member for this riding, who is also the par‐
liamentary secretary to the Minister of Housing, refuses to meet
with the Hochelaga-Maisonneuve housing committee. Not only
that, but she has not provided the organization with any Canada
summer jobs positions that would enable it to help renters in the
parliamentary secretary's riding.

The Liberals claim that solving the housing crisis is a priority,
but their actions say otherwise. When will the Liberals address the
housing crisis with the urgency it deserves?

Hon. Ahmed Hussen (Minister of Housing and Diversity and
Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, to make housing more affordable for
Canadians, we have to build more housing faster.
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That is why we are making unprecedented investments to quick‐

ly increase the supply of housing and put Canada on track to double
the rate of housing construction over the next decade. That is what
the federal government's housing plan looks like.

* * *
[English]

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS

Ms. Leah Gazan (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the
government announced some funding for indigenous shelters and
transitional homes that it first promised two years ago. No shovels
are in the ground yet, and it could take years before the money is
spent. MPs declared the crisis of MMIWG2S an emergency, yet the
Liberals have only spent 5% of the violence prevention strategy
funding since 2020, plus they are cutting $150 million from wom‐
en's shelters in September.

Why are the Liberals not acting with the urgency this crisis de‐
serves? Will they reverse the cut to women's shelters?

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Indigenous Services and Min‐
ister responsible for the Federal Economic Development Agen‐
cy for Northern Ontario, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am grateful for the
opportunity to talk about the investments we are making and the
announcement the government made just this week to fund 22 shel‐
ters, including shelters for women and for 2SLGBTQ people flee‐
ing domestic violence and intimate partner violence. We have
worked with communities to make sure these shelters will be ap‐
propriate and custom built. By the way, they will be supported with
operational funding, so the communities will have the certainty that
when there is trouble at home, there is a place to go.

* * *

WOMEN AND GENDER EQUALITY

Ms. Arielle Kayabaga (London West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am
a strong believer that the right to choose for women should not be
politicized, and I think that many Canadians without a doubt can
agree with that. However, here we are politicizing how women can
access health care and debating choices they have to make. I be‐
lieve all Canadians deserve to know what the government is doing
to protect the right to choose and access to important health care,
including abortion.

Could the Minister for Women and Gender Equality and Youth
speak to how our government is increasing access to important
health care services, including abortion?

Hon. Marci Ien (Minister for Women and Gender Equality
and Youth, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, access to abortion is simply health
care. That is why, today, $4.2 million went to Action Canada and
UBC to increase access to abortion.

Women's rights are being attacked everywhere, even in this
country. An attack on women's rights is an attack on human rights.
We will always unequivocally defend a woman's dignity and right
to choose her own future.

● (1450)

CARBON PRICING

Mr. Blake Richards (Banff—Airdrie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the
Parliamentary Budget Officer reports that the Prime Minister's car‐
bon tax will cost families in Alberta an extra $2,800 per year. For a
hard-working dad in Airdrie, that could be a month's pay. For a sin‐
gle mom from Cochrane, that might mean two months' rent. For a
senior in Crossfield, that is four months of old age security pay‐
ments.

Because of the Liberal government, life costs more. Will the
government finally show some compassion and axe the carbon tax?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in this document, the platform
of the Conservative Party during the last election—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I am going to stop the hon. minister for a second.

Order, please. I want to remind all members that if they are refer‐
ring to something, it is a reference, but as soon as they hold it up
and show something, I am afraid it is a prop.

I will let the hon. minister put his document away and start from
the top.

Hon. Steven Guilbeault: Mr. Speaker, the document from “the
man with the plan” states—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: Order, please. I think we have everything in order.
The hon. minister will start from the top, and I am sure everyone
will be very quiet and listen to what he has to say.

The hon. minister.

Hon. Steven Guilbeault: Mr. Speaker, one would think the Con‐
servative Party of Canada would be in agreement with the platform
of the Conservative Party of Canada's last election, but maybe not.

Let me quote from said platform:
Our plan will ensure that all Canadians can do their part to fight climate change,

in the way that works best for them, and at a carbon price that is affordable: ...in‐
creasing to $50/tonne...

The document further states, “We will assess progress...[so] car‐
bon prices [can be] on a path to $170/tonne.” That is exactly what
our government is doing.

They said they were in favour of it in the last campaign. What is
going on?

Mr. Blake Richards (Banff—Airdrie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that
sort of political answer is absolutely what makes Canadians lose
faith in a government like that. The government is laughing at the
discomfort Canadians are facing because they are struggling to pay
their bills.
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If the member and his Prime Minister really believe in their car‐

bon tax, why do they not at least show some solidarity with the one
in five Canadians having to skip meals because they cannot afford
groceries. Maybe they will show some solidarity and start skipping
meals themselves, because those Canadians cannot afford to eat be‐
cause of their carbon tax.

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, climate change is no laughing
matter. As we are faced with forest fires in Alberta and as people in
Quebec, Ontario and British Columbia are faced with flooding, cli‐
mate change is costing Canadians. According to the Parliamentary
Budget Officer, in 2021—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: I am having a hard time hearing.

The member for Niagara Falls is shouting in my ear, and I am
going to ask him to maybe just keep it down. We will let the minis‐
ter start over again.

Hon. Steven Guilbeault: Mr. Speaker, climate change is no
laughing matter. People in Edmonton and around Alberta are being
evacuated because of forest fires at the beginning of May. People in
Quebec, Ontario and B.C. are being evacuated because of flooding.
The Parliamentary Budget Officer said that, in 2021, the cost to
Canadians of climate change was $20 billion. Climate change is no
laughing matter. On this side of the House, we take the issue seri‐
ously. It seems that on that side, they do not.

Mr. Martin Shields (Bow River, CPC): Mr. Speaker, under the
current government, it costs more to live. The Parliamentary Bud‐
get Officer confirmed that if the Prime Minister triples the scam
carbon tax to 41¢ a litre on gas, with tax rising on heat and food, it
would cost average Alberta families an extra $2,800. Food costs in
2023 are up an extra $1,000 compared with last year. More Canadi‐
ans are visiting the food bank just to get by. Will the Prime Minister
end his plan to triple the cost of gas, groceries and home heating
and cancel the carbon tax?
● (1455)

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as my hon. colleague, the Minister
of Environment, pointed out just a few minutes ago, that member
campaigned in the last federal election under a commitment to im‐
plement carbon pricing.

The reality is that we have discovered a way to make sure that
we put a price on pollution that makes it more expensive for pol‐
luters to damage our atmosphere at the same time as we put more
money in the pockets of families. From the moment we formed
government in 2015, we have been laser-focused on affordability.
We stopped sending child care cheques to millionaires and put
more money in the pockets of nine out of 10 families. We are
putting forward a grocery rebate that is going to help 11 million
Canadian households, and we are putting a price on pollution that
will clean up our environment and leave families better off. I wish
they would finally get on board.
[Translation]

Mr. Bernard Généreux (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouras‐
ka—Rivière-du-Loup, CPC): Mr. Speaker, ever since this Prime

Minister came to power, everything costs more. A family of four
will have to hand over $1,065 more for food. One in five Canadians
is skipping meals, and more and more people are turning to food
banks. What is this Prime Minister doing? He is making things
worse by increasing the carbon tax. Contrary to what he is saying,
this increase has an impact across the country, even in Quebec.

Will he finally get rid of these policies, which increase the price
of everything we buy?

Hon. Pascale St-Onge (Minister of Sport and Minister re‐
sponsible for the Economic Development Agency of Canada for
the Regions of Quebec, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, what Canadians know
is that the country is currently grappling with forest fires, floods
and the impact of climate change. What Canadians know is that a
responsible government does several things at the same time, such
as fighting the climate crisis and, with the measures in our budget,
helping the people who need it most.

That is what a responsible government does. Unfortunately, the
Conservatives have already said that they will vote against our bud‐
get and, therefore, against helping Canadians.

* * *

DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS

Mr. René Villemure (Trois-Rivières, BQ): Mr. Speaker, yester‐
day the government finally expelled the Chinese diplomat involved
in intimidating the member for Wellington—Halton Hills and his
family. The government did that yesterday, not in 2021, when it
found out what was going on.

In other words, the Chinese diplomat was not expelled for threat‐
ening the member in 2021. He was expelled because his threats
have been making headlines for the past week. The Liberals' main
concern is not that an MP was threatened; it is that the public
knows they did nothing. That is one more reason they cannot be
trusted to shed light on Chinese interference.

When will there be an independent public inquiry?

Hon. Robert Oliphant (Parliamentary Secretary to the Min‐
ister of Foreign Affairs, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the government is
taking this matter very seriously. As soon as we received confirma‐
tion, I quickly took action.

[English]

One does not get the attention of the Chinese government by
yelling and screaming and by making noise on that side of the
House. One gets the attention of the Chinese government by taking
direct action, by expelling a diplomat and by doing it carefully and
consciously. That is what we do on this side of the House. That is
what—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
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The Speaker: I am going to interrupt the hon. parliamentary sec‐

retary. We missed the last 15 seconds of what he was saying; if he
does not mind, I would ask him to repeat it.

Hon. Robert Oliphant: Mr. Speaker, this is a case in point. One
gets the attention of the Chinese government to stop it from inter‐
fering in Canadians' lives by taking direct action and doing it care‐
fully and prudently. That is exactly what the Minister of Foreign
Affairs did this week when she declared a Chinese diplomat per‐
sona non grata. That is what we are doing on this side of the
House. We do not yell. We do not scream. We get attention, and we
are consistently effective in doing it.
[Translation]

Mr. René Villemure (Trois-Rivières, BQ): Mr. Speaker, it did
take two years. The Liberals do nothing about Chinese interference
until it makes headlines. They were fine with holding a $1,500-a-
head cocktail party fundraiser with Beijing's buddies. They were
fine with connections between a Toronto Liberal MP and the Chi‐
nese government. They ignored threats against an opposition mem‐
ber. That had to make headlines before the government started be‐
having like a government should.

The Liberals have no interest in casting light on interference.
They would rather keep it all hidden and hope the media does not
try to ferret out the truth. When will there be an independent public
inquiry?

Hon. David Lametti (Minister of Justice and Attorney Gen‐
eral of Canada, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we took concrete steps to ad‐
dress Chinese interference. My colleague, the Minister of Foreign
Affairs, took concrete action. We are responding appropriately. All
the opposition ever does is whine and complain.

* * *
● (1500)

[English]
CARBON PRICING

Mr. Fraser Tolmie (Moose Jaw—Lake Centre—Lanigan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Prime Minister has said that he is investing
in Canadians. In my community, people are struggling to make
ends meet because of the government's inflationary carbon tax.

Adding to record deficits and national debt is not investing in
Canadians. Everyone knows we cannot borrow our way out of debt.
Life is simply getting more expensive under that government.

When will the government axe the tax and do something to help
struggling Canadians?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, last year, the Conservative
member for New Brunswick Southwest said, “The backstop will
kick in, the feds will take it over, and as part of that change-up …
cheques will begin to roll out to New Brunswick families.”

Well, dreams do come true, because the Conservative premier of
New Brunswick said recently that they needed to make a choice
that was “in the best interest of New Brunswickers”, when asking
the federal government to apply its system of carbon pricing to
New Brunswick. He went on to say, “What this does right now is
provide relief” from inflation.

Mr. Fraser Tolmie (Moose Jaw—Lake Centre—Lanigan,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, no one is buying what the Liberals are selling,
but they certainly are paying for it. The carbon tax is not a price on
pollution; it is a price on people.

Canadians need a bailout, just like my colleague, the member for
Laurier—Sainte-Marie.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: Order, please. I do not know what it is today, but
everybody knows what a prop is.

The hon. member for Moose Jaw—Lake Centre—Lanigan,
please continue.

Mr. Fraser Tolmie: I am sorry, Mr. Speaker, I thought it was a
very catching photo.

Canadians are out of money. Therefore, I will ask this of the gov‐
ernment that is out of touch. When will it axe the carbon tax and
give reprieve to Canadians?

Ms. Ya'ara Saks (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Families, Children and Social Development, Lib.): Mr. Speaker,
it seems that the Conservatives have amnesia when it comes to in‐
vesting in Canadians.

In 2015, when the Liberals came into office, our country ranked
24th in the OECD in terms of child poverty. Since we have come
into power, we have instituted the child benefit and we have insti‐
tuted child care. We are making life more affordable for Canadian
families. The Conservatives voted against this every single time.
They do not invest in families. They do not invest in children. They
do not invest in Canadians. They do not care.

* * *
[Translation]

TAXATION

Mr. Richard Lehoux (Beauce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Liberal
government is not doing anything to lower the cost of groceries for
Canadians. On the contrary, it is continuing to implement policies
that make food even more expensive.

The carbon tax and the tariff on fertilizer have tied our farmers'
hands and driven up the cost of producing all foods. There have
never been so many people using food banks, and one in five Cana‐
dians is skipping meals to survive.

When will the government put an end to these costly policies so
that our farmers can do what they do best and feed our families?

Mr. Francis Drouin (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister
of Agriculture and Agri-Food, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as my hon.
colleague knows, he lives in a province where there has been a
price on pollution since 2007.
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As my hon. colleague knows, we implemented a food bank poli‐

cy during the COVID-19 pandemic that gave food banks across
Canada $30 million.

Once again, we are investing an additional $10 million to help
families put food on the table. I invite all food banks across Canada
to apply by May 31.

* * *

THE ENVIRONMENT
Ms. Leah Taylor Roy (Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond

Hill, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Canadian Environmental Protection
Act was introduced in the Senate on February 9, 2022. Between the
two parliamentary committees, nearly 50 hours were devoted to the
study of the bill, 80 witnesses were heard and 105 briefs were sub‐
mitted for review in committee.

Can the Minister of Environment and Climate Change update the
House on Bill S‑5?

Hon. Steven Guilbeault (Minister of Environment and Cli‐
mate Change, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to start by thanking the
member for Aurora—Oak Ridges—Richmond Hill for her question
and all of her work on Bill S‑5 as a member of the Standing Com‐
mittee on Environment and Sustainable Development.

I also want to thank all the members of the Senate and House of
Commons environment committees, who contributed immensely to
enhancing this bill.

As my colleague said, 300 amendments were presented, 80 wit‐
nesses were heard, more than 100 briefs were submitted and the
committees put in 50 hours of work.

I invite every member of the House to work together to ensure
that the bill receives royal assent in the coming weeks.

* * *
● (1505)

[English]
FINANCE

Mr. Jasraj Singh Hallan (Calgary Forest Lawn, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, while the Prime Minister is fangirling over celebrities in
the Big Apple, it seems like this finance minister is auditioning for
her next career. She showed up at Fenway Park to talk about her
budget more times this year than she has to the finance committee.
They are always out of the country and always out of touch, and
Canadians are out of money.

After delivering one of the worst budgets in Canadian history,
pile-driving every household with $4,200 costs, she refuses to show
up to the committee to answer basic questions about her failed bud‐
get.

It is easier to find Nemo than it is to find this finance minister at
the finance committee.

Is she hiding because she is ashamed of her budget like the rest
of us are?

Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, our government is very

proud of our budget and it is wonderful to hear the Conservatives
talk about affordability. Guess what the Conservatives want to talk
about at the finance committee—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Speaker: I am going to have to interrupt the hon. minister.

I just want to remind the hon. members that if they want to ask a
question, they should talk to their whip and get on the roster and
then they can ask a question. While somebody else is answering, it
is not parliamentary to shout across with a question.

The hon. minister, from the top, so we can all hear the answer,
please.

Hon. Randy Boissonnault: Mr. Speaker, we are very proud of
budget 2023 and all of the support measures in place to grow the
economy, to support Canadians and to stabilize the health care sys‐
tem for a generation.

Here is what the Conservatives want to talk about at the finance
committee: they want to talk about the crimson carpets, from the
member for Abbotsford, and the benefits of a steady diet of eels,
from the member for South Shore—St. Margarets.

These people are not serious. They are reckless. They are stop‐
ping the progress of supports for Canadians.

When will these people get serious?

Mr. Rick Perkins (South Shore—St. Margarets, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I can tell us what we are talking about at the finance com‐
mittee, the fact that the Minister of Finance has not shown up in six
months and has had three invitations to attend and has blown them
all off.

Since the Liberal government plans to spend $3.1 trillion, an‐
swering a few questions in committee for two hours is the least she
should do for her pay.

Will the finance minister stop hiding and testify for two hours,
not one, on her failed budget at the finance committee, yes or no?

Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the failure of the Conser‐
vatives is to dictate that they are going to vote against a budget be‐
fore they even see it. That is just the most ridiculous thing that we
have seen in a long time in the House.

Let me make a pledge in the House to the Conservatives. Should
the filibuster stop, the Minister of Finance is scheduled to appear at
finance on Tuesday.

End the filibuster and they will be able to hear directly from the
Minister of Finance and Deputy Prime Minister.
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Oral Questions
Mr. Philip Lawrence (Northumberland—Peterborough

South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in most jobs, if one showed up only a
handful of times in the first five months of work, one would be
fired, but that is exactly what the Minister of Finance has done.
Then she has the audacity to ask Canadians to cough up $490 bil‐
lion but will not appear in front of their representatives for two
hours. We know she has time, because she spent hours last weekend
schmoozing with Liberal insiders and Liberal donors.

When will these Liberals and this minister finally put Canadians
ahead of Liberal insiders?

Hon. Randy Boissonnault (Minister of Tourism and Associate
Minister of Finance, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am very glad to hear
that the member opposite saw how successful a Liberal convention
we had here in the nation's capital this last weekend. It was very en‐
ergizing.

On this substantive matter, we are working every day to get the
supports to Canadians. The finance minister is scheduled to appear
at finance committee on Tuesday.

We hope the Conservatives stop the filibuster and listen to the
minister.

* * *

HOUSING
Mr. Brendan Hanley (Yukon, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, every day in

our communities, we see the urgent need for safe and culturally ap‐
propriate housing—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: The hon. member for Yukon. I do not think every‐

one heard me the first time.
Mr. Brendan Hanley: Mr. Speaker, every day in our communi‐

ties, we see the urgent need for safe and culturally appropriate
housing for indigenous women, children and 2SLGBTQI+ people
fleeing family and gender-based violence.

They need safe shelter and a stable environment wherever they
are in the country.

Can the Minister of Housing and Diversity and Inclusion please
tell the House more about the important action we are taking to
support survivors and ensure that they have the supports and ser‐
vices they need to recover from the trauma of their experiences?
● (1510)

Hon. Ahmed Hussen (Minister of Housing and Diversity and
Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. member for
Yukon for his strong advocacy on this important issue.

No relationship is more important to Canada than the one with
indigenous people. We know that far too many indigenous women,
children and 2SLGBTQI+ people fleeing violence do not have the
necessary supports. That is why yesterday I was pleased to join my
colleagues to announce $103 million to support the creation of shel‐
ters and transitional housing in 21 communities across Canada.
These projects will be indigenous-led and will offer culturally ap‐
propriate wraparound support. This is the national housing strategy
at work.

INDIGENOUS AFFAIRS
Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speak‐

er, in Timmins, Thunder Bay and communities across northern On‐
tario, the homeless crisis, coupled with the toxic drug disaster has
created a social catastrophe. In Timmins, funding for the ground‐
breaking firekeeper patrol proposal is running out, even though it is
keeping indigenous people alive on the streets. In Thunder Bay, the
waiting list for housing is staggering.

Social service boards of first nations across the north are doing
everything they can. The question they ask is where is the federal
government?

Will the indigenous services minister commit to the firekeepers
and meet with northern leaders to find a solution to the housing cri‐
sis?

Hon. Patty Hajdu (Minister of Indigenous Services and Min‐
ister responsible for the Federal Economic Development Agen‐
cy for Northern Ontario, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, first of all, let me
just thank the member for his constant advocacy for support and
safety of indigenous people in urban settings.

This government has been a strong partner to provinces and terri‐
tories to ensure that people, no matter where they live in Ontario;
indeed, across the country, have access to supports and services that
are culturally appropriate. I will commit to the member that I will
meet with the firekeepers and we will look for a solution together.
This must be work that the Province of Ontario and the federal gov‐
ernment does together.

* * *

HOUSING
Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, tenants on Webster Street in London were horrified to
learn their apartment building was being sold to a corporate profi‐
teering landlord. This month 20 people are being renovicted, in‐
cluding an 83-year-old woman on a fixed income. She will lose her
home and simply cannot afford to move to a new place that will
charge her double the rent.

Will the government follow the NDP's plan to put a moratorium
on renovictions to stop corporate profiteering on affordable housing
stock and protect Canadians who desperately just want to stay in
their home?

Hon. Ahmed Hussen (Minister of Housing and Diversity and
Inclusion, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I share the hon. member's concern to
make sure that we continue to protect vulnerable renters. That is
why our government introduced the groundbreaking Canada hous‐
ing benefit that is delivering rental supports to tens of thousands of
vulnerable renters across the country. In addition to that, we intro‐
duced a top-up to the Canada housing benefit that has gone on to
almost a million Canadians.

We will continue to make sure that we are there for Canadian
renters. We will do our part to prevent renovictions and the finan‐
cialization of housing. Part of it is also building more rentals
through the rental construction financing initiative through the na‐
tional housing strategy.
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Privilege
[Translation]

The Speaker: We have a point of order.
Ms. Soraya Martinez Ferrada: Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the

member for Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, misled the House, and I
would like to set the record straight. With respect to the organiza‐
tion he was talking about in his question today, I have met with
them twice since April 27. A meeting is scheduled for next week.
The honourable—

The Speaker: That is a matter of debate. It is not a point of or‐
der.

* * *
[English]

PRIVILEGE
REFERENCE TO STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND HOUSE

AFFAIRS

The House resumed consideration of the motion.
Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to rise on this is‐
sue. We are in incredibly challenging times. There is no doubt that,
whether they are from Russia or China, foreign actors have the in‐
tent—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
The Speaker: I just want to remind everyone that debate is tak‐

ing place, so as members go out, please be very quiet.

The hon. government House leader.
Hon. Mark Holland: Mr. Speaker, as I was saying, we live in an

extraordinarily challenging time. I would say it is also a privileged
time. We get an opportunity to defend democracy here and to join
in camaraderie with other democratic nations in ensuring that
democracies thrive in pressure as the shadow of autocracy attempts
to do great damage to our democracies. When we go back in time,
the issue of foreign interference is not new. It is something that has
existed for a long time.

As I referenced today in question period, when I was the critic
for public safety, after Justice Iacobucci issued his report building
on Justice O'Connor's report, there were essential recommenda‐
tions, and both justices spoke at that time of the imperative nature
of action and specifically the imperative nature of establishing a
committee of parliamentarians that would have the opportunity to
look into every aspect of security and intelligence.

Unfortunately, for years, those recommendations were not acted
upon, and not only those recommendations, but many others. I am
not going to enumerate them all, but it is fair to say that upon get‐
ting the privilege of becoming Canada's government, we immedi‐
ately acted to create that committee of parliamentarians to make
sure that every member of Parliament, regardless of what party they
are from, has the opportunity to look into every aspect of security
and intelligence so that they can know that there is no aspect of our
security and intelligence that is under any shield.

On the important matter we are debating now, we respect the
Speaker's ruling, and we are taking important action to deal with
the foreign interference we are seeing. We saw the Minister of For‐

eign Affairs declare the diplomat in question a persona non grata.
The Minister of Public Safety has made it clear on numerous occa‐
sions that we will not accept any form of foreign interference in our
country and that any foreign interference would be met with strict
action that is taken proportionately and deliberately. One of the
things that are so important is that as events unfold, it is important
for us to validate facts, to have conversations, to fully think out the
consequences of actions, and then to act, as we have in this case.

We have been debating this important motion already for 12
hours, and I do not need to remind members that the purpose is not
to have a debate in this chamber, but to move it to the procedure
and House affairs committee, which can do its important work and
make recommendations. The longer we debate this matter, the more
we simply do not have the opportunity to get what the members of
the opposition in the Conservative Party are saying they want,
which is recommendations, answers and actions. That is what we
continue to focus on. The longer we are here and the more speeches
we have, and we are already at 12 hours, not only do we not have
an opportunity to act at PROC on that matter, but it stops this
House from dealing with extremely important issues.

One of the things that were displaced was Bill S-5 and the debate
we are having on the amendments to CEPA, which are putting for‐
ward incredibly important improvements to our Environmental Pro‐
tection Act to make sure we are there and taking action on the envi‐
ronment. This is also stopping us from being able to take action on
firearms and ghost guns, which we are hearing, from across the
country—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

● (1515)

The Speaker: I am going to ask members who are talking and
are far apart to maybe sit next to each other and whisper, as op‐
posed to talking loudly across four or five seats. That is just a re‐
minder. I know we are all very friendly in here and we want to talk
to each other, but we also want to hear what is being said.

The hon. government House leader.

Hon. Mark Holland: Mr. Speaker, we hear near unanimity from
those who are involved in keeping our streets safe that we have to
act on ghost guns. That legislation is pending; it is waiting for ac‐
tion. The action to take on handguns is waiting; it is demanding ac‐
tion. Further, this House is set to try to deal with official languages
in Bill C-13, making sure that we protect the French language and
that we take important action there.

I am proposing that we take a short break from this debate. I am
proposing that we do come back, but after 12 hours, I think it is al‐
so important that this Parliament act on those other issues.
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Privilege
If the House agrees, we can return to the question of privilege

later on tonight, but for this moment, so that we can also do the oth‐
er important work of Parliament, I move:

That the debate be now adjourned.

The Speaker: The question is on the motion.

If a member of a recognized party present in the House wishes
that the motion be carried on division or wishes to request a record‐
ed division, I would invite them to rise and indicate it to the Chair.
● (1520)

Hon. Mike Lake: Mr. Speaker, I would request a recorded divi‐
sion.

The Speaker: Call in the members.
● (1600)

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 312)

YEAS
Members

Aldag Alghabra
Ali Anand
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Battiste
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bittle
Blaikie Blair
Blaney Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Brière
Cannings Casey
Chagger Chahal
Champagne Chatel
Chen Chiang
Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek) Collins (Victoria)
Cormier Coteau
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Dong
Drouin Dubourg
Duguid Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Erskine-Smith Fergus
Fillmore Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fragiskatos Fraser
Fry Gaheer
Garrison Gazan
Gerretsen Gould
Green Guilbeault
Hajdu Hanley
Hardie Hepfner
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Iacono
Idlout Ien
Jaczek Johns
Joly Jowhari
Julian Kayabaga
Kelloway Khalid
Khera Koutrakis

Kusmierczyk Kwan
Lalonde Lambropoulos
Lametti Lamoureux
Lapointe Lattanzio
Lauzon LeBlanc
Lebouthillier Lightbound
Long Longfield
Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga) MacAulay (Cardigan)
MacDonald (Malpeque) MacGregor
MacKinnon (Gatineau) Maloney
Martinez Ferrada Masse
Mathyssen May (Cambridge)
May (Saanich—Gulf Islands) McDonald (Avalon)
McKay McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
McLeod McPherson
Mendès Mendicino
Miao Miller
Morrice Morrissey
Murray Naqvi
Ng Noormohamed
O'Connell Oliphant
O'Regan Petitpas Taylor
Powlowski Qualtrough
Robillard Rogers
Romanado Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
Scarpaleggia Schiefke
Serré Sgro
Shanahan Sheehan
Sidhu (Brampton East) Sidhu (Brampton South)
Singh Sorbara
Sousa St-Onge
Sudds Tassi
Taylor Roy Thompson
Trudeau Turnbull
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Vandal
Virani Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zuberi– — 175

NAYS
Members

Aboultaif Aitchison
Albas Allison
Arnold Baldinelli
Barlow Barrett
Barsalou-Duval Beaulieu
Bergeron Berthold
Bérubé Bezan
Blanchette-Joncas Block
Bragdon Brassard
Brock Brunelle-Duceppe
Calkins Caputo
Carrie Chabot
Chambers Champoux
Chong Cooper
Dalton Dancho
Davidson DeBellefeuille
Deltell Desbiens
Desilets Doherty
Dowdall Dreeshen
Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Ellis
Epp Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Ferreri Findlay
Gallant Garon
Gaudreau Généreux
Genuis Gill
Gladu Godin
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Goodridge Gourde
Gray Hallan
Hoback Jeneroux
Kelly Kitchen
Kmiec Kram
Kramp-Neuman Kurek
Kusie Lake
Lantsman Larouche
Lawrence Lehoux
Lemire Lewis (Essex)
Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Lloyd
Lobb Maguire
Martel Mazier
McCauley (Edmonton West) McLean
Melillo Michaud
Moore Morantz
Morrison Motz
Muys Nater
Normandin O'Toole
Patzer Paul-Hus
Pauzé Perkins
Plamondon Poilievre
Rayes Redekopp
Reid Rempel Garner
Richards Roberts
Rood Ruff
Savard-Tremblay Scheer
Schmale Seeback
Shields Shipley
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Small Soroka
Steinley Ste-Marie
Stewart Strahl
Stubbs Thériault
Therrien Thomas
Tochor Tolmie
Trudel Uppal
Van Popta Vecchio
Vidal Vien
Viersen Vignola
Villemure Vis
Vuong Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Williams
Williamson Zimmer– — 144

PAIRED
Members

Bibeau Duclos
Fortin Freeland
Liepert Perron– — 6

The Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 25—PROCEEDINGS ON
BILL C-21

MOTION THAT DEBATE BE NOT FURTHER ADJOURNED
Hon. Mark Holland (Leader of the Government in the House

of Commons, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in relation to the consideration
of Government Business No. 25, I move:

That the debate be not further adjourned.

The Deputy Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order 67.1, there
will be now a 30-minute question period.

I will invite hon. members who wish to ask questions to rise in
their places or use the “raise hand” function so the Chair can have
some idea of the number of members who wish to participate.

The hon. member for Kildonan—St. Paul.

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
there are a number of things I would like the minister to address. I
have many, many questions for him on his recent announcements,
and his attack on law-abiding gun owners and the tools used by
hunters.

However, in particular, there is something of a personal nature I
would like to ask the minister. He keeps alluding to the Conserva‐
tives, and I, of course, am the lead on this file for our party. In his
recent press conference, the minister insinuated that it was our fault
Liberal members are getting abuse from some online. He insinuated
there was violence as a result of, presumably, what I have been do‐
ing.

I would like to know if the minister would like to correct what he
said because I take great offence to that, particularly when Conser‐
vative members have received significant abuse from folks who
align with the Liberal side, yet I am not out here accusing the Lib‐
eral minister of his rhetoric being the reason that I have received
death threats. It is obviously very personal in nature. I took great
offence to that. The minister is taking this way too far, and I would
like him to apologize.

● (1605)

Hon. Marco Mendicino (Minister of Public Safety, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, my colleague knows that I have respect for the work she
does. She also knows that I am gravely concerned about any threats
that have been made against her, as well as against any other mem‐
ber of Parliament in the chamber.

I would also point out that my colleague and parliamentary sec‐
retary, who serves on the Standing Committee On Public Safety
and National Security, is among many women in the chamber, and
they are the disproportionate recipients of death threats. We need to
condemn that kind of behaviour. It is absolutely unacceptable. I will
never apologize for standing up for the rights of every member, of
every woman, to participate in this debate.

Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker,
I am, in principle, opposed to closure motions. I do recognize that
Bill C-21 has been in front of the House for a long time, and I un‐
derstand the difficulty that the larger parties have in sorting out how
to work collaboratively in the interest of efficient handling of the
legislation in this place.

Does the minister not think it would be helpful if Parliament de‐
cided to obey the rules of Westminster parliamentary democracies
around the world and not allow written speeches? It is my view
that, if members had to speak based on their knowledge of the sub‐
ject matter, it might narrow down the field of the number of speech‐
es we hear.
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Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, I would want to go to

great lengths to speak extemporaneously from my knowledge of
this file. I will tell members, though, that, with regard to Bill C-21,
there have been 15 meetings, 79 witnesses and approximately 40
hours spent, despite the fact that, at various junctures in this debate,
we have seen the Conservatives filibuster in an effort to stop a re‐
sponsible rigorous debate on gun control laws in this country.

This is not the first time this has occurred. This is consistent with
a pattern of obstruction and obfuscation by principally one party in
the chamber, which is the Conservatives. We want to protect Cana‐
dians, and we believe that, by passing Bill C-21, we will promote
responsible gun control and save lives.

Mr. Sukh Dhaliwal (Surrey—Newton, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, re‐
cently in Surrey, the Minister of Public Safety announced that $4.5
million under the safe communities fund will go to the City of Sur‐
rey. He is well aware that in Surrey, guns and gangs are one of the
top priorities for my constituents. I would ask him how this bill
would help the people of Surrey.

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, I have worked very
closely with my friend and colleague, the member for Surrey—
Newton, when it comes to keeping our communities safe.

As he knows, we recently made an announcement in his riding
that will provide additional grassroots support to the organizations
providing mental health services, educational supports and career
supports, especially to those young people who are at the greatest
risk of being exposed to gun violence.

I want to emphasize that this is a government that is squarely fo‐
cused on three priorities when it comes to reducing gun violence:
strong borders, strong laws and enforcement, and strong preven‐
tion. Together, with the support of a number of other opposition
parties, it is my sincere hope that we will pass Bill C-21 so we can
put in place strong gun control laws to save lives.

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I
would like the minister to comment on how important it is that we
listen to law enforcement when it comes to ghost guns in this coun‐
try. How important is this legislation and that we pass it in a timely
fashion and have a proper debate? The Conservatives are still pro‐
hibiting that proper dialogue from taking place.

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, my colleague from the
NDP is correct. There has been obstruction from the Conservatives
with respect to the debate on this bill, and on an array of priorities
when it comes to delivering for Canadians. I would highlight that
we have had 15 meetings, 79 witnesses and approximately 40 hours
of debate, despite the obfuscation by the Conservatives.

I thank my colleague from the NDP, as well as my colleagues
from the Bloc, with whom we have had constructive discussions on
the next steps we need to take to strengthen the national ban on the
AR-15 assault-style firearms, which have no place in our communi‐
ties. It is only the Conservatives who are advocating for policies
that would repeal that ban and make those types of guns, which
were designed for a battle field, legal again.
● (1610)

Mrs. Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, one of
the observations I have made during my time in this place is how

much the Liberal government loves to hinder Canadians and their
freedoms.

We saw Bill C-11 get rammed through the House. We more re‐
cently saw how Beijing interfered in our elections in this country.
An hon. colleague of mine, and his family in Hong Kong, were
threatened and intimidated, and the government did nothing. We
have seen the government move time allocation on bills over and
over again to ram them through.

Specifically, with Bill C-21, we see a government that wants to
take away rifles from hunters, again wanting to thwart the freedom
Canadians have, and not entrust them with the tools for a basic
lifestyle. I am curious as to why the government is so distrusting of
Canadians.

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, nothing could be further
from the truth. Contrary to the ongoing efforts by the Conservatives
to stoke fear, we respect gun owners, farmers and the first nations
communities who use firearms responsibly. I have engaged with all
of them, and we have gone to great lengths to make sure we are
weaving their experiences into our laws.

Therefore, rather than stoke fear and disinformation among
Canadians, it would be far more productive if Conservatives were
prepared to have a debate based on facts, not fear. That is what we
are doing with other parties in this chamber, including the NDP and
the Bloc, and I want to thank them for their collaboration on Bill
C-21.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I wonder if the minister could provide his thoughts on not
only how important the legislation is, but also on bringing in clo‐
sure, as we are doing right now.

Conservatives have made it very clear that they have no intention
of passing this legislation, so without bringing time allocation or
closure there is no chance we would see it get passed. Indeed, the
legislation is a reflection of what Canadians want to see of the gov‐
ernment.

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, my colleague on this side
of the government aisle is correct. The vast majority of Canadians,
approximately 80% of Canadians, support a national ban against
AR-15 style, assault-style firearms. They support a national freeze
on handguns.

Handguns have become the number one type of gun used in
homicides. Canadians support and want to see action that will allow
us to reverse the disturbing and alarming trends of domestic abuse
and the presence of guns. Again, women are disproportionately vic‐
timized as a result of the presence of guns. We want to reverse
those trends.
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We want to save lives, which is precisely why we need to move

forward with Bill C-21. Were it not for the Conservatives who con‐
tinue to obstruct and obfuscate, we would be able to do that more
quickly. That is why we are taking the step that we are today, and
we will continue to engage with all Canadians so we can keep them
safe.

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay (South Surrey—White Rock,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Liberals have turned to their junior coali‐
tion partners to do their bidding at committee tonight. It is laugh‐
able that the NDP will call themselves the stewards of democracy
and simultaneously support a motion like this.

The rural NDP members of Parliament, who all know Grandpa
Joe, and once spoke for him, have completely abandoned him. The
rural NDP members will need to go back to their communities to
answer for this motion and for helping ram through this legislation
in such a draconian way. It is simply not true that we are in charge
of the government's legislative agenda and that we could somehow
forever stop this legislation.

There are a lot of members who will have to go back to stand and
explain why they did the Liberals' work for them by presenting this
motion. They are the members for Churchill—Keewatinook Aski,
Courtenay—Alberni, Cowichan—Malahat—Langford, North Is‐
land—Powell River, Skeena—Bulkley Valley, South Okanagan—
West Kootenay, Timmins—James Bay and Nunavut.

Can the Minister of Public Safety confirm that the NDP caucus,
all of them, will be voting to support him and these Liberals in
stripping law-abiding gun owners of their hunting rifles?
● (1615)

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, that Conservative mem‐
ber knows full well that that is false. We are not at all targeting,
with this legislation, law-abiding gun owners, and her repeated
claims that it is true are simply misleading all Canadians.

Frankly, it is the other parties with whom we have been working
across the aisle, and thanks to the advocacy of the extraordinary
members of the Liberal caucus I get to work with, we are putting
forward legislation that will save lives by ensuring that we take the
next steps to strengthen a national ban on assault-style firearms, as
the Mass Casualty Commission from Nova Scotia recommended
that we do, by implementing, permanently, a national freeze on
handguns, which have become the number one type of gun used in
homicides.

Those are the types of responsible, evidence-based policies that
will help to save lives. It is only the Conservatives who are out
there in left field on their own on this issue, and they should be
joining this debate to support these policies.

Mr. Gord Johns (Courtenay—Alberni, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
we heard the Conservatives name off a bunch of rural NDP ridings
members who have brought to the attention of the government the
need to ensure that indigenous peoples and rural hunters can keep
their weapons.

This motion will get us back to the discussion of the amendments
that are needed to improve and strengthen the bill. However, Con‐
servatives do not want to do that. They would drag the bill out until
2027, so it would never happen.

We want to bring forward solutions so we can strengthen the bill
to protect farmers and indigenous people, and ensure that we have a
strong gun law. We could tackle ghost guns and support law en‐
forcement so they are not on the frontline facing dangerous
weapons.

The law-and-order party abandons our first responders, the po‐
lice, who are asking us to take action and move forward with the
bill. Maybe the public safety minister could speak about those
frontline officers who are asking us to make those amendments.

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to respond
to the question from my NDP colleague.

In fact, just yesterday, I joined members from our caucus in Peel
region to announce $390 million of support for the work of law en‐
forcement, which they do each and every single day to keep our
communities safe, including from gun violence.

My colleague from the NDP also mentioned his concerns with
ghost guns, and I share those concerns. As a result of the ongoing
and constructive dialogue we are having with the Bloc and the NDP
on this side of the House, we will be able to take additional action
against ghost guns. In fact, we just had the Americans in town a lit‐
tle less than two weeks ago, and we were able to reach four memo‐
randums of agreement. One of those will be the use of new technol‐
ogy to crack down on ghost guns.

This is what Canadians want. They want parties to work together
across partisan lines, and we are able to do that with the Bloc and
the NDP. However, the Conservatives have only put forward simply
stale and failed policies.

Mr. Dan Albas (Central Okanagan—Similkameen—Nicola,
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the minister why it is so ur‐
gent that we cannot have proper debate in the committee. It is not a
proper process to program a committee to immediately begin a pro‐
cess where we may end up not even knowing what members are
voting on.

The question is as follows. Will the minister own up to the issue
that he has created a mess at the committee with his leadership on
his bill, or will he actually stop, step back and allow the process to
go forward, ending in legislation that we may not agree with but
that will be better because it will have been examined correctly?

I would also point out that I agree with the whip from my party.
There are many B.C. NDP members who should think twice about
going along with this minister's plan. It is shameful for democracy,
and it is shameful for the minister to be invoking closure on a bill
that he has garbled so badly.
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● (1620)

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, it would be bad enough if
all that the Conservatives wanted to do was just protract the debate
on this so that they could obfuscate some more, but no, that is not
all. They have openly campaigned, repeatedly, on a commitment to
repeal the policies the government has put into place, including
wanting to make AR-15 style firearms legal again. These are guns
that were designed for the battlefield. It was the Nova Scotia Mass
Casualty Commission, which I know you, Mr. Speaker, are very fa‐
miliar with, that recommended we take additional steps to strength‐
en that ban so that we could protect communities from another
tragedy like the one we saw in Portapique and Truro.

We have been able to have those discussions with our colleagues
in the NDP and the Bloc, and for that, I am grateful. It is only the
Conservatives who are bending over backwards, doing everything
they possibly can, to frustrate debate so they can prevent the pas‐
sage of this bill into law. I think that is wrong. The Conservatives
should reverse course so that we would be able to put this law into
action and save lives.

Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River—Northern
Rockies, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is a real privilege to talk about Bill
C-21 and to really stand up against it.

Getting an honest answer from the minister is difficult. We have
tried. I remember being the one in SECU who actually got the wit‐
nesses to admit that law-abiding hunters' firearms were on the
banned list. The Liberals have tipped their hand, and most firearms
owners across the country know that. I have spoken with Liberal
members of Parliament who do not necessarily like the way their
own government is going on firearms.

This is really a call-out to the NDP. I just heard members from
the island. I have been to the Campbell River Gun Club, where peo‐
ple brought huge concerns forward around Bill C-21 and the free‐
dom to access their legally obtained firearms. Again, these are citi‐
zens who are vetted on a daily basis. The stats support that people
who have a firearms licence are far less likely to commit a crime
than an average citizen is. These are impeccable citizens being
shown complete disrespect by the Liberal minister.

Again, my question for the New Democrat members is whether
they will finally stand with their constituents and oppose this legis‐
lation.

The Deputy Speaker: I know the hon. minister is not a member
of the NDP, but he is the one answering the questions.

The hon. minister.
Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, everybody will be appre‐

ciative of that clarification.

The Conservative colleague across the aisle talks about his expe‐
rience. I have met with gun owners in the Eskasoni First Nation
community in Nova Scotia. I have met with gun owners in the
Yukon, in the Northwest Territories, in British Columbia, in Ontario
and, in fact, right across the country, for the express purpose of
making sure that we get this bill right.

If the member opposite wants to talk about being honest and
straight-up, then what he should do is be straight-up with the work

that we are doing on this side of the House to make sure that we get
this legislation—

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, when the
member impugns my testimony, with respect to it not being
straight-up, he is implying that I am lying to the House. I would ex‐
pect that he would apologize for doing something indirectly that he
is not supposed to do directly.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, it is incredibly rich that that
member would make that point of order, when he is basically doing
the exact same thing by saying that the minister is not telling the
truth. He cannot do indirectly what he cannot do directly, and he
was certainly doing it indirectly.

The Deputy Speaker: We are descending into the debate we are
actually having. The hon. minister still had the floor, but I do not
know if he was done. Okay.

Questions and comments, the hon. member for Cypress Hills—
Grasslands.

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Mr. Speaker, on a point of order, there is still
an issue on the table: asking for an apology for impugning another
member of the House. I would ask that he respect that and apolo‐
gize.

The Deputy Speaker: When the minister stands, he can answer,
or not, if he feels like it.

The hon. member for Cypress Hills—Grasslands has the floor.

Mr. Jeremy Patzer (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, what we are seeing today is the Liberals admitting they
have no idea how firearms regulation works in this country and
what it takes to lawfully obtain and transport a firearm.

When I was 12 years old, I took my hunter safety course, and
then I had to apply for a possession and acquisition licence. There
is an extremely arduous process one has to go through to get li‐
censed and to be able to acquire a firearm, including background
checks, checks that are run daily by the system.

My question for the minister is actually quite simple. Does he
even have a possession and acquisition licence, or has he even tak‐
en the hunter safety course in Canada?

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, I have respect for gun
owners. I know they place a premium on safety. I know that, when
they apply for a PAL certificate, they follow all of the regulations—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

● (1625)

The Deputy Speaker: Order.

The hon. Minister of Public Safety has the floor.
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Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, I realize there was a lot

of enthusiasm for the answer I was just giving, naturally, because I
was showing that we have respect for gun owners who do follow
the law. This legislation is not about targeting them, and the more
Conservatives try to spread that disinformation, the more they are
just resorting to their same old—

The Deputy Speaker: We have a point of order from the hon.
member for Prince George—Peace River—Northern Rockies.

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Mr. Speaker, using “disinformation” was
brought up earlier today. It implies that members across the way are
lying. Especially being the Minister of Public Safety and knowing
the law in this country, he should know the law in this place, which
is that one cannot say indirectly what one is not supposed to say di‐
rectly. I would ask, once again, for the member to apologize.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, if the member is correct and
disinformation is not permitted in the House, virtually every single
question from Conservatives during question period would be ruled
out of order.

The Deputy Speaker: On the same point of order, the hon.
member for Courtenay—Alberni.

Mr. Gord Johns: Mr. Speaker, I am going back again to disin‐
formation. We keep hearing Conservatives telling hunters and peo‐
ple who live in rural Canada that their guns would be taken away
by this legislation, which is completely false. We want to get to
committee to work through the amendments so we can ensure that
hunters and indigenous people continue to obtain their right to hunt
and that they not lose their weapons. In fact—

The Deputy Speaker: We are descending into debate.

On the same point of order, the hon. member for Prince
George—Peace River—Northern Rockies.

Mr. Bob Zimmer: Mr. Speaker, the member should apologize as
well. He knows very well that, at the Standing Committee on Pub‐
lic Safety and National Security, we proved hunting rifles were on
the banned—

The Deputy Speaker: We are descending into the debate we are
having. This is the interpretation.

The hon. parliamentary secretary, on a point of order.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I am just curious if there are

any other members who should be apologizing to this member.
Should the 337 of us all apologize to him?

The Deputy Speaker: How about this? On behalf of everyone, I
will just apologize.

Let us just continue with the debate.

The hon. member for Port Moody—Coquitlam has the floor.
Ms. Bonita Zarrillo (Port Moody—Coquitlam, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, we were in the House until midnight last night with the
same sort of childish antics going back and forth. While these are
going on, while people are asking to be apologized to and talking
about their feelings being hurt, children in my community are being
killed by guns, ghost guns, illegal guns. This is what we are talking
about. We are talking about the balance between those law-abiding
gun owners who deserve and want the right to be able to use their
firearms in a responsible way and families who are losing children,

along with women who are intimidated and hurt by guns that are
not legally allowed in this country.

If the minister does not mind, could he just explain again why we
cannot go through 145 amendments at this pace and still save lives
in this country?

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, I know my NDP col‐
league's concerns are genuinely felt in her community, as they are
felt in mine and indeed right across the country.

With regard to her specific question on ghost guns, we recently
had a cross-border crime forum summit here in Ottawa with our
American counterparts. What we are seeing coming out of that are
concrete results, such as more capacity to trace illegal guns and
more opportunities to leverage new technology to go after ghost
guns. Ghost guns are a concern that has been expressed to me by
chiefs from law enforcement right across the country. It is by doing
this tangible work in collaboration with the United States that we
are going to be able to build on the record number of illegal
firearms that were seized at the border last year and leverage new
technology to go after ghost guns to keep her community safe, and
keep all our communities safe, from gun violence.

Mr. Marcus Powlowski (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, guns and gangs are a real problem in Thunder Bay.
The other day, there was a shootout in a housing complex. People
are genuinely worried about the problem in Thunder Bay.

Could the minister please talk about his announcement this
morning about giving more money to police forces to deal with
guns and gangs, and how this may help us in Thunder Bay to deal
with this problem of guns?

● (1630)

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, in fact, as I mentioned
earlier during this debate, yesterday the government announced an
additional $390 million that will go directly to support law enforce‐
ment to dismantle and take down organized criminals who use
guns. I would also point out that the original bill, in its proper form,
includes raising maximum sentences against hardened gun traffick‐
ers as a means of deterring them. It also would provide law en‐
forcement with additional tools around wiretapping and surveil‐
lance so that they can share information and use that to disturb, dis‐
mantle and stop organized criminal networks that use guns to sup‐
port and supply their trade.

I have assured the member that we will work closely with the
province and his community to see that their work in Thunder Bay
is supported as well.

Mr. Rob Morrison (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Mr. Speak‐
er, we have a real problem with gangs and violence. Violent crime
is skyrocketing. We are talking about Bill C-21, which talks about
taking legal guns from legal gun owners.
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I want to ask the minister, since the government uses evidence-

based policies, what percentage of crimes are committed by people
with illegal guns, and what percentage are committed by people
who have actual legal guns? The answer to the second is going to
be zero. After 35 years in policing, I know that answer. Why not
put that money into education programs and forget Bill C-21?
Scrap Bill C-21. It would not be effective.

I agree that we need to have gun laws, but the government is tar‐
geting people who have legal guns. Why not go after the ones who
have illegal guns, the criminals?

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, there are at least two seri‐
ous mistakes in the premise of the Conservative member's question.
The first is that we are not going after criminals. In Bill C-21, as I
have just mentioned, we would raise maximum sentences from 10
to 14 years for illegal gun traffickers. That is an important and
powerful signal to anyone who would try to terrorize our communi‐
ties that they will run the risk of going to jail for a longer period of
time.

The Conservative member also referred to prevention. That is
precisely what the government is doing with a $250-million build‐
ing safer communities fund. I would point out that the Conserva‐
tives have opposed the building safer communities fund's alloca‐
tions, which will save lives through prevention by providing mental
health services and other supports for people who are at most risk.
The Conservatives are also against Bill C-21, which would give
law enforcement the additional tools to go after criminals who use
firearms to commit crimes. That is why their position is so misguid‐
ed.

On this side of the House, we are doing the work. We are making
sure that we pass responsible gun control legislation, but we are al‐
so taking action at the border and advancing strong prevention
strategies.

Mr. Peter Fragiskatos (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of National Revenue, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the min‐
ister could elaborate on the engagement and consultation that have
been carried out with rural communities in general. I am thinking in
particular of hunting organizations and sport shooting organiza‐
tions, with engagement that has ultimately led to the bill currently
under consideration, in its revised form.

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, I can assure my hon. col‐
league from London that, as he knows, we have been working with
rural communities and first nations communities right across the
country.

In fact, I have spent a good, considerable period of time with a
number of experts in gaming and hunting in the Yukon, where I had
a chance to see how they participate in their traditions. I have noth‐
ing but the utmost respect for the way in which they participate in
their traditions in a way that is safe and secure. I have also assured
them, as we have done with indigenous communities, that this bill
would reflect their lived experiences. What does that mean in plain
and simple terms? It means that this bill would not target them.
Rather, it would go after criminals. It would go after AR-15 assault-
style firearms. Yes, it would implement a national freeze on hand‐
guns, because handguns have been growing by approximately

55,000 new registrations every year and they have concurrently be‐
come the number one type of gun used in homicides.

Those are the types of evidence-based, informed policies that are
in Bill C-21, and that is why it would help save lives.

Hon. Rob Moore (Fundy Royal, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there is
just so much wrong with this presentation. Under the Liberals, vio‐
lent crime has gone up 32%; gang crime has gone up almost 100%.
The minister just spoke about registered firearms, yet the experts
who appeared at the justice committee, the police chiefs, said that
illegal firearms coming in from the United States are the cause of
this problem.

Would the minister acknowledge that his bill, Bill C-5, eliminat‐
ed mandatory penalties for trafficking in illegal firearms, drive-by
shootings and using a firearm in the commission of an offence?
While he is talking about increasing sentences for certain crimes,
would he also acknowledge that the maximum sentence has never
been used for any of these crimes, and it will not be under these
changes?

● (1635)

Hon. Marco Mendicino: Mr. Speaker, I will not predict what a
court will do, because each case is taken on its merits. I suppose
that is the biggest difference between the Conservatives and the
Liberals. When it comes to the judiciary, we have faith in that insti‐
tution.

My colleague knows that Bill C-5 was a response to the Supreme
Court of Canada repeatedly striking down the failed Conservative
approach to sentencing. This disproportionately impacted racialized
Canadians and indigenous peoples.

Yes, we do need to make sure that we are putting in place the ap‐
propriate sentencing for hardened gun traffickers. I believe that by
raising maximum sentences, we are sending a clear signal to the
courts. This is an expectation that if people terrorize anyone with a
gun, they will face stiffer jail sentences. However, we also need to
take action at the border. We did that with the Americans. We also
need to include prevention. The Conservatives have never support‐
ed that, but they should. That is what a comprehensive plan looks
like.

[Translation]

The Deputy Speaker: It is my duty to interrupt the proceedings
and put forthwith the question necessary to dispose of the motion
now before the House.

[English]

The question is on the motion.

If a member of a recognized party present in the House wishes
that the motion be carried or carried on division or wishes to re‐
quest a recorded division, I would invite them to rise and indicate it
to the Chair.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, ideally, it would be carried
on division. However, I have the sense that we are going to need a
recorded division on this, so I would request a recorded division.
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The Deputy Speaker: Call in the members.

● (1720)

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 313)

YEAS
Members

Aldag Alghabra
Ali Anand
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Battiste
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bittle
Blaikie Blair
Blaney Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Brière
Cannings Casey
Chagger Chahal
Champagne Chatel
Chen Chiang
Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek) Collins (Victoria)
Cormier Coteau
Dabrusin Damoff
Davies Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Dong
Drouin Dubourg
Duguid Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Erskine-Smith Fergus
Fillmore Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fragiskatos Fraser
Fry Gaheer
Garrison Gazan
Gerretsen Gould
Green Guilbeault
Hajdu Hanley
Hardie Hepfner
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Iacono
Idlout Ien
Jaczek Johns
Joly Jowhari
Julian Kayabaga
Kelloway Khalid
Khera Koutrakis
Kusmierczyk Kwan
Lambropoulos Lametti
Lamoureux Lapointe
Lattanzio Lauzon
LeBlanc Lebouthillier
Lightbound Long
Longfield Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga)
MacAulay (Cardigan) MacDonald (Malpeque)
MacGregor MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney Martinez Ferrada
Masse Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) McDonald (Avalon)
McGuinty McKay
McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam) McLeod
McPherson Mendès
Mendicino Miao

Miller Morrissey
Murray Naqvi
Ng Noormohamed
O'Connell Oliphant
O'Regan Petitpas Taylor
Powlowski Qualtrough
Robillard Rogers
Romanado Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
Scarpaleggia Schiefke
Serré Sgro
Shanahan Sheehan
Sidhu (Brampton East) Sidhu (Brampton South)
Singh Sorbara
Sousa St-Onge
Sudds Tassi
Taylor Roy Thompson
Trudeau Turnbull
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Vandal
Virani Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zuberi– — 173

NAYS
Members

Aboultaif Albas
Allison Arnold
Baldinelli Barlow
Barrett Barsalou-Duval
Beaulieu Bergeron
Berthold Bérubé
Bezan Blanchet
Blanchette-Joncas Block
Bragdon Brassard
Brock Brunelle-Duceppe
Calkins Caputo
Carrie Chabot
Chambers Champoux
Chong Cooper
Dalton Dancho
Davidson DeBellefeuille
Deltell Desbiens
Desilets Doherty
Dowdall Dreeshen
Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Ellis
Epp Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Ferreri Findlay
Gallant Garon
Gaudreau Généreux
Genuis Gill
Gladu Godin
Goodridge Gourde
Gray Hallan
Hoback Jeneroux
Kelly Kitchen
Kmiec Kram
Kramp-Neuman Kurek
Kusie Lake
Lantsman Larouche
Lawrence Lehoux
Lemire Lewis (Essex)
Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk) Lloyd
Lobb Maguire
Martel May (Saanich—Gulf Islands)
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McLean Melillo
Michaud Moore
Morantz Morrice
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Morrison Motz
Muys Nater
Normandin O'Toole
Patzer Paul-Hus
Pauzé Perkins
Plamondon Poilievre
Rayes Redekopp
Reid Rempel Garner
Richards Roberts
Rood Ruff
Savard-Tremblay Scheer
Schmale Seeback
Shields Shipley
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Small Soroka
Steinley Ste-Marie
Stewart Strahl
Stubbs Thériault
Therrien Thomas
Tochor Tolmie
Trudel Uppal
Van Popta Vecchio
Vidal Vien
Viersen Vignola
Villemure Vis
Vuong Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Williams
Williamson Zimmer– — 146

PAIRED
Members

Bibeau Duclos
Fortin Freeland
Liepert Perron– — 6

The Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

* * *

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Ms. Heather McPherson (Edmonton Strathcona, NDP): Mr.

Speaker, there have been consultations, and I hope that if you seek
it, you will find consent for the following motion:

That, notwithstanding any Standing Order, special order, or usual practice of the
House, following the disposal of Government Business No. 25 later this day, the
House shall resume consideration of the privilege motion standing in the name of
the member for Wellington—Halton Hills.

The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed to the hon. member's
moving the motion will please say nay. Agreed.

The House has heard the terms of the motion. All those opposed
to the motion will please say nay.

(Motion agreed to)

* * *

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 25—PROCEEDINGS ON
BILL C-21

The House resumed from May 8 consideration of the motion.
Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker,

thank you for allowing me to continue my remarks concerning what
is, in my opinion, a very undemocratic motion put forward by the
Liberals.

What just transpired in this House was a closure motion to basi‐
cally shut me up and stop the discussion we began as a result of the

Liberals and the NDP working together. They did not like that I
was going on and on. I had a lot to say, so they voted to keep me
quiet. I will be silenced, in essence, after these 20 minutes by the
Liberals and the NDP, who are working together to ultimately en‐
sure the slow and painful removal of hunting rifles from everyday
Canadians who are trained, tested and vetted by police. That is just
the context for folks so they know what is going on in this House.

Ultimately, Motion No. 25 is a time allocation motion, in
essence. At committee, we are talking about Bill C-21 and the
many amendments brought forward by the Liberals, the NDP and
other parties, which are worthy of discussion, debate and questions
for officials. If the motion passes, which it is sure to do because the
NDP and the Liberals are working together so closely on this, it
will severely limit our ability as opposition members to heavily
scrutinize a bill that would impact 2.3 million gun owners, hun‐
dreds of millions of dollars in our economy and tens of thousands
of jobs, not to mention the hundreds of years of culture and heritage
in Canada. Just to be clear, that is what the Liberals and the NDP
are working together on today.

The Conservatives have been relentless in standing up for rural
Canadians and for law-abiding citizens. Certainly, I have been hon‐
oured to be given this role by our leader, the member for Carleton,
but there are many other members in our caucus who have done ex‐
traordinary work for all firearms owners, hunters, farmers, sport
shooters and indigenous Canadians. I want to make sure they are
acknowledged, because they only reason we are here and have mo‐
bilized the country to pay attention to this injustice by the Liberals
and the NDP working together is the work that has come from peo‐
ple before me and the work of committee members now. I just want
to acknowledge them.

At the public safety committee, I have worked very closely with
the members for Barrie—Springwater—Oro-Medonte, Medicine
Hat—Cardston—Warner and Sturgeon River—Parkland, and re‐
cently we also had on committee the member for Langley—Alder‐
grove. We have worked very hard over the last six months and over
the year and a half I have been on committee. Certainly, we have
gotten a lot of expertise from folks in our caucus who really live
and breath this culture in Canada. They are a true testament to how
important it is in Canada that we fight for this to maintain it. They
are the members for Red Deer—Lacombe and Prince George—
Peace River—Northern Rockies.

I come after very strong members of Parliament who have done
extraordinary work. I have been able to stand on the shoulders of
those who have come before me. Notably, the member for Lakeland
is an extraordinary woman and did incredible work on this file. I
am very honoured to follow her and follow in her footsteps in this
role. There is also the member for Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-
Charles.
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We have a team of Conservatives who are working on the right

side of this debate. They are making history to stand up for a cul‐
ture that continues to be kicked like a football, a political wedge, by
the Liberals. Every time they are not doing well in the polls and ev‐
ery time our message is resonating, it is like they break out an
emergency, and firearms is one of them. They spread misinforma‐
tion, when really we know all of what they are doing does not im‐
pact the criminals who are shooting up the streets, and does not im‐
pact the gangsters who are in highly organized smuggling rings
across the border to bring in the nine out of 10 firearms used in
Toronto. The drugs and human trafficking are related.

This is rather than attacking those issues and repeat violent of‐
fenders, and it is a result of the government's catch-and-release bail
system from Bill C-75 a few years ago, a Liberal bill that the police
tell us over and over again is causing what is happening on our
streets. We see all these repeat violent offenders stabbing people
and wreaking havoc on our streets. Forty individuals in Vancouver
were responsible for 6,000 interactions with police last year. This is
a result of the reckless catch-and-release policies the Liberals
brought in, and they were heavily supported, in lockstep, by the
NDP.

While all of this is happening, our message is resonating and the
public is concerned about public safety. However, what do the Lib‐
erals do? They bring in gun control, which we know really means
they are going after heavily vetted, trained and tested individuals
who are licensed to own firearms. They hunt, protect their livestock
and represent us at the Olympics in sport shooting. These are the
kinds of people the Liberals are targeting with Bill C-21, and the
NDP is working in lockstep to slowly but surely, step by step, de‐
stroy this way of life in Canada.
● (1725)

Shame on the NDP. The New Democrats have plenty of rural and
northern members whom they are failing given what they are doing
with the Liberals. I am going to name a few of those members.
There are so many, honestly. These are good rural people who are
being failed by what the NDP is doing here.

We have the member for Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing in
Ontario; the member for Churchill—Keewatinook Aski from Mani‐
toba, which is all of northern Manitoba, where they live off hunt‐
ing; and the member for Elmwood—Transcona. I know there are a
lot of hunters and sport shooters in his riding. We have the member
for Courtenay—Alberni and the member for Cowichan—Mala‐
hat—Langford in B.C., and we have the members for North Is‐
land—Powell River, Esquimalt—Saanich—Sooke, Skeena—Bulk‐
ley Valley, South Okanagan—West Kootenay, Timmins—James
Bay and Nunavut. People are being failed by their members of Par‐
liament in this regard.

For a moment, we thought there was a light, and the NDP mem‐
bers were supportive, saying, “No, this is crazy.” I do not know
what the Liberals are offering them, but then, all of a sudden, they
completely abandoned the rural people they are supposed to repre‐
sent, who are continuously kicked by the Liberal government. It is
disgusting.

I have a lot to say with my remaining time. Again, I have been
silenced and limited to 20 minutes now because the Liberals and

the New Democrats do not want to hear the facts. All they want to
do is work together to destroy a way of life in this country that the
Conservatives are very proud to protect and fight for. We will con‐
tinue to do so.

Honestly, I had four binders of facts and data, which the Liberals
pretend they care about while they follow the science. We will nev‐
er get to that. We will never get to have the opportunity to talk
about that because they have voted to silence the debate on this. I
wonder why. They are running, perhaps, from the reality of what
they are facing. They do not want to face the facts on the ground of
what this means to the Canadians it impacts and what it means to
let criminals off the hook yet again.

It is very disappointing that the Liberals are working with the
New Democrats and that the New Democrats are going along with
this. They should be ashamed. They should be ashamed that they
are letting down rural Canadians in this way, who thought they had
a voice when they voted NDP. Clearly they were wrong. I am very
sorry to those voters, but we will have their backs. We will continue
to have their backs, and we will also have the backs of all the folks
in cities who are being misrepresented by the Liberals.

We will pick this back up in an hour.

PRIVATE MEMBERS' BUSINESS

● (1730)

[English]

VIOLENCE AGAINST PREGNANT WOMEN ACT

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall (Yorkton—Melville, CPC) moved that
Bill C-311, An Act to amend the Criminal Code (violence against
pregnant women), be read the second time and referred to a com‐
mittee.

She said: Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to open what I seek to be a
respectful debate on a private member's bill, Bill C-311, an act to
amend the Criminal Code regarding violence against pregnant
women.

I stand this evening on behalf of pregnant women who have been
and are facing violence while living in fear of injury or loss of their
child. I stand humbly advocating on behalf of those who no longer
breathe or have their voice and on behalf of their families, who
have lost loved ones whose lives were taken in targeted violent
crimes.
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There are more than 80 cases in recent Canadian history of wom‐

en who have been killed while pregnant. Each of these women was
killed by men who knew they were pregnant. The killers intention‐
ally sought to do harm to the pregnant women and, in many cases,
end their pregnancies. As it stands at this moment, we in this place
have failed them by not requiring sentencing judges to take these
actions into account.

The violence against pregnant women act is simple. It would
amend the Criminal Code to ensure that the act of knowingly as‐
saulting a pregnant woman and causing physical or emotional harm
to a pregnant woman are factored in as aggravating circumstances
for sentencing purposes. For a perpetrator who has been identified
and found guilty, the sentence must be required to match the crime.

Every one of us in this place carries the responsibility as legisla‐
tors to do everything that we can in our roles to denounce and deter
gender-based violence in all of its forms. Canada is failing its preg‐
nant women and the children they have chosen to carry to term. Bill
C-311, the violence against pregnant women act, reflects our ability
to fill this gap in the Criminal Code of Canada. The first question
each of us in this place must answer to determine whether we seek
to denounce and deter violence against pregnant women is this: Do
we truly value women and their choice to be pregnant?

Jeff Durham and Sherry Goberdhan, who spoke to reporters this
morning and were with us today, represent families who have been
discouraged by the lack of will in this place to champion the choic‐
es of Cassie and Arianna to be pregnant and to raise Molly and
Asaara.

Jeff said, “Part of what's been lost in this debate is viability of a
woman's choice. Two sides of an option make up a choice. You
can't protect only one and still call it a choice. It's crazy to me that
the argument on one side is against the choice of a woman. I've
been thinking about it a lot in terms of reproductive rights. Like,
how can we call them reproductive rights and then not extend them
to the ones that chose to reproduce. It is so absurd. Someone who
believes that such a choice belongs to a woman should be the
strongest advocate for something like this.

“The pro-choice community has become disillusioned. They are
seeing themselves used as fodder for political gain by politicians,
advocacy groups, media and the Prime Minister—all who refuse to
value specifically protecting a woman's choice to be pregnant, to
carry her child to term, to be protected from intimate partner vio‐
lence, gender-based violence within Canada's Criminal Code.”

Jeff is not alone. As a matter of fact, the vast majority of Canadi‐
ans agree.

A position paper outlining six reasons to oppose this bill was
sent to all parliamentarians, except me. The author, Joyce Arthur,
executive director of Abortion Rights Coalition of Canada, who
supported this bill when it was part of Cassie and Molly’s law, has
changed her mind and validates that change of heart with the fol‐
lowing reasons.

First, she says the bill is redundant, as other clauses in the Crimi‐
nal Code section can cover pregnant victims. In researching
through many references of previous cases, I saw that a judge's dis‐

cretion in using other clauses or choosing to see pregnancy as an
aggravating circumstance is truly wanting.

I will give only two of many examples. The first if R v. Cunning‐
ham, 2023. It is another tragic case of someone attempting to end
the life of a pregnant woman. The appeal seems to hinge on the un‐
fairness of the sentence, but what is interesting is that there are no
indications that the fact she was pregnant factored into the sentenc‐
ing whatsoever.

There is also R v. Kormendy, 2019. The judge there said, “The
trial judge did not address the significance of domestic violence, in‐
cluding the fact that the victim was pregnant with the respondent's
child, as well as that the attack represented an obvious desire to kill
her to solve his own problem of unexpected parenthood.”

Joyce Arthur also said that more effective measures are needed
to address gender-based violence. I agree. I could not agree more.
Any and every measure we can implement to better protect women
when pregnant should be taken.

● (1735)

Last week, I had a call from a young woman who, while preg‐
nant, feared for her life and the life of her child. With the chal‐
lenges she is facing now, a limited income when food prices are
skyrocketing, the inability to work because she wants to take care
of her newborn, waiting for room in a shelter, finding a home she
can afford, having all of her belongings, credit card and bank ac‐
count stolen by her abusive and threatening husband, she is nothing
short of a strong, determined and very brave woman.

Every measure we can implement to better facilitate pregnant
women who are facing violence must be taken. This remarkable
woman called me and thanked me for bringing forward the violence
against pregnant women act.

And yet, what does Joyce Arthur say? She said that such protec‐
tions could hypothetically include a degree of legal protection, but
only if that would meet a real need according to the anti-gender
based violence community, and only if the focus was on the preg‐
nant person and their needs, and not on the pregnancy itself or the
fetus.

Partner Jeff Durham, mother Sherry Goberdhan and this young
woman who was assaulted and abused are clearly members of the
anti-gender based violence community, and their extended families
are clearly members of the anti-gender based violence community,
yet their voices are being denied by what is truly an extreme claim
that only one choice matters.
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I encourage those who vote in this place to be brave enough to

go to mollymatters.org to see and hear of the many more victims of
gender-based violence who are shunned by this statement, which
has further traumatized those being told they and their loved ones
have no place within the anti-gender based violence community.
They are the ones who have faced all this violence.

Joyce Arthur says that no anti-violence group is known to sup‐
port this bill, and then she goes on to list organizations she is aware
of that support the violence against pregnant women act. She de‐
fines them as anti-choice groups and implies that because they sup‐
port this bill they are not anti-violence groups.

Merriam-Webster defines anti-violence as “acting against or op‐
posing violence”, where violence is defined as “the use of physical
force so as to injure, abuse, damage, or destroy” or “an instance of
violent [harmful or destructive] treatment or procedure”.

Just as the majority of the pro-choice community is being mis‐
represented in these reasons not to support Bill C-311, the same can
be said of the pro-life community, yet the desire to see pregnancy
as an aggravating circumstance is supported by the vast majority of
Canadians across the entire spectrum.

The bill has received and is receiving endorsements from other
cultural and faith-based groups that support its intent to denounce
and deter violence, such as the Overseas Friends of India Canada
and the Pakistani Canadian Cultural Association. Pregnancy coun‐
selling centres, safe spaces for women who are facing violence dur‐
ing pregnancy, support denouncing and deterring that violence by
seeing the violence against pregnant women act supported unani‐
mously in this place, but what is the current government doing? It
wants to revoke their charitable status.

On its website, Pregnancy Care Canada states, “for a woman to
truly have a choice regarding her unexpected pregnancy, she must
have authentic options to choose from—including the option to
continue her pregnancy.”

I encourage those who will vote on this bill to review the find‐
ings in the 2016 Nanos poll “Canadians’ opinions on crimes against
pregnant women”. Nick was surprised that it clearly indicated that
70% of all Canadians and 73% of all Canadian women want to see
pregnancy as an aggravating circumstance in Canada’s Criminal
Code. They believe in it and want it to happen.

Joyce Arthur says that the motivation behind this bill is suspect.
Where have I heard that before? Where are we hearing it today? It
is on all kinds of social media, painting the bill as dangerous. When
she says that the motivation behind the bill is suspect, what she is
really saying is that the bill is suspect because it was put forward by
me. What a demeaning attitude toward an issue that is so important
to women in this country, yet she supported this very bill herself
when it was part of my previous bill that called for protections for
pregnant women in the Criminal Code. She saw that unity among
most Canadians existed then for what has now been written as the
violence against pregnant women act, period.
● (1740)

Joyce Arthur expressed support for my previous bill, but only if
the aggravating circumstances portion was kept. That is what Bill

C-311 is. At this point, she was onside with most Canadians. She
stated, “Because pregnant women are more vulnerable to violence
and abuse than non-pregnant women, they fit into the reasoning for
aggravating factors.... ARCC would be willing to support it, espe‐
cially if it might help give some redress and comfort to victims and
their families.”

I can tell the House that victims and families across this nation
have sensed anything but support from the Liberal government,
when they have chosen to carry their children and face these kinds
of violent circumstances that were no choice of theirs. It is de‐
plorable. Yet, she did not stand in the gap and challenge the govern‐
ment of the day to support the bill going to committee to consider
this amendment. I wonder why.

Unfortunately, and we will witness to what extent in further de‐
bate today, current members of Parliament either support or fail to
represent the view of the majority of Canadians on the violence
against pregnant women act.

Why do supposed anti-gender based violence organizations and
politicians refuse to prioritize the safety and security of women
when they are pregnant? What is going on there? Why do they
choose to turn a deaf ear to the vast majority of Canadians, who
want to see this bill passed? What is the motivation for that? Cana‐
dians have woken up to what some of that motivation is.

What I find most incomprehensible is when women fail women.
There is no justification, for any reason, for any woman, including
in this place, to sacrifice the choice of another woman to carry her
child to term, to deny their value, to deny what we could do in this
place to bring further protections to those women who are attacked,
who are killed, who face all kinds of violence. We are ignoring
them in this place for another agenda.

Joyce Arthur then says that the bill is already being used to pro‐
mote fetal rights. I have something to say to that. It is also being
used by those who deny fetal rights, and that is wrong on all levels.
The majority of Canadians support this, which means that, across
the entire spectrum of Canadians, whatever their views are, they see
this as something that is absolutely crucial when a woman is preg‐
nant, when she is carrying a child. I do not know about others, but
with all these gender reveals, what do they do? They say, “I am
having a baby, and I am calling him or her this.” Arianna named
Asaara. Jeff and Cassie named Molly. This is normal behaviour,
and we are acting as though it is something we do not want to see
happen, that we protect these women.
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Again, along with other significant findings, the 2016 Nanos poll

“Canadians' opinions on crimes against pregnant women”, which
members can look up, indicates that 70% of all Canadians and 73%
of women in Canada want to see pregnancy as an aggravating cir‐
cumstance in Canada's Criminal Code.

We, as legislators, must respond to the clear consensus of Cana‐
dians. It is fully within Parliament's role to amend Canada's Crimi‐
nal Code to ensure that the act of knowingly assaulting a pregnant
woman and causing physical or emotional harm to a pregnant wom‐
an is factored in as an aggravating circumstance for sentencing pur‐
poses.

I have a couple more thoughts.

Joyce Arthur ends with this final point of her six points, that two
Liberal MPs immediately saw through the bill. Really? They saw
through the bill. Apparently, today, a whole bunch more saw
through the bill. At a press conference this morning, while mine
was on, they were seeing through the bill. These two female Liberal
MPs and others who are taking that stand, turning a blind eye to
this—
● (1745)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The time is up.

Questions and comments, the hon. parliamentary secretary to the
Minister of Tourism and Associate Minister of Finance.

Ms. Rachel Bendayan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of Tourism and Associate Minister of Finance, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, it was reported earlier today that the Conservative leader,
the member for Carleton, will support Bill C-311. I would like to
ask my hon. colleague if she can confirm that in the House, because
the well-known anti-abortion group Campaign Life Coalition was
very surprised by this news. It said that it was happily surprised, but
even it was surprised by this news.

I would also like to ask my hon. colleague if the Conservative
leader agrees with her statement that the lack of abortion law in
Canada constitutes a “legal void”. These are the arguments that my
colleague from Yorkton—Melville put forward to justify her bill,
Bill C-311. Does the Conservative leader agree with that?

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall: Madam Speaker, my leader supports
this bill. My leader supports the bill because it is reasonable and it
reflects the views of Canadians, of valuing family. I was asked, at
my press conference, if that means that everyone on my side of the
floor is obviously going to support it.

An hon. member: A legal void.

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall: Madam Speaker, I will get to that.

What I said to him, as we discussed this, was that we are differ‐
ent in the Conservative Party, very different. People see the differ‐
ence. I said that I do not want anyone on my side of the floor in this
party to have to feel what every other person in the House experi‐
ences when there is a vote that their leader has an attitude about. I
said that I want every member of my party to have the freedom to
vote their conscience. That is something that is dead in the House,
except for over here.

[Translation]

Ms. Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Madam Speaker, in
her speech, my colleague from Yorkton-Melville talked about a ma‐
jority of Canadians. She is certainly not talking about a majority of
Quebeckers. She brought up the Conservative difference; I am talk‐
ing about the Quebec difference.

Recently, Quebec's minister responsible for the status of women
expressed concern for women's right to abortion.

Does my colleague realize that her bill is truly a threat and could
lead to a major setback for women's rights, which have been ar‐
dently defended by Quebec women for many, many years?

[English]

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall: Madam Speaker, that is pretty typical.
It is hogwash.

These people are in government. They can make whatever deci‐
sion they want in regard to abortion access. The majority of Cana‐
dians want access to abortion, but the majority of Canadians also
want protection for women who choose to raise their children, to
carry them to term.

That is what Jeff was saying, who was a pro-choice person, as
was Cassie. He asked what has happened here. He said that the def‐
inition of pro-choice has been hijacked and he wants it back, be‐
cause he lost Molly and he lost Cassie and they are totally disre‐
garded by that community and by this government and the Bloc.

Ms. Leah Gazan (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Madam Speaker, I
know my hon. colleague is very passionate about the issue, but I do
not think it is the issue at hand. In fact, the Abortion Rights Coali‐
tion of Canada opposes this bill and is urging MPs to oppose the
bill. At the same time, anti-choice organizations, including the pro-
life coalition, are cheering on the introduction of the bill because
they see it as a step toward establishing legal protection for fetuses,
which would pave the way for restriction on abortion.

I do not want to go back to a time when we had to use coat hang‐
ers in back lanes to get abortions. I do not want to go back to a time
when we had to fight for little children who have been victims of
sexual assault, including 10-year-olds, to have access to abortion,
as we are seeing in the States.

I am going to ask a yes-or-no question. Does my hon. colleague
support a woman's right to a safe abortion?

● (1750)

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall: Madam Speaker, it is time for this
House, which has its own agenda, to stop gaslighting Canadians. It
is time. There is a desire across this nation, regardless of perspec‐
tives. I can assure the member of that because I see and hear it all
the time. A lot of the pro-choice community is still very nervous—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!
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The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐

suming debate, the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Tourism and Associate Minister of Finance.
[Translation]

Ms. Rachel Bendayan (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minis‐
ter of Tourism and Associate Minister of Finance, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, today I rise to speak to Bill C‑311, which was introduced
by the Conservative member for Yorkton—Melville.

The bill amends the Criminal Code to specify that knowingly as‐
saulting a pregnant woman and that causing physical or emotional
harm to a pregnant woman are to be considered aggravating cir‐
cumstances for sentencing purposes.

At first glance, this bill seems like a well-intentioned measure to
better protect pregnant women. However, a closer look at the bill's
language and genesis suggests that its real purpose is to reopen the
abortion debate in Canada.
[English]

Conservative Bill C-311 is the most recent iteration of a number
of similar previous private members' bills. In 2016, the same Con‐
servative member introduced Bill C-225, which proposed to add an
offence for injuring or causing the death of a “preborn child” while
committing an offence. That proposed legislation was defeated due
to the concerns that it would have conferred rights on fetuses, there‐
by compromising abortion rights in this country.

While that Conservative bill explicitly mentioned preborn chil‐
dren, Bill C-311 seems to take a more indirect approach, but to ar‐
rive at the exact same result. I understand why my colleague felt it
necessary to be so indirect in her tactics to further her goal. After
all, the Conservative member's previous attempt, through Bill
C-225, was soundly defeated, with members of all other parties in
this House voting to reject that Conservative bill. Not only that, but
over 20 Conservative MPs could not even bring themselves to vote
for it. A few Conservative members even voted against it, including
the member for Wellington—Halton Hills; I think this underlines
why so many of us in this House think so highly of that particular
member.
[Translation]

Now I would like to say a bit more about the reasons I oppose
this Conservative bill. There are two major reasons.

First, this bill appears to be designed to serve as a stepping stone
towards reopening the abortion debate in Canada, with the goal
of—
[English]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
Could we have silence while the hon. member is making her
speech? There was silence while the sponsor of the bill was giving
her speech, and I would like to ask that the same courtesy be ac‐
corded to the current speaker.

The hon. parliamentary secretary has the floor.
[Translation]

Ms. Rachel Bendayan: Madam Speaker, this bill appears to be
designed to serve as a stepping stone towards reopening the abor‐

tion debate in Canada, with the goal of conferring rights on the fe‐
tus.

Let me be clear. Our government firmly believes that the right to
abortion is protected by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Free‐
doms. We will never compromise on that right.

Second, this bill contains errors that render it simply ineffective
at achieving its intended purpose. I will explain how the bill would
actually reduce the legal tools available to pregnant women who
have been assaulted.

I recognize, of course, that violence against pregnant victims is a
serious problem and a form of gender-based violence that requires a
tough criminal response. The Criminal Code already includes nu‐
merous offences of general application that we can rely on in the
context of gender-based violence.

Depending on the wrongdoing in question, offences such as as‐
sault, sexual assault and uttering threats could apply, as could other
offences such as criminal harassment, which applies in cases in‐
volving ongoing behaviour that affects the victim's sense of physi‐
cal or psychological safety. Aggravating factors already exist that
can be invoked to increase penalties when the violence is commit‐
ted against a pregnant victim. The relevant case law indicates that
these cases are treated seriously by the courts.

In addition to a strong criminal response, I am sure we can all
agree that strong non-legislative measures are also needed to ad‐
dress all forms of gender-based violence. That is why our govern‐
ment continues to implement its strategy entitled “It's Time:
Canada's Strategy to Prevent and Address Gender-Based Violence”.
This strategy focuses on preventing gender-based violence, sup‐
porting survivors and promoting the necessary legal systems.

● (1755)

[English]

I want to speak more directly about the right to choose and abor‐
tion rights here in Canada. The Conservative member for York‐
ton—Melville has stated in this House that her bill is meant to ad‐
dress the “legal void” around abortion in Canada.

The Conservative member created her own web page for this
particular bill where she linked to a pro-life petition, which she also
presented in this chamber in March. That petition advocates for Bill
C-311, arguing that “preborn children” should be considered “vic‐
tims”. This language has garnered public support from anti-abor‐
tion organizations that seek to strip reproductive freedom from
women here in Canada.
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When someone tells us who they are and what they are doing, we

have to believe them. Just last week in this House, the member for
Yorkton—Melville said, “Canada has no abortion law and it is still
a huge discussion in our country.” Where is this still a huge discus‐
sion? Only the Conservatives want to discuss abortion law in this
country. There is certainly no doubt that it is the Conservatives re‐
opening this debate on the floor of the House of Commons here to‐
day.

Pro-choice organizations, including Abortion is Healthcare, a
group from the sponsor's home province of Saskatchewan, and the
Abortion Rights Coalition of Canada, have spoken out against this
Conservative bill. Abortion is Healthcare called Bill C-311 a bill
that is “slowly moving the fetus toward personhood.”

To be clear, abortion is health care in this country. A woman's
right to choose is hers and hers alone. The government has no role
to play in that decision. We, the Liberal government, will always
stand with Canadian women in order to protect their rights.

For those who feel that the Conservatives' reopening of this de‐
bate in Canada is not something they should be worried about, I
would like to share a part of the conversation on feminist policy
that our Deputy Prime Minister had this weekend with Secretary
Hillary Clinton. Secretary Clinton said, “there is a very significant
historical struggle going on, about whether we move forward or the
clock is turned back”. I raise this because just across our southern
border, we see the clock getting turned back. We witnessed U.S.
Supreme Court justices and politicians attempt the erasure of
decades of feminists' struggle for a woman's right to make deci‐
sions about her own body. We know that Canadians fought tireless‐
ly for this same right in our country, and we will never let it be
weakened.

Finally, I would like to explain why this bill would actually en‐
danger pregnant women. Bill C-311 would reduce the legal tools
available to people who are assaulted while pregnant. Sentencing
courts already treat the fact that a victim is pregnant as an aggravat‐
ing factor in the common law. The factor that currently applies is
similar to Bill C-311, but it provides broader protection, because it
does not require evidence that the offender knew that the victim
was pregnant. Therefore, I am extremely concerned that the bill's
proposed aggravating factor could result in sentencing courts refus‐
ing to treat a victim's pregnancy as an aggravating factor in cases
where there is no evidence that the offender knew the victim was
pregnant.

I do not want pregnant women to suffer from less protection un‐
der the law because of this ill-conceived bill, Bill C-311. This Con‐
servative bill would be a step backwards for pregnant women, for
all women and for all Canadians. I will be voting against this bill
and urge every single member of this House to vote against this
Conservative bill.
● (1800)

[Translation]
Ms. Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Madam Speaker,

rising this evening to speak to Bill C‑311 is utterly exasperating.
The Criminal Code amendment in the bill would force the courts to
consider the fact that an assault victim is a pregnant woman an ag‐
gravating circumstance for sentencing purposes.

I realize this may seem like a sensitive issue, but, as usual, the
Conservatives want to reopen the abortion debate. This bill is the
latest in a long line of attempts to grant the fetus legal status in or‐
der to undermine women's right to control their own bodies.

I will start by explaining the pernicious effects of this bill. Then I
will go over the Conservatives' history of back-door attempts. Last‐
ly, I will remind the House about this difficult struggle for women.

First, without explicitly naming the fetus, this bill seeks to create
an aggravating circumstance when the offence of assault is commit‐
ted against a pregnant woman. If passed, the Conservative proposal
could strengthen the premise that the legislator's intent is to grant
the fetus implicit legal status. The Bloc Québécois opposes any at‐
tempt at such legislation, which would set women's rights back.

It is important to point out that the Criminal Code already en‐
ables judges imposing a sentence to consider as an aggravating fac‐
tor an offence that has a significant impact on the victim, consider‐
ing their personal circumstances, including their health. The vic‐
tim's personal circumstances can include pregnancy, and the court
can consider that as an aggravating factor under the circumstances.

Femicides against pregnant women have been documented by
Canadian police forces since 2005. According to Statistics Canada,
in 2005, 12 pregnant women were killed by their intimate partner,
and eight pregnant women were killed by someone other than their
intimate partner. Let us remember that. Not one more.

In a 2021 ruling, the Court of Quebec examined this issue when
sentencing a man who pleaded guilty to assaulting his ex-wife. The
judge was unequivocal about the consequences of committing such
a crime against a pregnant woman. Her condition makes her more
vulnerable to assault and less able to defend herself. The Quebec
and Canadian courts are therefore inclined to consider a victim's
personal circumstances, namely, a pregnancy, when handing down
a sentence.

Our society has a duty to punish violence against women, espe‐
cially violence against pregnant women, but the mechanisms to do
so exist already. While it may have been tabled in good faith, the
amendment in the Conservative bill brings nothing new to the table.
However, we have strong reason to believe that it may be part of an
anti-abortion strategy.

Second, it is important to point out that the Conservative member
is continuing her ideological war against women's reproductive
health.
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During the previous Parliament, she sponsored a bill to criminal‐

ize abortions performed on the basis of an unborn child's sex. De‐
spite the Leader of the Opposition's claims about being pro-choice,
his caucus is clearly divided on the issue and still includes anti-
choice members.

The Bloc Québécois therefore opposes Bill C‑311 given the bill's
ulterior motive of securing legal status for fetuses. Bill C‑311 is an
anti-abortion bill. The Bloc will make no compromise when it
comes to defending women's right to control their own bodies, their
right to choose, and supporting free, accessible and safe abortion
services.

The Conservatives are trying to do indirectly what they cannot
do directly. This bill is nothing less than an attempt to amend Cana‐
dian law in favour of their outdated anti‑abortion position, which
Quebeckers have rejected. If passed, this legislative amendment
could set a dangerous precedent if a Canadian court were to rule on
the issue of the right to abortion.

Our elected members have a responsibility to carry out their du‐
ties honestly and to state their real intentions when they engage in
dialogue on behalf of the constituents they represent. This is neces‐
sary for a healthy democracy. Obfuscating the debate for purely
ideological purposes undermines the effective functioning of our
democracy. These tactics need to be recognized, called out and
stopped.

● (1805)

The Bloc Québécois demands that the Leader of the Conserva‐
tive Party publicly recognize that Bill C-311 is just a partisan strate‐
gy to attack abortion, that he call on his members to oppose it and
that he rein in the member for Yorkton—Melville. If he does not, if
he chooses instead to vote for Bill C‑311, as he announced today, it
says a lot about the influence of religious lobby groups on the Con‐
servatives. In Quebec, we believe in secularism, which takes reli‐
gion out of governance.

The member for Yorkton—Melville has previously presented an‐
ti-abortion bills. In 2016, she introduced Bill C-225, the protection
of pregnant women and their preborn children act, also known as
Cassie and Molly's law, which would have handed out a life sen‐
tence to anyone who “directly or indirectly causes the death of [a]
preborn child”.

Is it not curious that the member for Yorkton—Melville never
openly attacks the right to abortion, but that her efforts are some‐
how always directed at making this medical act a criminal offence
with harsh sentences?

For all these reasons, we recommend that members vote against
Bill C‑311.

It is also worth noting that the issue of selective abortion is not
new in federal politics. A Conservative member moved a motion to
condemn it in 2012, reopening the abortion debate in the process.
That motion came after Conservative Stephen Woodworth's motion
on the rights of the fetus that called for a parliamentary committee
to study at what point a fetus should be considered a human being
for the purposes of enforcing Criminal Code provisions.

These tactics, aiming to surreptitiously criminalize abortion,
were carried out despite former prime minister Stephen Harper's
campaign promise to not reopen the abortion debate.

Third, I would remind members that women's right to access
abortion in Canada is intimately connected to Dr. Henry Morgen‐
taler's fight to legalize this medical treatment. Prior to 1969, per‐
forming abortions was illegal in Canada. Women died trying to per‐
form their own abortions with knitting needles and coat hangers.
Do we really want to go back to that?

In 1969, Parliament made several important amendments to the
Criminal Code. The section on abortion, section 273 at the time,
specified when an abortion could legally be performed. The section
set out criminal sanctions for doctors who did not respect the strict
rules.

That same year, Dr. Henry Morgentaler opened his first clinic in
Montreal, where he performed abortions after doctors and groups
had debated whether or not to approve it. A year later, he was
charged with performing illegal abortions. After his appeal was dis‐
missed by the Supreme Court of Canada in 1975, he served a 10-
month sentence in prison.

In 1982, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms came into
effect. In 1983, Dr. Morgentaler, along with two other doctors, was
charged with performing illegal abortions at Dr. Morgentaler's clin‐
ic in Toronto. Although complex, the case rests primarily on one
specific point of law, namely, whether the abortion provisions of
the Criminal Code infringed in an unjustified way a woman's right
“to life, liberty and security of the person” as guaranteed by section
7 of the charter.

Although the ruling is also complex, the court concluded that the
abortion section of the Criminal Code infringed a woman's right to
security of the person, that the process by which the woman was
deprived of that right was not in accord with fundamental justice,
and that the right to security of the person of a pregnant woman
was infringed more than was required to achieve the objective of
protecting the fetus, and the means were not reasonable.

In conclusion, over 30 years after abortion was decriminalized in
Canada, the Conservatives are pursuing their anti-choice militancy
by tabling a bill like this one in Parliament. Their attacks on wom‐
en's rights are a political manoeuvre to pander to the religious right.

The Bloc Québécois must firmly resist the Conservatives' attacks
on the integrity of women and their hard-won right to control their
own bodies.



May 9, 2023 COMMONS DEBATES 14237

Private Members' Business
● (1810)

[English]

Ms. Leah Gazan (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Madam Speaker, I
am not pleased to have to rise today to speak on Bill C-311, another
attack on a woman's right to choose, another attack on abortion as
health care, another attack on abortion rights as human rights,
which is something that women, in particular, led the way to have
so that we would not go back to the dark times of what has been
mentioned so many times today: back-alley abortions where wom‐
en died bleeding to death; gruesome. We are talking about violence,
and I cannot think of anything more violent than restricting a wom‐
an's right to health care, including the right to access a safe abor‐
tion.

Bill C-311 would amend the Criminal Code to specify that
knowingly assaulting a pregnant woman and that causing physical
or emotional harm to a pregnant woman are to be considered aggra‐
vating circumstances for sentencing purposes. However, we know,
as has been indicated over and over in this debate, that these
changes are, in fact, unnecessary as judges already have the ability
to apply more significant penalties for aggravating circumstances
under section 718.2 of the Criminal Code.

In fact, no anti-violence organization has asked for this legisla‐
tion. As somebody who has been on the frontline fighting against
gender-based violence for many decades, I find it insulting to con‐
flate an attempt to attack women's reproductive rights with true ac‐
tions to end the ongoing crisis of gender-based violence. The feder‐
al government can and should pursue other ways of addressing gen‐
der-based violence, including reversing the plan to cut $150 million
to women's shelters in September. If we want to protect women, in‐
cluding women who are pregnant, we need to make sure that they
have a safe place to go. Let us not talk about the safety of women
when that is not what we are really talking about, when we are at‐
tacking a woman's right to make a choice about her bodily autono‐
my.

I call on all members of the House to instead focus their attention
on pushing all levels of government to implement the 231 calls for
justice from the National Inquiry into Missing and Murdered In‐
digenous Women and Girls and strengthening the national action
plan to end gender-based violence by adding timelines and account‐
ability measures. Why are we not discussing that today? Why are
we discussing a bill that would threaten a woman's right to health
care, which includes a safe abortion? This is disturbing—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. whip for the opposition on a point of order.

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay: Madam Speaker, we are here to de‐
bate a specific bill, and now speaker after speaker, including the
present one is talking about irrelevant issues. There is nothing in
this bill about health care—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member knows that there is quite a bit of leeway in how
members approach bills—

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay: I am asking, Madam Speaker: Do
you find this relevant?

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
have not listened to the past two minutes or so as I was in discus‐
sion with a table officer. However, before that, I thought it was rele‐
vant to the bill in question. I will pay close attention henceforth.

The hon. member for Winnipeg Centre.
● (1815)

Ms. Leah Gazan: Madam Speaker, anti-choice organizations, on
the other hand, are cheering on the introduction of the bill. They see
it as a step forward in establishing legal protection for fetuses,
which would pave the way for legal restrictions on abortion. If the
bill passes, it would be a victory for those who want to limit abor‐
tion rights and would not do anything to meaningfully address gen‐
der-based violence.

I am sorry to hear that the member for Carleton has not advanced
in his position on women's rights and is actively supporting this
legislation. He has a history of supporting legislation that violates a
woman's right to choose. I would add that the member for Carleton
also has a history of supporting individuals, including Jordan Peter‐
son, who attack the trans community He also has a history of—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): I
need to interrupt the hon. member.

There is a point of order from the hon. member for Yorkton—
Melville.

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall: Madam Speaker, she is not referring to
the bill at all. She is defaming and abusing—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Winnipeg Centre was referring to the bill.

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall: She was referring to Dr. Jordan Peter‐
son, who has absolutely nothing to—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
That is debate.

The hon. member was referring to the bill two minutes ago, and I
was listening. She was referring to the bill, and she is using argu‐
ments she is free to use to make her points.

Mrs. Cathay Wagantall: This has nothing to do with this bill.
The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):

The hon. members have a certain capacity to use arguments to de‐
fend their points, and that is what the hon. member for Winnipeg
Centre is doing.
[Translation]

Mr. Jean-Denis Garon: Madam Speaker, I am rising on a point
of order.

I know the topic is sensitive, but ever since the debate started, we
have had to endure what we might describe as vocal interference
from the Conservatives.

I consider it my parliamentary right to be able to listen to the de‐
bate without disruption. In my opinion, this crosses a line and inter‐
vention may be appropriate.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
That is a different matter.
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The hon. member for South Surrey—White Rock is rising on a
point of order.

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay: Madam Speaker, I think you would
agree with me it is my right as a member of Parliament to raise a
point of order, bring it to the Speaker's attention when I think it is
appropriate, and I will not be shut down—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The hon. member for Mirabel was not referring to rising on points
of order. I think the hon. member was referring to comments that
were being made while other members were speaking.

The hon. member for Winnipeg Centre has the floor.
Ms. Leah Gazan: Madam Speaker, the member for Carleton has

a history of supporting anti-choice legislation that impacts a wom‐
an's right to choose, including, now, his support of Bill C-311. He
also has a history of backing up and holding up folks such as Jor‐
dan Peterson, who has spoken out aggressively against the trans
community and its members' right to bodily autonomy. This is
about bodily autonomy and the right to choose. It is very much a
part of the debate.

The Abortion Rights Coalition of Canada opposes this bill, say‐
ing “The Abortion Rights Coalition of Canada opposes this bill and
urges MPs to oppose the bill as well...The bill is redundant.” It goes
on to say that the anti-choice movement is using it as a vehicle to
advance fetal rights, saying, “Several anti-choice groups have been
promoting this Bill C-311 as a means to recognize two victims.
They are looking for a route to establish fetal personhood in law,
and if this bill passes, they would leverage the bill for that pur‐
pose”.

This is very much an anti-choice bill. This is not coming from
me, although there have been points of order raised. I know what I
am saying might be troubling, but I want to let people know that the
NDP opposes Bill C-311. We are committed to fighting for the re‐
productive rights of all Canadians. We oppose, and I am proud that
we oppose, anything that restricts these rights, and we support ex‐
panding access to abortion services, removing barriers and protect‐
ing the right of women and gender-diverse people to make deci‐
sions about their own bodies.

That is what this debate is about tonight. From my perspective,
and we have certainly heard from several experts in the field, this
bill is the latest attempt in a long line of attempts by anti-choice
Conservative MPs to undermine Canadians' reproductive rights. I
know not all Conservative MPs are anti-choice, and I urge them to
vote against the bill. It is unfortunate the Leader of the Conserva‐
tive Party is supporting anti-choice legislation.

We are opposing the bill, as it does not provide pregnant women
with additional protection, but it does provide anti-choice MPs and
organizations a new tool to promote the legal restrictions on abor‐
tion.

Let us look at what is happening south of us. I am worried that
we will have, just like what is happening in the States, 10-year-old
girls who were victims of sexual assault being forced to carry ba‐
bies to term. Do we want a country that forces that kind of abuse on

children? New Democrats are going to resist, vocally, any sort of
attempt to limit abortion rights. We could ensure that a pregnant
woman and others who experience gender-based violence are safe.
That is not what this bill is about.

We could ensure that pregnant women are safe without under‐
mining reproductive rights and the right to bodily autonomy for
anybody, including the trans community. We know abortion rights
are under attack. This is a real threat, even in this country. We must
do more than oppose bad legislation. We already need to improve,
for example, in real time, access to this right. There are places in
Canada where people cannot access an abortion.

We have to ensure that we do not just recognize that human right,
but that we ensure all women have access to the right. We know
that Conservatives cannot be trusted on this issue. We know that.
They have had several attempts to undermine women's and gender-
diverse individuals' right to choose. We know that many Conserva‐
tives MPs have introduced and supported anti-choice bills that
would undermine Canadians' right to access a safe abortion.

Quite frankly, the Liberals have talked a good game, but their
record is deeply underwhelming. While they pay lip service to de‐
fending abortion rights, they still have not removed the charitable
status from anti-choice crisis pregnancy centres, and they do not
enforce the Canada Health Act when provinces fail to uphold the
right to access abortions.

● (1820)

They need to take action, not words, to ensure that a woman's
right to health care, is available. Abortions are health care. We are
going to continue to hold the government to account.

I will continue to watch the Conservative leader, the member for
Carleton, who is actively supporting a bill that—

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès): Re‐
suming debate, the hon. member for South Surrey—White Rock
has the floor.

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay (South Surrey—White Rock,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I am honoured to stand today in support of
Bill C-311, the violence against pregnant women act, because I
thought that is what we would be debating tonight. However, what I
have been listening to is far from that. The speakers have gone far
afield in their discussion of a bill that is squarely before them.

I want to thank the member for Yorkton—Melville for bringing
forward this important legislation. It is my honour to second it at
this stage of debate. I will speak to this bill, not some other bill or
bills, or a history of bills. We are talking about Bill C-311, which
would amend the Criminal Code to specify that knowingly assault‐
ing a pregnant woman and causing physical or emotional harm to a
pregnant woman would be considered aggravating circumstances
for sentencing purposes.
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I support this bill because mothers who have faced and are facing

violent assaults need to know that they are heard and that the pain
and depression caused by harm to their babies are not left unseen
by others. I have fought for women's rights all my career as a
lawyer, especially during my career as a family lawyer, and now as
a politician. This bill is about the rights of pregnant women, no
more and no less.

I am the mother of four children who I have been fortunate to
raise into adulthood, but I was pregnant five times. My last child, a
boy named Mackenzie, or little Mack for short, never got the
chance to know his family, work, speak, go to school, play with
friends or grow up. His waiting family, which was me, his dad, his
brother and three sisters, never got to meet him. We lost little Mack
halfway through my pregnancy because of the negligence of an in‐
terning doctor who wrongly handled an amniocentesis procedure
and suffocated him in utero.

At the time, his loss sent me into a deep situational depression
for months. I was off work for the first time in my adult life, and I
grieved his passing desperately. I still do many years later. Because
of this tragic event in my own life, I know and understand how the
deliberate act of a person who knows that someone is pregnant and
does harm to them and their baby impacts a mother and her family.

It is well documented that pregnant women in Canada are easy
targets for violent assaults, yet the consequences of these offences
have not increased. Just this year, the Court of Appeal for Ontario
overturned a seven-year sentence for an offender who stabbed the
pregnant mother of his unborn child in the neck and left her for
dead. The mother lived, but the baby did not. This violent attacker's
sentence was upped to 15 years when an appeal judge pointed out
that the initial sentence did not address the issue of domestic vio‐
lence or that the victim was pregnant with his baby. A violent crime
against a pregnant woman needs to be treated as the serious crime
that it is. Right now, criminal sentences in Canada do not consider
harm done to a pregnant woman when an assault is committed.

Nelson Mandela said, “Safety and security don't just happen.
They are the result of collective consensus and public investment.”
Violence against women, especially pregnant women, is not a pri‐
vate family issue. It is a public safety and security issue, and it
needs the urgent attention of this House.

Among Canadian women who have reported being abused by an
intimate partner during pregnancy, 40% said that the abuse began
during pregnancy. In recent years, there have been more than 70
cases in which pregnant women have been murdered, and the effect
of the death of the unborn child was not a factor at sentencing.

The story of Tashina General from Brantford is particularly dis‐
heartening. In 2008, a Brantford man strangled Tashina to death.
She was his 21-year-old pregnant girlfriend. He then attempted to
hide Tashina's body by burying her in a shallow grave. He commit‐
ted this gruesome and horrific crime against Tashina, as the evi‐
dence came out, simply because he did not want to bear the respon‐
sibility of being a father, despite Tashina's choice to be a mother.
● (1825)

Only eight years later, this murderer was set free. Tashina's
grandmother, Norma General, still wonders what her great-grand‐

son would have looked like and what kind of personality he would
have had. She never had the opportunity to hold her first great-
grandchild because of the despicable actions of a misogynistic
killer.

It is not only intimate partner violence to which pregnant women
are vulnerable. Pregnant women are also the target of unprovoked
attacks by strangers. Last year on Vancouver Island, a pregnant
woman walking down the street with her four-year-old daughter
had a brick thrown at her stomach in a random attack. The fact that
the victim was pregnant was not seen as an aggravating factor. I
will let that sink in.

In another case, a pregnant woman in Surrey was attacked at a
bank. An unknown man approached her from behind and violently
threw her to the ground. Women who are pregnant are vulnerable,
and they should be treated as vulnerable when it comes to sentenc‐
ing. Offenders will often cite an unplanned pregnancy or the stress
caused by having to potentially financially support the baby as ex‐
cuses for these crimes.

The uncaring government has turned its back on women who
choose to have a child. Its members are blinded by differences with
the member for Yorkton—Melville on other matters, and that is
blinding them to this bill. A vote against this bill is a vote against
choice and women, and it would be misogynistic. They say that
they are for choice, but only if we agree with that choice, and that is
no choice at all.

● (1830)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The time provided for the consideration of Private Members' Busi‐
ness has now expired, and the order is dropped to the bottom of the
order of precedence on the Order Paper.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS

[English]

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS NO. 25—PROCEEDINGS ON
BILL C-21

The House resumed consideration of the motion.

Ms. Raquel Dancho (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I am pleased to be resuming, in the remaining time that
the Liberals and the NDP have permitted me. Of course, they are
silencing me in this debate in the House and they are going to be
further silencing us in committee on Bill C-21, despite the millions
of people whom this bill impacts.
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I want to acknowledge that it has been a terrible year for police,

to say the least. This comes during a violent crime wave across the
country. We have seen a 32% increase in violent crime since the
Liberals formed government about eight years ago. We are seeing
the result of their soft-on-crime, catch-and-release policies that they
work very closely on with the NDP. Those are coming home to
roost, and people are being violently assaulted and murdered on
public transit.

Our police officers, of course, are on the front lines, fighting
these violent criminals. Often it is the same criminals every single
weekend whom our brave, dedicated men and women in uniform
are putting their lives at risk to deal with. They actually sometimes
know these violent repeat offenders on a first-name basis.

I think it is important that we acknowledge, in the House, the
failures of the policies of the current government, working with the
NDP, and the consequences of that in real life.

Of course, there are multiple factors that contribute to violent
crime, but we know, from police, that Bill C-75, which was a Liber‐
al bill from a number of years ago, exacerbated the catch-and-re‐
lease policies. This was evident on a Victoria police department
news release that was talking about a vile rapist who committed 10
counts of sexual assault with a weapon, rapes with a weapon. On
the bottom of the press release, because the police wanted to ensure
that the public knew that it was not their fault that this horrible, vile
man was being released, they said that this person was being re‐
leased because of Bill C-75, the Liberal bill from a number of years
ago.

The Liberals just passed Bill C-5, which I alluded to yesterday,
and I talked about the series of violent crimes that no longer will
have mandatory prison time as a result of Bill C-5. Talking about
rapists, one result of Bill C-5 is that a man in Quebec who violently
raped a woman will get zero days in prison, and gets to serve his
sentence, a conditional sentence for 20 months, from the comforts
of his home.

These are real consequences. As I mentioned, I know that there
are a multitude of factors in violent crime, but we are hearing di‐
rectly from police that the Liberal bills have impacted these things.

It has been a very tough year for police, and Bill C-21 would do
nothing to solve the violent crime problem in Canada, because,
when it talks about firearms, it goes after law-abiding citizens, who,
of course, by definition, are law-abiding. That is why they have the
ability to own firearms, because they have been proven and vetted
to be law-abiding. They are the only people who would be impact‐
ed by the firearm measures in this bill.

Meanwhile, while this is happening, with all of these resources
and all of this time and all of these announcements from the Liber‐
als, who are targeting law-abiding citizens, we have had many po‐
lice officers, just in the past few months, who have been murdered.

I would like to name them today: Constable Andrew Hong,
September 12, 2022, murdered by gunshot on the job; Constable
Morgan Russell, October 12, 2022, gunshot; Constable Devon
Northrup, October 12, 2022, gunshot; Constable Shaelyn Yang, Oc‐
tober 18, 2022, stabbing; and Constable Greg Pierzchala, whom I
talked about yesterday. He was murdered on December 27, 2022,

by gunshot, by a man who was out on bail and had a lifetime prohi‐
bition against owning firearms and a very long rap sheet of violent
crimes, yet was out on bail.

This is the state of public safety and crime under the Liberal gov‐
ernment. Greg Pierzchala is dead because of our weak bail system.
This is what we have heard from Toronto police, who deal with this
on the front lines more than anybody else. There are more: Consta‐
ble Travis Jordan, March 16, 2023; Constable Brett Ryan, March
16, 2023; Sergeant Maureen Breau, March 27, 2023; and Constable
Harvinder Singh Dhami, April 10, 2023.

It has been a rough couple of years for police. The morale is very
low. Recruitment numbers are very low, and, at the same time,
Canada is dealing with 124,000 more violent crime incidents in
2021 than in 2015.

That is the record of this Liberal government. It does not like to
acknowledge it. It does not like to talk about it. It likes to brush off
responsibility and blame everybody else.

● (1835)

The fact is that, compared to 2015, there are 124,000 more vio‐
lent crime incidents per year in Canada. Meanwhile, police morale
is in crisis, recruitment and retention are in crisis, and police offi‐
cers are being murdered every other week. However, we hear more
announcements from the Minister of Public Safety about going af‐
ter law-abiding citizens than about going after anybody else. I do
not know how many times we have to say this. The Liberals are go‐
ing after, and spending resources and precious time on, the wrong
people, the most vetted people in the country, who, statistically, are
one-third as likely to cause crimes as anybody else, than non-
firearm owners. It is insane, if someone just looks at the raw data.
These are heavily vetted, tested and trained Canadian citizens.

The Conservative Party firmly supports responsible gun owner‐
ship laws. We are talking about licensing, vetting and safe storage.
These things are very important. Only responsible Canadians
should ever come near a firearm. If there are any gaps in that, we
are happy to have that discussion, but we have a very robust system
in Canada.

We are seeing 124,000 additional violent crimes and hundreds of
thousands of other violent crimes every year. They are going up ev‐
ery year as a result of the Liberal government's policies, as pointed
out by many police forces. Of the hundreds of thousands of violent
crimes that happen every year, do members want to know how
many are as a result of long guns, for example, which have been the
primary target of the Liberal government in recent months? I am re‐
ferring to long guns belonging to law-abiding citizens, not crimi‐
nals, because, of course, they do not listen to the laws. Do people
know how many are a factor in those hundreds of thousands of vio‐
lent crimes? It is less than 0.5%.
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We also know that, of those who do commit violent crimes with

firearms, the vast majority are not legally allowed to own firearms.
Therefore, any law and all this time wasted would have no impact
on them whatsoever. We are talking about a fraction of a fraction of
people whom the Liberals are spending all this time and resources
on.

I will remind the House that the Liberals are bringing forward
phase two of their regime of confiscation of private property from
law-abiding citizens. They call it a “buyback” program. They never
owned the firearms in the first place, so I am not sure how they are
buying them back. They are going to be spending billions of dollars
on it.

There is an estimate from the Fraser Institute. Before the latest
round of long gun bans coming forward with this so-called new
definition and the hidden list that is being passed over sneakily to
the firearms advisory committee, which would add hundreds of
firearms to the ban list, the Fraser Institute estimated that the origi‐
nal May 2020 order in council, in essence, would be $6 billion.

Do people know how much good could be done in fighting vio‐
lent crime and gun crime by criminals and gangsters with $6 bil‐
lion? We could equip every port of entry with scanning technology.
We could hire so many more police officers. We could heavily in‐
vest in youth diversion programs. We have seen that, in addition to
the responsible gun ownership measures I have mentioned that
have been in Canada for a number of years, which Conservatives
firmly support, other measures that are important are getting youth
when they are just getting led down the path of crime.

If we can get a 12-year-old when he is romanced by the gang to
steal his first car, if we could just catch him then, extend a hand and
show him a better way, speak to him in a way that is relatable, and
have members of his community have the resources to support him,
that young man could have a real life. He could have a family and a
job, and be a responsible contributing member to his community.
That is when we have to catch them.

If we could just take all the money the Liberals would be wast‐
ing, which would do nothing, as it says right in the data, to prevent
violent crime and gun violence, we could do a lot of good. Howev‐
er, the Liberals are not open to that conversation. They do not want
to talk about that. They are too busy fearmongering.

I mentioned this earlier, and I got a bit emotional about it, but the
turn that the Minister of Public Safety has taken with his rhetoric
against me and members of my party is very concerning. We can
have a professional debate. We can have this factual discussion. We
can have our viewpoints. They do not want anyone to own
firearms, no matter how vetted they are. We believe in protecting
the culture and heritage of Canadians. We can have that robust de‐
bate; we have been having it for decades. For him to have taken the
turn he has taken, to go so dirty on this when I have done my best,
as have members of our party, to ensure that this is a professional
conversation and that we are leading and protecting people who are
being kicked by the government and used as a political wedge on a
daily basis, particularly in rural Canada, is very upsetting. I mean
that very honestly.

● (1840)

I called him out on it today, and he did not apologize for his dis‐
gusting remarks. I found it very disappointing. Why can we not
have a civilized conversation based on facts when it comes to this?
I do not know. Maybe it is because they are not doing so well in the
polls and we are doing pretty well. Maybe they want an election
soon and this is a real winner for them, or has been in the past.

Now that we are building on the work of all the Conservative
members and we are talking about the people this really impacts, it
is resonating with people. Nobody believes it in the suburbs. No‐
body believes it in Winnipeg. I represent an urban riding, and no
one believes that Grandpa Joe and his hunting rifle are responsible
for the gangsters in Toronto who are 3D-printing guns, smuggling
guns, wreaking havoc and murdering innocent people and police
officers. No one believes that going after hunters is going to solve
that, yet we are seeing billions of dollars, countless resources, mis‐
information, disinformation and disgusting rhetoric from the public
safety minister and others on the Liberal benches. It does not make
any sense. There is no science or data to back it up whatsoever.

I could go on for quite some time, but of course I have been si‐
lenced by the Liberal-NDP coalition. In my remaining moments, I
will move an amendment to the motion.

I move, seconded by the member for Peterborough—Kawartha:

In paragraph (a) by deleting all the words after the words “expand its scope” and
substituting the following: “to (i) address illegal guns used by criminals and street
gangs, (ii) modify provisions relating to bail rules in offences involving firearms to
ensure serious, repeat, violent offenders remain behind bars as they await trial, (iii)
bring in measures to crack down on border smuggling and stop the flow of illegal
guns to criminals and gangs in Canada”;

In paragraph (b) by deleting all the words after the words “by the committee”
and substituting the following: “the Prime Minister, the Minister of Public Safety,
other ministers of the Crown and senior officials be invited to appear as witnesses
from time to time as the committee sees fit,”;

In paragraph (c) by deleting all the words and substituting the following: “Stand‐
ing Orders 57 and 78 shall not apply to the consideration at the report stage and the
third reading stage of the bill”; and

by deleting paragraphs (d) and (e).

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Alexandra Mendès):
The amendment is in order.

Questions and comments, the hon. parliamentary secretary to the
government House leader.
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I have listened to the member for, I believe, over an hour
and a half in debate on this particular piece of legislation. It is very
clear that the Conservative Party of Canada just does not support
the legislation and will do whatever it can in order to prevent its
passage. Given that, one has to expect that, if the general feeling of
Canadians is that we should be strengthening our laws, the only
way we are going to be able to do it is through some form of time
allocation or closure. Otherwise, the Conservative Party would nev‐
er allow the legislation to pass.

Given that, can the member indicate why it is that the Conserva‐
tive Party will do whatever it can to prevent this legislation from
passing?

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Madam Speaker, actually, the member is
misleading the House a bit. His own government spent $200,000 in
taxpayers' money on a consultation on firearms. There were
133,000 people who responded, and 77% of 133,000 respondents to
the Liberals' own consultation said that nothing more was needed to
limit access to so-called assault weapons. It is very interesting, be‐
cause it is not what we hear from them, yet that is what their own
evidence said. Again, “assault weapons” is a completely made-up
term from that member and other members on the Liberal benches.

Further, of the 133,000 people they surveyed, 81% said no to
limiting more handgun access, and 74% said the focus of any new
measures should be on the illicit market, so I am not sure where he
is getting his evidence. I am not aware of any other poll that polled
133,000 people, but the government's own consultation shows that
he is wrong.

[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for her
speech, which she started yesterday. I applaud her public speaking
talent.

I agree with her on many of the points she raised, but I disagree
on others.

I agree that the reason we have reached this point is that the gov‐
ernment has been unable to do the work people need it to do.
Bill C-21 was introduced a year ago. The amendments went back to
the Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security last
week. We have really only been working on Bill C-21 for less than
a week so far.

Suddenly the Conservatives are filibustering. Things are not
moving fast enough and this is urgent. The government is the rea‐
son it took so long. I agree with my colleague on that. However, I
do not agree that this motion and Bill C-21 as written are still anti-
hunter.

She asked officials some questions. She is well aware that the
government backtracked on the infamous list it tried to put in the
Criminal Code. At this point, Bill C-21 does not affect hunting
guns.

I would like to know if she agrees on that much at least, because
it is a fact.

[English]

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Madam Speaker, there are a number of
things to point out. The list, first and foremost, may have been
withdrawn from public scrutiny, but we have heard from the Liber‐
al parliamentary secretary that it is going to go over to this so-
called expert firearms advisory committee. Yesterday in the House,
she said that they will look at what they should ban from that list.
Those were her words. Therefore, I do not think the list is gone; it
is just going to an unelected advisory committee with less trans‐
parency. The committee will have meetings in the dark behind
closed doors, so to speak, so there is that.

I think part of the member's question was in response to the Lib‐
eral member who asked me the first question, and I would agree
with most of her assessment. The committee has been working very
well. Had the Liberals not been so sneaky with their underhanded
amendment in November, we would have been past Bill C-21 a
long time ago. This is on the Liberals for being underhanded and
sneaky, bringing forward the worst amendments to attack hunters in
generations, at the 11th hour in committee. That is not on us; that is
on them. They dragged this out.

The minister then made us wait for six weeks. Now we are re‐
suming. They call what the Conservatives have done a filibuster.
The NDP lead on committee has spoken more than almost anybody
else; I will make that very clear. It is ridiculous. Therefore, I reject
completely that this is on the Conservatives. It is the Liberals' fault
that we are in this mess with Bill C-21. People just have to look at
the committee record to know that.

● (1850)

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Madam Speaker, I have a lot of criticism reserved for the
Liberals for when I give my remarks in a little bit, but I do want to
turn to the remarks that were made by the member for Kildonan—
St. Paul.

I will say, first of all, that I have great respect for her, and I en‐
joyed working with her at committee very much. However, I have
to take issue with the remarks that she brought forward in the
House when she said she is being silenced. I have spoken with the
member for New Westminster—Burnaby, and on several occasions,
he has tried to extend the sitting hours of the public safety commit‐
tee to give the Conservatives and every party more time to look at
these amendments. Every single time, the attempts were either re‐
jected or filibustered. There were attempts made multiple times;
that has to be made very clear.
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I will wrap up with the second point I want to make. The mem‐

ber talks about rural communities; these communities also care
about RCMP oversight and transparency, especially the indigenous
communities in my riding of Cowichan—Malahat—Langford. Why
must they be made to wait for their turn to speak to Bill C-20,
which has been waiting in the wings of the public safety committee
and is an equally important piece of legislation? There has been
ample time given. Why have the Conservatives not taken advantage
of those offers?

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Madam Speaker, I have to say on a per‐
sonal note that I do greatly miss the member at public safety. As the
NDP lead, I found him to be more reasonable. He was strong in his
own convictions, but he was reasonable to work with. I am just
learning how to work with the new member, and I am hoping for
the best. However, from the rhetoric, I have some concerns about
what he said about Conservatives so far, because these things are
not factual or true. However, I will get to that in a second.

In terms of what the member said on rural communities and the
RCMP, I agree that we have to talk about oversight. However, the
member has to send that question over to the Liberals. How dare
they put the committee at a standstill for months? That is not on us;
that is on the Liberals. They did this, and I know that he agrees, be‐
cause he said as much. Again, the member's question needs to be
directed to the Liberals on why they made this situation at commit‐
tee on Bill C-21.

Overall, on the idea that Conservatives have voted down the new
NDP member's efforts to extend sitting, and there have been two
times that he has done that, when the Liberals delayed this, the min‐
ister made us wait six weeks to get started, and there were shenani‐
gans. Again, we could have been done this probably before Christ‐
mas actually, because we were going quite well throughout Bill
C-21, even though we did not all agree. We would have been done
before Christmas. That is on the Liberals.

However, now that the bill is back, he was suggesting that we
have to go all the way to midnight today, tomorrow and then Thurs‐
day. Why would the committee members and the interpreters and
everything else that goes into it have to do nine hours straight three
nights in a row because the Liberals held this up, because the Liber‐
als blew this up? That is on them. All those questions need to be
directed to the Minister of Public Safety and the Liberal parliamen‐
tary secretary.

Ms. Michelle Ferreri (Peterborough—Kawartha, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I want to thank my colleague. She is a real force
and knows this file, and really what this comes down to is knowl‐
edge. It comes down to knowledge of the innocent people who are
being targeted with the legislation. She knows them, and she listens
to them; I think that is critical.

One of the things the member spoke about that I think is really
important is the diversion and utilizing money, especially for young
people, when we look at public safety, which is completely eroded
in this country. In my own hometown, the police have basically had
to put out a public awareness campaign about a violent offender
whom they cannot hold on bail. That is how we protect our com‐
munities under the Liberal government; there is a public awareness
social media campaign with a man's picture.

What does the member think we can be doing? What can the
Conservatives do to undo this and divert young people especially to
live a life of purpose instead of crime?

Ms. Raquel Dancho: Madam Speaker, I wish to thank the mem‐
ber very sincerely for working hard on this alongside all the Con‐
servatives to fight against what the Liberals are doing to law-abid‐
ing citizens while ignoring and abetting the easy release of crimi‐
nals on our streets.

As the member mentioned, and she told me this earlier as well,
the police in her community are so desperate because the bail sys‐
tem is weak that they are having to turn to social media. They say,
“Here is a picture on social media, moms and dads, and hopefully
you notice it. This is a vile criminal on the streets, and there is noth‐
ing we can do about it, because the bail system has been made so
weak by the Liberals with Bill C-75.” It is unbelievable that this is
the case for members in her community. It is unacceptable.

Lastly, I would say that this is a Liberal government that has
spent more money than any government in the country's history. If
the government cared about youth diversion, it would be showing
it. Yet, the government will spend over $6 billion going after law-
abiding citizens and not impact public safety one bit.

● (1855)

[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud (Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Mat‐
apédia, BQ): Madam Speaker, I was just in committee to debate
Bill C-21. I left so that I could come give this speech here, since the
House is considering a government motion to speed up work on the
bill.

The government claims to be moving this motion because the
Conservatives are filibustering and trying to slow the work down at
every turn. That is odd, because I have been on this committee for
several years and I have seen the Conservatives engage in filibus‐
tering. However, this is not what I am seeing in committee right
now. Everyone is acting in good faith.

When I asked a question earlier, I spoke briefly about the bill's
history, but I will now speak about it in more detail. Bill C-21 was
introduced on May 30, 2022. In a few days, it will be one year
since the bill was introduced. One would think that one year is
enough time for parliamentarians to debate this bill, hear from ex‐
perts in committee, conduct consultations and study the bill clause
by clause. Unfortunately, that is not what happened.
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Initially, this bill was about handguns. In the aftermath of a mass

shooting at a Texas primary school, where several children were
killed, the government rushed to introduce this bill saying that, at
least in Canada, something was being done to counter gun violence.

The introduction of this bill was accompanied by a national
freeze on handguns. When government officials announced this
bill, they were backed by groups that supported the legislation,
groups that want better gun control. These groups were behind the
government when it made this announcement because it had made a
promise to them. These groups, which were advocating for a ban on
assault weapons, were told that the bill as it was drafted at the time
did not cover assault weapons, but the government promised them
that it would amend its bill to address both handguns and assault
weapons.

The Minister of Public Safety and even the Prime Minister, if I
am not mistaken, made that commitment, and those groups were
hopeful that Bill C-21 would actually reform gun control in this
country.

The government did amend its bill. It had made that commitment
more or less publicly. Let us just say that it was not our understand‐
ing that the government would be amending the bill to ensure it ad‐
dressed assault weapons. We were focusing on handguns.

In committee we heard from experts who talked about the impact
of this handgun freeze in the country. Bill C-21 deals with many
other things. I am thinking in particular about the “red flag” provi‐
sion and the family violence protection orders. There are some
rather interesting things in Bill C-21 and they could actually change
things. That is what we were debating when parliamentarians were
able to be heard in the House. That is what we were debating in
committee. We wanted advice on these provisions from experts
who appeared in committee.

In November, when this whole process ended, the government
arrived with its infamous amendments on assault weapons. We are
not talking about a minor amendment. It was some 400 pages of
amendments. It was quite thick. The government presented these
amendments saying that this was its measure for banning ghost
guns, in other words, homemade guns. People order different parts
online, build the gun at home and then take it out on the street. The
government told us that the purpose of the amendment was to ad‐
dress that problem. We were okay with that. It is a growing phe‐
nomenon in the country.

However, we noticed that the amendment was a bit more compli‐
cated. It talks about a definition of banned assault weapons. I have
to say that the Bloc Québécois is in favour of that. We have been
calling for that for a long time, and it has been part of our election
platforms. We have been calling for a ban on military-style assault
rifles. We do not think that people should have weapons like that at
home or that they should be on our streets. Civilians have no reason
to have those kinds of weapons. We are not talking about weapons
that are used for hunting, for example, so we are happy to see that a
definition has been proposed.

The caveat is that the government is proposing a definition but
then, in a schedule, it is proposing to include a list of hundreds of
firearms in the Criminal Code.

● (1900)

When we have questions for the government, the Liberal mem‐
bers of the Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Se‐
curity are unable to answer a single one of our questions. They do
not even know what they just tabled, what is in it, what impact it
would have or what weapons are included. There was an outcry.
Picture it: The Conservatives are asking questions, the Bloc is ask‐
ing questions, the NDP is asking questions; everyone is trying to
find out more about what is on this infamous list. The officials were
supposed to support us in studying the bill but, in the end, they
were answering for the Liberals, who were unable to explain their
own amendments.

What we came to understand was that the government was trying
to include weapons in the Criminal Code that were already banned
by the order in council. The list included weapons that have been
banned since 1990. It included firearms that were banned as a result
of the 2020 order in council, which covered about 1,500 models of
firearms. Others were added later. Close to 2,000 weapons are now
covered by this order in council. The weapons covered by the 2020
and 1990 orders in council are part of the list.

We realized that there were about 482 new models that are legal
right now that the government was trying to include in the Criminal
Code. We thought that was odd. The government could have done
this through an order, as it did for the other firearms, but it wanted
to include this nearly 400-page list in the Criminal Code.

The list was rather difficult to understand. If a gun owner wanted
to know whether their gun was going to be banned, they could do
an electronic search for that model in the virtual document. If their
gun came up in the search, they would be in a complete panic,
thinking that the government wanted to ban that weapon.

However, from what we understand about the way the list is
written, there were exceptions. As the officials explained to us,
there were introductory paragraphs. There were lists of models of
firearms, and then there was a paragraph that said, “with the excep‐
tion of these models”. People were finding their firearms on the list
and thinking they were going to be banned when that was not actu‐
ally the case.

There was also quite a bit of confusion about the definition itself.
People thought that a gun with a muzzle energy greater than 10,000
joules would surely be prohibited. In Canada, the firearms that were
banned by the 1990 order in council often met this criterion. Nor‐
mally, these firearms were already prohibited. This created a lot of
confusion. It is not surprising that people were afraid that their
legally owned firearm would end up on this list. I would add that
the gun lobby did not really help matters by spreading disinforma‐
tion, which was then picked up by the Conservative Party. Hunters
across the country were convinced that the firearms they use to
hunt would be taken away.
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After asking the government repeated questions, we figured out

that there were indeed some firearms on this list that were suppos‐
edly problematic, in other words possibly used for hunting. We
were not able to get clear definitions for either a firearm used for
hunting or an assault weapon designed for a military context. The
government could not provide any clear definitions. We said that
these weapons could all be lumped together. Some are reasonably
used for hunting. Consider, for example, the SKS. This weapon was
created by the Soviet Union around the time of the Second World
War. It was created for a military context and was used during that
era in a military context.

Today, it is an affordable gun that is popular among hunters and
indigenous people. We figured that it ended up on the list because it
is technically an assault weapon, but it is reasonably used for hunt‐
ing. For its part, the government tells us that this gun was used in
some shootings in Canada, and therefore, it needs to be banned.
There were no clear definitions, however. The government was un‐
able to say why this type of gun needed to be banned and another
type did not. This caused a great deal of confusion for everyone.
We told the government to scrap this list. We asked it to come back
with a new proposal, because no one was happy about this one.

The Bloc Québécois made a suggestion. Since a lot of people did
not get the opportunity to be heard on these new amendments, we
said we should invite them to committee and reopen the study, so
these witnesses could at least tell us how they would be affected by
this bill, if passed.
● (1905)

The committee members agreed. We decided to hold four meet‐
ings so that we could receive indigenous groups, hunting groups
from Quebec, Ontario and just about everywhere, and so on. Alber‐
ta's chief firearms officer came to testify. Gun control groups obvi‐
ously came back because they had not been able to share their
thoughts on assault weapons when we were only talking about
handguns.

These people came back to testify in committee. When we asked
them whether they had been consulted by the government before
these amendments were introduced, they told us that they had not
received a call. They had not been consulted at all, whereas normal‐
ly, when the government decides to introduce new legislation, it
does some work beforehand to meet with those concerned, to see
how they can work together. It tries to determine whether the bill
will work for them. The experts know the subject, they are the ones
who are on the ground. They can point us in the right direction, or
in a direction that is potentially acceptable. However, we were told
that the government had not done any consultations.

The government was feeling a lot of pressure from all the parties,
but also from within its own Liberal caucus. Some Liberal back‐
benchers had obviously not been consulted about the amendments.
Some members who represent rural ridings did not agree that
firearms that could reasonably be used for hunting should be con‐
sidered restricted weapons under the Criminal Code. The pressure
was mounting.

In a dramatic turn of events, in February, the government with‐
drew its amendments on assault weapons. We were left wondering
whether we should continue to study the bill as it stood or whether

we should wait. The government said to wait because it wanted to
work on something. It wanted to reintroduce a definition of prohib‐
ited weapons and therefore a definition of assault weapons, and it
wanted to hold consultations.

The minister travelled around Canada a bit. He met with indige‐
nous groups and hunting groups to find out whether they agreed
with him. It seems the consultations were not very positive. How‐
ever, the minister did his job. It was a bit too late, but he did it. In
my opinion, he should have done that from the start.

It took several meetings, weeks even, before the government
came back with a new proposal. Last week, the Minister of Public
Safety made a big show of announcing that he would return with a
definition of prohibited weapons. As I said earlier, the first amend‐
ment also included elements about ghost guns, and everyone agreed
on that. He also announced new complementary measures.

In our negotiations with the government, we understood that cer‐
tain things can be done through legislation, through a bill, specifi‐
cally Bill C-21, but it is not always so straightforward. Other
changes need to be made through regulations, and the minister is
the only one who can make regulations. Oddly enough, the same
day he announced that the amendments were being reintroduced, he
also announced that he was going to do some things by regulation,
including a proposal that the Bloc Québécois had made on how
firearms are classified.

I put this question to several witnesses who appeared before our
parliamentary committee. Currently, a firearm can be sold on the
market in Canada when it should be classified as restricted or pro‐
hibited. The RCMP will eventually realize that it is on the market.
Why is it not the other way around?

I believe that the RCMP should approve a firearm and ensure
that it is above board before it is put on the Canadian market. The
process should be similar to the one for pharmaceutical companies.
I believe that when a pharmaceutical company wants to put a new
drug on the market, it must be approved by Health Canada before it
can be sold. I made that comparison because it seems to me that it
would be another safeguard that would prevent new, unauthorized
firearms from being on the market.
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● (1910)

The minister made another rather interesting announcement. He
announced that he was going to enact regulations on high-capacity
magazines. That is one of the things the Bloc Québécois has been
asking for. Many gun control groups have been asking the same be‐
cause although a gun is designed to hold a magazine with five
rounds, it can accommodate a magazine with 30 rounds. The maga‐
zines are often universal. This becomes fatal if the person holding
the gun wants to kill several people in a very short amount of time.
We felt that these high-capacity magazines needed to be prohibited.
The Minister of Public Safety told us that they were already illegal
in Canada, that it was not supposed to be like that.

What we learned because several groups told us and we saw it
ourselves, given that the Standing Committee on Public Safety and
National Security recently visited the RCMP vault, is that some
magazines can be blocked with the help of a small rivet. For exam‐
ple, a magazine with 30 rounds could be blocked and limited to five
rounds. The magazine therefore becomes legal because it is techni‐
cally a five-round magazine. This was still on the market and still
legal. In some of Canada's well-known shootings, the gunman sim‐
ply removed the rivet to create a high-capacity magazine and that
cost the lives of dozens of people. We then said that this type of
magazine needed to be banned. I am very pleased that the minister
has made that commitment, but now he needs to follow through. It
is nice to promise things, but I expect these regulations to come in‐
to force quickly.

The minister also said that he would re-establish the Canadian
firearms advisory committee. He is proposing to do so because it
seems that when the government was considering what to do about
the banned firearms and wanted to put the 482 models in the Crimi‐
nal Code, there was a small lapse in political courage. The minister
was unable to make a decision and said he would re-establish this
advisory committee, appoint experts, people who support gun con‐
trol, hunters and indigenous people and then ask them to make a
recommendation about firearms classification, for example. He
could then make a regulation or issue a new order in council.

That seems promising. We have always said that firearms classi‐
fications should not be up to politicians. This committee's mandate
should be clear. The committee should be established quickly, it
should make its recommendations quickly and the minister should
move quickly.

As I said at the start, the Bloc Québécois has always been in
favour of banning military-style assault weapons. By proposing his
new prospective definition that will only apply to weapons that will
come onto the market in the future, the minister is leaving
482 weapons on the market that he initially wanted to include in the
Criminal Code.

The Bloc Québécois said that we needed to find a reasonable and
acceptable solution. The government determined that approximate‐
ly 12 of these weapons could potentially be used for hunting. It
should have its committee look at them to figure out how to classify
them. As for the remaining 470 weapons, the minister can ban them
by order as of tomorrow. He can even do it today if he wants to. He
does not need the House's approval to do that.

If the government is really serious about banning military-style
assault weapons, it can do so immediately by order. That is what
the Bloc Québécois recommends. That is the proposal that we made
to the minister. I suggested that in a private conversation that I had
with him. We said it in the media. We made the suggestion a num‐
ber of times in a number of places. We made the suggestion pub‐
licly and I think that it is a reasonable one.

It really bugs me when the Conservatives argue that Bill C-21
and today's motion target hunters in Canada. That is not true.
Thanks to pressure from the Bloc Québécois, that list was taken out
of the Criminal Code. What we are saying is that the government
needs to ask its experts what to do about weapons used for hunting.
As for the other ones, though, the government should ban them im‐
mediately.

I do not think taking those kinds of intellectual shortcuts and
fearmongering serves the debate. People are writing to their MPs.
My Bloc Québécois colleagues tell me about the people who write
to them. These people are worried. They have heard a Conservative
MP give a speech or do an interview, and they are worried their
hunting gun will be banned. They think the Bloc Québécois sup‐
ports that. That is not the case. Thanks to the Bloc Québécois's
work, hunting guns were taken out of Bill C-21. I think that is good
news for hunters. Maybe more people need to know about that,
which is why we will try to play a bigger role in this debate.

● (1915)

There is also good news for airsoft fans. Two days ago, we got
air guns taken out of Bill C-21. The government wanted to ban
them. This is good news for them too.

[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Madam
Speaker, I want to pick up on the member's comments in regard to
the issue of perception or misrepresentation, because it does hit
home when individual members of Parliament are using social me‐
dia and other mediums to communicate a message that is not accu‐
rate. There are many Canadians, for example, who believe that this
is a mechanism to take away hunting guns and impact indigenous
communities.

I wonder if the member could reinforce or continue her thoughts
in regard to the dangers of spreading that sort of misinformation
and the anxiety that many communities and individuals experience
as a result.

[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Madam Speaker, I agree with my col‐
league. It is dishonest to spread this information during the debate.
I am not saying that the government is beyond reproach. After all,
its original intention was to lump all guns together, whether they
are used for hunting or not. It has backed down. That is good, and I
applaud that. Now we need to take action.
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Those members' actions are not contributing to the debate at all. I

am not afraid to call out the Conservative Party, because it is mem‐
bers of the Conservative Party who are using social media to scare
people. Just yesterday, one of my colleagues was talking about how
the Bloc Québécois was going after hunters, and he said that the
motion we are debating today was another attack on hunters. I had
no choice but to tell him that what he was saying was wrong.
Sometimes people are good at playing with the truth and coming
very close to lying, and sometimes it is just a lie. That is dishonest.
I am talking about what is being said on social media, not here in
the House. It does not contribute to the debate.

Let us be clear about what Bill C-21 does at this point. As I said,
right now, hunting guns and air guns are off the table. This bill is
about something else entirely. I want to be clear about that.
[English]

Mr. Alex Ruff (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I want to thank the member for addressing the problem
with the Liberals putting us in this position. We are now debating
and rushing through a very important bill that would impact over
two million law-abiding firearms owners. It just drives me nuts that
we have to rush this debate through because of the Liberals' inade‐
quacies in bringing it forward in a timely fashion.

The member did a good job of that, but I have two quick ques‐
tions for her.

First, she talked about the consultation process that the minister
promised. I would like to know if she is aware of a single Bloc rid‐
ing that was consulted. I can speak with pretty much 100% certain‐
ty that not a single riding held by a Conservative MP was consulted
in this process. It is really not fair to the vast majority of firearms
owners or Canadians that the minister and the government are not
actually consulting with them.

Second, I take issue with the member's hunting rifle comment in
that all of the firearms that were banned on May 1, 2020, were legal
firearms for hunting and sport shooting. Can the member just name
one that has been banned that was ever in use by the Canadian
Armed Forces?
[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Madam Speaker, I noted several ele‐
ments in that question.

I do think it is unfortunate that the debate is being rushed
through. I thought that the study in committee was constructive,
that we were asking officials and the government the right ques‐
tions and that we had time to debate amendments.

There is one interesting fact that I did not mention, which is that
Bill C-21 is not a huge bill. It has 74 clauses. The party that moved
the most amendments was the Liberal Party. That shows just how
unprepared the government was to table this bill. Why did it not
wait a little longer? Why did it not hold consultations all across the
country in order to table a sturdy bill without having to amend its
own bill? That is rather curious. We would not be here if the gov‐
ernment had been more prepared. We would be working with the
opposition parties' amendments, and there were a reasonable num‐
ber of them. I do not know if I am allowed to say how many

amendments were moved by each party, but it was a very reason‐
able number. I find that unfortunate.

I heard my colleague mention consultations. He believes that the
Conservative ridings were not necessarily consulted and that the
minister did not visit them. I do not believe that he came to any
Bloc ridings either. Is that a coincidence? Let us say it was random.
That said, I know that the government wanted to do better. Howev‐
er, as I mentioned, these consultations should have taken place at
the outset, before Bill C-21 was even introduced.

● (1920)

Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie,
NDP): Madam Speaker, we are debating a matter of life-saving im‐
portance. It is a public safety matter. For better or for worse, the is‐
sue is complex and emotionally charged.

My colleague talked about the process and the fact that so-called
alternative facts may have been spread over social media by certain
members of one political party.

Three parties came to the House with a reasonable proposal that
would move us forward and improve public safety. However, one
party is filibustering and using this opportunity to raise funds. The
longer the debate drags on, the more donations the official opposi‐
tion, the Conservative Party, stands to gain.

With a majority consensus emerging in the House, should we not
try to speed up the process and deny the Conservatives the chance
to raise even more funds ahead of the next election?

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Madam Speaker, that was an interesting
comment. I know everyone is trying to position themself advanta‐
geously, if I can put it that way.

It is interesting that the member said some people are trying to
slow the debate down as much as possible. Earlier I was in commit‐
tee along with my NDP colleague from New Westminster—Burna‐
by. I think he spent just as much time raising points of order about
how long it was taking, about how the Conservatives were not ask‐
ing real questions, about how they were filibustering and about how
this bill really needs to get passed. If we were to add it up, I bet he
spent as much time talking about wasting time as the Conservatives
spent asking questions. Sure, there is filibustering, and I have seen
the Conservatives do it ever since I first came to the House, but
things were actually going pretty well there.

I am surprised at the NDP's insistence that we speed up debate
and at its motions to sit 10 hours a day and 24 hours in a given
week. There are also the House of Commons resources to consider.
I do not mind sitting all night. I am sure my colleagues do not mind
either.

Nevertheless, officials are there to help us; there are also the in‐
terpreters and technicians. We must also think of those people be‐
fore making somewhat extreme proposals. I would therefore be
careful about that.
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[English]

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Madam Speaker, does the member be‐
lieve that the Conservatives will, in essence, support the legislation,
thereby lying down and just allowing the legislation to pass, or does
she believe that the Conservatives do not support the legislation and
would do whatever they could to prevent its passage?
[Translation]

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Madam Speaker, I cannot predict the fu‐
ture. I do not know how the Conservatives will use the upcoming
committee meetings or how they will use their time in the House
when the bill returns. I cannot say in advance. I suspect that they
will not support this bill. Is that a reason to reduce our speaking
time on each amendment?

I have important amendments that I would like to move. Wom‐
en's groups spoke to us. They want more protection. They do not
feel protected by some elements currently in Bill C-21, which were
introduced by the government.

We must take the time to debate these amendments properly.
That is not what the government is proposing at this stage by claim‐
ing that the Conservatives could try to slow down debate. That is
democracy. We must have a debate in committee. We must take the
time to study this bill, which all my colleagues have said is very
complex. It is not unusual to have questions for officials every time
an amendment is moved.

I believe we must take the time needed.
● (1925)

Ms. Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Madam Speaker,
my colleague quickly addressed the issue of women's groups. She
spoke about how the Bloc Québécois has worked to reassure
hunters. She also mentioned in her speech that women's groups are
concerned about violence. A measure was proposed for women's
groups, the red flag provisions, and we discussed it.

I would like my colleague to talk about that. Could she tell us
more?

Ms. Kristina Michaud: Madam Speaker, that just happened in
committee.

We looked at clause 4, the red flag provisions. It is a measure
proposed by the government that seemed worthwhile at first. Now,
women's groups from across the country have appeared before the
committee or have sent letters to us and the Minister of Public Safe‐
ty expressing their worries that this measure will relieve the police
and law enforcement of responsibility, that this tool should not be
included in the act and that it will harm rather than help women.

I heard that and I wondered who better to speak to that issue than
women's shelters. I therefore voted against that measure. The NDP
and the government voted in favour of it.
[English]

Mr. Alistair MacGregor (Cowichan—Malahat—Langford,
NDP): Madam Speaker, it is hard to find the words to start given
how long I have personally been involved with this piece of legisla‐
tion. I know there are a few select members of this House who
would agree with me. I think for each one of us, this has been our

own personal odyssey, and to get to this point is really remarkable.
All of the different twists and turns that this one bill, Bill C-21, has
taken are going to be studied in parliamentary procedure for years
to come.

I have had the privilege of representing my riding of
Cowichan—Malahat—Langford for three terms, now being in my
eighth year, and I have discovered that in my time here, Parliament
has demonstrated that it is indeed the last place to go for an open,
honest and logical debate on firearms. A lot of the debate we have
seen on this bill and on firearms regulations, policy and legislation
in general has done a very real disservice to Canadians. Both sides
of the issue have torqued up their arguments. There has been bla‐
tant misinformation and labelling, and this has really descended the
level of debate into something that I think a lot of Canadians would
quite rightly be disgusted by. It is very difficult in this place, when
we have all of these torqued up emotions and political agendas, to
have a reasoned debate on firearms. That certainly has been the sto‐
ry.

I know a lot of people on Twitter are following this debate very
closely. I would say that the Standing Committee on Public Safety
and National Security is probably the most watched committee of
them all, and I know that my words right now are being analyzed
and tweeted about, even in real time. I just want the people who are
listening to brace themselves, because I have equal amounts of crit‐
icism for both the Liberals and the Conservatives as to why we now
find ourselves in this place.

I first want to start by talking about the committee, because ulti‐
mately today's motion is one of instruction to the Standing Com‐
mittee on Public Safety and National Security. One could be forgiv‐
en for thinking that all this committee does is study policy and leg‐
islation surrounding firearms, because that is indeed all it has really
been consumed with since the bill was referred to the committee
late last year. In fact, we started Bill C-21 at committee in October
2022, and here we are now, well into May 2023, and we are still
only at the clause-by-clause part of the bill.

I think it is useful for people to understand what the mandate of
this committee is. It is responsible for reviewing legislation, poli‐
cies, programs and expenditure plans of a whole host of different
government departments and agencies that are responsible for not
only public safety, but national security, policing, law enforcement,
corrections, the conditional release of federal offenders, emergency
management, crime prevention and of course the protection of our
borders. When we are doing things like the estimates for the spend‐
ing plans of Public Safety Canada, quite often we have representa‐
tives included from the Canada Border Services Agency, the Cana‐
dian Security Intelligence Service, the Parole Board of Canada and
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police.
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What I am trying to underline here is that this committee is an

extremely important committee of the House of Commons, and all
the work it does in all of these different areas in looking after our
intelligence gathering, law enforcement and border protection has
been sidelined by the incredible amount of time that has been con‐
sumed. Time is our most valuable resource in Parliament, and once
we spend it we do not get it back.

Because of the shenanigans that have occurred with respect to
Bill C-21, the public safety committee has quite correctly been pre‐
vented from examining all of these other different areas, keeping
tabs on those different departments, examining different pieces of
legislation and keeping tabs on what the government's policies and
practices are going to be with respect to other key areas. That is an
important element that we first need to establish when we are talk‐
ing about where we are today.

● (1930)

As many members will know, including members in my own
community, I used to be our party's public safety critic. I found my
time on that committee to be personally quite valuable. I found that
the subject matter we were dealing with was quite intellectually
challenging and stimulating, and it is important work.

I know from my interactions with other members of the commit‐
tee, whether on the Liberal, Conservative or Bloc Québécois side,
that they all conducted themselves very well, and I enjoyed my
working relationships with them. That even goes for our work on
Bill C-21.

Believe it or not, there was actually a time when Bill C-21 was
progressing through committee in relatively good order. We con‐
cluded roughly eight meetings with witnesses. The committee then
had time to come forward with its amendments, and there seemed
to be an acknowledgement that aside from a few differences with a
few clauses here and there, the bill was probably on schedule to be
reported back to the House for report stage and eventually third
reading sometime in December.

We then got to November, and all hell broke loose. This was
when the eleventh-hour amendments were dropped by the Liberals.
I should correctly say “the Liberal government”, because I do not
think they were, by design, from the Liberal members of the com‐
mittee. They did come from the government.

I do not want to go into the details of the bill too much, because I
think that is a well-trodden path and a well-known story, but allow
me to take this moment in my speech to levy what I think are some
well-earned criticisms on both the Liberals and the Conservatives. I
know some of my colleagues will probably laugh at this, particular‐
ly the member for Hamilton Centre, because he has heard me joke
about this before.

I often feel like the character Mercutio in Shakespeare's play,
Romeo and Juliet, when he is expressing his frustration with the
Capulets and the Montagues, because I feel that same frustration
with the Liberals and the Conservatives. It is difficult sometimes to
watch the shenanigans between those parties and the way our level
of debate around this issue descends into the depths and scrapes the
bottom of the barrel.

Let me start with the Liberals. One day, someone is going to
write a book about this sorry episode, and it is probably going to be
titled something like “How Not to Amend One's Own Legislation”.
It is going to be a warning guide for governments in the future on
what not to do and how not to spring a surprise on an unsuspecting
committee when they have not done their homework, when they
have not done consultation and, most importantly, when they have
not consulted with the members of the committee who are actually
responsible for shepherding those amendments through.

I want to caution members: My comments are not, in any way,
directed to the colleagues I work with, but more to the Liberal Party
brain trust. I understand the reasoning behind where they are com‐
ing from. Gun violence in our major urban centres is a very con‐
cerning thing. It needs to be dealt with appropriately. I want to take
a moment to acknowledge the extreme grief that is out there within
so many families who are dealing with a loss due to firearms vio‐
lence.

Sometimes the road forward for the Liberals has been paved with
good intentions, but it has led to some pretty awful results. I would
ask them to step back and try and heal some of the wounds that ex‐
ist in that divide between urban and rural Canada. We need to un‐
derstand that yes, firearms violence is a big issue, but there also has
to be a level of respect afforded to Canadians who are lawful
firearms owners, who play by the rules and who have done every‐
thing right. I would encourage the Liberals to consult more with
their rural MPs.
● (1935)

When the Liberals introduced those amendments, one of the
groups that were leading the way was indigenous communities—
not only hunters and farmers, but indigenous communities, not the
least of which was the Assembly of First Nations. In an extremely
rare move, the AFN came out with a unanimous emergency resolu‐
tion on the last day. That is almost unheard of. They were going af‐
ter the government for those ill-thought-of eleventh-hour amend‐
ments.

No consultation had taken place. One could make a legitimate ar‐
gument that the Liberals, in bringing in these amendments, were
not respecting the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of In‐
digenous Peoples or even the legislation we have passed that en‐
shrines that within our own laws to make sure that all federal laws
are in harmony with the declaration itself. It went against the spirit
of that.

Now I will turn to my Conservative friends.

What do we say about the reams of ridiculous hyperbole we have
seen from that party on Bill C-21? The bill has been a fundraising
boon for the Conservative Party. That giant sucking sound we hear
is Conservatives hoovering money from the harvest of their rage-
farming operation around the bill, and I think a part of me wonders
whether the Conservatives do not want to see the bill go forward
because it has been so financially viable for them. The evidence is
all out there. I do not think there is any interest at all in trying to
move the legislation forward, because doing so would essentially
stop the goose from laying golden eggs for them. It has been an in‐
credible money-maker for them.
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When I look at some of the misinformation that has been put out

by the Conservative Party around the bill, I see they are fanning
flames of rage over amendments that no longer exist and incorrect‐
ly saying that the government wants to take away all their guns. It
is just completely off-the-wall bonkers stuff that can be easily dis‐
proven, and it is completely not helping the standard of debate we
expect of our parliamentarians. It just makes the rest of our jobs
harder when we have to fight that completely untrue disinformation
that is being actively fanned on social media.

Yes, it is a sorry state due to the actions of both parties in so ex‐
pertly playing politics with the bill, and that is a large part of the
reason we are here today.

We know that the problematic amendments were withdrawn by
the Liberals. That is fact number one. All current owners of long
guns in Canada are not going to have those firearms impacted, be‐
cause the problematic amendments were withdrawn. What we now
have being proposed as an amendment to the bill would go after
firearms that will be manufactured in the future, after the bill re‐
ceives royal assent. There is also an important amendment, I under‐
stand, that would make sure that nothing in the bill takes away from
the rights of indigenous peoples. That is recognized and affirmed
under section 35 of our Constitution.

Of course, there are incredibly important amendments dealing
with the exponentially growing problem of ghost guns. This is a
problem that has been brought to the committee's attention repeat‐
edly by law enforcement agencies. I would hope that more attention
is paid to those particular amendments, and of course we, the re‐
maining members of the House of Commons, have to reserve our
judgment on the bill until we see the final version that the commit‐
tee ultimately reports back to us.

Now let us turn to the motion of instruction and what it would
do.

First of all, we have to understand that as of this morning, the
Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security had al‐
ready spent approximately five hours on clause-by-clause consider‐
ation. If they had been able to complete their meeting this after‐
noon, and I know it was interrupted by a series of votes, that would
have brought the total to eight hours, which is roughly equivalent to
four full meetings. The motion being debated today would add a
further 17 hours to that, bringing it to roughly 25 hours, which is
the equivalent of 12-and-a-half meetings.

● (1940)

I understand from the member for New Westminster—Burnaby,
our member on the public safety committee, that he has tried multi‐
ple times to extend the sitting hours of the public safety committee
so that Conservatives, the Bloc and New Democrats could have ad‐
ditional time to look at the amendments that are being proposed by
various members. I understand that in each of those instances, these
attempts were either rejected or filibustered so that the committee
ultimately could never get to a vote. To hear Conservatives com‐
plain that they are being silenced in the House when they have, in
fact, had multiple opportunities at committee to extend the sitting
hours of that committee does come across as a bit rich.

I would say that because I have had my staff look at bills similar
in size and complexity to Bill C-21, Bill C-18 comes to mind. That
particular bill, when it went through clause-by-clause study at its
committee, had seven meetings, the equivalent of 14 hours, for
clause-by-clause study, so that is more than enough time to get
through it.

I know from my own experience, because I used to be a member
of the public safety committee and have seen a lot of these amend‐
ments, that are a lot of them are very technical, small changes to the
bill, especially the parts that deal with ghost guns. Not a lot of de‐
bate is going to be required on them. In fact, the committee can
probably get through them in short order because they are repetitive
and many different areas of the Criminal Code and the Firearms
Act have to be updated to make sure that those existing statutes are
in harmony with each another.

The other thing I want to turn to in my final three minutes goes
back to the earlier part that I mentioned at the beginning of my
speech, the overall mandate of the public safety committee. We
have two really important pieces of legislation waiting in the wings,
waiting for their turn to be examined at the public safety commit‐
tee. They are Bill C-20 and Bill C-26.

Bill C-20 is going to create our first-ever public accountability
and transparency network that is independent of the RCMP and the
CBSA. In fact, the CBSA has never had an independent oversight
mechanism. Looking at the public safety committee's report from
the previous Parliament looking at systemic racism in policing and
looking at all of the instances of injuries and sometimes death that
have happened to people who had been in the custody of the CB‐
SA, we see that these are important measures. We have had so
many racialized Canadians, so many indigenous Canadians who
have been calling out for these types of oversight measures for
years. Why should those pieces of legislation continue to be pushed
back while we draw out this process on Bill C-21?

Bill C-26 is an important piece of legislation, which I will be the
first to admit needs a lot of work at committee, but it is going to
really bring in line a lot of the cybersecurity requirements that are
needed for some of our critical sectors, be they in banking, trans‐
portation, energy and so on. It is going to be a requirement for
many of those private actors to bring their systems in line with a
standard that is acceptable to the federal government. Again, a lot
of work is needed, but no one in this House can deny or absolve
themselves from the fact that these are important issues that deserve
to have their turn at the public safety committee.

My ultimate motivation for this motion today is to get Bill C-21
on its way. We have had enough time at the committee. It has occu‐
pied so much time at the public safety committee, and it is time for
the public safety committee to move on to other bills that are equal‐
ly important to many other Canadians.

In conclusion, I ultimately am going to reserve my judgment on
Bill C-21 until I see what the committee reports back to the House,
but I will not agree to let that committee continue to be bogged
down, especially when there is so much other important work to be
done.
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With that I conclude. I welcome any comments and questions

from my colleagues.
● (1945)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, I have a very brief question.

I always thought that it is a positive thing when a government is
prepared to entertain and bring forward amendments, in the sense
that this often reflects concerns that have been raised by MPs, other
stakeholders or people who make representations at committees.

Would the hon. member not agree that it is a good thing when
government listens, brings forward amendments and supports even
opposition amendments?

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Mr. Speaker, I am not going to dis‐
agree with the principle that I think is behind the parliamentary sec‐
retary's remarks and question.

Of course, amendments are always welcome, and they should be
informed by feedback received from the public and committee, but
I have to draw the line at the particular amendments that were intro‐
duced in November because those took everyone by surprise, and
not just the committee members. They took indigenous communi‐
ties by surprise. They took hunters and farmers by surprise. It was
such a huge overreach from the bill we originally thought we were
debating at second reading. When we started debating Bill C-21, its
main provisions were on airsoft, red flag laws and a handgun
freeze.

I want to take a moment to also thank members of the committee
for passing my amendment on airsoft. That amendment was passed,
and I am happy to report to the airsoft community that the offend‐
ing section of Bill C-21 has now been removed, thanks to an NDP
amendment. That is definitely a bright light in this whole journey.

Mr. Scot Davidson (York—Simcoe, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my
colleague is a respected critic for public safety. We talk about sur‐
prises, and I was surprised.

I wonder if he could tell the House why he was removed as critic
and why the leader of the NDP removed him at the height of Bill
C-21, seeing as he represents rural Canadians so well in his riding,
and replaced him with the NDP House leader, who is really an ur‐
ban MP. I wonder if the member could explain that logic to the
House.

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Mr. Speaker, I do enjoy working with
the member from the Conservative Party. I too have seen the ru‐
mours on Twitter and have been greatly amused by all of the differ‐
ent reasonings out there.

Let me say clearly and for the record that my moving off the
public safety committee was done by mutual agreement. I am still a
member of the Standing Committee on Agriculture and Agri-Food.
If the member will recall, at the time, I managed to bring forward
two successful motions, one in the House of Commons and one at
the agriculture committee, that focused the committee's investiga‐
tive efforts on the role that corporate profits are playing in driving
inflation, which is a huge issue not only for my constituents but al‐
so for the member's constituents.

It was agreed between me and the leader of the NDP that it was
important for me to refocus my efforts on an issue that was affect‐
ing so many Canadians because of their purchasing power, their in‐
ability to buy sufficient groceries for their families and the incredi‐
ble climb in food bank usage. That is the reason. It was mutual
agreement and I had other extremely important work to take care
of.

● (1950)

[Translation]

Ms. Andréanne Larouche (Shefford, BQ): Mr. Speaker, at the
very end of his speech, my colleague touched on the issue of red
flags.

Between the Conservatives' disinformation and the lack of politi‐
cal will of the Liberal-NDP coalition, there was a great deal of con‐
cern coming from women's groups. The issue of red flags was not
clear.

My colleague from Avignon—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia
talked about it earlier. This happened quickly this afternoon. Wom‐
en's groups, including shelters, have reservations about the impact
of this red flag provision.

For these reasons, given these reservations, my colleague would
have voted against. I would like my colleague to tell us why the
NDP voted in favour of a measure that is causing concern among
women's groups and does not reassure them at all.

[English]

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Mr. Speaker, I am no longer a mem‐
ber of the committee, but I can say from my time there and through
close consultations with my NDP colleague from Winnipeg Centre,
that many women raised concerns with the red flag provisions be‐
cause many women right now have an incredibly difficult time try‐
ing to access basic protection from their local police service. I have
heard those same arguments from many women's organizations.
Their argument is a solid one. Their main question is this: If police
services are inadequate and not living up to a standard that we all
expect, why would someone in a domestic violence situation, under
fear of their own life or fear of a loved one's life, be forced to go
through an already overburdened court process to apply for a pro‐
tection order?

During my time at committee, with many of the amendments that
I put forward, which I cannot speak about in detail because they
still have not been dealt with by the committee, my focus was very
much on the yellow flag provisions, strengthening licensing re‐
quirements and empowering authorities to remove licences when
there were definite examples of domestic violence and threats of vi‐
olence. I want to particularly thank the National Association of
Women and the Law because its submissions to our committee
were extremely helpful in guiding many of our amendments.
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Mr. Matthew Green (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker,

we have heard today, in the many interventions, of the technical as‐
pects of this bill, the rights of hunters and farmers, the use of the
tools and the specifics about the guns, but I do not think we have
heard enough about the victims of gun violence. I am somebody
who has had the heartbreak and tragedy of having attended funerals
for gun violence. I think about Marley Rowe in 2014, and I think
about the mass shooting that happened more recently in Vaughan,
where my dear friend Doreen Di Nino was one of the lone sur‐
vivors.

I wonder if the hon. member could reflect and re-centre the im‐
pact of gun violence on victims and on the work that he would wish
to share for the benefit of this debate on the consultations that he
has had with victims of gun violence. This intervention seeks to re‐
duce the circulation of guns, introduce some kind of manufacturing
accountability to tackle this new phenomenon of ghost guns and the
idea that anybody at home with a 3-D printer can manufacture their
own type of weapons. Could the hon. member just re-centre on the
victims and talk about the ways this would hopefully help offset fu‐
ture tragedies?

Mr. Alistair MacGregor: Mr. Speaker, the member for Hamil‐
ton Centre has a very thoughtful question, and he is extremely
right. I am very fortunate to live in a riding that does not suffer
from firearms violence, so I personally have never had that oppor‐
tunity to grieve with families in my riding.

However, that does not take away from the testimony that we
have heard at committee. It really goes right to our hearts when we
hear survivors talk about their personal experiences, or the loss of a
close personal friend or loved one within their family. All of us
would do well to remember that ultimately our main goal is to
make our streets safer for those people.

The member is also very right in raising the issue of ghost guns.
We have heard testimony from multiple police agencies that this is
an exponentially growing problem. The fact that people could con‐
struct a fully functioning firearm with zero traceability and no serial
numbers or anything, all with the benefit and aid of a 3-D printer, is
a very scary prospect. Police are on the record asking us to tighten
up the legislation so we clamp down on who is able to import trig‐
ger assemblies, barrels and slides, and all of the other components
that are necessary to manufacture a working firearm.

That is the important part of this bill that a lot of people are miss‐
ing in all of their focus on the other aspects of this bill. There is still
a lot in this bill that law enforcement has specifically asked for, and
which I believe needs to be put up on a pedestal, on an equal plane
of importance as all of those other elements.
● (1955)

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Parliamentary Secretary to the Lead‐
er of the Government in the House of Commons, Lib.): Mr.
Speaker, let me start by talking quickly about why I suggest every
member should get behind this legislation. We hear about ghost
guns. This problem is growing across Canada. These 3-D printers
are capable of printing what we call ghost guns. No matter which
municipalities one looks at, one will find stakeholders, including
police and first responders, who say that the number of ghost guns
is growing at a very concerning rate. These are untraceable because

they do not have serial numbers. This is something very tangible
that this legislation attempts to deal with, in good part.

Only the Conservative Party does not want to recognize those
sorts of facts and allow the legislation to pass. The NDP speaker
addressed it, at least in part, when he talked about the issue of mon‐
ey and fundraising. For those who are following the debate today, I
would suggest that they not underestimate how much money the
Conservatives have raised as a direct result of guns and rifles, and
the type of misinformation they are prepared to share with Canadi‐
ans to generate the money they have raised over the years. We are
talking likely into the millions of dollars.

I became an MLA back in 1988, and the Polytechnique shooting
occurred about a year and a half after I was elected. That is when
the whole issue, from my perspective, came to the fore. Many peo‐
ple might not necessarily realize this, but after it came to the fore, it
was a Progressive Conservative government, and I underline the
word “progressive”, under Kim Campbell, that received the recom‐
mendation from a Conservative senator for a gun registry. They
were moving toward it. That is probably not very well known in the
reform Conservative circles today.

Today's Conservative Party is very different from the Progressive
Conservative Party. Its members are far to the right. They have rec‐
ognized this is an issue they can manipulate to get people angry, but
to do that, they need to give out misinformation. A tangible exam‐
ple is that they will give the impression it is affecting hunting rifles.
This is not in any form or way an attack on law-abiding gun own‐
ers, but we would not know it by the propaganda of the Conserva‐
tives.

They know this would not affect hunting firearms. They know
that, but if we check social media, we will see what it is they are
actually saying—

● (2000)

The Deputy Speaker: I believe there is a point of order from the
hon. member for Calgary Centre.

Mr. Greg McLean: Mr. Speaker, surely you must have heard
some unparliamentary language in that discourse, which was full of
misinformation, and quite frankly, full of lies.

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

The Deputy Speaker: I think the hon. member for Calgary Cen‐
tre should withdraw that comment.

Mr. Greg McLean: I do withdraw it.

The Deputy Speaker: Okay. That was not a point of order. It
was a point of debate.

The hon. parliamentary secretary has the floor.
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, my friend should take a

look at many of the things Conservatives say, whether in question
period or in other debates. I am being somewhat mild in my com‐
ments. I am being truthful, but mild.

There is a general feeling from Canadians that this is good legis‐
lation. It is legislation that should pass. It is with pleasure that we
can say that we will finally see some movement on it. That is good
for all Canadians.

The Deputy Speaker: It being 8:02 p.m., pursuant to order
made earlier today, it is my duty to interrupt the proceedings and
put forthwith every question necessary to dispose of Government
Business No. 25 now before the House.

The question is on the amendment.

If a member of a recognized party present in the House wishes
that the amendment be carried or carried on division or wishes to
request a recorded division, I would invite them to rise and indicate
it to the Chair.

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, we request a recorded
vote please.

The Deputy Speaker: Call in the members.
● (2045)

(The House divided on the amendment, which was negatived on
the following division:)

(Division No. 314)

YEAS
Members

Aboultaif Albas
Allison Arnold
Baldinelli Barlow
Barrett Berthold
Bezan Block
Bragdon Brassard
Brock Calkins
Caputo Carrie
Chambers Chong
Cooper Dalton
Dancho Davidson
Deltell Doherty
Dowdall Dreeshen
Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Ellis
Epp Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Ferreri Findlay
Gallant Généreux
Genuis Gladu
Godin Goodridge
Gourde Gray
Hallan Hoback
Jeneroux Kelly
Kitchen Kmiec
Kram Kramp-Neuman
Kurek Kusie
Lake Lantsman
Lawrence Lehoux
Lewis (Essex) Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Lloyd Lobb
Maguire Martel
Mazier McCauley (Edmonton West)
McLean Melillo
Moore Morantz
Morrison Motz

Muys Nater
O'Toole Patzer
Paul-Hus Perkins
Poilievre Redekopp
Reid Rempel Garner
Richards Roberts
Rood Ruff
Scheer Schmale
Seeback Shields
Shipley Small
Soroka Steinley
Stewart Strahl
Stubbs Thomas
Tochor Tolmie
Uppal Van Popta
Vecchio Vidal
Vien Viersen
Vis Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Williams
Williamson Zimmer– — 112

NAYS
Members

Aldag Alghabra
Ali Anand
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Barsalou-Duval
Battiste Beaulieu
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bergeron
Bérubé Bittle
Blaikie Blair
Blanchet Blanchette-Joncas
Blaney Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Brière
Brunelle-Duceppe Cannings
Casey Chabot
Chagger Chahal
Champagne Champoux
Chatel Chen
Chiang Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek)
Collins (Victoria) Cormier
Coteau Dabrusin
Damoff Davies
DeBellefeuille Desbiens
Desilets Dhaliwal
Dhillon Diab
Dong Drouin
Dubourg Duguid
Dzerowicz Ehsassi
El-Khoury Fergus
Fillmore Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fragiskatos Fraser
Fry Gaheer
Garon Garrison
Gaudreau Gazan
Gerretsen Gill
Gould Green
Guilbeault Hajdu
Hardie Hepfner
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Iacono
Idlout Ien
Jaczek Johns
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Joly Jowhari
Julian Kayabaga
Kelloway Khalid
Khera Koutrakis
Kusmierczyk Kwan
Lambropoulos Lametti
Lamoureux Lapointe
Larouche Lattanzio
Lauzon LeBlanc
Lebouthillier Lemire
Lightbound Long
Longfield Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga)
MacAulay (Cardigan) MacDonald (Malpeque)
MacGregor MacKinnon (Gatineau)
Maloney Martinez Ferrada
Masse Mathyssen
May (Cambridge) May (Saanich—Gulf Islands)
McDonald (Avalon) McGuinty
McKay McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
McLeod McPherson
Mendès Mendicino
Miao Michaud
Miller Morrice
Morrissey Murray
Naqvi Ng
Noormohamed Normandin
O'Connell Oliphant
O'Regan Pauzé
Petitpas Taylor Plamondon
Powlowski Qualtrough
Rayes Robillard
Rogers Romanado
Sahota Sajjan
Saks Samson
Sarai Savard-Tremblay
Scarpaleggia Schiefke
Serré Sgro
Shanahan Sheehan
Sidhu (Brampton East) Sidhu (Brampton South)
Simard Sinclair-Desgagné
Singh Sorbara
Sousa Ste-Marie
St-Onge Sudds
Tassi Taylor Roy
Thériault Therrien
Thompson Trudeau
Trudel Turnbull
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Vandal
Vignola Villemure
Virani Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zuberi– — 203

PAIRED
Members

Bibeau Duclos
Fortin Freeland
Liepert Perron– — 6

The Deputy Speaker: I declare the amendment defeated.

The next question is on the main motion.

If a member of a recognized party present in the House wishes
that the motion be carried or carried on division or wishes to re‐
quest a recorded division, I would invite them to rise and indicate it
to the Chair.

Hon. Kerry-Lynne Findlay: Mr. Speaker, we request a recorded
vote.

● (2055)

(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the
following division:)

(Division No. 315)

YEAS
Members

Aldag Alghabra
Ali Anand
Anandasangaree Angus
Arseneault Arya
Ashton Atwin
Bachrach Badawey
Bains Baker
Barron Barsalou-Duval
Battiste Beaulieu
Beech Bendayan
Bennett Bergeron
Bérubé Bittle
Blaikie Blair
Blanchet Blanchette-Joncas
Blaney Blois
Boissonnault Boulerice
Bradford Brière
Brunelle-Duceppe Cannings
Casey Chabot
Chagger Chahal
Champagne Champoux
Chatel Chen
Chiang Collins (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek)
Collins (Victoria) Cormier
Coteau Dabrusin
Damoff Davies
DeBellefeuille Desbiens
Desilets Desjarlais
Dhaliwal Dhillon
Diab Dong
Drouin Dubourg
Duguid Dzerowicz
Ehsassi El-Khoury
Erskine-Smith Fergus
Fillmore Fisher
Fonseca Fortier
Fragiskatos Fraser
Fry Gaheer
Garon Garrison
Gaudreau Gazan
Gerretsen Gill
Gould Green
Guilbeault Hajdu
Hardie Hepfner
Holland Housefather
Hughes Hussen
Hutchings Iacono
Idlout Ien
Jaczek Johns
Joly Jowhari
Julian Kayabaga
Kelloway Khalid
Khera Koutrakis
Kusmierczyk Kwan
Lambropoulos Lametti
Lamoureux Lapointe
Larouche Lattanzio
Lauzon LeBlanc
Lebouthillier Lemire
Long Longfield
Louis (Kitchener—Conestoga) MacAulay (Cardigan)
MacDonald (Malpeque) MacGregor
MacKinnon (Gatineau) Maloney
Martinez Ferrada Masse
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Mathyssen May (Cambridge)
McDonald (Avalon) McGuinty
McKay McKinnon (Coquitlam—Port Coquitlam)
McLeod McPherson
Mendès Mendicino
Miao Michaud
Miller Morrissey
Murray Naqvi
Ng Noormohamed
Normandin O'Connell
Oliphant O'Regan
Pauzé Petitpas Taylor
Plamondon Powlowski
Qualtrough Rayes
Robillard Rogers
Romanado Sahota
Sajjan Saks
Samson Sarai
Savard-Tremblay Scarpaleggia
Schiefke Serré
Sgro Shanahan
Sheehan Sidhu (Brampton East)
Sidhu (Brampton South) Simard
Sinclair-Desgagné Sorbara
Sousa Ste-Marie
St-Onge Sudds
Tassi Taylor Roy
Thériault Therrien
Thompson Trudeau
Trudel Turnbull
Valdez Van Bynen
van Koeverden Vandal
Vignola Villemure
Virani Weiler
Wilkinson Yip
Zahid Zarrillo
Zuberi– — 201

NAYS
Members

Aboultaif Albas
Allison Arnold
Baldinelli Barlow
Barrett Berthold
Bezan Block
Bragdon Brassard
Brock Calkins
Caputo Carrie
Chambers Chong
Cooper Dalton
Dancho Davidson
Deltell Doherty
Dowdall Dreeshen
Duncan (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry) Ellis
Epp Falk (Battlefords—Lloydminster)
Falk (Provencher) Fast
Ferreri Findlay
Gallant Généreux
Genuis Gladu
Godin Goodridge
Gourde Gray
Hallan Hoback
Jeneroux Kelly
Kitchen Kmiec
Kram Kramp-Neuman
Kurek Kusie
Lake Lantsman
Lawrence Lehoux
Lewis (Essex) Lewis (Haldimand—Norfolk)
Lloyd Lobb
Maguire Martel
May (Saanich—Gulf Islands) Mazier

McCauley (Edmonton West) McLean
Melillo Moore
Morantz Morrice
Morrison Motz
Muys Nater
O'Toole Patzer
Paul-Hus Perkins
Poilievre Redekopp
Reid Rempel Garner
Richards Roberts
Rood Ruff
Scheer Schmale
Seeback Shields
Shipley Small
Soroka Steinley
Stewart Strahl
Stubbs Thomas
Tochor Tolmie
Uppal Van Popta
Vecchio Vidal
Vien Viersen
Vis Wagantall
Warkentin Waugh
Webber Williams
Williamson Zimmer– — 114

PAIRED
Members

Bibeau Duclos
Fortin Freeland
Liepert Perron– — 6

The Deputy Speaker: I declare the motion carried.

* * *

PRIVILEGE
REFERENCE TO STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND HOUSE

AFFAIRS

The House resumed consideration of the motion.
Hon. Ed Fast (Abbotsford, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am thankful

for the opportunity to discuss the motion before us, which is a priv‐
ilege motion raised by the member for Wellington—Halton Hills. I
am so pleased to engage in this debate and to be here in support of
my friend, a fellow member of Parliament who, very clearly, has
had his privileges as a member of Parliament violated. It is that mo‐
tion that is before us today.

Members will have noticed that over the last month, when I have
spoken in the House on different occasions, I have spoken about
whom Canadians can trust. Whom can Canadians trust with their
privacy, for example, or with their economic prosperity? Of course,
each time, the conclusion I have reached is that we cannot rely on
the deeply flawed, failed Liberal government to be a trustworthy
defender of Canadian interests.

Today, I would like to continue that thought as we talk about
whom we can trust to defend Canada's national security and
sovereignty and our fundamental democracy. I would like to sug‐
gest, again, that we cannot trust the Liberal government to defend
the most cherished institution in the country, which is our democra‐
cy and our right to vote, to think and to speak freely.
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Recently, a very serious vulnerability in Canada's security and

democracy was exposed. It turns out that my friend and colleague
in the House, the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, had his
family, his extended family in China, threatened and intimidated.
This was because he, as a member of the House, promoted and vot‐
ed for a motion that effectively declared that the persecution of the
Uyghur Muslim minority in Xinjiang, China, amounted to a geno‐
cide.

That is what we do in the House. We make judgments. We weigh
evidence and information that we receive, and we come to policy
conclusions. We pass legislation. We pass motions in the House.
That is democracy in action, but it appears that the Communist
regime in Beijing did not take kindly to the member for Welling‐
ton—Halton Hills actually supporting this effort and voting in
favour of it. It appears that a diplomat here in Canada, for the Chi‐
nese government, promoted the intimidation of my colleague's fam‐
ily members overseas, as well as aiding and abetting in threatening
them.

The Speaker recently ruled that this, in itself, was a prima facie
case of privilege, which required redress through the procedure and
House affairs committee, as well as a debate in the House. That is
the debate we are having today. I would love to flesh out exactly
why it is that member after member of our Conservative Party has
been engaging in this debate tonight.

● (2100)

The motion we have before us is a very serious matter; it affects
one of the most respected members of the House. We have heard
from all parties in this esteemed House that the member for
Wellington—Halton Hills is one of the most knowledgeable, com‐
petent, capable and ethical members of this House, and we all have
great admiration for him. He does his job on behalf of his con‐
stituents extremely well.

We found out that this member is being attacked by a foreign
government because that government does not agree with Canada's
human rights regime or that member's views on what constitutes
true freedom. That member stands up in this House and speaks to
and defends the rights of the Uyghur minority in China to be free
from forced labour and from persecution. When he is then attacked
by a hostile foreign regime, this House needs to take action.

It turns out that the government should have known about this
over two years ago. In fact, we know that CSIS became aware of
intelligence two years ago that the member for Wellington—Halton
Hills was being targeted and that his family members were being
targeted with intimidation and threats because of the position the
member had taken in this House supporting the Uyghur motion.
However, the Prime Minister did nothing about it.

Our Prime Minister claims that CSIS never brought it to his at‐
tention, but that is simply implausible. It is something of a critical
nature, going to the very root of our democracy. It is about the right
to vote freely in this House, to speak our opinions, to take positions
and to shape the policies of our country. These things are of such
importance that the intelligence would have been brought to the at‐
tention of the Prime Minister. There is no doubt in my mind.

However, we are told in this House day after day that the Prime
Minister did not know about this until a week ago. Over time, more
and more Canadians are realizing that the Prime Minister cannot be
believed. That is why it goes to trust. I started off by saying that the
question Canadians are asking themselves more and more often is
whether they can trust the Liberal government. The answer we are
hearing more and more is “no”. People cannot trust the current Lib‐
eral government anymore; it is not transparent about what it does as
a government or about what it says here in this chamber.

The government would have known, at least two years ago, that
the member for Wellington—Halton Hills was being targeted by a
hostile foreign regime, and it did absolutely nothing to inform the
member. In fact, do members know how the member for Welling‐
ton—Halton Hills actually—

● (2105)

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. parliamentary secretary is rising
on a point of order.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, as you know, we cannot do
indirectly what we cannot do directly. By saying the Prime Minister
knew about this and the government knew about this, the member
is essentially saying the Prime Minister has lied to this House,
when the—

Some hon. members: Oh, oh!

Mr. Scot Davidson: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order.

I think what the member was trying to convey is that Liberals are
like atoms: They make up everything.

The Deputy Speaker: That was not appropriate. Let us just say
that was not a point of order and neither was the other one.

The hon. member for Abbotsford.

Hon. Ed Fast: Mr. Speaker, I will repeat this, and I want to do it
unambiguously so there is no mistake about what I intend to say
here. The Prime Minister knew over two years ago that our col‐
league in the House was being targeted by a hostile foreign regime,
and the Prime Minister did nothing to inform our colleague in the
House about that threat and intimidation. It was only recently that
we learned about it, and not through the Prime Minister or any min‐
ister of his government. We found that out through the media, The
Globe and Mail.

That should never happen in this country on something as critical
to our democracy as the right of each member in the House to vote
freely without intimidation. That should be unchallengeable, yet the
government and the Prime Minister failed to advise our colleague
of this threat to his family. I find it incomprehensible that we as MP
colleagues in the House would do that to each other. That should
never happen.
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Yesterday, we found out that the diplomat involved in promoting

this threat and intimidation against our colleague was expelled by
the Prime Minister. All I will say to that is it is too little, too late.
The damage is already done with the threats and intimidation. This
should not have happened. The least that the government and the
Prime Minister owed to our colleague was transparency and the
right for him to be informed the moment that CSIS became aware
of this and the communication went to the Prime Minister's Office.

I have already mentioned that what is at stake here is not only
our right to vote in the House freely, to express ourselves freely, to
take positions that are consistent with human values and to do so
without the threat of intimidation. It goes far beyond that. Every
single Canadian who is watching these proceedings will be asking
themselves, “Well, hold it. Am I at risk? Could a hostile regime
from around the world, from elsewhere, say Russia or Iran, inter‐
fere in my life and threaten me in that way to try to achieve some
nefarious outcome that is in their interest and against my interest?”
They could say that, yes, and Canadians across this country should
be concerned.

However, do members know who should be really concerned? It
is Canadians of Chinese background who are concerned that agents
of the Communist government would seek to influence them here
in Canada to promote the interests of Beijing rather than the inter‐
ests of Canada. That is what is at stake here.

I fear for our country if we as members of Parliament cannot
even ask or expect our government to notify us as these threats
emerge. I have no doubt that CSIS would have communicated this
to the Prime Minister's Office. I have no doubt at all.

● (2110)

We know from the Prime Minister's chief of staff that the Prime
Minister reads everything. Yes, that is what she said. She said he
reads everything, as if she looks over his shoulder every waking
moment of the day. However, that is what she said. That was her
testimony at committee, and I take her at her word. The Prime Min‐
ister reads everything, and no doubt this would have come before
him because of the serious nature of this threat to the members of
this body, this august chamber.

Let me talk about why we have focused on the Communist
regime in China. It is this regime that actually perpetrated this vio‐
lation of our colleague's privileges in this House. I did mention the
publicly acknowledged genocide of the Uyghur minority popula‐
tion in China, but this regime is also responsible for many other
threats to our country.

We know that there have been at least eight different foreign po‐
lice stations established by the regime in our country, and to date,
no one has confirmed that all of them have been shut down. We
have been pleading with the Prime Minister for months to shut
down these foreign police stations that Beijing has established here
in our country in violation of our sovereignty. The latest report has
it that at least two of these foreign police stations are still operating
in Canada. That should not be happening in our country, but it is
happening under the Liberal government.

What about the two Michaels? It took forever to repatriate those
two Canadian citizens because of bogus charges levied against
them in China.

We know there has been election interference. By the way, that is
another case the Prime Minister has said he was never advised
about. There was election interference during the 2019 election and
the 2021 election, but he said that nobody ever told him. Really?
There were two elections and there was foreign interference in each
one. CSIS knew about it and never brought it to the attention of the
Prime Minister's Office. We know he reads everything. It is implau‐
sible. It is unbelievable that he would not have known, yet to this
day he denies actually knowing about that.

We know that with that election interference, at least 11 candi‐
dates were targeted in order to be defeated. The conclusion has
been drawn that the overall election results were fair and represent‐
ed the right outcome. I am not challenging that conclusion at all.
What I am saying, however, is that for those 11 candidates, like my
friends Kenny Chiu in Richmond and Alice Wong in Richmond, it
made all the difference because they are not in this House today. It
is election interference that the Prime Minister and his government
did not take seriously. Bob Saroya is another one of our colleagues
who is not in this place. The overall election might have been fair,
but for those three individuals and the other eight, it made all the
difference. We have to take foreign interference in our elections se‐
riously.

To close, I am going to talk again about what is at stake for our
country.

Our national security is at stake. Our economic security and
prosperity are at stake because these hostile foreign regimes have
been active in intellectual property theft, stealing our research,
breaking contracts and violating the international rules-based order.
That is serious stuff. That is something this House has to take up
and take seriously.
● (2115)

With respect to the personal security and safety of Canadians, I
have already mentioned my colleague from Wellington—Halton
Hills. His family was threatened by a hostile foreign regime. It is
critical that we take this seriously.

Other things at stake are human rights, freedom, the rule of law
and democracy. That is what is at stake here in this debate. I en‐
courage all my colleagues to support this motion and vote in favour
of it.
● (2120)

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Mr. Speaker, I find it incredibly rich that, on the one hand, when I
made a comment that was interpreted to mean the member for
Wellington—Halton Hills was not telling the truth, all hell broke
loose on the Conservative side of—

The Deputy Speaker: We have a point of order from the hon.
member for Coast of Bays—Central—Notre Dame.

Mr. Clifford Small: Mr. Speaker, that was unparliamentary lan‐
guage by the member across the way.
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The Deputy Speaker: That is not a point of order. I did not hear

any language that was unparliamentary.

The hon. parliamentary secretary.
Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, I will rephrase it. When I

did that, the Conservatives lost their marbles, but when the member
says—

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Coast of Bays—
Central—Notre Dame has a point of order.

Mr. Clifford Small: Mr. Speaker, he is being derogatory to peo‐
ple who suffer from mental illness.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Mr. Speaker, when I attempt to challenge
the member after he accuses the member for Papineau of lying in
this House, suddenly it is completely okay to suggest that some‐
body is lying. The only problem with his comments about the
Prime Minister lying is that the member for Wellington—Halton
Hills himself said in an interview two days ago that the Prime Min‐
ister and his chief of staff did not know about this. Not only is he
contradicting the words of the Prime Minister, but he is contradict‐
ing the words of the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, who sat
down with the national security adviser and was told all of this.

I am curious as to how he is able to square away that comment
given the fact that it does not reflect reality and the vast majority of
people in this House do not believe it.

Hon. Ed Fast: Mr. Speaker, I can assure the member that mem‐
bers on this side of the House who believe in the truth do believe it.

Having said that, I believe it is Canadians who will judge for
themselves. They have seen this movie before time and time again,
with the Prime Minister prevaricating, exaggerating, denying and
then being found out. Then it is oh well; too bad, so sad. This is the
Prime Minister who twice has been found in breach of Canada's
ethics laws. He just swats them to the side as if he can get away
with that. We can do better than that as a country.

The member should take this debate seriously, because it is our
national security, our sovereignty as a country and our democracy
at stake. These are not trifling arguments that I have been making. I
have been very serious about them. I hope that he and the rest of
Canadians actually take this seriously.
[Translation]

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I was
looking forward to my turn to speak.

I want to congratulate the member for Abbotsford on his speech.

The current chair of the Pierre Elliott Trudeau Foundation ap‐
peared today before the Standing Committee on Access to Informa‐
tion, Privacy and Ethics. Here is another example of someone will‐
ing to testify about this foundation who either has no conscience or
has done very little self-reflection. Perhaps it would help him to
have a conscience if he took a look, hard look in the mirror.

That said, Mr. Johnson appeared before the committee and said
that everything was fine. There was never a threat of interference.
CSIS had never sounded the alarm or warned of any risk of Chinese
interference through the foundation. He found a way to throw for‐
mer CEO Pascale Fournier under the bus. He denied just about ev‐

erything she said. He also lambasted the media. Edward Johnson
was a member of Pierre Elliott Trudeau's team in the early 1980s.
He was also a senior executive at Power Corporation. Obviously, he
is not the kind of person who likes to pull strings and stay close to
the circles of power. I found it interesting that he was lambasting
the media for their work on this.

I would like to ask my Conservative colleague if the Conserva‐
tive Party sees that as a good opportunity to ensure that Canada's
news media is well protected by robust laws so that we have quality
journalism and support journalists in this investigative work.

[English]

Hon. Ed Fast: Mr. Speaker, I certainly agree that we should be
ensuring that journalists and journalism have a good future in our
country. What I will not agree to is anything that smacks of censor‐
ship. That would be the government using the strong arm of the law
to try to coerce the media to act in any particular way. The freedom
of the press needs to remain sacrosanct.

Having said that, I do want to address the other issue the member
raised, which is the national inquiry that the member's party and
mine have been calling for, a national inquiry into foreign interfer‐
ence in the affairs of our country. We note that the Prime Minister
has, time and time again, refused to call such a national inquiry. Fi‐
nally, he was under so much pressure, that he asked his friend, Mr.
Johnston, who is a former member of the Pierre Elliott Trudeau
Foundation, to investigate and determine what further steps should
be taken to address foreign interference.

I think we could have saved ourselves all of that effort by simply
doing what Canadians have asked for and Conservatives have
asked for, and that is to immediately call a national inquiry into for‐
eign interference.

● (2125)

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, in my short polit‐
ical life, I have experienced two events where I felt that our democ‐
racy was under threat. The first time was the “freedom convoy” last
winter and the second time was when there was a breach of privi‐
lege found. Both times, it has been frustrating to see such a lack of
seriousness that the government has taken in responding to both of
these events.

I wonder if the member could share with the House what signals
that sends to the international community and how that puts
Canada's democracy at risk.

Hon. Ed Fast: Mr. Speaker, the member may have had a short
political life in this chamber, but she has already distinguished her‐
self as an excellent member of Parliament.
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The Liberal government has actually distinguished itself in a

very different way, and that is its unserious nature. Everything it
does is about virtue signalling rather than the substance of the poli‐
cies that Canadians need to drive prosperity, to drive our national
security, to protect Canadians against crime and to re-establish our
reputation on the international stage. Our reputation on the interna‐
tional stage, which is what I think the member was getting to, has
been badly tarnished and besmirched, quite often by the actions of
the Prime Minister. I wish it were different. I wish I could stand
here in this House and say Canada is doing well, Canada is so well
respected all around the world, but that is not the case.

Bridges that used to be available for us to cross have been burned
by the government time and time again. What a tragedy. Yes, we
can do better.

Mr. Mel Arnold (North Okanagan—Shuswap, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, there has been a lot of debate in the House over the last
few days over misleading comments, as to whether someone was
telling the truth or not telling the truth, a lot of heated heckling back
and forth as to what was being said, whether it was parliamentary
or not, and what we should and should not believe.

I will quote the words of the Prime Minister from 2013 when he
stated, “There's a level of admiration I actually have for China.
Their basic dictatorship...” Is that something that we should dis‐
count in this House or is it something we should continue to believe
from what we have seen over the past months, especially over the
past couple of weeks with the revelations that have been coming
out in the news stories?

I would like the member to comment on that.
● (2130)

Hon. Ed Fast: Mr. Speaker, I do believe the comment that our
Prime Minister has been quoted as saying is somewhat telling. I
think it is instructive as to why he takes the positions he does to‐
ward some of the hostile regimes around the world.

The fact that our Prime Minister would have this abiding admira‐
tion for the basic dictatorship that is China because of its ability to
get things done is not what we should be aspiring to promote when
we are promoting Canada's interests.

Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr.
Speaker, I would like to begin my remarks this evening by thanking
our Speaker for yesterday's ruling on the question of privilege from
the hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills.

This was an important moment and important decision because it
brought into sharp focus the intimidation by foreign agents operat‐
ing in Canada. Even tonight, the House, a day later, is still gripped
by this decision. That is relevant to members who are participating
here tonight and who have participated up until now on this ques‐
tion.

As a past member of the Canada-China special committee, I
know from the evidence submitted to Parliament that the member
for Wellington—Halton Hills is not the only Canadian to be target‐
ed. At committee, we heard from Canadians, particularly from
Canadians of Chinese ancestry, about tactics used by the Chinese
Communist Party to intimidate and silence our democracy.

We have witnessed, over the past two decades, how Beijing's
Communist Party revealed itself not only to be at odds with interna‐
tional laws and norms, but also be opposed to accountability, open‐
ness and even the basic rights of people, including mainland Chi‐
na's own citizens.

Like a few other members of Parliament, and many hundreds of
thousands of Canadians, I have had the pleasure and privilege of
living in Hong Kong. That territory is an amazing place. I was for‐
tunate enough to be on hand for the handover from Britain's rule to
the People's Republic of China on July 1, 1997. It was a heavy mo‐
ment with feelings of both apprehension and opportunity.

Afterward, I visited Asia frequently once I returned to Canada a
year later, and I have fond memories of both rural and urban main‐
land China, energetic Hong Kong and even remote Tibet.

Today, sadly, I would not travel to any part of mainland China.
This saddens me because I have deep affection for the Chinese peo‐
ple. One cannot travel for days, weeks or months at a time and
leave untouched by their hospitality, fondness for family, tradition
and remarkable cuisine. I also deeply admire China's culture and
long history of struggle, perseverance and many great accomplish‐
ments.

However, I know that travelling to mainland China is something
I cannot do anymore because of my committee work in Parliament.
Today, I am prohibited by Beijing from entering the country. I
called for a free and democratic China, and because of that, I am in
violation of Beijing's draconian national security law.

I uttered the words that I believe China would be better served by
being democratic and by directly electing its leaders. I said these
words on Canadian soil and in Parliament, yet the national security
law, according to the regime in Beijing, applies anywhere around
the world. By uttering those words, a call for democracy in China, I
have broken that law. I view it as an immoral law, but as we saw
with the two Michaels who were arrested and detained, that means
nothing when faced with the dictators in Beijing.

I know that many members on this side of the chamber, and
probably many who have served with the government since 2015,
would have never believed that it could take the Government of
Canada two years to expel a foreign diplomat sent here by Beijing's
Communist Party who planned and executed an intimidation and
harassment campaign against the family and loved ones of a fellow
parliamentarian, our colleague from Wellington—Halton Hills.

It happened. This is a Liberal disgrace and it must be investigat‐
ed. I want to take a moment to repeat some remarks from the mem‐
ber for Wellington—Halton Hills when he addressed the House last
week and provided the basis for our ongoing debate.

● (2135)

The member noted that on March 6, 2012, our then Speaker
rightly said:

Those who enter political life fully expect to be able to be held accountable for
their actions to their constituents and to those who are concerned with the issues
and initiatives they may advocate.
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In a healthy democracy, vigorous debate on issues is encouraged. In fact, the

rules and procedures of this House are drafted to allow for proponents and oppo‐
nents to discuss, in a respectful manner, even the most difficult and sensitive of
matters.

However, when duly elected members are personally threatened for their work
in Parliament, whether introducing a bill, making a statement or casting a vote, this
House must take the matter very seriously.

It is right for this to be debated, it is important that the Standing
Committee on Procedure and House Affairs investigate and it is
necessary that Parliament gets to the bottom of this and discovers
the truth.

CSIS discovered, as reported by The Globe and Mail, that multi‐
ple members of Parliament have been targeted by Beijing's Com‐
munist Party. Indeed, this privilege motion we are debating is, as
we see on our screens, “Intimidation campaign against members of
Parliament.” Who would have thought such a debate would be nec‐
essary in Canada or that we would be tasked with discovering what
happened?

Members of all parties in the House of Commons should be
questioning why the government was so keen to permit a foreign
diplomat sent here by Beijing to remain here and continue intimi‐
dating and threatening the family and loved ones of not only a par‐
liamentarian but several parliamentarians it seems, as well as Cana‐
dians across this country.

Either the government takes prompt measures to uphold our
rights and protect Canadians from harassment or foreign nations
that wish to undermine us and do us harm will double down and
threaten more and more Canadians, yet whenever it comes to issues
relating to Beijing's Communist Party, the Prime Minister does not
feel any urgency to act. He deflects, denies, blames and does noth‐
ing unless absolutely forced to by opposition parties and ultimately
Canadian voters.

We see this with the Uyghur genocide recognition motion that
the Prime Minister and his cabinet abstained from when the vote
was held in this Parliament. We see this with the Winnipeg lab doc‐
ument leak motion the Prime Minister and his cabinet voted against
and to this day is still buried. It is an issue meant to be resolved by
a special working group of parliamentarians working with an over‐
sight committee to release documents, but that has disappeared. It is
one more issue the government prefers to sweep under the rug.

We see this with the Prime Minister and his decisions not to
apologize for the comments made by several Liberals in this cham‐
ber that the member for Wellington—Halton Hills knew about the
threats against his family and loved ones and did nothing. It is a
disgraceful misrepresentation meant to obscure what had happened.

The government's response to these allegations in The Globe and
Mail has been evasive and inconsistent, with simple questions
about its knowledge of the situation going unanswered. This all
raises additional concerns about transparency and accountability.

At first the government announced that anyone violating the Vi‐
enna convention would be expelled, so we waited. Days passed
without new information or an expulsion. Later the Prime Minister
claimed to be unaware of the allegations until they actually ap‐
peared in the newspaper, asserting the same applied to other execu‐
tive branch members in his cabinet. He also mentioned that CSIS

determined the issue was not significant enough to warrant escala‐
tion and still no expulsions took place.

● (2140)

The narrative shifted again when it was revealed that the security
briefings did not even leave CSIS; they did not reach the national
security adviser and other government departments, the government
maintained, yet of course we discovered they had reached the high‐
est echelons of the public service, and the government was some‐
how in the dark.

Despite no expulsions occurring, the government raised concerns
about the possible consequences of expelling a People's Republic of
China diplomat, leading to questions about its intentions and re‐
solve. More false accusations were made against the member for
Wellington—Halton Hills, with the Prime Minister participating in
the attempts to undermine his credibility and the seriousness of the
CSIS reports. It was all, and remains, a bloody mess.

For these reasons and others, it is imperative that Parliament ex‐
plore the violation of our privileges and the threat of election inter‐
ference through the Standing Committee on Procedure and House
Affairs. Leaving this to the government bench alone is, without
question, the wrong move. The government simply cannot be trust‐
ed. It is why Conservatives also continue to call for an independent,
public inquiry into Beijing's foreign interference in our elections.

There are so many inconsistencies that have surrounded the Lib‐
eral government's handling of the situation that it is right to ques‐
tion its judgment. For example, it is just not credible to believe that
CSIS would brief the member for Wellington—Halton Hills on a
serious issue of interference and intimidation without informing the
national security apparatus and the political level of the current
government. Of course, this was recently corroborated by Cherie
Henderson, the assistant director for requirements at CSIS, who
said, at the Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs, “I
can say that we definitely have seen specific cases of hostile activi‐
ties of states against politicians. In those specific cases, we definite‐
ly brief our government on the challenges that are being faced.”

To be clear, the government's pattern of obfuscating information
from parliamentarians has been evident in previous scandals, such
as the SNC-Lavalin debacle, the WE Charity scandal, and, just last
week, with the Trudeau Foundation. Why would anyone think this
situation is any different?
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The debate's significance lies in the need for the procedure and

House affairs committee to address the issue, as well as the ethics
committee's focus on foreign interference. Despite multiple com‐
mittees investigating foreign interference, the government has not
initiated an independent inquiry, and it should do so immediately.
An independent public inquiry would help assess the impact of the
Beijing Communist regime's interference in Canada.

Our former colleague Kenny Chiu has discussed the fear and in‐
timidation tactics employed by Chinese mainland officials in Bei‐
jing, including misinformation and disinformation campaigns
against members of the House during recent elections. Mehmet To‐
hti, a leading advocate for the human rights of Uyghur Muslims in
Canada, shared his experience of Beijing Communist officials mon‐
itoring his calls to relatives in China in an attempt to intimidate
him. There are still an unknown number of Chinese Communist
Party police stations operating in Canada. These serve one purpose,
and that is to intimidate citizens and landed immigrants who live
here, in what should be a free and democratic Canada.

There is a pattern of pandering to Beijing, which appears to have
begun when the Prime Minister won the Liberal Party leadership. A
large donation was soon made to the Trudeau Foundation, and
questions have arisen about the receipt issued for the donation. Par‐
liamentary committees are studying that as well, urging the CRA to
investigate that to get to the bottom of any undue influence on our
democracy and the Prime Minister.

This pattern of influence must be investigated further, because it
undermines democratic institutions, the electoral process, and, of
course, faith in our democracy. At the same time, it is important to
recognize that many Chinese Canadians live in our country in fear,
and may not participate fully in the electoral process due to poten‐
tial retribution.
● (2145)

That is where we are today. Our government and Prime Minister
took two years to act and to expel a diplomat for meddling in
Canada's democracy. Because the Liberals finally declared one
diplomat from Communist China not welcome in this country, they
think they should be congratulated, after waiting two years. The
Liberals had ample evidence of Beijing's diplomats interfering in
elections, particularly from its Toronto and Vancouver offices, yet,
when questioned about this at the procedure and House affairs com‐
mittee, the foreign affairs minister claimed there was no evidence.
However, they did possess evidence about a foreign diplomat sent
here by Beijing's Communist party, which had been known for two
years.

The Liberals might claim that the information never made it to
the Prime Minister's desk, and that is why we need an investigation
to find out what happened. If that is true, that is still the govern‐
ment's responsibility. If the Liberal government is not capable of
overseeing the security of this country, it should be held in con‐
tempt for its inability to govern well and responsibly.

It took a report from The Globe and Mail, and pressure from the
opposition and Canadians at large, for the government to finally
act. Why was there this long delay? It is unacceptable for Beijing
diplomats to facilitate funding for political candidates, to target
Conservative candidates, or any candidates for that matter, in this

country, and then to boast about defeating disliked incumbent MPs.
It is equally intolerable for them to organize illegal police stations
to harass and intimidate Chinese Canadians, and to threaten MPs
and their families.

Canada has a long-standing commitment to accountable govern‐
ment. We must uphold and preserve that. Canadians should be in‐
formed of the recent security lapses. Instead, the Prime Minister
continues to put electoral decisions ahead of national security. This
is the most serious failing of anyone who occupies the government
benches under the Liberal government.

Mr. Mark Gerretsen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader
of the Government in the House of Commons (Senate), Lib.):
Madam Speaker, there have been discussions amongst the parties,
and if you seek it I believe you will find unanimous consent for the
following motion. I move:

That, notwithstanding any Standing Order, special order or usual practice of the
House, not later than 11:59 p.m. or when no member rises to speak to the motion
under consideration, whichever is earlier, any proceedings before the House shall be
interrupted, if required, and in turn every question necessary for the disposal of the
motion shall be put forthwith and successively, without further debate or amend‐
ment.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): All
those opposed to the hon. parliamentary secretary's moving the mo‐
tion will please say nay.

Agreed.

[Translation]

The House has heard the terms of the motion. All those opposed
to the motion will please say nay.

(Motion agreed to)

Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ):
Madam Speaker, the debate on foreign interference is a strange one.
It feels as though we are floating. It is as if we are all wearing rose-
coloured glasses when it comes to Chinese interference, especially
the government. This has been going on for months. An elected of‐
ficial in the House and his family were harassed by the Chinese
state, but that was just the tip of the iceberg.

Over the past few months, Chinese balloons have been seen fly‐
ing over North America. It was never clear what became of that.
TikTok, which was installed on the phones of every member of the
House, was banned. There was a case of spying in Quebec, at Hy‐
dro-Québec, which is a major corporation. We learned that a Chi‐
nese spy was working there. We also learned that there were Chi‐
nese police stations. How can we tolerate community centres where
the Chinese state can put pressure on Canadians who have family
there?

The situation is really very serious, but it seems that the govern‐
ment on the other side of the House does not realize it. Does my
colleague agree that we are all wearing rose-coloured glasses with
respect to the possibility of a state as powerful as China intervening
here in Canada?
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● (2150)

Mr. John Williamson: Madam Speaker, I completely agree with
the member. I think this is a very serious issue, but the government
is not taking it seriously.

[English]

This is something that I think the government has known about
for far too long and has preferred to turn the other way, to ignore it,
because it was either not capable of dealing with this or was not
willing to make some of the tough decisions that are required to en‐
sure that Canadians remain safe. However, there is no doubt it is a
mess, and it is one that has unfolded slowly. This did not just ap‐
pear one day, but it is story upon story. We must get to the bottom
of it.

Ms. Lindsay Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Madam
Speaker, at the beginning of his speech, the member talked about
the incredible beauty, hospitality and kindness of the people of Chi‐
na when he visited there. Then he spoke, of course, about the need
for the public inquiry. I certainly hear this from people in my area
who are of Chinese descent and background, Chinese Canadians.
They have been standing up against the racism and discrimination
that they have experienced because of a lot of this uncertainty.

Could the member talk about the point that, in a public inquiry,
we could get to the bottom of a lot of this and help fight against an‐
ti-Asian racism?

Mr. John Williamson: Madam Speaker, the member's point is
spot-on. That is one of the benefits of having a proper public con‐
sultation. We would hear from the public, and more and more
Canadians would come to realize that the primary target of main‐
land China, the Communist regime, has been Canadians of Chinese
heritage. Those are the people who are not able to fulfill their
democratic rights because of intimidation from police stations that
operate here illegally, because of intimidation tactics from Beijing's
diplomats.

I appreciate the question. It is a great point. We want to make
sure this is about the regime in Beijing, and we will hear from
Canadians of Chinese descent, who will reinforce the message that
they, too, support democracy and freedoms that are the bedrock of
this country.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, it was a pleasure to work with the member
on the special committee on Canada-China relations in the last Par‐
liament. We got a lot of important work done. In particular, we be‐
gan a study, which was interrupted by the election, highlighting the
national security threats that were associated with Canada's rela‐
tionship with the PRC. What struck me about some of the work we
did at the time was how many everyday Canadians are impacted by
these threats, these instances of foreign interference.

The member for Wellington—Halton Hills has recognized as
well that, as he faces these threats, he has a position that allows him
to bring attention to them, but many people have suffered in si‐
lence. There are many stories we have heard, but there are many
stories we will never hear, of people who have been victims of for‐
eign interference and have not been able to bring the attention to
the situation that should have been brought to it.

I wonder if the member has thoughts and reflections, as we ad‐
dress this privilege issue involving members of Parliament, on how
we can stand with everyday Canadians who face worse threats and
do not have the same opportunities.

Mr. John Williamson: Madam Speaker, there is a brief answer
to that excellent question, which is to give them a platform to
speak, to give Canadians who have faced intimidation and threats
from Beijing a platform through Parliament and the Canadian gov‐
ernment, and give them the opportunity to stand up and be heard.
That would do more to help rectify the situation and correct the
many errors that the government made.

We must not forget, and I will remind my colleagues, that the
Liberal government actually sued the Speaker prior to the last elec‐
tion, to prevent information that the Canada-China committee had
discovered, an outrageous move to protect itself and not ensure that
Canadians had the truth.

● (2155)

[Translation]

Mr. Martin Champoux (Drummond, BQ): Mr. Speaker, I want
to pick up on what my colleague from Longueuil—Saint-Hubert
was saying. He talked about getting the sense that people are wear‐
ing rose-coloured glasses, but I am getting the sense that people are
worried. I am concerned about how the government is handling is‐
sues that are more serious than pretty much anything we have ever
seen.

I remember the WE scandal from a few years ago. The govern‐
ment did all it could to cover everything up, to sweep things under
the rug over and over until hard-working reporters and opposition
members managed to uncover the details. It was appalling. It was
even worse than everyone thought initially.

Now we have these allegations of Chinese interference. The
more we dig, the more outrageous things we find, yet the Liberals
and their Trudeau Foundation friends keep burying their heads in
the sand. They act like nothing happened and they never do any‐
thing wrong, but actually, something very serious happened.

The government needs to be transparent and collaborate to get
this all out in the open and reassure people. The whole situation is
extremely worrisome. I would like my colleague to comment on
that.

[English]

Mr. John Williamson: Madam Speaker, again, I could not agree
more. Our strength as a country and a democracy rests on our open‐
ness. The weakness of the Communist regime is its insistence on
lies and keeping things hidden. We must, as a democracy, ensure
that what has happened is known by Canadians so they can hold
those who failed in their duty accountable and ensure we have a
government here that will stand up for the interests of this country
and voters right across the country.
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[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ):
Madam Speaker, in this debate, I would like to say that as an MP, I
am very worried about the state of democracy.

Can my colleague say whether he feels any pressure? Does he
feel threatened? If so, how does that affect him and his ability to
perform his role as an MP? As we know, several ridings were tar‐
geted. If he were one of those targeted, how would he be able to
play his role independently? Fundamentally, it is our democracy
and the integrity of the House that are being attacked.

Mr. John Williamson: Madam Speaker, to date that has not
been the case. I have no problems doing my work in my riding.

That said, we can think of Kenny Chiu, a former member of the
House of Commons who was targeted by Beijing's attacks. There
are some very serious examples. Some members are no longer in
this place because of the Communist Party's efforts to ensure that
they lost their election and could no longer return to the House to
defend their political ideas.

That is very serious. The government says that this did not influ‐
ence the election, that it did not really change anything. However,
some members are not here because of the Communists.
[English]

Mrs. Karen Vecchio (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I want to start off with an excerpt from a Globe
and Mail article from February 2019. It reads, “The allegations re‐
ported in the story are false. At no time did I or my office direct the
current or previous attorney-general to make any particular decision
in this matter”.

This is, I think, what starts our debate here and takes us into a
concern for many Canadians, which I am hearing from across all
party lines, about where we are with China and the information that
is slowly coming out from the PMO. If we are trying to compare
this to something like SNC-Lavalin, we truly cannot. It is one of
those pinnacles, one of those things that is so high. This is about
democracy, integrity and the work we can do as parliamentarians
without fear for our families.

I started reading these stories once I heard about the allegation
about the foreign interference with the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills, and I came to this very simple point: How can we do
our jobs when we do not feel safe or when our families are threat‐
ened, whether here in Canada or in China? This is something that
the government must take seriously.

I am looking at all the members who are here tonight, and their
things that are important, but when it comes to our families, for
many of us, that is the bottom line, and it changes everything. It is
the fear and the love for our loved ones. How do we ensure that
they are safe?

I look at what the Prime Minister said back in 2019, just slough‐
ing it off, and months later, we find out that everything he had said
was inaccurate. This is what concerns me today as we are having
this debate. I fear that these same issues of “I didn't know” and “ev‐
erything is false” may be the same situation here today. I think that
is the big concern here.

I will go back to some information on this, but I would like to
start with the fact that our Conservative critic for foreign affairs has
done such an exemplary job. The member for Wellington—Halton
Hills is extraordinarily respected in the House by not only members
of his own caucus but also the individuals he comes across, whether
stakeholders meeting with him on key issues, somebody chairing a
committee or a minister being asked hard questions by the member.
There is a respect because of the way he proceeds, holds himself
and shows the value of what democracy really is.

The member shared with us the reason his family came to
Canada, why they wanted to come and why his father chose to have
a better life here in Canada. It is like so many other fathers and
mothers who are descendants, and why so many people came to
Canada to find a better life. Unfortunately, some of these bad actors
and some of these things follow people. When we look at what hap‐
pened to this member, we have to understand that it did not just
happen to this member, but to the rest of the 337 of us as well.

I spoke to one of my colleagues who happened to be one of the
49 members who were also briefed on this defence and what was
happening. He shared with me that, if he were to rate it, it was a
one out of 10 when it came to security and safety and making him
feel that it was a great threat. I think if someone had maybe provid‐
ed more information to let people know who was being targeted,
they would understand that this really was not a one out of 10. Per‐
haps for that member who had a similar briefing it was a one out of
10, but for the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, I do not think
that is the case.

We have to look at the fact that the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills stood up against Chinese influence on Canadian insti‐
tutions. He has criticized the Prime Minister for cash-for-access
fundraisers, which had been done with Chinese-Canadian business‐
men. He has fought against the ties of the government, and the
Prime Minister specifically, to the Chinese Communist Party. He
has called for a stronger stance on human rights, trade violations
and cybersecurity concerns, which are all related to China. When
we start looking at this, it seems pretty clear why the member was
targeted. It is because he is a man of principle, and he is a man who
will stand up for those who cannot stand up for themselves.

● (2200)

This leads me to a concern, because one of the things he was
bringing forward was genocide and things that are happening in
China. From just a few months ago, I remember a member from the
Liberal Party who was clearly so cheerful because his private mem‐
ber's bill had also gone through, and it targeted that. I do not know
if that member of Parliament has been or is being targeted, but
when we know this is happening to good people who are working
for vulnerable people, we should assume it may be. This is where I
am hoping the Prime Minister, the national security advisers and
the cabinet will not just worry about politics, but about the people
within their own caucus.
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I do not know the situation there, but I really do fear what is go‐

ing to happen to that member. Knowing that our own member was
targeted, what is happening to the Liberal members in their own
benches?

Let us go back to the questions and this timeline. Every day there
are new questions about the federal government and how it handled
the Chinese government's plot to target MPs. All of this came out,
and we talk about the security briefing received by the member for
Wellington—Halton Hills and the information that was provided by
the Prime Minister just two days apart. It is very concerning. We
have a Prime Minister who is saying he knew nothing, that CSIS
did not release the document and that they did not see it as a big
issue. Of course, I am not quoting right now, but that is the overall
essence of it. However, we then have somebody, who came to give
our member an intelligence report, who is saying the exact opposite
the next day.

I am not indicating necessarily that the Prime Minister had read
it. Although, as everybody has said in here, and as we have heard
his chief of staff, Katie Telford, say, the Prime Minister reads ev‐
erything. We have heard her say that. We must understand that, if
there had been a briefing, he must have read it, because that is his
job. This is not just because Katie Telford said so, but because his
job as the Prime Minister is to read security briefings, not only be‐
cause this is a democracy and he should be sure everybody is safe,
but also because it is his job to ensure Canada is safe. If there is a
security briefing that is coming in, he needs to take the time to read
it.

All that was said last week continues to be contradicted, and I
think we have to look at where this conversation started. Last Mon‐
day, I was watching everybody debate this, and we saw members of
Parliament get up and not answer the questions. The minister for
the government was not answering specific questions, and we could
see that intensity. We know the government had to make a choice
on what it was going to do, but two days later we actually saw its
members double down.

I saw the compassion from some of those members on Monday,
who recognized that one of their own colleagues in the House was
targeted, but we watched the government members, two days later,
double down, and all of its members and parliamentary secretaries
were providing the same answer. That means they are working to‐
gether to try to redirect this conversation, and the good work
promised by some of the members over there had to be halted be‐
cause it was against their political agenda. Those are things that
concern me.

When we know that a person has been here and has targeted
members of Parliament, why have they not been immediately re‐
moved? It took the government over a week, and as we have heard,
it was not just a week, but two years and a week, because the gov‐
ernment knew beforehand. However, we have to look at things that
were also said in here, and if we are talking about democracy and
coverups, we had the parliamentary secretary to the leader of the
government in the House of Commons, Senate, state:

The member for Wellington—Halton Hills had a defence briefing on this two
years ago, so he knew about this when it actually happened.

My question for the member is this. When did he find out about it? Did the
member for Wellington—Halton Hills bring it to his attention at any time prior to
the media doing so?

I am going back to a simple comment that was made by my col‐
league, who said that they were briefed, and it was like a one out of
10. If people are giving general information, that is a problem, and
I think, when I hear from one member that it was just such an over‐
lay, I understand. However, I know this person did not go forward
and ask, but if the government was worried, why did it not do
something about it? If it knew there was more, why did it not press
go to try to start on foreign interference by looking into this?

I think it comes down to the fact that we have a Prime Minister
who is so entangled with the Chinese government because of his
admiration for that country that sometimes he cannot see right from
wrong, because it is more about popularity and polling than it is
about leading this great country. I feel sorry for some of the mem‐
bers I see over there who are having to applaud a Prime Minister
who will not stand up for members of Parliament and will continue
to wipe things away.

● (2205)

However, we have a Prime Minister who was part of cash-for-ac‐
cess fundraisers back in 2016. That all ties into the Trudeau Foun‐
dation and the money that was given from members of the Commu‐
nist Chinese government via conduits so that the money could get
in there and a statue of the Prime Minister's father. Those are all
wonderful things. They are everything that is great to make an ego
shine. That is what we are selling off. We are selling things off such
as Canadian democracy for egos.

That is why I have a problem with this. I feel that we have not
taken the Chinese government seriously for the last eight years.
Throughout these question periods the government members have
asked repeatedly, multiple times what our government did about it,
and they have said that it did nothing about it. They and I know
that, like Facebook since I joined in 2007, things have changed and
things progress with IT and all of the things that are available to us
in this world. Of course we have to narrow and change the ways
that we are doing things.

Canada had a different relationship with China prior to the cur‐
rent government. Prior to the government's coming in, we always
tried to work, but we were trying to build strong relationships
where we both were separate and we had a sovereign democratic
country for Canada. However, we do not see that with the Chinese
government anymore.

With respect to the Huawei executive Meng Wanzhou, when
somebody had said something bad, the Canadian ambassador to
China made an inappropriate comment, and he was accused of be‐
ing too cozy with the country's authoritarian government. We saw
the firing of the ambassador to China happen because the Chinese
government spoke up. When the Chinese government is not happy
with what Canada does, it calls the Prime Minister and fires the
Canadian ambassador. However, when this is happening with our
own Canadian member of Parliament, we do not see the same thing
occurring. These have to be discussed.
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I want to continue, as we are discussing this, looking at the con‐

nection between this Prime Minister and the judgment that he is us‐
ing throughout these cases. We have talked about the seriousness of
these allegations and we have already talked about how people are
not taking this seriously. That is so concerning. We saw fewer vot‐
ers from the Chinese community come out in the last election be‐
cause their democracy was stolen from them by foreign agents
coming to their doors, knocking on their doors and advising them
on whom they had to vote for. We know that people were targeted
through group chats. It is not just our members of Parliament who
are targeted, but it is Canadians who were being targeted in the last
election.

We have people who were fearful of voting. That should never
happen here in Canada. We understand that some countries tell peo‐
ple what to do. Here in Canada, we are supposed to be a country
that has freedom of expression, freedom of speech and a democrat‐
ic process. We know that in the last election that was not the case.

I appreciate this time. I will continue to fight for democracy. I
will continue to fight for transparency and accountability from the
current government, specifically on the case of the member for
Wellington—Halton Hills, but I will fight for every Canadian who
should be free of any interference from abroad.
● (2210)

Mr. Ken McDonald (Avalon, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the mem‐
ber opposite's speech here this evening was very informative and
very well put together. We keep hearing that there are 11 individu‐
als who were in some way influenced or compromised or whatever
in the 2019 election and the 2021 election. I do not know who those
11 are. I do not know if the member knows. However, the member
who we do know was interfered with by threats from the Commu‐
nist Party of China is the member for Wellington—Halton Hills.
Does the member know who any of the others are? I, for one,
would like to know who all 11 people are and to see exactly how
they were compromised.

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Madam Speaker, I appreciate the excellent
question. That is what we should be asking. We know that there
was interference. I can name three members. We have Nelly Shin,
Kenny Chiu and Bob Saroya. They are three outstanding members
of Parliament with whom we recognize that there was interference.
There have been investigations done there.

Like this member, I am very concerned as well. We want to
know who these other members are. We need to ensure that they are
protected and that is something that I am hoping the government
will wise up to.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I thank my colleague from Elgin—Middlesex—London
for her speech. I truly appreciate this member. I think she is a sin‐
cere person who comes to work here for the right reasons, to repre‐
sent the people in her riding.

She mentioned a gentleman whom I greatly respect, Kenny Chiu.
I worked with him in the last Parliament. I have the impression that
what happened to my friend Kenny is not being taken seriously on
the government side, which is rather unfortunate. I think it is sad

that the government is taking something like what happened to
Kenny so lightly.

I think an independent public inquiry is absolutely essential, pre‐
cisely so that these things are taken seriously. This will shed light
on a few things, including what happened to Kenny Chiu, a very re‐
spectable former member of the House, a very sincere man who
was here for the right reasons.

● (2215)

[English]

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Madam Speaker, it is extremely important
that there be an inquiry into this and that we get to the bottom of
this.

Kenny Chiu deserved to be here. Voters have the right. There is
democracy, but we know that there was a lot of influence that was
going on, which changed the voter turnout. We need to work hard
for all and, as we continue this, we need to work together. We need
to all work together, because I do think they are not taking this as
seriously as they should.

I do see some members across the way who do understand the
importance of investigating this. I really do. I think of one of my
friends who is from the Montreal area and I can imagine him being
targeted because he is very open with his opinions. We should nev‐
er fear that way. We should have the right to freedom of speech.
When we disagree, we should not have a Chinese government in‐
terfering in our elections.

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, as members of the Standing Committee on Proce‐
dure and House Affairs, we are doing a lot of work on looking at
the multiple countries that are creating really strong systems of try‐
ing to interfere in other countries' elections. It is really concerning.

When we look at this particular case, one of the things that really
concern me is that there is not a comprehensive response to really
let the member know what is happening, the information that they
need to know, and how that impacts not only them and their fami‐
lies in Canada but any family members they have who are in anoth‐
er country. This is such an important issue that we are dealing with
right now.

I am wondering if the member could speak about what she would
like to see happen in PROC and how we can deal with this in a
more fulsome way, so that we get the outcomes that we need for all
Canadians, especially for members of Parliament who are serving.

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Madam Speaker, hold your boots, because
the government actually did one thing right, very late, but the fact is
that MPs need to know immediately, and that was something that
the Prime Minister actually said. It is great that he said it. Now he
needs to act on it.
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The member for Wellington—Halton Hills should have a full

briefing, knowing exactly what happened and understanding how
his family was targeted. The other members in the chamber who
have also been targeted must be ensured to be notified. I think it is
really important that the procedure and House affairs committee is
advised and that they have access to that information on what rid‐
ings were being targeted, to ensure that the process worked and to
ensure that the safety of those members is secure. I think that has to
be looked at.

If they targeted them back in 2021, what are they doing today?
We do not know, so I think we all need to be on high alert.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, foreign interference impacts many differ‐
ent communities in Canada. I know the member has a very close re‐
lationship with the Muslim community in her riding, and I have had
a chance to visit the mosque there. The Muslim community has
been targeted with foreign interference by the Chinese government
when people have been involved in advocacy around the Uyghur is‐
sue.

I know there is a student club at McMaster University, which is
not quite in her riding but maybe there are students from London
who go there. The club was hosting an event to discuss the Uyghur
genocide, and there was attempted interference by the Chinese con‐
sulate in Toronto, which was asking people to monitor who was
there, to see if any university officials were there and if any interna‐
tional students were there, in an attempt to undermine this event or
discourage people from attending it.

I wonder if the member could share just a bit more about what
she is hearing from people in her riding about how these efforts to
suppress the voices of people who are involved in human rights ad‐
vocacy are impacting people from a diversity of communities in her
riding and in the region.

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for
sharing the story of what is happening at those universities. These
are exactly the types of things we are hearing. People are being
muzzled and they are not able to speak because they are fearful.

I think of all the students who go to Western University. We have
a very large population of international students. I fear for their
safety as well. These are things where it becomes a distrust. For
Chinese Canadians, it has been one heck of a difficult time under
the government. It has been made worse, and that is what I am
hearing from the people I represent.

I have heard from a really wonderful man I have always been in‐
volved with, who has worked as part of the Chinese community. He
shared with me his concerns, like COVID and the lack of us know‐
ing, all those different things. There are a lot of trust issues with
China and I think we had better open our eyes.
● (2220)

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, I know that, in
this case, there needs to be a fine balance between ensuring that
parliamentarians get the information they need and making sure
that national security is not put further at risk.

Can the member share how that fine balance can be used in this
case?

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Madam Speaker, I am going to put on my
FEWO chair hat. We are able to take in information that is confi‐
dential. As a member of Parliament, I came to this place and took
my oath. My oath is to this country, and that is what we are. When
we are provided confidential documents, it is up to us to ensure that
those documents are secure, that they are not shown out. I think
there are different measures we can take to ensure that we do our
job without having to break confidence.

Mr. Mel Arnold (North Okanagan—Shuswap, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is a very concerning issue that we are dealing with here.
Basically, it was an attack on one member of this Parliament.

This being an attack on one member of Parliament, is it viewed
as an attack on all members of Parliament?

Mrs. Karen Vecchio: Madam Speaker, the answer is very sim‐
ple: absolutely. When one member is being attacked, it is an attack
on us all. I look at our relationship with the member of Parliament.
There is a closeness we have when we work within caucuses. The
discussions that we have are on a very different level when working
with caucus members. We are trying to make sure there is good leg‐
islation and laws for Canadians. The impact to this member impacts
us all. We know that if his leadership is squashed, it hurts the entire
country.

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ):
Madam Speaker, I would like to begin by saying that I will be shar‐
ing my time with the hon. member for Lac-Saint-Jean.

Like my colleagues, I rise today to speak about China's interfer‐
ence in political and public affairs and the breach of privilege of a
member of this House. Obviously, it is one member, but all of us
are under attack in this situation.

I will try to make this quick because I understand that people are
waiting to hear from my colleague from Lac-Saint-Jean, whose ex‐
pertise is in great demand. I think that there are some things that
need to be said.

As we know, for several years now, a number of expert reports
have highlighted China's actions, going so far as to accuse it of in‐
terfering in the political affairs of several countries, including our
own. There have been reports of cyber-attacks on Canadian govern‐
ment institutions, businesses and universities, as well as other sus‐
picious activities, such as manipulating social media and dissemi‐
nating disinformation.

There are Chinese police stations that are operating while the
Prime Minister looks on. There have been debates in the House on
the active participation of Chinese government agents in the federal
election and the controversial $200,000 donation to the Trudeau
Foundation, which raises many questions about how much the
Prime Minister knew about these matters.
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These activities are extremely disturbing and raise questions

about the integrity of our democracy and our electoral processes.
We cannot allow foreign powers, no matter how big or how influ‐
ential, to interfere in our political affairs and disrupt our democratic
process. The Liberal government has gone from being disconcert‐
ingly naive about the Chinese Communist regime to inexplicably
inactive in the face of China's repeated attacks on our democracy.

The straw that broke the camel's back was The Globe and Mail
article about a CSIS report from 2021 stating that the member for
Wellington—Halton Hills and his family in Hong Kong were being
threatened by a Chinese diplomat who was still in Canada. The
member for Wellington—Halton Hills had just voted in favour of a
motion condemning the genocide of the Uyghurs by the Commu‐
nist Party of China.

These are all very serious allegations involving troubling infor‐
mation that could have a potential impact on our parliamentary du‐
ties. The Speaker's ruling on this matter is exemplary, and I agree
with the conclusion that an entity like China intervening with retal‐
iatory measures against an MP and his or her family represents an
attack on our collective ability to carry out our parliamentary duties
unimpeded.

That is simply unacceptable and must be condemned in the
strongest possible terms. It is our duty to protect our democracy and
defend our colleagues' privileges. We must work together to
strengthen our national security and protect our democratic institu‐
tions from outside threats. We must also support our colleagues and
give them the means to fulfill their democratic mandate without
fear or intimidation.

The Bloc Québécois will vote in favour of this motion because it
has already debated these issues favourably in the public arena.
First, when it comes to the foreign agent registry, I will not list all
of the opportunities that the government has had for serious reflec‐
tion since the member for Wellington—Halton Hills moved a mo‐
tion in 2020 concerning Huawei's involvement in Canada's 5G net‐
work. Obviously, time has proven him right.

The Bloc Québécois has expressed its support for an independent
public commission of inquiry into foreign election interference.
That position is shared by other opposition parties that think that
the recent leaks about China's attempts to interfere in our elections
require an independent public inquiry.

Former chief electoral officer Jean-Pierre Kingsley has expressed
his support for such an inquiry. According to him, Canadians have
the right to know everything about what happened, and the lack of
a public inquiry will only prolong the consequences for those who
were affected. Kingsley also rejected the argument that a public in‐
quiry could compromise public safety. He stated that public safety
is there to protect democracy, not the other way around.

The government has sought to put off a public inquiry for a long
time citing public security concerns. However, that has not prevent‐
ed many people, including the former director of CSIS,
Richard Fadden, from joining in the call for a public inquiry.

● (2225)

Overall, it is clear that the calls for a public inquiry into foreign
interference in elections are growing stronger. Canadians have the
right to know if their democratic process is under threat from for‐
eign actors and what steps their government is taking to protect
democracy and the interests of their country.

Can we get the truth on the closure of the covert police stations
in Canada and on the threats against people who return to China or
who have family in China?

This is not the first report we have heard about persecution and
repression of certain people who criticized the Chinese government
or who were considered dissidents.

The Chinese government also brought in a social credit system
that can affect people's ability to travel, find work and access cer‐
tain services based on their behaviour and their political leanings. It
is important to note that these operations are often carried out
covertly and the information is often difficult to verify. However,
there is enough evidence to suggest that these threats exist and that
governments and citizens should be aware of these risks.

The government's attempts to lower the temperature and
stonewall are eroding our confidence in it. Its handling of the ex‐
pulsion of Chinese diplomat Zhao Wei has been embarrassing.

We must be proactive. We must take steps to strengthen our na‐
tional security, and we must shield ourselves from foreign attacks.
We must also continue to strengthen our ability to identify, report,
monitor and counter cyber-attacks. They can be extremely difficult
to detect and thwart, but we must be ready to face these threats and
to protect our institutions against malicious attacks.

The case of the member for Wellington—Halton Hills raises a
bigger problem in a world that is becoming more complex. With
the growth of social networks, it is getting easier and easier for ma‐
licious people to target and harass elected officials, journalists and
other public figures. The threats and attacks can be deeply disturb‐
ing and have real consequences for the safety of the individuals
concerned. This is our cue to rethink our society and even our use
of social media.

Increasingly, we tolerate threats because they are just threats. If
we do not tolerate threats towards our colleague, we should not tol‐
erate the threats we are subjected to on social media, either.

Our world is entering a new era. China may be using an old way
of doing things right now, but new ways of influencing our elected
officials will be found. They will become increasingly insidious.
Our lives are showcased on social media. Hackers are finding new
ways to go even further in getting data.
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Just imagine. A fraudster can practically create a new identity for

themselves using data leaked from a bank or government. If a
member of Parliament is targeted, what impact will that fake identi‐
ty have? How will a new power be able to influence elected offi‐
cials?

I serve on the Standing Committee on Industry and Technology,
and these are issues that must be discussed during our study of
Bill C-27. We need to ask ourselves whether the government has
really made all of the connections that need to be made between all
of the laws in order to strengthen the protection of Quebeckers and
Canadians.

When it comes to protecting ourselves from China, there is also
the Investment Canada Act, which may not go far enough in pro‐
tecting our vital areas, our supply chains. These are things that I
have a lot of questions about.

With the arrival of even more powerful technologies, such as
quantum computing, we know that a lot of our data is stored on
servers and that China will not hesitate to check that data and use it
against us, of course.

Consequently, and in conclusion, we have to equip ourselves
with all the tools available to fight foreign interference. That starts
with solidarity with the member for Wellington—Halton Hills.
● (2230)

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam
Speaker, as I look around, I have to wonder how seriously the gov‐
ernment is taking Chinese interference here in Parliament. I think it
is a serious issue. I wonder how seriously the government is taking
it.

I have a question for my hon. colleague. How seriously does he
think the Liberal caucus is taking what is going on with Chinese in‐
terference in our Parliament?

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague
for his excellent question. I think that in the current context, his
question answers itself. It is extremely worrisome.

I admit that, as an MP, I feel concerned. Obviously, I have no ties
to China. However, I am not surprised by the example from the
member for Lac-Saint-Jean and his leadership on the issue of the
Uyghurs and protecting these people. The Uyghurs are under pres‐
sure because the Chinese regime is trying to wipe them out, and
their safety and survival are truly at risk.

As a Parliament, we are going to need to take strong positions
and accept the consequences, as the member for Lac-Saint-Jean
did. The member for Lac-Saint-Jean is leading by example. Obvi‐
ously, he can no longer visit China, and these types of threats are
absolutely unacceptable. We must stand firm in solidarity.
[English]

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, that may be the only time my friend from
Lac-Saint-Jean is ever on the government's side, but I know there
was a lot of space over there he was doing his best to fill.

I want to ask about the Hong Kong national security law, because
this is an important aspect of the issue of foreign interference.

Many flights transit through Hong Kong, of course, and Hong
Kong's national security law effectively claims a universal jurisdic‐
tion. If I get up and give a speech in this House and say certain
things about the democracy movement in Hong Kong, theoretically
that law claims the right to arrest and prosecute me if I transit
through Hong Kong. It is really an incredible disregard for national
sovereignty in other countries shown through this law and is an ex‐
plicit in-statute claim to interfere in the affairs of other states.

We heard during previous testimony at the Special Committee on
the Canada–People’s Republic of China Relationship how indeed
this national security is a threat to members of Parliament in every
part of the world as it is in particular a threat to the people of Hong
Kong. What should we be doing to respond to this law and to stand
up for the freedom of people in Hong Kong?

● (2235)

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague
from Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan for his comments and his
foresight, and especially for his willingness to educate all Canadi‐
ans and members of the House of Commons about the importance
of protecting themselves.

I do not think that denying this information is the answer. On the
contrary, I think we need to pass it on and address it. As far as Chi‐
na is concerned, I cannot help but think of all the facial recognition
systems that can identify and register individuals as they pass
through an area. Police officers can quickly descend on a location
to intercept and arrest these people. We know about the arrest of the
two Michaels and all the arbitrary processes they faced.

Now there is a third Michael, the member for Wellington-Halton
Hills, who is also being subjected to retaliation. Everyone must be
extremely vigilant. They must think about their own safety, but un‐
der no circumstances should silence be part of the solution.

[English]

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, this is a serious issue. I think everyone in this
House is very concerned with this. We know this is a serious issue
that keeps coming up again and again and again. What we need is
transparency. Could the member talk about why a public inquiry is
so important, even more so now as we discuss this matter of privi‐
lege?

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague
for her concern for this issue.

Yes, transparency is part of the solution, because without trans‐
parency, we are sure to repeat past mistakes.
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Let me draw a parallel with the holding of a public inquiry in the

world of sports. We want this kind of inquiry because we want
strong recommendations that will have the force of law. We want to
get to the bottom of things and encourage people to come forward
who may be too scared to speak publicly but who can confide in an
authority they trust. We need a robust system, reliable mechanisms
and independent people. A public inquiry can do this, but what we
really need is for a country like Canada to take a strong stand.

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam
Speaker, I want to point out that the speeches in the House today
are excellent. I want to congratulate my colleague from Abitibi—
Témiscamingue for the overview he just provided.

What happened is serious. I will try to summarize what happened
recently, but also what happened in the years that we have been
talking about interference here in the House.

Yesterday, in the late afternoon, diplomat Zhao Wei was declared
persona non grata in Canada by the Minister of Foreign Affairs.
We believe that was a very wise decision. We applaud the govern‐
ment's decision, even though it was made two years too late. Now
that it has been made, we must say that it was the right thing to do.
I believe that is what all opposition parties were asking for. The
Conservative Party and the Bloc Québécois were asking for it and, I
believe that the NDP also supported this decision, which we ap‐
plaud.

Now we are talking about a member of Parliament who is being
threatened with retaliation. Honestly, there is reason to be con‐
cerned about more parliamentarians and about democracy in Que‐
bec and Canada. The article in The Globe and Mail referred to a
number of MPs in connection with the motion on the Uyghur geno‐
cide. I had the honour and privilege of making an amendment to
that motion in 2021. The member for Wellington—Halton Hills al‐
lowed me to do that. That amendment was adopted and then the
motion was unanimously adopted, even though all of the govern‐
ment members just happened to abstain from voting. Perhaps they
had a stomach ache that day.

Let us review the facts. It seems as though the main person in‐
volved, the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, has been target‐
ed by the Chinese Communist Party since he sponsored that motion
in 2021. Let us recall that the motion described the treatment of
Uyghurs in China by the Chinese Communist Party in power as a
genocide. As I said, an overwhelming majority supported that mo‐
tion. Once again, it is important to point out that the government
members showed a complete lack of courage by choosing to abstain
from the vote.

I have the good fortune of representing my political party on in‐
ternational human rights. I am a member of the Subcommittee on
International Human Rights of the Standing Committee on Foreign
Affairs and International Development. I had the opportunity to be
invited by my Uyghur friends to attend various panels abroad, in‐
cluding in Europe twice. I can say that the government's lack of
courage has reverberated around the world. The people I talk to on
these panels come from different parliaments around the world, in‐
cluding in the United States, but also many parliaments in Europe
and even in Asia and in Africa. These are people who come togeth‐
er to discuss the situation of the Uyghurs in China. They are very

aware that when the motion was moved in the House, the Liberal
government ensured that its executive, or the ministers, the Prime
Minister and the parliamentary secretaries, abstained from voting.
That was noted around the world.

That is Canada's international reputation, now. It has a reputation
as a government that lacks courage when the time comes to stand
up to torturers and dictators who violate human rights, as the Chi‐
nese regime in power is currently doing against Uyghur minorities.
I want to note that it is also committing these acts against other Tur‐
kic peoples in Xinjiang, which my Uyghur friends call East
Turkestan. Simply put, this government lacks courage in every re‐
gard and on many files.

I could talk about the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. However, we
are not here to talk about that, we are here to talk about Chinese in‐
terference. This shows that the government lacks courage. Howev‐
er, back in 2015, when talking about Canada's international reputa‐
tion, this Prime Minister said loud and clear, “Canada is back”.
Some people believed him. Let me share a little secret: I believed
him, too. The Conservative government's nearly 10-year reign had
just ended, and that government had failed to distinguish itself in‐
ternationally or in terms of human rights. After years of the Harper
government, we thought that Canada would finally regain its place
on the international stage and restore its historic reputation in the
area of international human rights. This is coming from a Quebec
sovereignist.

● (2240)

We know that Canada is not considered a military power. We
know that it is not considered an economic power. However,
Canada, and therefore Quebec, does have a history of leadership in
the area of human rights when we had to stand up to state criminals.

I will give an example. Lester B. Pearson was a Liberal. The idea
for peacekeepers came from Canada. As a kindness to my Conser‐
vative friends, I will cite the example of Brian Mulroney, who took
a stand when the time came to condemn the odious apartheid sys‐
tem in South Africa.

The first person to take a stand was a Quebecker. It was the may‐
or of Montreal, Jean Doré. He was the first to stand up against
apartheid in South Africa. Brian Mulroney took up the cause and
amplified it around the world. He convinced the United States and
Great Britain. At the time, Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher
were not exactly keen on opposing apartheid, but Brian Mulroney
finally convinced them. Then history took its course. After Nelson
Mandela was released, the first trip he took was to Canada. Believe
it or not, his plane was scheduled to land in Ottawa, but while he
was en route, he asked to land in Montreal so he could meet Jean
Doré, the mayor of Montreal, the person who got the ball rolling.
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It might seem like I am getting off topic, but this is in my speech,

and it is related. I am making a link with what is happening right
now in terms of Chinese interference. What happened to my good
friend from Wellington—Halton Hills is awful. Imagine being in
his shoes. I think that is the problem. The Liberals are good at lec‐
turing anyone who will listen, but they are not so good at putting
themselves in the shoes of anyone who is suffering.

I have to wonder about something. When they heard about the
CSIS reports aimed directly at my colleague from Wellington—
Halton Hills two years ago, I wonder whether things would have
been different if it had been a Liberal member. I will say it again,
but not too loudly: I doubt it. I have a feeling that if a CSIS report
had found that a Liberal MP and his family in Hong Kong were be‐
ing targeted by the Chinese authorities, we would not be here today,
because the government would have acted much more quickly. I am
sure of that.

It makes us think. It shows that the government is simply not se‐
rious about dealing with Chinese interference and that it does not
concern the Liberal Party. It is pretty shocking. When the Liberals
found out that a Liberal candidate might have been funded by the
Chinese Communist regime, they did nothing and said nothing.
They let him get elected. When a Conservative candidate like my
friend Kenny Chiu was defeated in the election, presumably be‐
cause the Chinese Communist regime financed his defeat, they did
nothing either. It all worked out for them because he is no longer in
the House to defend himself.

Then, when it happens to our Wellington—Halton Hills friend,
no one says anything, even though his family was allegedly target‐
ed. Frankly, that is not acceptable. The member for Wellington—
Halton Hills is a sincere and respected individual. He and I are at
odds over only one thing: My friend voted against the motion that
recognized the Quebec nation. We will not go down that road. He
and I still have to have a conversation on that.

Let us remember one thing. We were elected. We were trusted.
One of the first things we were elected to do is to uphold democra‐
cy and institutions in our country, and to defend democracy, free‐
dom and our democratic institutions. Right now, we need an inde‐
pendent public inquiry because this government is not getting the
job done.
● (2245)

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech and
his work. It is a pleasure to work with him on the matter of
Uyghurs' rights and other important human rights issues.

[English]

It is important to underline how the threats that were made
against the member for Wellington—Halton Hills followed the
leadership he showed in recognizing the Uyghur genocide issue.
The fact is that Canada's Parliament was the first in the world to
pass this motion. In a way, this is a recognition of how important
that moment was in catalyzing the global response. It was a propos‐
al vote that had such an impact on the discussion that it catalyzed
some of these responses and threats. However, the government still
has not been willing to take the step of recognizing that.

Does the member think that now would be a good time for the
government to recognize the importance of this issue and recognize
the Uyghur genocide?
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Madam Speaker, I thank my es‐
teemed colleague for his question. I work with him on a lot of files.
I know that he does meaningful work on those files. He is very or‐
ganized and easy to work with.

He makes an excellent suggestion. Unfortunately, I have to tell
my colleague that we have already seen how the government reacts
when we ask it to stand up and act courageously on human rights
issues.

I agree with my colleague that this would be a good time. It is
time for the government to show that it is capable of doing some‐
thing. Unfortunately, I have some bad news for my colleague. It is
not going to happen. The government is not going to just suddenly
find some courage hidden away in its backpack today.

I am sorry. We can ask the government, but it is not going to hap‐
pen.
[English]

Ms. Rachel Blaney (North Island—Powell River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, as a member of PROC, I really look forward to
getting this in front of us so we can do the important work that
needs to be done to honour this member's privilege in this place.

I am curious about whether the member could speak a bit to this:
A lot of people are calling my office who are worried that this dis‐
cussion around foreign interference is becoming too politicized and
not really focusing on the core issue. Of course, what Canadians
want to know is that they can trust their institutions and that there
are actually processes in place to address this issue. Does the mem‐
ber agree with me and the NDP that calling a public inquiry will
help take it out of this political institution and put it in a place that
can be accountable to all Canadians.
● (2250)

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Madam Speaker, that is another

excellent question. We are fortunate this evening.

I think that the Bloc Québécois shares the same position as the
NDP. We like working hand in hand with our NDP friends. There
needs to be an independent public inquiry. This would completely
depoliticize the debate since this inquiry would be independent.

Appointing someone who was a director of the PM's father's
foundation is not going to make the public believe in what we are
doing. I think it is a mistake. There needs to be an independent pub‐
lic inquiry.

I have had discussions with my Tibetan friends, with my Uyghur
friends, with my Hong Kong friends, and they all tell me that they
want this inquiry.

Can we listen to the minorities who are the primary victims of
this Chinese Communist regime and ensure that this inquiry is
launched?
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[English]

Mr. Sukh Dhaliwal (Surrey—Newton, Lib.): Madam Speaker,
I want to thank the hon. member for Lac-Saint-Jean for his friend‐
ship. Even though he is a sovereigntist Quebecker, I can say that I
worked with him on the Special Committee on Afghanistan and the
immigration committee, and it is fun to work with him.

He mentioned Kenny Chiu. I want to correct him, through you,
to say that the fellow who was elected in Steveston—Richmond
East was born in that riding, worked hard in that riding and raised
money on his own. I can say that he is a deserving candidate; the
people of Steveston—Richmond East voted for him to be here, and
that is why he is here.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Madam Speaker. I love my col‐
league. I understand his question. He just demonstrated why we
need an independent public inquiry.

Yes, he might be a good guy, but Kenny Chiu was also a good
guy, and we do not know what happened because we are unable to
shed light on the situation.

My hon. colleague's question comes back to what we have been
saying from the outset along with the Conservatives and the NDP.
We need to have an independent public inquiry to clear the names
of several people, but also to understand what happened so it never
happens again.
[English]

Mrs. Rachael Thomas (Lethbridge, CPC): Madam Speaker, I
will be splitting my time with the member for Red Deer—Mountain
View.

Today, we are discussing this question of privilege. It is interest‐
ing that we use this term around privilege because the privilege that
we speak of is for a member of this place to exist and do his job
without any fear or intimidation from a foreign entity. That is the
question of privilege. That seems like something we should be able
to take for granted, something that we should just be able to count
on, day in and day out, not only as members of this place but as
members of the general Canadian public. Why should we be able to
count on that? Why should that be our reality? It is because we be‐
long to the country of Canada.

As citizens of this fine country, we should have a government in
place that prioritizes the safety and security of Canadians. Why?
Because the safety and security of Canadians is the foremost job of
any government, no matter its political stripe. If it does not keep its
citizens safe, if it does not secure our borders, which are not just
land borders but borders as in the security and safety of persons, we
have little else as a country.

Without safety and security being achieved, we are not able to
pursue economic well-being or prosperity. We are not able to dream
of a vibrant future and what is possible. We are not able to imple‐
ment environmental policies. Without the very basics of safety and
security it is impossible to be the prosperous nation that it should
be. It is interesting that we are talking about this as if it is a privi‐
lege when in fact the safety and security of members of this place
and all Canadians should simply be their right based on citizenship.

What prompted this debate today? It is because a member of this
House, a colleague, has come under fear and intimidation from Bei‐
jing. We do not know about this because the government informed
this member of Parliament, though it knew about it. We know about
this because of a journalist who released the story. The journalist
knew about it because of a brave whistle-blower who released CSIS
documents into the hands of the media, and from the media into the
public. That is what has allowed us to become aware of this.

As a side note what is interesting to me is that the Liberals just
met this last weekend to talk about policy at a policy convention.
During that convention they put forward a policy that would require
journalists to give up their sources in order to be published online.
If journalists chose not to give up their sources then they would not
be publishable. That is a direct attack on the freedom of the press.
That is a direct attack on journalistic independence. That is a direct
attack, therefore, on Canadians because Canadians rely on journal‐
ists to tell stories. They rely on journalists to tell the truth, to reveal
things that the government might want to hide or that other corrupt
actors in this country might not want Canadians to know. When the
government wants to hinder the ability of journalists to tell the sto‐
ries that need to be told, that is very disconcerting not only to me as
a member of this place but to Canadians at large because it con‐
cerns their freedom, their ability to access information that is then
put at stake.

We are here today because we found out that this colleague of
mine, the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, was the target of
intimidation tactics and threats, as well as his family. These attacks
came from Beijing. We know that the Prime Minister knew about
this two years ago. We know that because intelligence documents
told us that, yet the Prime Minister chose to remain silent and did
not give the member a heads-up. When did the member find out?
The member just found out about a week ago, when a journalist
gave him a call wanting him to comment on this news. We can
imagine how shocked my colleague was finding this out from a
journalist. As time has gone on, more of the story has been re‐
vealed. The reality is that we know this is not the whole of the sto‐
ry. We know that this is actually only one part of Beijing's larger
interference plan, with silence and inaction by the government.

● (2255)

With regard to the member for Wellington—Halton Hills, what
might be the reason Beijing would target him? Well, we suspect it
is because of a position he took on a motion that declared the Chi‐
nese government's attack against the Uyghur people, a minority
group in China, a genocide. Members of this place voted for that
motion, with the exception of cabinet. Cabinet stayed silent; they
stayed mum. I wonder why they failed to take a stand for this re‐
pressed group.
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When I say “repressed”, I do not mean a bit hard done by. When

I talk about the Uyghur people of China, I am talking about a mi‐
nority group that essentially lives in enslavement. They live in
prison camps. I am talking about a group whose human spirit the
Chinese government is looking to destroy. I am talking about a
group that is forced into mass sterilization. That is genocide. I am
talking about a group whose children are separated from their fami‐
lies. I am talking about a group that is physically tortured, mentally
tortured and sexually abused. Women are raped. I am talking about
all of this being done at the hands of Beijing while these individuals
are herded like cattle in these concentration camps, these encamp‐
ments.

This place debated this motion, and out of that, my colleague, the
member for Wellington—Halton Hills, took a very strong stance
calling this oppression against the Uyghur people what it is: a geno‐
cide. Now, of course, from there these threats ensued.

Again, I come back to the fact that the government knew for two
years that this was happening and said nothing. However, it gets
worse, because it is not just my colleague who came under this
pressure or these threats from Beijing. We know that many Canadi‐
ans reported coming under similar sorts of threats.

We also know that Beijing donated $144,000 to the Trudeau
Foundation. We know that the Prime Minister's brother, Mr.
Alexandre Trudeau, to be clear, was the one who signed off on that
donation, yet the Prime Minister claims to have no affiliation what‐
soever.

Further to that, we know that the Prime Minister was actually
briefed through our intelligence agency in this country with regard
to Beijing's interference in our 2019 and 2021 elections. We know
that money was filtered illegally from Beijing businesses into Lib‐
eral campaigns in Canada. We know, again based on CSIS docu‐
ments, that it was the intent of the Beijing government to make sure
the Liberals won the election.

I wonder why they would be silent. I wonder why they would do
nothing. After all, it is the government's responsibility to keep
Canadians safe and secure. However, members sat on their hands.
Perhaps it was a $144,000 donation to the Trudeau Foundation.
Perhaps it was the fact that Beijing was funnelling money into cam‐
paigns, hiring interns and putting them in campaign offices. Per‐
haps it was because Beijing was actively working to suppress can‐
didates from other parties. Perhaps that is why the government for‐
got its first promise, which is to keep Canadians safe and secure
and to make sure that the citizens of this great country are respected
and that our democracy is upheld. Perhaps it was simply worth a
piece of silver.
● (2300)

[Translation]
Mr. Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ):

Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for her speech and her
awareness of such a fundamental issue.

I have asked this question several times today, but it is absolutely
fundamental for me. As a member of Parliament, what aspect af‐
fects her work? Does she feel completely capable and independent

to make decisions, or does she feel some pressure and a threat to
her independence and her ability to make decisions?

What would happen if she or members of her family received
such threats? Are we adequately protected?

Is the government doing enough, or should we have an indepen‐
dent public inquiry to make sure that we put in place the necessary
framework to allow us to do our jobs properly?

[English]

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Madam Speaker, while I appreciate the
member's question, I will just take the attention off of me because it
is not about me. It is about Canadians. It is about the responsibility
of the government to keep Canadians safe and secure. That is the
foremost job of the government. That is prime.

The government has failed to do that by allowing Beijing to in‐
timidate not only a member of this place but also many Canadians
across the country. Furthermore, to intervene in our election pro‐
cess is absolutely wrong and should never be permitted.

The larger question here is what Canadians deserve, and Canadi‐
ans deserve a public inquiry.

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, I appreciate that
the hon. member shares the NDP's view that a public inquiry is ab‐
solutely necessary. I do have one question, though.

I know transparency is super important, but one other way to
protect our democracy is to make sure that we have a sense of na‐
tional security. I wonder if the member could share with us how we
could make sure that there is a fine balance between protecting our
democracy and making sure there is a good sense of national secu‐
rity without sharing too much information that protects us.

● (2305)

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Madam Speaker, I genuinely appreciate
the question. I think it is a very good one.

There is this balance between protecting individuals' privacy and
access to information and data ownership. Those are all definitely
very important questions. There is also this question around safety,
security and transparency.

I think what is at stake here is not necessarily the individual's pri‐
vacy. Rather, we are asking for there to be greater transparency
around what happened. Why is it that the government was aware,
for more than two years, that there were threats being made against
my colleague? Why is it that the government knew there was inter‐
ference from Beijing in the 2019 and 2021 elections and did noth‐
ing?

We know that the Prime Minister had access to those documents,
and we know, based on the testimony of his chief of staff, that he
reads everything that he is given. We have no other conclusion to
draw than the fact that the Prime Minister had the documents, read
the documents and did nothing. Canadians deserve better.
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Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,

CPC): Madam Speaker, I very much appreciate that my colleague
put an emphasis on the reason why the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills was threatened. He was threatened because of his lead‐
ership in standing with victims of genocide.

Through the motion that he put forward, the motion that was
adopted unanimously, though with cabinet abstaining, Canada's leg‐
islature was the first in the world, but it started a global movement
of other legislatures recognizing the Uyghur genocide. This was a
consequential moment of leadership for that member and this Par‐
liament, in spite of the inaction of the government. The threats this
member has faced underlines just how consequential that moment
was.

I want to thank the member for raising that issue and just invite
her to add additional measures, perhaps, that the House needs to
take and the government needs to take, to stand with the Uyghur
people. The House has spoken on this multiple times, but the gov‐
ernment has been far behind.

Mrs. Rachael Thomas: Madam Speaker, my colleague high‐
lighted something really important and that is that the motion that
was at hand had to do with calling what is happening to the Uyghur
people within China, at the hands of Beijing, a genocide. This place
passed a motion to that effect, which means the government has a
responsibility to act, and it has not done so yet.

Mr. Earl Dreeshen (Red Deer—Mountain View, CPC):
Madam Speaker, I would like to thank the member for Lethbridge
for sharing her time with me and, of course, for her great words.

I would like to take some time this evening to comment on the
point of privilege from my colleague, the hon. member for Welling‐
ton—Halton Hills. Let me start by expressing, not just for this
House but for all Canadians, the admiration that I have for the hon.
member. There is no finer gentleman to have ever graced these
halls.

Last week, the member for Wellington—Halton Hills spoke in
this House about the intimidation tactics of the People's Republic of
China and how these tactics are being deployed against many Cana‐
dians of Chinese descent in diaspora communities across the coun‐
try. That motion went further, emphasizing that such tactics have
been widely reported and well established through House of Com‐
mons committee testimony. It was also reported by Canada's securi‐
ty establishments that families of members of Parliament had been
subjected to an intimidation campaign orchestrated by various ac‐
tors out of Beijing's consulate in Toronto.

The hon. member articulated the need to create a foreign agent
registry, similar to the registries of Australia and the United States
of America. Of course, with the myriad of intimidation infractions
that the committee had heard about during previous elections, the
member discussed the establishment of a national public inquiry on
the matter of election interference in the name of Canadian
sovereignty.

The next main point related to the unbelievable development that
the People's Republic of China was operating police stations here
on Canadian soil. The realization that this was only considered be‐
cause we were alerted by the Americans does not really give us a

strong sense that the Liberal government is on top of things. The fi‐
nal point was the need to expel all the diplomats from the People's
Republic of China who were responsible for, and involved in, these
affronts to Canadian democracy.

Much has been said of the interactions and interventions made by
senior members of the Liberal Party in their attempt to sweep a se‐
rious international transgression under the rug once again. To put
blame on the member for Wellington—Halton Hills was the lowest
of lows. However, to his credit, at least one Liberal recognized that
his usual partisanship was offside and apologized to the member.
That was the member for Kingston and the Islands.

My educational background is in mathematics, science and agri‐
culture. China's contribution to mathematics, science, engineering
and health over the last 3,000 years has been phenomenal. Sadly,
the 112 years that have elapsed since the creation of the PRC dur‐
ing the Chinese Revolution in 1911, and the subsequent fall to
Communism of mainland China in 1949, have placed an iron grip
on the once-proud Chinese people.

This closed society has taken away so many remnants of the past.
Whether it was an array of binomial coefficients, the standard con‐
version of rotary and longitudinal motion, or ploughshares of mal‐
leable cast iron, China was the first of firsts. However, over the
centuries, these contributions have become as much a surprise to
the Chinese people as they are to westerners. The reason I mention
this is that there is a definite distinction between the genius of the
people of China and the oppressive Communist regime of the Peo‐
ple's Republic of China.

How do we deal with a dictatorship that has used its massive au‐
thoritarian rule over its own people and then chooses to use the
same tactics on other foreign nations? My feeling is that we stand
up to them and do not back down. We have seen the consequences
of capitulation around the world, whether they involve taking over
such infrastructure as ports, exploiting foreign natural resources us‐
ing child or slave labour, or de-engineering patented products to
compete against original designers.

Such actions should not be rewarded. However, because China
supplies us with many products, we tend to turn a blind eye to these
transgressions. The most serious of these is their mocking of envi‐
ronmental standards as they flood the world with products; coun‐
tries like Canada give them a pass while, sadly, treating them like a
poor country cousin in need of charity. This current action is but
one more transgression to which the free world must react.
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● (2310)

We now know that CSIS was aware two years ago that family
members of the member for Wellington—Halton Hills were being
targeted by the Chinese Communist government because of his role
as a member of Parliament. We know that there were election irreg‐
ularities where members of the Chinese diaspora were being target‐
ed and told not to vote for particular candidates during the last fed‐
eral election. I know an amazing entrepreneur and community ad‐
vocate of Chinese descent who was targeted in the last municipal
election in my riding of Red Deer—Mountain View, where lies and
disinformation were commonplace. It is a real problem.

Why must we address the actions against our esteemed colleague
as a question of privilege? If we are weak when it comes to our ac‐
tions, this will never end. Any one of us could be subject to these
tactics. The results would be the silencing of the voice of the peo‐
ple. If our government does not take this seriously and chooses to
minimize these actions because it has an affinity for the present
Chinese government, whether out of admiration or fear of reprisal,
then this truly becomes a question of privilege.

The Prime Minister, his cabinet and his Liberal caucus all need
to take stock of their actions. The Prime Minister and cabinet chose
to abstain on the question of Uyghur genocide by the Chinese gov‐
ernment. He lectures Canadians as to the bar that the term “geno‐
cide” must reach to be accepted internationally while seeing no
problem using such terminology against our own ancestors. Is that
the real reason for abstaining, or was it fear of reprisal from a Chi‐
nese government that had helped fund certain pet Liberal projects?
If the government is in any way compromised and is not taking ac‐
tions because of that, we also have a serious problem.

Two years after the government became aware of an MP and his
family being targeted, it took a full week for the government to do
the bare minimum and do what it should have done long ago. This
Beijing operative should have been ejected when his intimidation
actions became known to the government. For the government to
rise and oppose the Conservative motion that the member for
Wellington—Halton Hills presented perhaps shows its unserious
commitment to our democracy. This must never happen again.
● (2315)

[Translation]
Mr. Denis Trudel (Longueuil—Saint-Hubert, BQ): Madam

Speaker, I mentioned earlier that I think this is a really important
debate. The situation is quite serious.

There was an article in the Journal de Montréal a few weeks ago
about the election of a city councillor in Brossard who may have
been assisted by individuals working for the Chinese state. Those
individuals were sending messages in Mandarin on the WeChat
platform controlled by the Chinese state to people in Brossard's
Chinese community. Their candidate was elected. The mayor of
Brossard has launched an investigation, and it has been documented
in the newspaper. This is something that happened in Canada.

The Special Committee on the Canada–People's Republic of Chi‐
na Relationship heard from representatives of Hong Kong Watch.
They have been documenting this kind of Chinese state interference
in municipal and provincial elections for 30 years. It has yet to be

proven, but they suspect it is happening in federal elections as well.
This is a very serious matter.

What we have seen over the last few weeks and months could be
just the tip of the iceberg. I am a bit disappointed that our Liberal
friends are completely absent from tonight's debate.

[English]

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: Madam Speaker, the discussion we are hav‐
ing is simply about how the government has reacted to the fact that
a member of Parliament has been pointed out and his family has
been forced to suffer. However, it is not just members of Parlia‐
ment. If we allow that to continue to happen, it makes it easier for
the regime to continue some of the outrageous things it is doing at
the provincial level and the municipal level.

I saw some of the documentation being presented around the
small town of this individual, and basically it was all lies. Fortu‐
nately he topped the polls, but the point was that nobody believed
that any of it was true. That is one of the things we all have to be
aware of. It is so important. Folks like the gentleman I am speaking
of have contributed so much to our country, and they want to do
that and be away from the dictatorship and oppressiveness of the
Chinese Communist regime.

Ms. Lori Idlout (Nunavut, NDP): Uqaqtittiji, since the member
mentioned the foreign agent registries in Australia and the U.S., I
wonder how he would consider those registries to be effective in
protecting our national security and to make sure these registries
are effective in informing Canadians about lobbying efforts by for‐
eign agents.

Mr. Earl Dreeshen: Madam Speaker, that is so important. If
someone who works for a small community organization wants to
lobby the government, the person has to register. To think that
someone might be on our soil from another country and could have
come without any type of scrutiny is just unreasonable.

We see a model. We see what Australia has. We understand that
the United States also has this. Australia is very close to China, and
it sees a lot of the problems and issues that are associated with that.
The U.S. has constantly been back and forth, especially on some of
the things I have mentioned as far as patents are concerned, and it
takes this rather seriously. I think that is the least we can do.

● (2320)

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, I will be sharing my time.

This is a critically important debate. We are debating a question
of privilege, which means that we are debating an instance in which
the rights and privileges, and the ability of a member or members
of this Parliament to do their job, were threatened.
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In particular, we are dealing with a situation where, incredibly, a

member of Canada's Parliament and his family were threatened by
a foreign government. We have to contend with the reality that a
member of Parliament was threatened by a foreign government, the
People's Republic of China, Beijing's Communist Party. Why was
he threatened? He was threatened because he stood with victims of
the Uyghur genocide.

As the grandson of a Holocaust survivor, this is deeply personal
for me. I grew up hearing stories from my grandmother not only
about the persecution she and her family faced, but also about the
stories of politicians, everyday leaders, church leaders and every‐
day people in Germany and throughout the world who were willing
to stand with her and stand with other victims of that genocide.
Their courageous witness for justice, for universal human dignity,
is part of what contributed to my grandmother surviving the war,
and to me being alive today and able to give this speech.

I honour and recognize the member for Wellington—Halton
Hills for, just like courageous those heroes of the past, being will‐
ing to stand with victims of genocide in our own day and bearing
the costs of that. He has faced threats. He has faced intimidation
from the government of China, a loss that I think is challenging for
all of us to understand. There is now an inability, for instance, to
safely visit his ancestral homeland and show it to his family. These
are real sacrifices, and the member has shown significant courage
in taking this stand.

The fact that the government of a foreign state would presume to
threaten a member of Parliament here in Canada should underline
the new reality we are facing in the world today. It is the reality,
sadly, of a new kind of cold war where we have fierce ideological,
economic and other forms of strategic competition between a free
democratic bloc, on the one hand, and a group of autocratic revi‐
sionist powers that seek to reverse and undermine the international
rules-based order on the other. In particular, it seeks to overturn the
idea that borders should be set through agreement and through the
sovereign will of the people, not by force.

These revisionist powers seek to overturn that long-standing con‐
sensus. They do not have any respect for national sovereignty,
which is why they presume to not only dictate other countries, such
as in the case of Russia's actions to invade Ukraine and the cases of
the PRC's action to threaten Taiwan and the sovereignty of various
other countries in the area, but also intervene and try to stealthily
control and direct our institutions here. This is the reality of the
world today. It is one of intense strategic competition that I think
could be appropriately and honestly described as a new kind of cold
war.

The outcome of this competition between free democratic values
and this emerging authoritarian revisionist bloc is not certain. We
cannot presume the triumph of the values of democracy and liberty.
We must struggle, work hard and make the sacrifices necessary to
preserve our way of life and spread the cause of freedom to expand
the space of freedom to more people around the world. This is
something we can hope for, but we cannot presume will happen un‐
less we fully commit ourselves individually and collectively to the
pursuit of this end.

I believe the system of free democracy is superior. It harnesses
the energies and the creativity of more people and it will prevail un‐
der the right circumstances. A critical part of that circumstance is
that we summon the courage required to meet the challenge.

I want to speak specifically tonight to the virtue of courage.
Courage, quite simply, is the virtue of being willing to risk impor‐
tant and valuable things in pursuit of greater things, in pursuit of
things that are good, true and beautiful. It is a willingness to risk
our own safety, security, comfort or economic well-being to pursue
greater and more important goods. That is the preservation of
democracy and of liberty, and a system that recognizes universal
human rights and the rule of law. It requires courage and a willing‐
ness to sacrifice, if we are going to prevail in the midst of this.

● (2325)

This story of what happened with the member for Wellington—
Halton Hills, with the threats he faced and the stance he has taken,
is about courage. It is about a contrast in courage, sadly, between
the stand he took and the positions the government has taken.

The member, in working with other parties, especially other op‐
position parties, put forward a motion to recognize the Uyghur
genocide. It was telling the simple truth that Uyghurs and other
Turkic Muslims in China are victims of an ongoing genocide. That
motion passed because the member for Wellington—Halton Hills,
all members of the opposition and some members of the govern‐
ment were prepared to stand up and say it was true and that Canada
has obligations under the genocide convention to act for and stand
with victims of this genocide. Cabinet did not show the necessary
courage. It showed cowardice. Its members remained in their seats
and abstained on that all-important vote.

That took courage, because it involved sacrifice. It led directly to
threats made against the member and his family, but it also led to
legislatures around the world following Canada's example and rec‐
ognizing this genocide. It was a crucial step in helping people ev‐
erywhere understand what the CCP is really all about and what its
agenda is: The CCP is using the latest technology to inflict a cam‐
paign of genocide against an ethnic and religious minority.

That vote was a crucial moment. It took courage and it had con‐
sequences: challenging consequences for the member and his fami‐
ly, but positive consequences in terms of advancing awareness and
action in response to the still ongoing Uyghur genocide.

I think the response by the government to the threat also tells an
important story about courage and cowardice. Because the govern‐
ment did not act, the member was not informed, and when he was
informed this past week, when the information was out on the
news, the response from the government was to say that it cannot
take certain actions, or that it at least has to be very careful to take
certain actions because there might be retaliation.
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It is the old logic of appeasement, the logic of Neville Chamber‐

lain, to say we do not want to annoy our adversaries in this global
reality of competition because they might do things back to us. We
will therefore tolerate such outrages as threats to members of Par‐
liament, and we will not take action in response.

The Minister of Foreign Affairs at committee said that we have
to consider this very carefully because China might retaliate. We
should have the courage to say it is a fundamental point for us here
in Canada that we will not tolerate threats made against our citi‐
zens, whether or not they are members of Parliament, and we will
expel diplomats who engage in that behaviour, period, full stop.
That takes courage. That takes a willingness of the government to
draw a line. If this was a government of courage, we would not
have gotten this far in terms of the vulnerability to these threats.

If the government had courage, we would have had our govern‐
ment recognize the Uyghur genocide. We would have taken strong
measures to combat foreign interference, including bringing in a
foreign agent registry. We would have taken those measures years
ago. However, the government, in a pretense of sophistication, says
it cannot do that because we have to think about it carefully and
they might retaliate and so forth.

This is fundamentally the logic of weakness, and I think it is so
important for us to reflect on this issue of courage and what
strength or weakness looks like in the challenge in front of us. I
think we will face in the years ahead an ongoing competition be‐
tween free democracies and revisionist authoritarian powers. We
can win this struggle if we collectively have the kind of courage
that has been shown by my colleague on this side, and if we have
the kind of courage to say we will make the sacrifices required, we
will stand up for what is right, we will tell the truth about genocide,
we will protect our country and we will protect our citizens.

● (2330)

If we have, collectively, the courage to take that stand and to
make the sacrifices associated with it, we will preserve freedom
and democracy for generations to come. If we do not, if we buy in‐
to the logic of appeasement that refuses to act and that is calcified
in faux sophistication, then we will not prevail.

[Translation]

Mr. Sébastien Lemire (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, BQ):
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech. I would like
him to talk about how he sees the attack on our democracy. It is
something that I keep coming back to but that is essential for me.

Does my colleague see a threat? What can we do? Has he been
pressured? Since it is dangerous to remain silent, how can we talk
about this to ensure that precedents are not set?

We are talking about China right now, but it could be any other
country. Russia is allegedly responsible for interfering in elections
in the United States. Pretty much all of us have been banned from
visiting Russia.

If we were the ones being threatened, how would we react? How
would the member react?

[English]

Mr. Garnett Genuis: Madam Speaker, in terms of ensuring that
these things do not happen again, we have to recognize the reality
that we are going to see attempts at this kind of interference. We are
going to see interference in the lives of members of Parliament, but
also in the lives of other figures in our society, such as elite figures,
university officials, people at other levels of government and every‐
day citizens.

We are going to continue to see these kinds of events, because
this is the new reality. It is a reality in which there is intensified
competition, but also a much higher degree of mutual penetration,
between the different blocs than existed in the last Cold War. We
are going to see these challenges intensify, so what do we do in re‐
sponse to that?

We need to undertake many of the measures that have been pro‐
posed, and many more, to make our societies stronger and more re‐
silient against these kinds of threats. It is not just a matter of policy.
There are policy changes that are required, the foreign influence
registry and others, but we need to build a kind of social mentality
that is resilient to these kinds of threats.

On the issue of misinformation, for example, government regula‐
tion is not the solution to misinformation. The solution is an in‐
formed, engaged and aware citizenry where the government is be‐
ing frank and honest about those kinds of interference. It is some‐
thing we all need to collectively respond to together.

We are going to continue to see these threats. We are going to
have the struggle. This is a critical challenge that Parliament must
meet in the days ahead, and we can meet it together, but the govern‐
ment has to step up and lead.

The other thing that is frustrating is that we hear members of the
government complain about partisanship, yet they are doing noth‐
ing. It is our job to challenge them to take action, and when they
take action, we will celebrate that action, absolutely. It was far too
late, but it was a small step in the right direction to declare the
diplomat in question persona non grata, but there are so many
more steps that are required.

Mr. Richard Bragdon (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Madam
Speaker, my hon. colleague's very thorough speech causes all of us
to take time to reflect and think about the seriousness of the matter
we are facing right now, and also about the absolute critical impor‐
tance of Canada to do everything it can to restore its place on the
international stage. What I mean by that is so that our allies have
confidence in dealing with us as it relates to security matters, and
so that we will be invited back to those key tables of influence.

I wonder if the hon. member would like to share some thoughts
on the importance of re-establishing our credibility as it relates to
protecting our sovereignty and our security.
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Mr. Garnett Genuis: Madam Speaker, there have been many

failures from the government in defending our security, as this de‐
bate demonstrates. The evidence is there in terms of how our
stature in the world has not been helped by the government; howev‐
er, we should not be looking at our stature in the world as an end in
and of itself. We should be recognizing how strengthening our real
contribution to the advancement of freedom of democracy is going
to both build our stature but also advance and protect our security.

What jumps out at me most in this context is the signing of the
AUKUS agreement. The United States, the U.K. and Australia are
coming together and saying that they are going to have an intelli‐
gence-sharing agreement, where they are going to work together
and collaborate. It is great for them to be collaborating, but that in‐
telligence sharing is supposed to be happening at the Five Eyes. We
have three of the Five Eyes coming together, apart from the other
two.

This should raise important questions for Canada. Why is
Canada not at that table? Why is Canada not engaged in these im‐
portant discussions? Why is Canada not more engaged with the
Quad? Again, it is not engagement as an end in and of itself, but as
a means to effectively standing up for our democratic values. The
government's focus in the world has been trying to send signals and
look good, but not to actually achieve concrete results, and it
shows.
● (2335)

Mr. Mel Arnold (North Okanagan—Shuswap, CPC): Madam
Speaker, it is an honour to rise tonight in the House once again to
represent the people of the North Okanagan—Shuswap.

I will also state that it is even more of an honour to rise on this
occasion to speak on the important ruling of the matter of privilege
raised by my colleague, the member for Wellington—Halton Hills.
In this ruling, the Speaker found a prima facie case of breach of
privilege. It is an honour to stand here tonight and speak to defend‐
ing our democracy in Canada, for Canada and for freedom and
democracy everywhere.

I do not know if anyone in the House ever takes for granted the
significance of our roles here to carry out the business of one of the
freest countries in the world. I know that I never take it for granted;
what an honour it is to defend our freedoms. They are the very rea‐
son we are here as elected representatives of the common people,
freely elected through a democratic process and not appointed by a
dictatorship.

We are here as elected representatives because the voters in our
communities have entrusted us to carry out the democratic process
without undue influence of money, undue influence of power and,
especially, inappropriate influence or threats to our families. How‐
ever, that is why we are here tonight, late at night, debating a point
of privilege raised by one of us. A fellow parliamentarian was fairly
elected through our democratic process, and this member has
learned of alleged attempted influence on him through his family.

There was a report in The Globe and Mail on May 1. It claimed
that there were CSIS documents from 2021 stating that the Com‐
munist government of China sees Canada as a prime target for in‐
terference. That report also stated that the family of the Conserva‐

tive MP for Wellington—Halton Hills was targeted by a Chinese
diplomat, Zhao Wei, because of how the hon. member had voted on
a motion in the House.

The Prime Minister claimed that the note did not leave the CSIS
office; top security officials have confirmed that this claim is false.
The note was widely dispersed among government departments and
the Prime Minister's national security adviser. In addition, The
Canadian Press published a story earlier this week saying that, de‐
spite what the Minister of Public Safety claims, Chinese police sta‐
tions are still operating in Quebec.

What is most troubling about this situation is that we, as elected
members, continued to come to the House to work in our democrat‐
ic process for almost two years after CSIS raised the alert about this
foreign attack on our democracy. We believed that, in a democratic
country, we were safe from intimidation as elected members. From
this report and subsequent releases, we learned that the threats and
intimidation occurred almost two years ago, and yet the member di‐
rectly affected was not informed until he learned of it in the news,
nor were the remainder of parliamentarians alerted to the threat.

These alleged threats to the family of a member do more than
just influencing one member of the House. Any attack on one mem‐
ber is an attack on all members of the House, as well as an attack
on the rule of law and on Canada's democracy overall.

I cannot imagine the stress that the hon. member for Welling‐
ton—Halton Hills must be going through knowing what has hap‐
pened. Family is our sanctity. It should always be the reason for do‐
ing what is right. It should never be the reason for feeling threat‐
ened or pressured into doing something we know is wrong.

It has been two years since the government became aware that
the MP and his family were being targeted by the regime in Bei‐
jing, and a full week after the information became public. We have
learned now that the government has finally made the decision that
should have been made on the day it found out about this attack on
a member of the House of Commons.

● (2340)

It is unacceptable that the government has known that an MP and
his family had been targeted by the Communist regime in Beijing
for two years and it did not inform the member or the members in
this House about the threats posed to that member's family. It is
even further unacceptable that the government continued to provide
diplomatic immunity for an agent of Beijing for two years after
learning he was using his position to harass Canadians and their
families.
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Chinese Canadians and all Canadians across the country deserve

to know that the government takes their safety and security serious‐
ly. While the government has finally taken action against the diplo‐
mat who threatened the member of Parliament, it has failed to shut
down Beijing's police stations operating in Canada and failed to
protect members of the community from harassment and intimida‐
tion. We know the government is slow to respond to threats to our
security, and this must change. It took it years to respond to concern
over Huawei's influence on the 5G network, something our allies
had acted upon much earlier. The government lagged behind and,
no doubt, caused concerns for our allies' joint security because of
Canada's failure to act.

The fact that this interference ever occurred and it took this long
to take action is proof of the government's incompetence in fulfill‐
ing its basic responsibility to protect Canadians. The government
must take the other steps that the House voted on this week, includ‐
ing a public inquiry that will lay out what the government knew
about Beijing's interference in our democratic process. This is the
bare minimum it must do in order to restore any amount of trust
from Canadians of any and all races, ethnic backgrounds, religions
and spiritual beliefs so they will be free from undue foreign govern‐
ment interference. I fear for what could happen to us as Canadians
and freedom across the world should the government fail to act.

It is very late and there may not be many people in this country
watching at home right now, but my hope is that Canadians across
the country will be watching and listening and will hold the govern‐
ment accountable, especially its leadership, for its actions and espe‐
cially its inaction on issues like this that threaten Canada's security
and the freedoms that people from around the world migrate to and
aspire to. My hope is that Canadians and people around the world
will be watching and will hold the government accountable.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Madam
Speaker, indeed, it is late, but it is never too late to talk about issues
as serious as this. What I have wanted to know since the start of
this whole thing is how seriously is the Liberal government in pow‐
er taking this issue. If we look at the measures this government has
taken from the start, they coincided with the release of new infor‐
mation in the media every time.

The Liberals have known things for years, but, as long it does not
end up in the papers, they do nothing. To me, that is not taking
things seriously. It may even be an attempt to cover things up.

My question is simple. Does my colleague not believe that an in‐
dependent public inquiry would shed light on all of this and that
this issue will finally be taken seriously?
● (2345)

[English]
Mr. Mel Arnold: Madam Speaker, the question is whether the

government should take this issue seriously. Very much so, it
should take this seriously. It concerns me, as a member of Parlia‐
ment, that as this debate continues, we see members on the govern‐
ment side smirking and chuckling about the debate that is happen‐
ing here. It is shameful that Canadians and parliamentarians have to
find out the truth through media stories and not be informed by the
government.

Information was provided to the government about members
who have had their families threatened, and yet the government
withheld that information for almost two years, until it came out
publicly and, finally, the government was caught once again trying
to hide its corruption.

Mr. Richard Bragdon (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Madam
Speaker, I note the seriousness of the subject we are tackling here
this evening. Having this happen to one of our colleagues, a mem‐
ber of this House, has sent shockwaves throughout the country and
among fellow parliamentarians.

The fact is that there was a delay in the response, and I believe
others around the world are looking at Canada's response to this
and saying they do not know how seriously the government is tak‐
ing it. They are asking why it took so long to make things right and
deal with things properly.

I wonder if my hon. colleague has some comments related to the
response and how long it took once we knew these things and they
came to light?

Mr. Mel Arnold: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for the
question about why it took so long for the government to respond.

We can only speculate about that. If I was to speculate, I would
say the government was hoping that it could be hidden and covered
up and that nobody would expose it. It took two years for it to come
out in the media, and it was finally exposed. That is why we are on‐
ly just hearing about it and debating it now.

That is speculation, but I believe that the hope on the other side
that it would never come to light is why it has taken this long for
any action to be taken.

Mr. Garnett Genuis (Sherwood Park—Fort Saskatchewan,
CPC): Madam Speaker, one point I want to add as more of a com‐
ment is that with critical G7 meetings coming up in Japan, I think it
is very important for free democracies to work together on a coor‐
dinated response to transnational repression. That includes us learn‐
ing from our allies by implementing measures such as the foreign
influence registry. It also includes having a coordinated approach
among allies on combatting forced labour in our supply chains.
However, especially on this issue of protecting free democracies
from foreign infiltration, I think we have a lot to learn from like-
minded partners. It is very important that this is a priority on the
agenda in those upcoming meetings.

Mr. Mel Arnold: Madam Speaker, certainly we can learn from
other countries, but hopefully we are not learning from dictator‐
ships. Hopefully we can learn from democracies around the world,
from other countries that are putting a spotlight and close eye on
the wrongdoings of dictatorships like that of the Communist Party
of China. Let us keep Canada free and keep Canadians feeling safe
and secure in their own country.
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[Translation]

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Order.
There being no further members rising for debate, pursuant to order
made earlier today, it is my duty to put forthwith every question
necessary to dispose of the motion in relation to the breach of privi‐
lege in the name of the hon. member for Wellington—Halton Hills
now before the House.
● (2350)

[English]

The question is on the motion.
[Translation]

If a member of a recognized party present in the House wishes
that the motion be carried or carried on division or wishes to re‐
quest a recorded division, I would invite them to rise and indicate it
to the Chair.
[English]

Mr. Mark Gerretsen: Madam Speaker, I request a recorded
vote.

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): Pursuant
to order made on Thursday, June 23, 2022, the division stands de‐
ferred until Wednesday, May 10, at the expiry of the time provided
for Oral Questions.

We have a point of order from the hon. Minister of Immigration,
Refugees and Citizenship.

Hon. Sean Fraser (Minister of Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I move:

That the House do now adjourn.

(Motion agreed to)

The Assistant Deputy Speaker (Mrs. Carol Hughes): The mo‐
tion to adjourn the House is now deemed to have been adopted. Ac‐
cordingly, this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 2:00 p.m.
pursuant to Standing Order 24(1).

Good night, everybody.

(The House adjourned at 11:51 p.m.)
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